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significance of precisely this view—though neither under the name ‘animal-
ism’, nor with even a footnote to the growing literature concerned with its
defence. In the book’s closing pages, Martin and Barresi suggest that animal-
ism represents the only respectable theoretical option, now that the self ‘stands
naked and exposed, revealed for the first time for what it is: a misleading,
albeit socially indispensable and incredibly useful fiction’ (p. 304). ‘[If] there is
unity in sight’, the authors tell us, ‘it is the unity of the organism, not of the self
or of theories about the self ’ (p. 302).

On balance, however, this is a very fine work, and none of the foregoing
criticisms should distract from this evaluation. With Rise and Fall of Soul and
Self, Martin and Barresi reinforce their standing (along with Richard Sorabji)
as today’s caretakers of the intellectual history of personal identity and the self.
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Free Will and Luck, by Alfred R. Mele. Oxford and New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2006. Pp. viii + 223. H/b $49.95.

Free Will and Luck is Alfred Mele’s latest foray into the issues pertaining to free
will and moral responsibility. As one has come to expect in his work, it is full of
highly intelligent, penetrating critiques of aspects of the current literature, and
also promising and important constructive ideas. In this book, Mele extends his
previous work in new directions. I have no doubt that the book will spur con-
siderable further debate—both by those who will seek to defend their views
against Mele’s probing criticisms, and those who will build on his insights.

Mele is an agnostic about the relationship between causal determinism and
such doctrines as freedom and moral responsibility; that is, he is neither a
compatibilist nor an incompatibilist. In previous work (including Autonomous
Agents), Mele has defended ‘agnostic autonomism’, the conjunction of agnosti-
cism of the sort just described and the assertion that there are free and morally
responsible agents. The crucial idea here is that agnostic autonomism is more
plausible than the claim that there are no free and morally responsible agents.
In Autonomous Agents Mele develops what he takes to be the most plausible
versions of libertarianism and compatibilism. He starts with an account of an
ideally self-controlled agent (where self-control is defined roughly in terms of
the lack of akrasia) and then asks what needs to be added to ideal self-control
to yield autonomy (or free agency). He offers two answers—one for the com-
patibilist and one for the incompatibilist—and then he argues for the disjunc-
tive thesis (with the two answers as the disjuncts).
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In Free Will and Luck, Mele’s strategy for defending agnostic autonomism is
a bit different. Here he seeks to learn certain lessons from the ‘Frankfurt-
examples’ (which purport to show that moral responsibility does not require
access to alternative possibilities) and also from the phenomena of luck. One
of the most impressive chapters of the book (from my point of view) is chapter
three, in which Mele argues that various libertarian attempts to address the
problem of luck are unsuccessful; this is a potent and skillful challenge to such
philosophers as Kane, O’Connor, and Clarke. (Additionally, chapter two pro-
vides an absolutely decisive—in my mind—critical discussion of the neuro-
scientist Libet’s work; Mele’s demolition of Libet is a must-read!) Mele goes on
to provide his own answer to the problem of luck on behalf of the libertarian.
(This is a more ‘daring’ approach than the ‘modest’ strategy Mele developed in
previous work.) Mele then turns to a defence of compatibilism against certain
objections. He ends with an important challenge to compatibilism — the
‘Zygote Argument’. Because of the Zygote Agument, Mele resists the blandish-
ments of compatibilism and remains an agnostic.

I shall begin with Mele’s defence of ‘Daring Soft Libertarianism’. Mele has
defended ‘soft libertarianism’ in previous work. He defines soft libertarianism
as the view that ‘leave(s) it open that free action and moral responsibility are
compatible with determinism but maintain(s) that the falsity of determinism
is required for a more desirable species of free action and a more desirable
brand of moral responsibility’ (p. 95). I wish to begin by quibbling with Mele’s
choice of terminology. Since libertarianism typically is taken to deny compati-
bilism, and since the term ‘soft libertarianism’ suggests that the view is a kind
of liberatarianism, it is somewhat awkward that the view is supposed to leave
compatibilism open! But I suppose this is merely a terminological issue.

Mele’s Modest Soft Libertarianism is similar to a view that has been sug-
gested by Daniel Dennett (‘On Giving the Liberitarians What They Say They
Want’, in his Brainstorms, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1998, pp. 286–99). The
idea is to install indeterminism at a point in the deliberations prior to the for-
mation of a judgement about what is best to do; perhaps the indeterminism
implies that the particular considerations that spring to the agent’s mind, or
the order or precise timing of these considerations, are the result of an indeter-
minsitic process; still, the relationship between the judgement about what is
best to do and the formation of the intention so to act is supposed to be deter-
ministic, as is the relationship between this intention and subsequent bodily
movements, and so forth. Whereas this modest view has its virtues, it really
does not address some of the basic worries of the libertarian. For example, at
the time just prior to the formation of the relevant intention, many libertari-
ans would want it to be the case that the agent could either form the intention
in question or not (perhaps form another intention or no intention at all); at
least it is plausible that a libertarian would demand such freedom.

So Mele is inclined to be more daring here (on behalf of the libertarian). But
in order to get a more robust kind of freedom at this point in the sequence, the
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Daring Soft Libertarian must squarely face the problem of luck. Here is one
way to put this problem. Conditions prior to Sally’s choosing (forming an
intention) at t2 to X at t3 do not causally determine that she will choose at t2 to
X at t3. Suppose she does in fact choose at t2 to X at t3. It follows from indeter-
minism that there is a non-actual possible world no different from the actual
world up to just prior to t2 in which Sally chooses at t2 to Y at t3. As Mele
argues in detail, this seems to pose an insuperable problem of luck; how can
Sally be said to control her choice, in the sense of control relevant to moral
responsibility, given these ‘cross-world’ phenomena?

The answer, according to Mele’s Daring Soft Libertarianism, is that Sally
(the typical human agent) can affect the probability that she will choose X
rather than Y. That is, in the normal course of human development, we typi-
cally exercise certain distinctive human capacities for normative assessment
and control of action such that we can (over time) affect the probabilities that
we will act in certain ways. Put slightly differently: we can through the signa-
ture human capacities for normative reflection and learning from our experi-
ences affect our characters—our propensities toward different sorts of choices
and behaviour. Given this, Mele contends that the problem of luck can be
addressed. It is not as if the luck goes away; rather, the luck (allegedly)
becomes less problematic. Perhaps the basic intuition here is that if we can
alter the probabilities, then what we decide is not just a matter of luck.

But presumably a crucial component in the process of affecting the proba-
bilities is action, and if the problem of luck calls into question our moral
responsibility for action, how can it matter that we can affect the probabilities
through our actions? Mele must explain how we come to be morally responsi-
ble for our actions in the first place, despite the problem of luck. He seeks to do
this by explaining how young children can first be held accountable. To sim-
plify the story, Mele contends that Tony, a normal child who makes a decision
not to snatch his sister’s toy (maybe he is not such a ‘normal boy’ after all!),
can be held morally responsible, despite the problem of luck (which affects
Tony’s decision as much as anyone’s in an indeterministic world). The way it
works, according to Mele, is that very little is at stake in the first instances of
holding a young child responsible; given this, the problem of luck does not
imply that Tony is not morally responsible. So moral responsibility gets a foot-
hold in cases where not much is at stake (the level of deserved praise or blame,
reward or punishment is relatively low), and we can bootstrap to more robust
moral responsibility over time (pp. 129–33).

I have some reservations about Mele’s attempt to develop a daring answer to
the problem of luck, although I certainly sympathize with the need to do so,
and have admiration for his efforts. First, I simply do not see how the relatively
low stakes in our first attributions of moral responsibility (or perhaps partial
moral responsibility) implies that the problem of luck need not worry us; as
far as I can see, it is still there, just as menacing as ever. It may simply be that
we do not worry about it so much, since not so much is at stake; we perhaps do
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not worry that a significant injustice has been done, since the sanctions are so
mild. But this does not entail that an injustice (relatively minor as it might be)
has not been done; it just makes us less likely to notice it! I just do not see how
the relative lack of severity of the sanctions can in any way diminish the wor-
ries posed by the problem of luck.

Further, I do not see how the fact that Sally can affect the probabilities that
she will choose X rather than Y solves the problem of luck. Perhaps it answers
the question of how Sally might be morally responsible for her character—for
the probability (of say 90%) that she will choose at t2 do X at t3. But the ques-
tion at issue is not this, but rather it is how we can legitimately hold Sally mor-
ally responsible for choosing at t2 to X at t3, in light of the problem of luck.
More carefully, one could perhaps say that the question is how we can legiti-
mately hold Sally morally responsible for choosing at t2 to X at t3, given that
the probability just prior to t2 was 90% that she would so choose, and in light
of the problem of luck. Once one explicitly separates the questions of Sally’s
responsibility for her character and her responsibility for her choice (or behav-
iour), given her character, I do not see how the fact that she can affect her
character helps with the problem of luck.

Of course, given the probabilities, one could say that Sally’s actual choice to
do X is not entirely random or arbitrary. But of course the same point could be
made by all the proponents of the various views Mele has criticized by refer-
ence to the problem of luck. And one might wonder how it is legitimate or fair
to hold Sally responsible for her choice to X, since (despite all her efforts in the
past to mould her character) there are possible worlds that do not differ in any
way relevant to Sally just prior to t2 in which she chooses at t2 to Y rather than
X. Some of the same arguments that Mele invokes against Kane, O’Connor,
and Clarke can presumably be turned against Mele here—or at least I do not
see exactly why not.

So, despite my sympathy with the project of generating a libertarian answer
to the problem of luck, I am not convinced that Mele has (yet) provided such
an answer. I turn now to Mele’s Zygote Argument, on the basis of which he is
inclined to remain agnostic about compatibilism, despite his view that many
other worries about compatibilism can be successfully put to rest.

Mele says:
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 … Thirty years later, Ernie [the individual who
develops from Z] is a mentally healthy, ideally self-controlled person who regularly
exercises his powers of self-control … (p. 188)

The Zygote Argument begins with the intuition that, when the process issuing
in behaviour is initiated by an agent with the intention to produce just that
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behaviour (as in the example of Diana), the behaviour in question cannot be
free in the relevant sense, and the agent cannot be morally responsible. The
proponent of the argument proceeds to contend that there is no significant
difference between this sort of process (beginning with the intentions of an
agent such as Diana) and ordinary sequences under causal determinism. The
conclusion is that causal determinism rules out freedom and moral responsi-
bility. Although Mele does not endorse the argument or its conclusion, he is
sufficiently worried about it that he remains an agnostic about causal deter-
minism and moral responsibility. He contends that the Zygote Argument is an
improvement on various ‘manipulation arguments’, such as Pereboom’s ‘Four-
Stage Argument’ (Living Without Free Will, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2001), and that it captures a more fundamental worry than the Conse-
quence Argument.

Mele’s presentation of the Zygote Argument is important; it helps to crystal-
lize a set of intuitions that are shared by many people. I do not however share
the inclination to suppose that the intentions of the agent—or, for that matter,
the existence of an agent at all—at the (distal) beginning of the process leading
to behaviour are at all relevant to the moral responsibility of the agent. I grant
that many people appear to have the intuition that such intentions matter, but
this frankly puzzles me. (Below I shall make a suggestion about the source of
this intuition.)

So consider Sam and Tracy, a couple with two children, Jason and Jessica.
(Sorry, my names are not nearly so exotic or ‘with-it’ as Al’s!) Sam and Tracy
are now divorced; Sam has custody of Jason and Tracy has custody of Jessica.
Tracy has very specific ideas about how she wants Jessica to turn out—down
to the specific details of the kinds of behaviour she wants Jessica to engage in.
Tracy is a (scaled-down) version of Diana, let us say: because she wishes to
bring it about that Jessica behave in certain specific ways in the future, she
sends Jessica to a very strict and conservative boarding school (the well-
regarded but very expensive ‘Academy of American Values’). The Academy
puts its students through a rigorous and highly structured academic and extra-
curricular program. Sam is more ‘laid-back’, and he does not really have strong
feelings at all about what sort of education Jason should receive—in fact, he
does not care, as long as Jason gets a good job someday. But because he knows
that his ex-wife is sending Tracy to the Academy of American Values, he sends
Jason there as well. (Alternatively, we could imagine that Sam is unaware of
Tracy’s decision to send Jessica to the Academy, and that he simply decides to
send Jason there arbitrarily, or because one of Jason’s friends is going there,
and so forth.)

Suppose that in the future Jason and Jessica behave similarly as a result of
their education at the Academy. Let us stipulate that their educations were rel-
evantly similar (as were their extra-curricular activities). Now it seems to me
that although Tracy’s intentions for Jessica brought it about that Jessica
behaves as she does (via the rigorous program at the Academy), whereas no
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such intentions played any role in the process leading to Jason’s behaviour, this
difference is irrelevant to my views about their moral responsibility. This dif-
ference in intentionality at the distal point of initiation makes no difference to
the moral responsibility of the respective agents, as far as I can see. I do believe
that ‘history matters’ for moral responsibility—just not this feature of history.

Now it might be objected that what matters (according to the proponent of
the Zygote Argument) is the intentions of the educators at the Academy, and
not the intentions of the parents. But the example can certainly be adjusted to
reflect this fact (if it is indeed a fact). So one can suppose that the teachers of
Jason are sincere and dedicated to the founding principles of the Academy,
whereas Jessica’s only appear to be sincere; Jessica’s teachers, while mouthing
the relevant platitudes and engaging in exactly the same pedagogical practices
as Jason’s teachers, secretly do not accept the ideas behind the Academy, and
do not care at all whether their pupils adopt the values in question or subse-
quently engage in the ‘officially desired’ behaviour. Again, this difference in the
intentions of the teachers does not matter at all to the moral responsibility of
the respective agents.

Finally, I do not think it would matter if we stipulated that causal determin-
ism obtains in my example and that the relevant agents (Tracy, the teachers)
know this. After all, Tracy’s actions, and also the pedagogical practices of the
teachers, are not sufficient by themselves to bring about the ‘desired’ behav-
iour; the behaviour is brought about with the help of background conditions,
features of the particular contexts in which the practices and actions take
place, and the laws of nature. This is no different from the situation of Diana,
whose creation of the zygote Z is not in itself sufficient for the subsequent
behaviour of Ernie; rather, it is sufficient in combination with relevant condi-
tions and the laws of nature.

As I said above, Mele’s Zygote Argument crystallizes an intuition that many
people have. Given that I think it is ultimately mistaken, what is the explana-
tion for the pervasiveness of the intuition? My suggestion is that many people
suppose that the only way someone like Diana or Tracy (or the teachers at the
Academy) could ensure the ‘desired’ behaviour would be by indisputably
responsibility-undermining means: direct tampering with the brain of certain
sorts, and so forth. But whereas this supposition is surely tempting, it is illicit
within the context of the Zygote Argument (and similar thought-expermi-
ments), as (say) Ernie is not subject to such tampering, and by hypothesis
meets one’s ‘favourite’ compatibilist conditions for acting freely.

Although I have raised worries about some of Mele’s new arguments, I have
benefited greatly from his careful, probing, and insightful criticisms of
important views in the contemporary discussions of freedom and moral
responsibility. His proposals for solutions to the various puzzles are (as
always) both judicious and highly suggestive, and this book will no doubt sim-
ulate much lively debate.
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Making Sense of Evolution: The Conceptual Foundations of Evo-
lutionary Biology, by Massimo Pigliucci and Jonathan Kaplan. Chicago and
London: The University of Chicago Press, 2006. Pp. vii + 236. P/b £18.00.

Ten years ago the evolutionary biologist Brian Charlesworth claimed that
‘most evolutionary geneticists would agree that the major problems of the field
have been solved’. What remained was simply ‘debate about the relative impor-
tance of different processes in patterns of evolutionary change’ (‘The Good
Fairy Godmother of Evolutionary Genetics’, Current Biology, 6, 1996, p. 220).
Recent work on morphological stasis through evolutionary history seems to
indicate that even these meagre remains are disappearing (Estes, S. and S. J.
Arnold, ‘Resolving the Paradox of Stasis: Models with Stabilizing Selection
Explain Evolutionary Divergence on All Timescales’, The American Naturalist,
169, 2007, pp. 227–44). Although Steven Jay Gould would have objected to this
stabilizing selection ‘solution’ to the paradox of stasis, he stressed that collabo-
ration between biologists and philosophers over the past three decades had
been critical to reformulating evolutionary theory (The Structure of Evolution-
ary Theory, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2002). This intellectual
fecundity has a downside—it can put you out of business. Evolutionary the-
ory has been the subject of intense philosophical inquiry for several decades by
some of the best and brightest. Maybe it is time to pack up and move on to
more promising domains, such as developmental biology or ecology. Evolu-
tionary geneticists can do the necessary clean up before turning out the lights.

According to biologist/philosopher Massimo Pigliucci and philosopher
Jonathan Kaplan, this would be an overly hasty maneuver because key aspects
of the conceptual foundations of evolutionary genetics are deeply problematic;
the major problems are not solved because the purported solutions are seri-
ously flawed. Through philosophical reflection on how statistical and causal
analyses are related to one another, especially the difficulty of inferring under-
lying biological mechanisms from statistical patterns, Pigliucci and Kaplan
build a chapter-by-chapter case for rethinking a variety of core concepts in
evolutionary biology. They begin with natural selection and fitness, arguing in
line with other recent work (e.g. M. Matthen and A. Ariew, ‘Two Ways of
Thinking about Fitness and Natural Selection’, Journal of Philosophy, 99, 2002,
pp. 55–83) that selection is not appropriately conceived of as a force. There are
at least two incommensurable notions of fitness operating in evolutionary


