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Free will compatibilist recently dismissed the garden of forking paths model in profit of self as a source. Phenomenology of agency considerations show that such a disjunctive treatment is contrary to the experiences of freedom.

Free will problem
Free will problem is one of persistent themes in philosophy. Do people exercise freedom in their decisions, so that they themselves are real sources of their actions, or is their sentiment of freedom just an illusion, overridden by forces in respect to which they are unable to exercise any authority, such as God, history or physically completely predetermined events in cosmos? If people are free agents, then they have freedom to choose. In such a case, whatever they have done, they could have done it otherwise. In their itinerary and in their daily decisions they can take one route or another. According to the expression of poet Borges, they are in the garden of forking paths. More about this will be said in what follows. If people have freedom to act they are also responsible for their decisions. But if determinism is true then the blame attributed to them seems to be pointless or irrational.


Here are three separately perfectly sound looking statements, which, if they are considered together, turn out to form an inconsistent set
:



(1) Determinism is true.



(2) We have free will.



(3) Free will is incompatible with determinism.

Statement (1) has its support form the views of classical physics and causality, which do not allow for fortuitous events. As for (2), we certainly feel to be in possession of free will for most of the cases. And (3) seems to affirm a sound view again: if everything happens to be determined in advance, then it seems unlikely that freedom of the will is a viable option. But as just said, despite that the three above statements are separately plausible, they cannot form a sound set as taken together. If (3) is true, say, then (1) and (2) cannot both stay in place. 

The decision in which way to make the set consistent proceeds by getting rid of one of the statements and thereby it defines the following positions on the scene in respect to freedom and determinism:

(2) + (3) + not-(1) defines libertarianism

(1) + (3) + not-(2) defines determinism

(1) + (2) + not-(3) defines compatibilism

Determinism is sometimes also called hard determinism, being distinguished thereby from soft determinism that is then a name for compatibilism. Such a denomination seems to be plausible first of all from the perspective of libertarianism that repudiates determinism.


Notice that compatibilism is an interesting view by the very fact that it reconciles the apparently incompatible positions of determinism and free will, because it rejects (3). In this respect, and in counter distinction to the remaining two views, compatibilism naturally embraces inclusionary view of things, as opposed to others’ (libertarianism and determinism) exclusionary take on things.
 It is therefore an important question to see to what extent compatibilist honor the real inclusionary specificity of their position. It will be argued that recently, in an exclusionary take on matters, compatibilists have abandoned the inclusionary specificity of their position.
 This can be detected and improved though by attention to the phenomenology of free agency.

Inclusivist compatibilism
Compatibilist position in relation to free will and determinism may be summarized in the following manner: Despite that they do not repudiate determinism, compatibilists allow for free will and for attributions of responsibility. Proposing this, compatibilists apparently embrace incoherence, for they take on board two seemingly incompatible positions: affirming the truth of determinism, and allowing for the existence of free will. One main task for a compatibilist is then to show that the incoherence which he embraces is not malign, but of a benign and viable kind. A way to go is in affirming determinism for the area of mind and language independently existing material world. On the other hand free will is forthcoming in the comparatively autonomous experiential world.

One idea of compatibilists may be identified as that of inclusive disjunction: positions that originally seem incompatible tend to be reconciled in a benignly incoherent way. There is a potentially widespread usage applicability of the inclusive disjunctivist approach.


By affirming the simultaneous truth of two apparently inconsistent positions of determinism (1) and of the existence of the free will (2), and thus by denying the incompatibility  (3) claim, compatibilists profile themselves as inclusivists.


Statements (1) and (2) are treated in the manner of exclusive disjunction by the proponents of libertarianism and determinism: it is the one or the other. By opposing (3), compatibilists approach (1) and (2), to the contrary, in the manner of inclusive disjunction. Both alternatives may be embraced by such a view. This is a proposal according to which both positions that originally seem incompatible tend to be reconciled in a benignly incoherent way. One thus does not deny mutual incompatibility of the involved positions. All that one does is trying to show that such mutual incompatibility is a perfectly viable option, an option that gets respected by the involved practices. A contextual touch may then go with this in order to affirm viable incoherence of the view.


An inclusive disjunctivist approach has a potentially wide range of applications. (Potrc forthcoming a, b, c) It has not been though sufficiently appreciated in philosophy, mainly because the benign incoherence that it involves was interpreted as a malign one, and because the contextualist factors that would show it to be a viable option weren’t recognized. Let us just mention one application of the inclusive disjunction strategy, in the area of epistemology. Evidentialism and reliabilism tend to come as two opposed and not to be reconciled positions. But once as the needed attention is exercised in respect to the dialectical situation through which knowledge is acquired, it begins to be obvious that both positions really best come intertwined as evidentialism-reliabilism (Henderson-Horgan-Potrc 2007).
 Both elements are present in our epistemic practices and the dialectic shows that the best reliabilism is evidentialist. These practices match well their benign inclusivist incoherence. Traces of the opposites may be found in each one of them. In such a way the incoherent but viable inclusivist position is formed for different areas. 
But there are powerful intuitions to the contrary as well, in direction of incompatibility of disjunctive pulls. This is related to the way in which one construes normativity. Disjunctivist normativity tends to use sharp normative exclusionary standards, without consideration of contextual parameters. This happens under high assigned contextual standards, not under the normal everyday ones.

Once as you consider it, the inclusivist disjunctive option seems acceptable. But this is not the usual way to go. If one asks the question: “Should the disjunction be treated inclusively or exclusively?” even in an implicit manner, one tends to give an exclusivist answer. The reason is that the very fact of tackling such a question rises the score of requirements in the operative contextual normative standards.

Disjunctive exclusionary pulls in direction of incompatibility are thus the product of pressure coming from limit-case heightened contextual standards. Faced with disjunctive choice and omitting to ask the question about involvement of contextual parameters, which is a lazy way to go, pushes one to embrace exclusionary alternative choices. Everyday lower contextual standards are present all the time so that one does not even notice them.

The exclusivist way to go, in the case discussed, is taken by both libertarianism and determinism, which thereby comply with the incompatibility statement (3). Once as one asks the question whether one is free or not, the answers that are provided pull in opposed directions, by exclusion of alternatives. This should not be the case though for compatibilism that rejects the statement (3). But as the high contextual standards are established once as the question about freedom and determinism is posed, and as the pull is then in the exclusionary direction, it may be that compatibilists themselves embrace such a direction, in opposition to their inclusionary commitments that gets acquired by the rejection of (3). Another strategy is then needed to uncover the abandoning of compatibilists deep commitments. Such a strategy should bring rather lower requirements in contextual scores with it that would not push in the exclusionary sense. Embracing lessons of phenomenology forthcoming in free agency seems to be well suited to do the job. Indeed, phenomenology of free agency is involved into people’s everyday experiences.

One main reason why contextual parameters are not taken into account is that they introduce a kind of incoherence. Presence of incoherence is sufficient for exclusivism to be in saddle. This goes along with sticking to the principle of non-contradiction and of the excluded middle. Contextualism is then excluded.

The pull towards exclusivism is not exercised by explicitly embracing high contextual standards though. Rather, the attention to variation in changing contextual parameters tends not to be taken into account at all. The reason is that, once as the question about freedom and determinism is asked, the clean and easy answer seems to be disjunctive. Rejecting statement (3) though seems to invite incoherence, in opposition to clean-cut solutions. Everyday contextual standards involve incoherence as well, and they seem to support compatibilism by this very fact. But incoherence is not welcome as one poses questions related to basic decisions. And this is why contextual parameters tend not to be taken into account at all as the questions of free will are tackled. Incoherent nature of contextual parameters is a sufficient reason for exclusivism to be embraced. For exclusivism seemingly operates without any contextual scores, while the truth is that it operates by limit-case high contextual standards.

Such limit case high contextual standards appear in the renowned logical principles of non-contradiction (NC) and of excluded middle (EM). One would expect these principles to already pose strong exclusionary guidelines. But this is actually not the case, for even they still stick to incoherence and thereby to contextual traces, in that the first one allows both alternatives to be false, and the second one both to be true. Only an additional principle of exclusive disjunction for contradictories (EDC), quite interestingly traditionally not really spelled out, allows for exclusivity to really come out explicitly (Suber 2008):

NC
at most one is true; both can be false

EM
at least one is true; both can be true

EDC
exactly one is true, exactly one is false

This seem to show that reflex of the pull towards high score contextual parameters are involved in both (NC) and (EM) in that the (EDC) is presupposed by contextual push which exactly tends to get rid of incoherent contextuality. The curious status of (EDC) principle seems to show indeed that contextualism cannot be dismissed that easily, and that it may not be really transparent if it is. Nevertheless the high-score contextual practice behaves as if s contextualism would be normally dismissed.

Pointing to the actual practice of assessing truth conditions though shows a ubiquitous presence of variable standards, and of the ensuing incoherence. This happens even inside a single sentence, in respect to its truth conditions. 

Is it true that this table is flat? Certainly, this seems to be true if we take a look at its surface. But then again, if we take a closer look, say with a magnifying glass, we may discover that the table’s surface is not really flat, but full of ridged terrain and of occasionally bumps. One and the same sentence, “The table is flat”, thus allows for attribution of different truth conditions, taken account of the variable contextual circumstances under which these truth conditions get ascribed. This shows the presence of contextually variable standards in truth ascriptions. The ubiquitous presence of these contextual standards is even more pointedly shown in cases where truth conditions are changed inside a single sentence. Here is a case: “He could have done it, and also he couldn’t have done it”, where the sentence refers to the situation where we are talking about the soccer player and his missing goal hit. What we mean is that on the one hand, with a little luck, i.e. in a slightly different situation, the soccer player could well have scored that goal hit with the ball. But on the other hand, we also wish to claim, that soccer player, in the circumstances as they actually happened on the field, did not really have a chance. It is thus both true and false that the soccer player could have scored a goal hit, and this is affirmed inside a single sentence. One way to look at the sentence is saying that the sentence affirms contradiction. But on the other hand, if we get more attentive to it, we realize that actually no contradiction is affirmed in it, because different variable contextual standards guide each part of the sentence. Our usual assessment of the sentence would be that it does actually not affirm any contradiction, and that it is not incoherent.

This ubiquitous practice cheerfully adopts weak incoherence, all in still respecting strong incoherence. Exclusivist approaches are wrong in that they presuppose strong incoherence should strictly rule all of the cases. But weak incoherence along with the contextualist normativity provides human touch to the enterprise. Weak incoherence may still be there; it is benign and productive, all in that strong incoherence is repudiated. Obviously there seem to be two normative registers at which this happens to be explained and worked out.

The just mentioned sentence “He could have done it, and also he couldn’t have done it” both affirms and denies propositional content. Thus it seems to be incoherent. But the incoherence that it affirms is perfectly viable in the usual everyday affirmatory practices. This is then a case of weak incoherence, guided by variable contextual standards that are subtly forthcoming and that speakers detect without any excessive effort. Considered without these contextual standards though the sentence seems to affirm a strong incoherence, a contradiction that people should better avoid. But the fact is that speakers do not treat such sentences as involving strong incoherence in their affirmatory practices. 

In fact, treating cases like the one of the just mentioned sentence in a strong exclusivist manner – that content should be either true or wrong – seems to be misguided. Exclusivist approaches are just wrong in presupposing that strong incoherence should guide all the cases. This sounds as a too strong and too mechanical criterion in respect to the usual affirmatory practices. In these, weak incoherence is in charge, and along with the contextualist normativity it provides a human touch to the enterprise. Weak incoherence may still be there. But it does not harm. Quite to the contrary it is actually benign and productive, all in that strong incoherence is repudiated by it. Obviously there seem to be two normative registers at which this happens to be explained and worked out. The first one we have dubbed that of weak incoherence, and the second one that of strong incoherence. The matter is that of taking account of contextual variability or of not taking account of it.

Contextualist approach to compatibilism argued for human weak incoherence uses of “could have done otherwise” locutions.

Let us turn back more immediately towards compatibilism now. Despite that compatibilists do not repudiate determinism in the overall setting of the material world, they also allow for freedom of agentive activity in such a world. This one comes along with the locution “could have done otherwise” for an agent’s action. According to the title of Borges story we are then in the garden of forking paths. I did this, but given that I am a free agent, one or more alternative possible actions were available to me, as various ways that I could have chosen. This is exactly what gives me a sense of being a free agent to which responsibility may be attributed in a justified manner.

The “could have done otherwise” locutions themselves though should not be taken in an exclusivist manner, without contextualist considerations guiding them. Quite to the contrary, they should acquire their human touch by allowing for the weak incoherence of the just mentioned sort. 

g. Something more about compatibilist history: “could have done otherwise” was well seen as a mark of compatibilism.

In respect to the exclusivist approaches that are more adjusted to libertarianism and determinism,  “could have done otherwise” seems to be a mark of compatibilism. In fact, given all that we have argued up till now, “could have done otherwise” is also embraced by libertarianism. But it is interpreted by it in an exclusivist manner, preferably without the weak incoherence being involved, which then becomes a mark of compatibilism. With these specifications, “could have done otherwise” locution is well a mark of compatibilism.

But this sound intuition is not always respected. In fact, it even gets repudiated, which then seems to be a sign of the compatibilist exclusivist interpretation, wrong according to the preceding flow of thought.

Compatibilist exclusivism

Enters a species of compatibilism that seems to be a prevalent species upon the actually existing space of interpretative possibilities. It is an exclusivist brand of compatibilism, in respect to which we have to be suspect given the preceding results. Such an approach will have to reject both the benign weak incoherence and the importance of the contextual variable parameters supporting it. Needless to say that compatibilist stance cannot be really supported by such a maneuver, which however fares well with the exclusivist move.

Enter Frankfurt cases, where a powerful being arranges that an agent could not have done otherwise.

Just how did compatibilist exclusivism come upon the scene? In order to answer this question we have to mention the Frankfurt cases, which were introduced by Harry Frankfurt  (1971). These cases figure thought experiments, according to which a powerful being, daemon or God, perhaps a mad scientist, arranges things in such a manner that no free human activity is possible. The daemon, say, is concerned that you act just in the direction she wants you to and in no other way. That understood, she allows you to perform actions she would agree with, and these you yourself seem to do completely on the basis of your own choices. But once you might decide to perform an action the daemon would not approve, she takes care that it would just not happen. She has several techniques in order to achieve this. She may manipulate your neural pathways leading to the possible decisions in such a way that you would be predetermined to act according to her desire even if you would not even be aware of that. And again, she might take recourse to more drastic measures, so that you would act freely by your own will, but once you would dare to act in disagreement with her predetermined plan, you would be dead. In other words, the daemon would use all her resources in order to prevent you to acting otherwise as predetermined by her. But if this is true, then in Frankfurt cases no “could have done otherwise” course of events is possible, despite that the agent may still perform his activities with the experiential attitude of a free agent.

From this the conclusion was drawn that “could have done otherwise” has nothing to do with compatible freedom.

Frankfurt cases exercised a big impact upon the actual shape taken by compatibilism. They were designed to show that it is possible for “could have done otherwise” guideline not to be accepted, upon the basis of cases that show possibility of its failure and of its blocking. But from this it was inferred that “could have done otherwise” has nothing to do with compatibilist account of freedom.

But this conclusion is patently false. Compare it to the cases of counterfactual causation denial.

The conclusion that “could have done otherwise” has nothing to do with compatibilist freedom upon the basis of possibility of cases where alternative actions are blocked by a daemonic setting perhaps has some appeal. But in fact it proves to be a patently false conclusion.

In order to see this, consider the following wrongful inference, proposed as an illustration:

There are possible scenarios in which an event C causes an event E even though E would have occurred even if C had not occurred. (Viz., scenarios in which there also occurred an event C* which was a preempted potential cause of E – an event which would have caused E had C not occurred and caused E.)


Therefore, relations of counterfactual dependence between events are always utterly irrelevant to whether or not one of these events causes the other. (Horgan, 2008 a)

The lesson of this example seems to be as follows. Just as it cannot be concluded on the basis of possibility of cases where causal influence of an event may be preempted by other causes to the overall irrelevance of counterfactual dependence for their mutual causation, so it seems wrong to conclude that possible daemon prevention of “could have done otherwise” cases makes any alternative possibilities oblivious in respect to free will.


Although the falsity of such a move compatibilist have embraced Frankfurt cases as a lesson of dismissal for “could have done otherwise” scenarios. We have seen that such a move rather honors incompatibilist exclusivist positions and their dismissal of contextual normativity considerations, in profit of limit-case contextual parameters.

As compatibilists once repudiated “could have done otherwise” locutions they stick with self as source to secure their position.

Once as compatibilist have done away with the garden of forking paths or with “could have done otherwise” alternative possibilities of action, things begin not to look well for them. For garden of forking paths secured freedom of action, despite subscription to the otherwise deterministic constitution of the world. 

So compatibilists embraced self as a source of action as the ingredient that could secure their position. Doing this, they actually shifted close to libertarian position, without perhaps really wanting to do so. But consider that libertarianism is actually an exclusivist position.

By their move following consideration of Frankfurt cases, the exclusivist compatibilism emerged as a position seeing self as source incompatible with the possibility of having done otherwise. But this is far from being the ultimate truth, as the next considerations will show.

Phenomenology of agency and freedom

A main consideration that was almost entirely left out by exclusivist approaches of all kinds is phenomenology of agency. As a person acts in a free manner, there is a specific qualitative or what-it’s-like feel related to it, quite different from the qualitative experience as the agent is constrained to perform his action under duress.


Now consider that Frankfurt cases well allow for phenomenology of free acting to be there. Even when the agent is manipulated by the determinism securing daemon, he still acts by full phenomenological awareness, actually as a free person, because in most cases he does even not know that he is being deterministically manipulated. 


Frankfurt cases also did not actually point to the exclusivist conclusion, and were only later interpreted in this manner, as we just said with highly dubious but nevertheless very influential move, fuelled by dismissing contextualist leanings.

The attention to the phenomenology of free agency shows that self as source and “could have done otherwise” are mutually supportive. Phenomenology of free agency shows that the agent experiences oneself as a source of action with the “could have done otherwise” ingredient.

As I perform an action, I phenomenologically experience myself both as the center of this action, the center from which the action proceeds and emanates, and I also experience this activity of mine as possibly alternatively embarked upon, as the “could have done otherwise” activity. Thereby, taking both of those ingredients into account, I phenomenologically experience myself as being in a position of a free agent. 

Notice that I would not really have the experience of a free agent if these two ingredients would be disjoined, or if they would come one without the other. If I would have phenomenological experience of being myself a source of agency, but would also experience the possibility of my alternative action as something not related to or not being tied to this self as a source, this would not satisfy phenomenological conditions of a free agency. Even worse would it be if I would phenomenologically experience the ability to do otherwise, but would not experience it as emanating from myself as a source, but possibly from outside of me or from somebody else as being the relevant source. This would have the feeling that may be classified from a third person view as pathology. (Graham and Stephens 2003.)

Free agent does not phenomenologically experience himself as caused by beliefs, desires, or causal states in his free acting.

Notice that a free agent does really experience himself as the source of his actions. This means that the agent does not experience himself phenomenologically in such a way that actions would be caused by beliefs and desires, as a big chunk of philosophy of mind has it. Such a way of proceeding is just in disagreement with the agentive phenomenology.

The attention to phenomenology of free agency shows the basic insight of compatibilism: that phenomenological experience takes source and alternative possible actions as compatible with the existence of external causal circumstances in the world. Both registers are well joined in a productive weak incoherence of free agent’s position. One can respect them without pulling causal externalist considerations to dominate free agency, together with its experiences.

The attention to phenomenology of free agency goes well with appreciation of variable contextual parameters, but it is not supported by limit-case contextual situations. It shows that free agency is phenomenologically experienced as emanating from self as a source, and that the possibility of alternative actions is related to this. Also, concentration on phenomenology of experiences shows that these are quite autonomous, and nevertheless most probably compatible with the existence of the material world, if one decides in such an ontological direction in one’s metaphysics.  Free agent is in position of weak productive incoherence of inclusivist kind. One can (although one does not need to) respect the existence of a deterministic world together with the experience of one as being a free agent in this world. 
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Notes
� The following characterization of the free will problem archeology, i.e. of the state of the art somehow a century ago, was characterized by Mark Balaguer at the Aspects of Responsibility CEU course in Budapest, July 2008. To some extent, this was a continuation of similar Bled Slovenia conference a couple of years ago. I am indebted to Vojko Strahovnik and Danilo Suster for a preparatory seminar in Ljubljana. Terry Horgan is the main influence for the sound views in this paper. The topics of free will is just one of the many we touched in a month spent together in Slovenia, Switzerland and Hungary this summer. Other ones include phenomenology and thought. Armando Verdiglione is another background figure supporting my writing. 


� Notice that the choices in the inconsistent set of statements are between (1) and (2). Libertarianism and determinism each exclude one of the options. In opposition to this, compatibilism embraces both. Statement (3) just affirms incompatibility of (1) and (2), and thus is an exclusionary statement. The rejection of this statement, as it is forthcoming in compatibilism, subscribes an inclusivist attitude.


� Compatibilist have interpreted the so-called Frankfurt cases in an exclusionary way, which even goes contrary to the nature of these cases.


� The intertwining may perhaps be initially illustrated in a somewhat metaphorical way by the yin-yang circle, in which the opposite white and black areas come as reaching into each other’s territory along a curved boundary, so that each of the contraries includes a germ point of the opposite quality.
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