
How Do Manipulation Arguments Work?

John Martin Fischer1

Received: 28 May 2016 / Accepted: 1 June 2016 / Published online: 14 June 2016

� Springer Science+Business Media Dordrecht (outside the USA) 2016

Abstract Alfred Mele has presented the Zygote Argument as a challenge to

compatibilism. In previous work I have offered a critique of Mele’s first premise.

Patrick Todd, Neal Tognazzini, and Derk Pereboom have offered an alternative

interpretation of the argument, substituting (1*) for (1). Here I offer a critical

evaluation of this strategy, and in the process I seek to understand the deep structure

of the Zygote Argument.
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Recently there has been much interest in a family of arguments that can be referred

to as ‘‘manipulation arguments.‘‘ (Mele 2006, 2013; Pereboom 2001, 2014; Todd

2011, 2013; Fischer 2011; Capes 2013; Kearns 2011; King 2013; Tognazzini 2014)

I think it is helpful to distinguish ‘‘initial design’’ from ‘‘manipulation’’ arguments,

but they can also be considered (for some purposes) as members of an extended

family of manipulation arguments. Note that initial design arguments do not feature

direct, ‘‘hands-on’’ manipulation; thus, the appropriate response to them might well

be different from the response a compatibilist might give to an argument involving

hands-on manipulation. Here I shall simplify and consider initial design arguments

as a species of manipulation arguments.

Although manipulation arguments are widely thought to constitute a challenge to

compatibilism, a controversy has emerged as to how to understand the structure of

the arguments. As with other important debates about free will and moral

responsibility, it is crucial to understand the dialectical situation here. That is, it is
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crucial to understand how these arguments are supposed to work. Patrick Todd,

Neal Tognazzini, and Derk Pereboom have offered an important and helpful way of

understanding the structure of manipulation arguments. Here I will offer some

critical reflections on this interpretation with the hope of achieving a more

perspicuous understanding of their structure, opening the way to a more penetrating

evaluation of them.

1 The Zygote Argument

Let us start with Mele’s story involving Diana, a goddess with special powers:

Diana creates a zygote Z in Mary. She combines Z’s atoms as she does because

she wants a certain event E to occur thirty years later. From her knowledge of

the state of the universe just prior to her creating Z and the laws of nature of

her deterministic universe, she deduces that a zygote with precisely Z’s

constitution located in Mary will develop into an ideally self-controlled agent

who, in thirty years, will judge, on the basis of rational deliberation, that it is

best to A and will A on the basis of that judgment, thereby bringing about

E. (Mele 2006: 188)

Mele specifies that we are to suppose that the agent in question, Ernie, meets all, or

at least one’s favorite, compatibilist-friendly conditions for acting freely and being

morally responsible. He now presents an argument he calls the ‘‘Zygote Argument’’:

1. Because of the way his zygote was produced in his deterministic universe, Ernie

is not a free agent and is not morally responsible for anything.

2. Concerning free action and moral responsibility of the beings into whom the

zygotes develop, there is no significant difference between the way Ernie’s

zygote comes to exist and the way any normal human zygote comes to exist in a

deterministic universe.

3. So determinism precludes free action and moral responsibility. (Mele 2006:

189)

Note that Mele does not accept the conclusion of this argument; he remains agnostic

about the relationship between causal determinism and free action/moral respon-

sibility. He presents the Zygote Argument as an interesting challenge for the

compatibilist, and it is one of the most salient reasons why he does not embrace

compatibilism.

2 My Reply to the Zygote Argument

The argument is indeed an interesting, and important, challenge for the compat-

ibilist. (I believe it can also be modified slightly to provide an equally powerful

challenge to the libertarian, but I will put this issue aside here. [Haji and Cuypers

(2001); Clarke (2012); Cyr (forthcoming and ms)] I have sought in a preliminary
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way to address this challenge. (Fischer 2011) More specifically, I have argued that a

compatibilist should reject (1). But, of course, the point is not simply that a

compatibilist ought to reject this premise; the point is that the premise would not

commend itself to an idealized ‘‘agnostic’’—i.e., a rational and fair-minded

individual without an antecedent commitment to either compatibilism or the

rejection of compatibilism.1

It seemed to me that the force of (1) comes from a view that the antecedent intentions

of Diana matter for Ernie’s moral responsibility. That is, it seemed to me that the reason

why (1) appears plausible is that one is thinking that, if an agent creates another individual

in a deterministic context with the specific intention that that individual behave in a

certain way in the future, then the created individual cannot be morally responsible for his

behavior. But it also seemed to me that, upon reflection, we can see that the distal

intentions of an agent are irrelevant to the responsibility status of the created individual,

even in a deterministic context. Of course, it may or may not be the case that causal

determinism in itself rules out moral responsibility; but I did not see how the fact that an

agent created an individual with specific intentions, even in a deterministic world, would

make it the case that the individual is not morally responsible for his behavior.

I developed my argument against (1) in Fischer (2011). For example, I presented

the ‘‘John and Mary scenario’’:

John and Mary have fully consensual sex, but they do not want to have a child,

so they use contraception with the intention of avoiding pregnancy.

Unfortunately, although they used the (generally reliable) contraception in

the way in which it is supposed to be used, Mary has become pregnant. The

couple decides to have the baby, whom they name, ‘Ernie’.

Now we fill in the story a bit. The universe is (we suppose) causally

deterministic, and thirty years later Ernie performs some action A and thereby

brings about event E. We also stipulate that Ernie meets plausible compat-

ibilist conditions for acting freely (in performing A). (Fischer 2011: 267)

Here it is plausible to think that Ernie is morally responsible for performing A and thereby

bringing about E. But I further imagined that we could change the story so that (say) John

and Mary ‘‘had sex at that precise moment in the belief that, by doing so, they would

ensure that Ernie would behave as he does in the future.’’ (Fischer 2011: 268)My intuition

was that this change would be irrelevant to Ernie’s moral responsibility. I wrote:

Now we have a puzzle. If we start with the John and Mary scenario depicted

above, we get the conclusion that the mental states and intentions of the distal

creators of the zygote are irrelevant to Ernie’s subsequent moral responsibil-

ity… Thus one could substitute Diana for John and Mary, and the clear

intuition—proceeding in this way—would be that Diana’s intentions are

irrelevant to Ernie’s moral responsibility thirty years down the road. But if we

start with Diana, we can come to quite the opposite conclusion, as we are

invited to do by Premise 1 of the Zygote Argument.

1 For a defense of a methodology that conceptualizes philosophical debates as addressed to such an

idealized agnostic, see Fischer and Tognazzini (2007), van Inwagen (2006).
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I thus contend that the Diana scenario cannot in itself help to establish Premise

1 of the Zygote Argument. After all, one might as well consider the John and

Mary scenario; nothing in the Zygote Argument entails or even suggest that

somehow starting with the Diana scenario is more plausible than—or

preferable to—starting with the John and Mary scenario. But the John and

Mary scenario pulls in quite the opposite direction from the Diana scenario;

indeed, it points to the rejection of 1. (Fischer 2011: 269–270)

I also offered another case to make the same point, i.e., that the distal intentions

of a creator do not crowd out moral responsibility for the created individual’s

behavior. I first constructed a case involving a randomizing robotic device which

implants zygotes into visitors to a ‘‘Community Reproductive Center’’. I then wrote:

Now change the example so that everything else is precisely the same, but

instead of the robot, the zygote is installed by Diana (with detailed instructions

for Ernie’s future), who has somehow insinuated herself into the Community

Reproductive Center. I fail to see how this makes any difference at all to

Ernie’s subsequent moral responsibility. (Fischer 2011: 270)

My main point here was to argue that the distal intentions of creators are irrelevant

to the subsequent responsibility status of the created individuals, even in a casually

deterministic world.

3 Reply by Todd, Tognazzini, and Pereboom

Various philosophers have replied to my critique (or similar critiques), and their

replies suggest an alternative interpretation of the way in which the Zygote

Argument is supposed to work. The fullest development and defense of this reply is

found in insightful and nuanced work by Patrick Todd (Todd 2013). I shall thus

focus primarily on Todd’s argumentation, especially his defense of the approach,

although I shall also touch on similar views of Tognazzini and Pereboom.

Todd points out that I assume that the basis for (1) is ‘‘that Diana’s intentions are

relevant to Ernie’s responsibility…’’ (Todd 2013: 192) Todd graciously writes:

Now, Fischer has a point. After all, (1) does state:

1. Because of the way his zygote was produced in his deterministic universe, Ernie

is not a free agent and is not morally responsible for anything.

Fischer seems to have interpreted (1) as follows: because Ernie’s action traces

back to Diana’s intentional activity (this being the salient fact about how his

zygote was produced), Ernie is not responsible for what he does. Thus, Fischer

apparently has taken it that he can deflect the force of the Zygote Argument by

arguing that Diana’s intentions are in fact irrelevant to Ernie’s responsibility,

since the argument—as he says—invites us to judge that Diana’s intentions

are relevant. (Todd 2013: 192)
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Todd goes on to reject my interpretation of the argument, writing:

But now we have a mystery. After all, this very claim—that Diana’s intentions

are irrelevant—is in so many words the second premise of the argument! That

is, premise (2) says that there is no responsibility-relevant difference between

Ernie in the Diana scenario and anyone in a deterministic universe; the mere

fact that Ernie’s actions trace back to Diana’s intentional activity (rather than

‘blind’ causes) should be irrelevant to his responsibility. Of course, though

Fischer did not intend this result, it would thus seem that, on his interpretation

of the argument, the proponent of the argument in the first premise claims that

Diana’s intentions are relevant to Ernie’s responsibility, and in the second

claims that they are not. And this would certainly be odd. (Todd 2013: 192)

I shall return to a consideration of this point below. But first I wish to present

Todd’s alternative interpretation of the Zygote Argument. He writes:

At any rate, I think it is clear how we might fix the argument, and that is

simply by deleting the first clause of premise (1), so that (roughly) we have

instead:

(1*) Ernie is not free or morally responsible with respect to performing A or

bringing about E.

After all, why does Mele need the relevant clause, the clause that adds into the

premise that Ernie is not responsible because of the way his zygote was

produced? … [I]n deleting the given clause, we can make it clear that the

Zygote Argument is not (contra Fischer) inviting us to judge that Diana’s

intentions are relevant to Ernie’s responsibility. Rather, the argument simply

invites us to judge that Ernie is not responsible for what Diana determined for

him to do. This is what I take to be the fundamental judgment undergirding the

argument. … Thus, once we replace (1) with (1*), it would seem that those

aspects of Fischer’s paper arguing that Diana’s intentions are irrelevant do not

in any way detract from the force of the argument. (Todd 2013: 192–193)

Todd concedes that Mele presented the Zygote Argument in a way that strongly

suggested my interpretation, given that Mele employed Premise (1), and not (1*).

But Todd’s fundamental point is that it is better to understand the Zygote Argument

as employing (1*). On this interpretation, the proponent of the argument is simply

presenting a situation and seeking to elicit an intuition—an intuition whose

provenance or basis is left unspecified. Insofar as the intuition is solid, then the

argument would seem to go through, even if I am correct that the distal intentions of

a deterministic creator are irrelevant to an individual’s moral responsibility.

Todd’s interpretation of the Zygote Argument, and his subtle defense of it against

my critique (and other critiques), has been widely influential.2 Tognazzini presents

an interpretation of manipulation arguments which is similar to Todd’s interpre-

tation, and Tognazzini writes, ‘‘I am quite sympathetic to what Todd says (in Todd

2 Alfred Mele has reported in conversation that he accepts the basic thrust of Todd’s interpretation of the

argument. Mele confirmed that he agrees with Todd’s substitution of (1*) for (1) in email correspondence

on June 24, 2015.
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2013) in response to (Fischer 2011) and Kearns [2012].’’ (Tognazzini 2014: 366,

footnote 12)

Pereboom also agrees with Todd’s interpretation of the manipulation argument:

Here is the dialectic as I see it, which accords with Todd’s assessment. Most

people first enter into the free will debate with the assumption that ordinarily

agents are blameworthy in the basic desert sense when they knowingly do

wrong. For the natural compatibilist, the prospect that whenever we act, we

are causally determined by factors beyond our control wouldn’t change this

assumption, and for the agnostic about compatibilism and incompatibilism the

assumption would be challenged but not defeated. Incompatibilists believe

that these reactions fail adequately to face up to the implications of causal

determination. The way manipulation arguments aim to remedy this putative

shortcoming is by first devising a deterministic manipulation case with the

hope that it will be more successful at eliciting a non-responsibility intuition

than causal determination alone does. The next step is to argue that non-

responsibility is preserved even when the manipulation is subtracted, on the

ground there is no responsibility-relevant difference between the deterministic

case that features manipulation and one that doesn’t. The salient common

element is causal determination by factors beyond the agent’s control, and this

feature will therefore be sufficient for non-responsibility. (Pereboom 2014:

80–81)

The basic idea in Todd, Tognazzini, and Pereboom is that we should think of the

proponent of the Zygote Argument as offering a scenario (involving Diana and

Ernie) that seeks to elicit an intuition of ‘‘no-responsibility,’’ while remaining silent

about what element of the scenario is doing the work in generating the intuition of

non-responsibility. One simply is supposed to have the intuition, for whatever

reason. And then the second premise has it that if in that scenario Ernie is not

morally responsible, then he would also not be morally responsible under casual

determinism per se (i.e., without any special assumptions about Diana). We can then

conclude that causal determinism is incompatible with moral responsibility. So

conceived, there is no reliance on a view to the effect that Diana’s prior intentional

activity crowds out Ernie’s responsibility.

4 My Reply to Todd, Tognazzini, and Pereboom

This is a powerful alternative interpretation of the way in which the Zygote

Argument is supposed to work, and it is extrapolated by Tognazzini and Pereboom

to apply to manipulation arguments in general. I have learned a lot from thinking

carefully about this strategy, and I wish here to offer a different side of the story, as

it were. The first thing to note is that the interpretation suggested by Todd,

Tognazzini, and Pereboom relies on an unexplained intuition, and this might seem

problematic. My strategy in Fischer (2011) was to seek to understand what lies

behind this intuition in the most plausible way. It seemed to me that what was doing

the work in generating the intuition was the idea that when a specific person
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intentionally creates an individual in a deterministic context so as to ensure that the

individual behaves in a certain way, then the created individual is not morally

responsible for this behavior. That is, when I thought about what could possibly be

generating the intuition of no-responsibility, it seemed overwhelmingly plausible

that it is the fact that Diana creates Ernie (in a deterministic context) with the

specific intention that he behave the way he does subsequently. I then addressed this

point head-on, presenting a number of pairs of scenarios in which the only

differentiating factor was the prior intentions of a relevantly placed agent. (Fischer

2011) I contended that the scenarios do not in fact differ in the responsibility-status

of the individuals in question, and thus I concluded that the intentions of a distal

deterministic creator do not in themselves make a difference to the moral

responsibility status of the created individuals. As far as I can see, Todd,

Tognazzini, and Pereboom do not dispute this point; rather, they claim that it is

irrelevant to the Zygote Argument, properly interpreted.

But now I wish to suggest that if the prior intentions of a distal deterministic

agent are admittedly not what is generating the intuition of no-responsibility, it is

not at all clear what factor could be playing this role. What else could it be? Might it

be that there is an agent involved at the beginning of the sequence—an agent who

creates Ernie in just the way necessary and sufficient for Ernie’s subsequent

behavior (doing A)? Perhaps Diana accidentally creates Ernie in just this way,

without intending that Ernie will subsequently do A. This is certainly imaginable,

but it is completely obscure how this fact—the fact that there is an agent involved,

an agent without any relevant intentions—should make a difference as to Ernie’s

subsequent responsibility status. And, given this fact, together with an acceptance of

the point that Diana’s prior intentions are irrelevant to Ernie’s responsibility, it is

completely unclear what factor could be playing a role in generating the intuition.

In a nutshell, this is the problem for the Todd/Tognazzini/Pereboom strategy. It

does not seem that it relies on a merely unexplained intuition. When one thinks

about it, no other plausible candidates for factors that generate the intuition emerge.

Thus, it seems that the strategy relies on a ‘‘bare intuition’’ in a very strong sense: an

intuition that is not only unexplained, but in principle inexplicable. When I argued

in Fischer (2011) that Diana’s distal intentions were irrelevant to Ernie’s

responsibility status (given that Ernie meets compatibilist-friendly conditions for

moral responsibility), I was presupposing that no other plausible candidate for

explaining a no-responsibility intuition is available. And this still seems correct to

me. In my view, it is problematic to rely so heavily on an intuition that (apparently,

at least) cannot even in principle be explained. At the very least, we all agree that

the most salient and obvious possible explanation of the intuition does not work.

Additionally, it is completely mysterious what other factor could explain the

intuition.

It seems to be a defect or, at least, something open to criticism in someone, if he

or she first considers what could possibly explain the intuition, then discovers that it

cannot be explained, and yet remains confident in the intuition (or clings to it despite

losing confidence in it). Once the individual has thought through the possible

explanations for the intuition and found none of them satisfactory, it would seem

that he or she should reconsider the intuition.
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Todd writes:

As I would have it, the Zygote Argument properly formulated simply starts

with (1*)—with the premise that Ernie isn’t responsible. The proponent of the

argument simply hopes that you’ll find that premise intuitively correct, or

perhaps she has a subargument for (1*) or various ways of motivating this

premise. (Todd 2013: 193)

But the argument is at least somewhat attenuated if it just relies on a bare hope that

an intuition will be shared, especially when the most obvious explanation for the

intuition is admitted to be problematic. And I have not seen a ‘‘subargument’’ for

(1*) proposed by any of the proponents of the Zygote argument. Further, I am not

sure that much has been said to ‘‘motivate’’ this premise. The best way to motivate it

would presumably be to invoke another factor (besides Diana’s intentional activity)

that could plausibly explain the intuition, but I am not aware of any attempt to do

this. What could this factor be?

Perhaps Todd believes he is providing motivation for premise (1*) in the

following interesting passage:

Here, however, it will perhaps be helpful to state what I take to be the basic

dialectical force of the Zygote Argument… Consider again the Diana scenario,

and suppose that the relevant action that Diana sets up Ernie to perform is the

killing of Jones. So Ernie kills Jones. Now, once you have been made aware of

the facts of Ernie’s life story, will you still judge that he is nevertheless

deserving of blame for killing Jones? That is, are you really going to blame

Ernie for doing what he was created (and predestined) to do? Are you really

going to blame him for having the selfish desire to kill Jones, when his having

this desire was the causally necessary outcome of Diana’s plan? Shouldn’t you

instead blame Diana for Jones’ death, and not Ernie, who was—so it would

now seem—simply her (no doubt very impressive) preprogrammed tool? In

these or other ways, the proponent of the argument tries to bring out the

crucial judgment: in the Diana scenario, Ernie cannot be blamed for what he

does. (Todd 2013: 194)

But it seems to me that much of what Todd writes here may well depend on

supposing that Diana created Ernie (in a deterministic context) with the intention

that Ernie kill Jones. Todd asks, ‘‘[A]re you really going to blame Ernie for doing

what he was created (and predestined) to do?’’ He also emphasizes that Ernie’s

having the desire to kill Jones was part of Diana’s ‘‘plan,’’ and that Ernie was simply

Diana’s ‘‘preprogrammed tool.’’ Todd’s view here appears to be that we cannot

blame Ernie, because he is merely living out Diana’s plan for him. But this is

precisely to explain the no-responsibility intuition in terms of Diana’s intentional

activity. This link with Diana’s intentional activity is why Todd is inclined to

suggest that we would blame Diana, and not Ernie, for the behavior in question.

Again, in my view it is not surprising that, in seeking to motivate (1*), Todd

would presuppose that our no-responsibility intuition stems from attributing

intentional activity (of the relevant kind) to Diana. As I have emphasized, this

factor is the most obvious and initially plausible candidate for an explanation of the
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no-responsibility intuition, and Todd relies on it (naturally, on my view). But I have

argued that this factor cannot, upon reflection, do the work it is required to do, and

(as far as I can see) Todd has not disputed this point. As above, it now becomes

unclear what other factor can play this role. Where is the ‘‘subargument’’ or the

‘‘motivation’’ for (1*)? Again: what could it possibly be?

Todd writes:

… according to the proponent of the argument, consideration of the Diana

scenario helps to bring out in an intuitively forceful way what the

consequences of determinism really are; if determinism were true, then this

would be in principle no different than the supposition that everything we do is

what we were created and predetermined by powerful designers to do. (Todd

2013: 194)

Of course, if someone speaks of ‘‘predestination by powerful designers,’’ this is

likely to invoke scenarios involving hands-on manipulation, coercion, compulsion,

and so on. But by hypothesis in the Diana scenario (and the Zygote Argument),

one’s favorite compatibilist-friendly conditions for acting freely and moral

responsibility are met. Thus, there is no uncontroversially responsibility-undermin-

ing factor at work (that is, no responsibility-undermining factor that would clearly

be accepted as such by both compatibilists and incompatibilists, or perhaps by a

fair-minded agnostic). Ernie is not coerced, secretly manipulated by nefarious

neurosurgeons, subject to hypnosis or clandestine subliminal advertising, and so

forth. Given all of this, and given that we have abandoned the effort to link the no-

responsibility intuition to Diana’s intentional activity, why is it so obvious that we

would not deem Ernie blameworthy for his action? Of course, this would still leave

plenty of room for blaming Diana; she is, obviously, blameworthy for her

intentional actions of creating Ernie’s zygote in the way she did, and so forth. But

this fact in no way diminishes Ernie’s moral responsibility for doing what he does.

Or at least so I would argue.

If we are thinking about ‘‘powerful designers’’ such as Diana, we have not yet

been given a reason to suppose that the created agent would not be morally

responsible. And so, even if causal determinism per se were true and the ‘‘in

principle no difference’’ point were granted, we would as yet have been given no

reason to suppose that a causally determined agent is not responsible.

Todd distinguishes between the following two propositions:

(4) Smith judged that Ernie is not responsible because Ernie’s actions trace

back to Diana’s intentions.

(5) Smith judged that Ernie is not responsible because, in the story, Ernie’s

actions trace back to Diana’s intentions, so that it seemed to him that Ernie

was just a preprogrammed tool (or that he was just a victim or that the real

fault in the scenario belongs to Diana, or…) (Todd 2013: 195–196; I have

changed the underlining to italics.)

Todd agrees with me that Smith would be making a mistake in (4). But Todd

supposes that Smith would not be making an error in (5). He writes:
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Once we appreciate these distinctions, it becomes clear that Fischer’s main

points are forceful only against someone who made the judgment captured in

(4)—who thought that the addition of Diana itself makes a difference to

Ernie’s responsibility, in the sense that facts about Diana and her intentions

themselves figure into the fundamental explanation of Ernie’s non-responsi-

bility (if he isn’t responsible). But the proponent of the argument (as I have

constructed it) agrees that Diana is irrelevant in this sense. In other words, the

proponent of the argument does not take it that ‘adding in’ Diana is like

‘adding in’ the fact that Ernie is clinically delusional. This latter sort of

addition is the sort that could make (and explain) a difference in Ernie’s

responsibility in the different case. The former sort is the sort of addition that

is meant only to make a difference to one’s judgment about the original case.

(Todd 2013: 196)

I am, however, a bit puzzled by the importance Todd attaches to the distinction

between (4) and (5). As Todd himself later points out, I would deny that the addition

of Diana is relevant to a judgment about Ernie’s responsibility status. I do not see

how it is helpful to switch from a direct evaluation of Ernie’s responsibility to an

assessment of some individual’s (Smith’s) judgment about Ernie’s responsibility.

(But I shall return to this point below.) And I am not sure how anyone could

consider Ernie ‘‘just a preprogrammed tool’’ without attaching weight to Diana’s

intentional activity. Without it, Ernie certainly does not count as a ‘‘tool,’’ and it is

unclear how he would be a ‘‘victim.’’ My contention is that once it is conceded (as

Todd does indeed concede) that Smith would be incorrect in (4), it is unclear why

Smith would not also be incorrect in (5). What would Smith’s basis for his judgment

in (5) be?

I hope it is clear that my argumentation here does not presuppose the truth of

compatibilism. Rather, I am seeking to appeal to an idealized, uncommitted agnostic

about these issues. My point is, first, that such an individual could see that the distal

intentions of a deterministic creator are irrelevant to the created individual’s moral

responsibility status, given that all compatibilist-friendly conditions for moral

responsibility are met. Further, I contend that it does not appear that there is any

other plausible reason—that would commend itself to an idealized agnostic—to

suppose that (1*) is true in the scenario of the Zygote Argument (or related

scenarios). Thus, my conclusion is that an idealized agnostic does not have any

reason to accept the no-responsibility judgment (1*). So even if we accept the ‘‘in

principle no-difference’’ premise, premise (2), we have been given no reason to

adopt incompatibilism.

I have emphasized that the proponent of the Zygote Argument has not (yet)

produced any explanation of the intuition he seeks to elicit—the no-responsibility

intuition. Todd, Tognazzini, and Pereboom might simply retreat to the claim that the

intuition need not be explained—it is, admittedly, a bare intuition, but not all

intuitions can be (or need be) explained. Although this move is certainly available, it

seems to diminish the force of the argument, especially because it might seem that

the only plausible explanations for the intuition have been considered and rejected.

(I shall return to this point below.)
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But in a more conciliatory mood, I could even concede that the Zygote Argument

provides some support for incompatibilism. This is because I believe that theory-

choice is based on a holistic methodology in which one weighs pros and cons. The

con here is somewhat weak, given that the argument relies on a bare intuition. It

must be put on the scales with the many pros of compatibilism, which include the

fact that our moral responsibility status need not hang on a thread; that we could

continue to make the intuitive distinctions in responsibility status we typically

make, even if causal determinism were true, and so forth.

Having further defended my interpretation of the structure of the Zygote

Argument, I want to return to Todd’s claim that my interpretation saddles the

proponent with an ‘‘odd’’ strategy, according to which ‘‘in the first premise [he]

claims that Diana’s intentions are relevant to Ernie’s responsibility, and in the

second claims that they are not.’’ (Todd 2013: 192) I would suggest that my

interpretation (appropriately understood) does not render the argument mysterious

or odd. I can even accept Todd’s modification employing (1*). On my interpre-

tation, the specification of the Diana scenario is meant to elicit an intuition

supporting (1*) by relying on the factor involving Diana’s intentional activity. We

are invited to accept (1*) on this basis; here, Todd’s metaphor of a tool seems

perfectly appropriate. After all, a tool is something intentionally used for a certain

purpose. (Of course, I have argued that an idealized agnostic should reject this

tempting invitation—but this is not the point here; rather, my point is simply to seek

to explain how the Zygote Argument is supposed to work.) Now we are invited to

step back from the scenario offered in support of (1*) and to see that if (1*) is true,

then it is also true that Ernie would not be morally responsible, given causal

determination per se (even apart from a distal creator with specific intentions).

Arguments are offered in contexts of persuasion, and there are often good pragmatic

reasons for starting with a premise such as (1*) and then building to a more general

result.

As far as I can see, there is nothing odd or mysterious about this strategy of

argumentation, even if, in the end, I think it should be rejected. It should be rejected

because it does not even get off the ground. That is, it relies on a bare intuition—an

intuition whose most obvious and initially plausible explanation is unacceptable,

and which apparently lacks any other possible explanation. At the very best, it offers

(in my opinion) a relatively weak consideration against compatibilism, which must

be weighed against compatibilism’s attractions.

Perhaps it will be helpful here to give my own conceptualization of the dialectic

involving the Zygote Argument. This will bring the elements of the discussion

above together. First, I reiterate that the proper audience here is a fair-minded,

reasonable agnostic; that is, the arguments are to be addressed to an idealized

individual who does not have an antecedent commitment to compatibilism or

incompatibilism. Now suppose Ernie kills Jones, and meets all the compatibilist-

friendly criteria for moral responsibility. That is, he is not coerced, hypnotized,

compelled, subject to subliminal advertisement or significant manipulation of the

brain, and so forth. One might say that Ernie does the deed for his own reasons, and

he is not forced to do so or deceived into doing it. Let us also assume that causal

determinism is true in the scenario.
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Imagine that an incompatibilist were to say, ‘‘It is obvious that Ernie is not

morally responsible. After all, he is causally determined to do it, and causal

determinism is just really bad! Although it may appear that Ernie is not forced to kill

Jones, something similar is happening, because he is causally determined to kill

Jones.’’ It should be clear that, in the dialectical context in which compatibilism is

the issue under consideration, this move will not fly. An incompatibilist has to

explain why causal determination rules out moral responsibility; she cannot simply

assert it. What could an incompatibilist say to move the debate further, i.e., to

explain why causal determination rules out moral responsibility?

Well, one thing she could claim is, ‘‘Imagine that the Diana scenario obtains. In

that scenario Ernie is not morally responsible for killing Jones. And, further, causal

determination per se would be no different from the Diana scenario (in relevant

respects). Thus, causal determination in itself rules out Ernie’s moral responsibility

for killing Jones.’’

This at least is an attempt to move the debate forward—to offer something more

than the mere thought, ‘‘Causal determination—bad!’’ Recall Pereboom’s interpre-

tation of the dialectic, which resonates here: ‘‘The way manipulation arguments aim

to remedy this putative shortcoming is by first devising a deterministic manipulation

case with the hope that it will be more successful at eliciting a non-responsibility

intuition than causal determination alone does.’’ (Pereboom 2014: 80) But now the

pressing question is, ‘‘What is it about the Diana scenario that makes it the case that

Ernie is not morally responsible (or, alternatively, that underwrites the judgment

that he is not morally responsible)?’’ And the most natural, salient answer would

seem to be: it is because Diana creates Ernie’s zygote in a deterministic context with

the specific intention that Ernie kill Jones (at the relevant subsequent time). Ernie

would then be simply living out Diana’s plan, and he would be a mere tool. But I

have argued that the distal intentions of a deterministic creator are irrelevant to the

created individual’s subsequent behavior, and none of the proponents of the Zygote

Argument has disputed my argumentation. And surely it cannot simply be the fact

there is an agent at the beginning of the sequence issuing in Ernie’s killing of Jones

that makes it the case that Ernie is not morally responsible. So what could it possibly

be?

It seems that not only have we not been given an explanation of Ernie’s putative

lack of responsibility for killing Jones, but also that such an explanation cannot be

given. What other feature of the Diana scenario could plausibly be thought to make

it the case that Ernie is not morally responsible? The proponent of the Zygote

Argument might at this point simply dig in her heels and insist that the intuition that

Ernie is not morally responsible in the Diana scenario is firm and must be respected.

But this sort of heavy reliance on a bare intuition is problematic, and yields at best a

weak reason to accept the conclusion of the Zygote Argument. The argument still

does not substantially get off the ground. After all, there is an ‘‘error theory’’ of this

intuition if Ernie’s non-responsibility: it most likely depends on an implicit view

that Diana’s prior intentional activity is relevant. Why else would Todd emphasize

that one would likely find Diana, and not Ernie, at fault in the situation? Perhaps it is

not an error to suppose that Diana’s intentional activity in a deterministic context is
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relevant to Ernie’s responsibility, but, thus far, none of the proponents of the Zygote

Argument has addressed my arguments to the contrary.3

I have pointed out above that we do not have an ‘‘explanation’’ of the intuition of

the non-responsibility of Ernie in the Diana scenario under discussion. Of course,

everyone who employs a certain kind of methodology (seeking a ‘‘reflective

equilibrium,’’ in John Rawls’ terminology) must rely on intuition at some point. I

thus wish to explore a bit more fully what I take to be the problem with the

invocation of the putative no-responsibility intuition by the defenders of the Zygote

Argument.

There are various ways in which one might be taken to be ‘‘relying on a bare,

unexplained intuition.’’ In the first way, one relies on the intuition to get to a

conclusion without supposing that there is an intermediate idea that is more directly

supported by the intuition. In the second way, one relies on the intuition without

specifying (or perhaps being able to specify) what features of the situation elicit the

intuition (or are relevant to eliciting the intuition). I shall suggest a third way below.

Arguably, the proponents of the Zygote Argument do not (or need not) rely on

bare, unexplained intuition in the first way. Tognazzini argues that we should

conceptualize the argument (and similar arguments) as eliciting, in the first instance,

a ‘‘no-sourcehood’’ intuition; in virtue of this intuition that (say) Ernie lacks the kind

of sourcehood required for moral responsibility, we can conclude that Ernie is not

morally responsible in the Diana Scenario.

This is a nice point, but even Tognazzini does not think it goes very far

(Tognazzini 2014). He thinks the Zygote Argument offers, at best, weak support for

the incompatibilist conclusion, writing:

On most days, I would describe mywelf as a compatibilist about determinism

and moral responsibility. But on the other days, what haunts me is the thought

that compatibilists about determininism and moral responsibility must also be

compatibilists about (at least some sorts of) manipulation and moral

responsibility. Because, let’s face it, manipulation is creepy. (Tognazzini

2014: 358)

It seems to me that the reason why this move to the intermediate idea of

sourcehood only provides weak support for the no-responsibliity intuition is that it

remains vague about the notion of sourcehood, a highly disputed and contentious

notion in debates about the relationship between causal determinism and moral

responsibility. In a sense, then, the move just pushes the issues we have discussed

above back one step to the notion of sourcehood. Further, it would appear that the

considerations I brought to bear in Fischer (2011) would apply equally to the Diana

Scenario, conceived of as showing that Ernie lacks sourcehood (in the sense

required for moral responsibility). That is, the examples I presented would seem to

challenge the idea that the distal intentions of a deterministic creator would threaten

Ernie’s sourcehood just as much as they challenge the notion that the distal

intentions of a deterministic creator would threaten Ernie’s moral responsibility.

3 Although Mele is not a proponent of the Zygote Argument (he simply offers it for serious

consideration), he does present a critical discussion of Fischer (2011) in Mele (2013).
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Imagine, for example, that everything is exactly the same as in the Diana

Scenario (including the exact ways in which she creates Ernie’s zygote), except that

Diana does not really care how Ernie behaves; let us say she just happen to create

the zygote in this way. (Or let us say her act of creating the zygote this way is the

result of a random process.) Do we really think that now, under these circumstances,

Ernie can have the sourcehood required for moral responsibility, whereas he could

not have this sort of sourcehood, if Diana’s creative activity were fueled by specific

intentions about Ernie’s behavior? Again, it seems to me pretty clear that Diana’s

distal intentions just do not matter to Ernie’s sourcehood, just as they do not matter

to his moral responsibility, when considered without the intermediate idea of

sourcehood.

But what about the second way in which a theorist might be relying on a bare,

unexplained intuition? Here one is unable even to identify the features of the situation

under consideration that generate the intuitions (or are relevant to generating the

intuition). Of course, one might point to Diana’s intentional activity as generating the

‘‘initial’’ or ‘‘unreflective’’ intuition that Ernie is not morally responsible in the Diana

Scenario. But, as above, it would be a defect in someone who persisted in holding the

intuition, even when he is convinced—having considered a range of cases in which that

factor is tweaked–that it is not Diana’s intentional activity that makes a difference with

respect to Ernie’s moral responsibility. So it appears that the proponent of the Zygote

Argument is relying on a bare, unexplained intuition in the second sense: he cannot

identify any factor that plays the relevant role in generating a reflective intuition to the

effect that Ernie is not morally responsible for his behavior. What factor could this be?

And, as above, although we must sometimes rely on intuitions at crucial points, it seems

problematic to rely on bare, unexplained intuitions in the second way identified above.

To elaborate. Sometimes we rely on an intuition where we can identify what

features of the situation under consideration generate (or are relevant to generating)

the intuition but we cannot say anything further to justify or explain the intuition.

That is, we can highlight the relevant features of the situation even though we

cannot explain in a more basic way why they are relevant. This is a third way in

which one might rely on a bare, unexplained intuition. In my view, this is less

problematic than the second way, which seems to render the support provided by the

intuition entirely mysterious. Of course, any reliance on bare, unexplained intuitions

represents a kind of incompleteness in one’s argumentation; but I have sought to

identify a particularly toxic version of such reliance. And this is precisely what

seems to be going on in seeking to elicit the no-responsibility intuition in the Diana

Scenario.

Todd has suggested a slightly different way of interpreting the role of the appeal

to the no-responsibility intuition by the defender of the Zygote Argument. On this

approach, the initial, unreflective intuition that Ernie is not morally responsible in

the Diana Scenario does indeed come from worries about Diana’s intentional

activity and Ernie’s living out Diana’s plan (and thus being a mere tool). But upon

reflection, one can see that these factors simply show that Ernie is not morally

responsible; they do not make it the case that Ernie is not morally responsible. What

allegedly makes it the case that Ernie is not responsible is that he has been causally

determined to act as he acts, and thus lacks the free will required for moral

60 J. M. Fischer

123



responsibility. The idea is supposed to be that one starts with an intuition of no-

responsibility, and when one asks what really makes it the case that Ernie is not

responsible, one will see that it is because he has been causally determined to

behave as he does. The explanation of the initial intuition is thus different from the

explanation of Ernie’s non-responsibility.

Here then we have an interpretation of the distinction between Todd’s (4) and (5)

that I found puzzling above:

(4) Smith judged that Ernie is not responsible because Ernie’s actions trace

back to Diana’s intentions.

(5) Smith judged that Ernie is not responsible because, in the story, Ernie’s

actions trace back to Diana’s intentions, so that it seemed to him that Ernie

was just a preprogrammed tool (or that he was just a victim or that the real

fault in the scenario belongs to Diana, or…) (Todd 2013: 195–196; I have

changed the underlining to italics.)

Evidently, Todd holds that facts about Diana’s intentions could be relevant to the

explanation of Smith’s judgment, so that (5) would be true. But it would be a mistake to

conclude from (5) that (4) is also true in the situation. Rather, Smith might reflect on the

‘‘real’’ reason why Ernie is not responsible in the Diana Scenario, and he will

(allegedly) come to the conclusion that this is causal determination.

Pereboom thinks of the Manipulation Argument as working in a similar way.

Recall the following from Pereboom:

The way manipulation arguments aim to remedy this putative shortcoming is

by first devising a deterministic manipulation case with the hope that it will be

more successful at eliciting a non-responsibility intuition than causal

determination alone does. The next step is to argue that non-responsibility

is preserved even when the manipulation is subtracted, on the ground there is

no responsibility-relevant difference between the deterministic case that

features manipulation and one that doesn’t. The salient common element is

causal determination by factors beyond the agent’s control, and this feature

will therefore be sufficient for non-responsibility. (Pereboom 2014: 80–81)

I think this is perhaps the best way to understand the deep structure of the Zygote

Argument (and similar arguments). But it also reveals a crucial gap in the

argument—or so I contend. The problem is getting from the initial, unreflective

intuition in the Diana Scenario—the unreflective no-responsibility intuition—to the

conclusion that causal determination (by factors out of one’s control) rules out

moral responsibility. One cannot, in my view, proceed in the following simple way.

We have the no-responsibility intuition in the Diana Scenario, there is no relevant

difference between the Diana Scenario and causal determination per se, and thus

there is no responsibility in a context of causal determination per se. The obvious

problem with this simple strategy is that the no-responsibility intuition is simply the

initial, unreflective intuition; and, as such, it should not remain in place upon

consideration of a range of scenarios, such as those I presented in Fischer (2011).

Given this, the argument cannot get off the ground; the required no-responsibility

premise is just not available.
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Alternatively, could one simply start with the initial, unreflective no-responsi-

bility intuition in the Diana Scenario and, upon deep reflection, conclude that it is

‘‘really’’ causal determination just in itself that renders Ernie not morally

responsible? I do not see how this would go. After all, the initial intuition is

infused with the ‘‘creepiness’’ of living out another’s plan for one’s life. The initial

intuition is that one would just be a tool of someone else. By stipulation here, this

thought is supposed to generate the initial, unreflective intuition. How exactly is one

supposed to get from this initial intuition to a deeper realization that it is causal

determination just in itself—causal determination per se—that ‘‘really’’ rules out

moral responsibility. After all, there is no ‘‘creepiness’’ factor, no worries about

living out another’s plan, under causal determination per se.

Now of course it may well be that causal determination just in itself rules out

moral responsibility. I do not happen to hold this view, but certainly I do not think

there is a knockdown argument against it. Many thoughtful people, upon careful

reflection, believe that causal determination per se rules out moral responsibility.

Fine, But I do not see how this conclusion can be reached via deeper reflection on

the Diana Scenario. The Diana Scenario is neither here nor there, once one admits

that, upon reflection, it is not Diana’s intentional activities (or Ernie’s living out her

plan) that makes it the case that Ernie is not morally responsible (if he is indeed not

morally responsible). As far as I can tell, the Diana Scenario drops out at this point,

and everything (in the evaluation of the relationship between causal determination,

just in itself, and moral responsibility) depends on ancillary considerations.

Is the Diana Scenario a useful ‘‘heuristic device’’—a helpful (but, in principle,

unnecessary) way in which we can see more clearly what really makes it the case

that (say) Ernie is not morally responsible, in a deterministic context? I just do not

see how the scenario is supposed to work as a heuristic device. Indeed, it seems that

the features that are likely to be salient and play a role in generating at least the

initial intuition are, upon reflection, entirely irrelevant to the issue of whether Ernie

is morally responsible. How exactly does the Diana Scenario help one to see that it

is causal determination, just in itself, that rules out moral responsibility? This would

seem to involve an egregiously spurious transition: a transition from creepy

toolhood to something fundamentally different. Perhaps we could make more

progress in evaluating the Zygote Argument (and related arguments) if the

proponents of the argument could help us to understand how reflection on the initial,

unreflective intuition—and the nature of the Diana Scenario– is supposed to lead us

to the revelation that causal determination per se is what really rules out moral

responsibility. Absent such help, I am inclined to remain a compatibilist every day

of the week—and twice on Sunday.

5 Conclusion

Todd and Pereboom have invoked the notion that whenever an individual’s behavior

is causally determined by factors outside his control, he is not morally responsible,

as the best explanation of putative cases of non-responsibility involving initial

design and hands-on manipulation. I contend that it is important to distinguish initial
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design scenarios (such as the Diana scenario associated with the Zygote Argument)

from cases of direct, hands-on manipulation. In the initial design case involving

Diana and Ernie, I have argued that it is not at all clear that Ernie is not morally

responsible. In manipulation cases, I have argued (elsewhere) that we do not need to

employ anything so strong as the Todd/Pereboom proposal to explain our intuitions

about a range of cases. (Fischer 2014) In my view, the cases of manipulation in

which it is plausible that the manipulated agent is not morally responsible are

precisely those in which he lacks guidance control. (Fischer 2014) But guidance

control is consistent with causal determination.

Despite some of my rhetoric in previous work, I wish to emphasize that I do not

think it is easy or straightforward to address worries stemming from initial design

and manipulation. The thoughtful work of Todd, Tognazzini and Pereboom has

forced me to think through these issues more carefully, and I am grateful to them for

their probing challenges. I do not suppose, for a minute (or even a second), that I

have addressed these challenges fully or adequately, but I hope that I have at least

filled in my story a bit.

Gary Watson writes:

For the compatibilist, the constitutive conditions of free agency do not

conceptually depend on their origins. In this sense, free and responsible

agency is not an historical notion. Consequently, compatibilism is committed

to the conceptual possibility that free and responsible agents, and free and

responsible exercises of their agency, are products of super-powerful

designers. For consider any compatibilist account of the conditions of free

agency, C. It is possible for C to obtain in a causally deterministic world. If

that is possible, then it is possible that a super-powerful being intentionally

creates a C-world, by bringing about the relevant antecedent conditions in

accordance with the relevant laws. This possibility follows from the general

point that the conditions of responsibility do not necessarily depend upon their

causal origins.

From the incompatibilist point of view, this implication is of course a reductio

ad absurdum. (Watson 1999, 2004: 209)

Watson points out that, upon reflection, it is not so obvious that this implication is

indeed fatal to the compatibilist. He relies on the important distinction between

initial design and manipulation scenarios in the following passage:

Moreover, speaking of the ‘robot argument,’ as I have, tends to activate all

kinds of irrelevant ‘intuition pumps,’ to use Daniel Dennett’s phrase. Think of

what is conjured up by speaking of human beings as ‘robotic.’ In the passage

quoted above, Frankfurt cautions against seeing the creature as a marionette

which is directly (or indirectly) manipulated by its maker. A more appropriate

image (minus the assumption of benevolence) seems to me to be that of a

Leibnizian God actualizing a C-world. On this image, God doesn’t manipulate

or control his creatures at all. He creates tem by instantiating a world of a

specific character, a world containing free and responsible agents. This picture

has always provoked theological, moral and metaphysical controversy, but it
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has never as far as I know been widely taken as a reductio. (Watson

1999, 2004: 214–215)

Above I presented an ‘‘error theory’’ that seeks to offer a diagnosis for

incompatibilist intuitions about the Diana Scenario and the Zygote Argument. My

suggestion has been that such intuitions are based on the view that Diana’s

intentionally creating Ernie (in a deterministic context) so that he will behave as he

later does crowds out his moral responsibility. My view here resonates with Daniel

Dennett’s suggestion that our intuitions can be distorted by focusing on dark,

sinister factors (nefarious neurosurgeons, peremptory puppeteers, and so forth); he

implored, ‘‘Please don’t feed the bugbears.’’ (Dennett 1984) Similarly, Eddy

Nahmias, sometimes together with Dylan Murray, has suggested that, when factors

such as Diana are made salient, this distracts us from a focus on Ernie’s

psychological states (and thus his capacity for reasons-responsiveness); more

specifically, Nahmias and Murray hold that when Diana’s intentions and activity are

made salient, this inclines people to suppose that Ernie’s normative structures have

been ‘‘bypassed.’’ (Nahmias and Murray 2010; Nahmias 2011) Of course, my view

is not simply a psychological diagnosis of the incompatibilist intuition; I seek to

address a reflective, sophisticated individual who believes, initially and unreflec-

tively, that Diana’s intentional activity rules out Ernie’s moral responsibility. It is

perhaps helpful to supplement the Nahmias/Dylan explanation of the folk intuition

with a philosophical analysis that calls the intuition into question, even for a more

sophisticated individual who does not lose track of the fact that Ernie meets all

compatibilist-friendly conditions.

Todd writes:

Think of the last thing someone did to you to seriously harm or offend you.

And now imagine, so far as you can, becoming fully aware of the fact that his

or her action was the causally necessary result of a plan set into motion before

he or she was ever even born, a plan that had no chance of failing. Should you

continue to regard him or her as being morally responsible—blameworthy, in

this case—for what he or she did? (Todd 2013: 189–190)

In order to answer this question, in the context of the discussion of the Diana

Scenario, we have to add in the fact that Ernie meets all the compatibilist-friendly

criteria for moral responsibility. So consider:

Think of the last thing someone did to you to seriously harm or offend you.

And now imagine, so far as you can, that he or she was not mistaken about the

nature of the act in question or its consequences, was not forced, compelled,

coerced, manipulated, or even pressured to do it, was not subject to subliminal

advertising, hypnosis, drugs, direct manipulation of the brain, or any such

factor. The individual in question deliberated in the normal way, unimpaired

by any internal or external factors that distort the normal human capacity for

practical reasoning. The act was, apparently at least, his or her own. Should

you regard him or her as being morally responsible—blameworthy, in this

case—for what he or she did?
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Under such circumstances, I think the answer would be ‘‘yes.’’ And I do not think it

would change, if you told me that many years before the individual’s conception

and the creation of his or her zygote, a being with specific intentions about the

individual’s behavior created conditions she knew would result in that specific

zygote. This additional information would not change the answer, any more than

information to the effect that a being who did not really care about the individual’s

subsequent behavior created the zygote in precisely the same way, or that the zygote

was created randomly by a computer, or randomly by nature.

Mele wonders how I could convince a fair-minded agnostic to bite this bullet;

although Mele himself reports that he does not have the intuition that Ernie is not

morally responsible in the Diana Scenario, he points out that others do, and he takes

it as a cost of compatibilism that its proponents must bite this bullet. (Mele 2013)

But, again, Ernie is not mistaken or deluded about the nature of consequences of

actions, he is not forced, coerced, pressured, secretly manipulated, and so forth. He

behaves as he does as the result (let us say) of the normal human capacities for

practical reasoning and executing the outputs of that reasoning—in other words, his

own capacity for reasons-responsiveness. It seems to me that such an individual is

morally responsible for his behavior. And it seems to me a distraction to focus on

what a distal deterministic creator had in mind. Even if it is not delicious, I find that

the bullet is at least palatable.

And notice the rather large bullet that must be bitten by a proponent of the

Zygote Argument. On such a view, moral responsibility does not supervene on the

relevant individual’s life—what happens to him during his life (including his

prenatal existence in his mother’s womb). That is, a defender of the first premise of

the Zygote Argument on the basis of the Diana Scenario must say that there can be

two individuals who are exactly alike in terms of their zygotes and everything that

happens to them after the creation of their zygotes—everything that happens to

them in utero and after their births and throughout their lives—one of whom is

morally responsible for his behavior, the other of whom is not. This just seems

incredible. Still, the proponent of Zygote Argument based on the Diana Scenario

must apparently say that it is possible to have two individuals totally alike in all

these ways and yet differing in their moral responsibility status. Again, this implies

that moral responsibility does not supervene on one’s entire life (including that

period spent in utero), and this, is, in my view, a big bullet to have to bite—one not

good for the philosophical digestion. It seems to involve something akin to a

mysterious kind of action at a distance, with respect to moral responsibility.

Watson writes:

What seems in the abstract like a responsibility-undermining history might

seem so only because it abstracts from the constitutive properties of what is

supposed to emerge (by design or not) from that history. If we fill out these

histories, according to compatibilism, some will be responsibility-undermin-

ing, some not. If so, that will be because the design fails to realize some of the

C-conditions, not because it is deterministic.
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That at any rate is the compatibilist’s burden. …The philosophical alternatives

for those who take freedom seriously (as I think we all must, in practice) are

hard. (Watson 1999, 2004: 215)

In this paper, I have argued that the burden is not impossible to discharge, as my

incompatibilist friends suppose, or even as difficult as Watson imagines. In the end,

when considering the Diana Scenario (and the Leibnizian picture of God’s creation),

one is left perhaps with a vague uneasiness or even a feeling of ‘‘creepiness,’’ as

Tognazzini describes it. Here I have explored various ways of seeking to capture

and articulate this inchoate sense of discomfort, and I have argued that this, also, is

no easy task. In other work, I (often together with Mark Ravizza) have sought to

identify and highlight the ‘‘constitutive properties’’ in virtue of which we are

morally responsible, including, most notably, guidance control (Fischer and

Ravizza 1998). I agree with Watson (and Dennett) that one can be distracted by a

factor such as Diana, who seems so sinister and disturbing, and one can thereby lose

sight of the properties that genuinely endow us with moral responsibility. But I am

convinced that when one attends to it, guidance control will, to borrow a lovely

Kantian phrase, shine forth like a jewel.

Well, that’s my story, or my side of the story, and I’m sticking to it.4
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