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 To Guillaume Bignon, 

 A champion among Calvinist philosophers. 
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 I  start  Volume  2  anew  with  examining  Stratton’s  harsher  criticisms  of  Bignon.  I  defend  Bignon’s 
 defense  of  compatibilism  against  Stratton’s  immature  reasoning,  as  well  as  show  how  Stratton’s 
 use  of  the  Consequence  Argument  as  an  intuition  pump  for  his  Freethinking  Arguments  fails.  I 
 then  detail  Stratton’s  most  prominent  philosophical  arguments  for  libertarian  freedom,  and,  using 
 Bignon’s  review  of  Stratton’s  book  as  a  most  helpful  aid,  I  show  Stratton’s  arguments–and  the 
 support  claims  for  the  said  argument–each  fail.  Each  failed  support  claim  results  in  a  lackluster, 
 as  well  as  a  deeply  and  (perhaps  hilariously)  philosophically  inept,  presentation  of  Mere 
 Molinism. 

 This  volume  is  part  of  a  multi-volume  set,  so  perhaps  an  overview  of  the  entire  project  is  in 
 order.  Volume  3  will  be  devoted  to  looking  at  some  of  Stratton’s  applications  to  Molinism,  such 
 as  the  alleged  usefulness  in  answering  various  theological  and  apologetic  issues  (i.e.,  the  problem 
 of  evil  and  the  reality  of  love).  There,  I  will  show  Stratton’s  applications  to  be  wanting  as  such 
 issues  do  not  presuppose  libertarian  freedom  nor  Molinism  (  contra  Stratton).  Calvinists  have 
 robust  philosophical  and  theological  support  in  answering  these  concerns.  Last,  the  appendix  will 
 be  devoted  to  off-topic  arguments  such  as  fatalism  and  the  Euthyphro  Dilemma.  I  will  show  that 
 Calvinists  can  have  (and  do  have  )  strong  or  otherwise  philosophically  sufficient  responses  to 
 these problems. But before that fun, I must first proceed to Volume 2.  1 

 4.  ON PHILOSOPHY 

 4.1 Bignon 

 Before  detailing  what  is  wrong  with  Stratton’s  arguments  for  incompatibilism  (and  libertarian 
 freedom  more  specifically),  I  wish  to  engage  the  unhelpful  rhetoric  as  employed  by  Stratton 
 against  his  “frenemy”  Bignon.  To  be  clear,  there  are  many  contentions  between  Bignon  and 
 Stratton,  as  is  evident  in  Volume  1.  However,  I  have  identified  (or  rather  narrowed  down)  at  least 
 three  basic  contentions.  The  three  contentions  between  the  two  theologians  are,  in  my  opinion, 
 most  fundamental.  The  contents  are  as  follows:  1.  “Choice  is  an  illusion”  and  “Bed-fellows” 
 straw-man,  2.  “Interacting”  with  Bignon’s  arguments,  and  3.  Negative  and  positive 
 argumentation. I will attend each of them in the order that is listed. 

 1  The sections of Volume 1 were between §1 to §3, and the sections of Volume 2 will be between §4 to §7. I will 
 continue to reference Volume 1 and its relevant sections throughout the entirety of Volume 2. I take it to be obvious 
 that if I reference, say, §2.1.1, seeing as this section is  not  in the present Volume, the reader will ascertain  that the 
 said referenced section will be located in Volume 1. In addition, in Volume 2, I will assume abbreviated citations 
 from earlier referenced academic works in Volume 1. If a work is abbreviated in Volume 2 that has not yet fully been 
 cited, it is because the full work was cited in Volume 1. 
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 4.1.1 Illusory Choice & Awkward Bedfellows? 

 The  first  contention  produces  serious  charges,  but  fortunately  it  is  unwarranted.  I  will  begin  with 
 the  “choice  is  an  illusion”  under  determinism  charge.  The  context  of  this  charge  dates  back  to 
 Bignon  and  Stratton’s  rounds  of  video  responses  in  late  Spring  of  2020.  The  feathers  were  indeed 
 ruffled  when  Leighton  Flowers  asserted  that  choice  by  definition  entails  indeterminism.  2  And  so, 
 it  follows  that  if  Bignon  claims  that  humanity  possesses  “choice”,  he  is  being  inconsistent.  How 
 can  a  determined  human  being  possess  free  “choice”?  The  exclamation  presupposes,  without 
 additional  support  or  independent  reason,  that  the  mere  definition  of  free  “choice”  must  entail 
 indeterminism.  But  should  the  (RO)  Hard  Calvinist  3  fret  over  mere  definitions  such  as  choice  in 
 fear  of  apparent  inconsistency?  Bignon  emphatically  argues  no,  and  then  proceeds  to 
 demonstrate  that  this  type  of  exclamation  is  not  only  question-begging  against  a  compatibilist, 
 but that it is also wholly self-defeating. 

 In  the  YouTube  video,  (Part  2):  Guillaume  Responds  to  Leighton  Flowers,  Tim  Stratton,  & 
 Braxton  Hunter.  ,  at  timestamp  23:09,  Bignon  says,  “Choice  doesn’t  entail  indeterminism;  you 
 still  make  choices  on  determinism…  who  has  determined  your  choices?  Of  course,  it’s  God.  But 
 it  doesn’t  follow  that  it’s  not  what  you  have  decided.”  4  To  defend  this  claim,  Bignon  formulates 
 the modified premise as argued by his incompatibilist interlocutors: 

 If God causes you to choose X, you didn’t choose X. 

 He  then  develops  a  stronger  Calvinistic  syllogism  that  defeats  the  incompatibilist  silly  contention 
 that  choice  entails  indeterminism  by  demonstrating  the  self-defeat  of  the  initial  incompatibilist 
 premise: 

 1.  If God causes you to choose X, you will choose X. 
 2.  God causes you to choose X. 
 3.  ∴ You will choose X.  5 

 Calvinist  compatibilists  do  in  fact  believe  choices  exist  as  we  make  them  everyday,  and  it 
 logically  follows  via  modus  ponens  that  we  do  in  fact  choose  even  if  God  determines  our  choice. 
 The  mere  definition  of  “choice”  does  not  entail  indeterminism  as  some  incompatibilists  (like 
 Stratton)  may  want  to  suggest,  for  it  is  simply  false,  primarily  because  it  is  not  what  any 
 Calvinist-compatibilist  believes.  To  continue  arguing  this  claim  is  question-begging  against 

 5  Bignon,  (Part 2): Guillaume Responds to Leighton  Flowers, Tim Stratton, & Braxton Hunter.  , linked in  Carlson, 
 Volume 1 §1.1. Numbering of premises added for ease of reading and understanding. 

 4  Linked in Carlson, Volume 1 §1.1. Bignon’s quote is paraphrased for ease of reading and understanding. 
 3  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.2.2 for distinctions between (RO) Hard and (NRO) Soft Calvinists. 

 2  See linked videos from Leighton Flowers, Braxton Hunter, and Tim Stratton responding to Bignon’s criticism 
 against determinism and compatibilism in Carlson, Volume 1 §1.1. 
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 compatibilism.  It’s  actually  worse  as  the  claim  is  a  direct  straw-man  of  the  compatibilist  view. 
 Our  choice  is  taken  into  account  under  determinism  as  God  does  not  determine  against  our 
 choices,  but  through  our  choices.  Furthermore,  as  Bignon  stated,  it  is  not  only  question-begging 
 against  compatibilism,  but  it  is  also  self-defeating.  Bignon  continues  in  the  video  and  says, 
 “Look at the wording of the objection”: 

 If God causes you to  choose  X, you didn’t  choose  X. 

 But,  quite  obviously  God  cannot  cause  you  to  choose  X  and  not  choose  X  at  the  same  time.  This 
 is  a  contradiction,  one  in  which  the  compatibilist  need  not  grant.  Thus,  the  initial  incompatibilist 
 contention  that  sparked  the  controversy  over  mere  “choice”  entailing  indeterminism  is  shown  to 
 be  self-defeating;  its  own  premise  demonstrates  choice  under  determinism!  The  internal  critique 
 lobbied  against  compatibilists  here  with  this  asinine  premise  is  a  hard  straw-man, 
 question-begging,  and  self-defeating;  therefore,  it  should  not  be  taken  seriously  by  contenders  in 
 the free will debate (professional or laymen). In summary, once more in the words of Bignon, 

 Whenever  the  scriptures  indicate  that  humans  have  a  choice  to  make  in  “choosing”  to 
 repent  and  believe  in  Jesus,  none  can  jump  to  conclusions  and  find  in  this  any  support  for 
 an  Arminian/libertarian  view.  Scripture  instructs  humans  to  choose  life  (Deut  30:19), 
 choose  whom  they  will  serve  (Josh  24:15),  choose  good  and  refuse  evil  (Isa  7:15). 
 Calvinists  dare  not  explain  away  these  expressions.  Of  course  we  choose.  We  have  a  will. 
 We  make  choices.  The  Calvinist’s  contention  is  simply  that  these  human  choices,  while 
 freely  and  responsibly  made,  are  determinist,  and  hence  compatibilism  obtains.  If  an 
 argument  can  be  made  that  the  very  language  of  choice  and  free  will  are  forbidden  a 
 Calvinist, it has not been encountered so far…  6 

 But,  it’s  even  less  benign  than  one  had  originally  thought.  Not  only  did  Stratton  &  Co.  provide 
 no  evidence  for  their  claim  that  choice  necessarily  entails  indeterminism,  and  not  only  did  they 
 beg  the  question  all  over  Bignon  and  his  defended  compatibilism,  but  Stratton  seems  to  go  the 
 extra  mile  by  claiming  that  Bignon  actually  thinks  “free  choice”  is  illusory  .  Stratton  states  after 
 an excursus through knowledge and justification that 

 [d]eterminism  implies  that  a  human  being’s  thoughts  and  beliefs  are  causally  determined 
 by  external  factors.  It  is  easy  to  see,  then,  why  some  determinists  (like  Harris  and 
 Bignon)  claim  that  human  choices  are  illusory.  The  illusion  would  include,  of  course,  the 
 choice to follow (or not to follow) epistemic rules and to think rationally.  7 

 7  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 168-169. 

 6  Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 16-17. Bignon opens his  book with this exact argument which he calls the “no free will” 
 / “no choice” argument. It is a pity that Stratton didn’t pay more attention to his colleague’s work before 
 straw-manning his position. 
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 In  fact,  Bignon  found  it  fascinating  to  learn  that  the  view  that  states  choices  are  actually  illusory 
 under  determinism  is  held  by  none  other  than  “Guillaume  Bignon”  (himself).  This  is  quite  a 
 cheeky  remark  indicating  that  Stratton  has  straw-manned  his  position  on  free  choice.  And  so, 
 Bignon sets the record straight and responds: 

 At  the  risk  of  repeating  myself,  no,  libertarian  free  will  is  not  an  illusion:  we  don’t  have 
 it,  and  we  don’t  appear  to  have  it.  And  free  will  simpliciter  is  not  an  illusion  either:  we 
 appear to have it, and we do have it. I just say it’s compatible with determinism.  8 

 What  Bignon  is  claiming  here  is  compatibilism  (shocker!).  He  does  not  say  free  choice  is  in  fact 
 an  illusion,  nor  does  he  claim  libertarian  free  choice  is  an  illusion.  All  Bignon  claims  is  that  we 
 have  free  choice  and  that  free  choice  is  compatible  with  determinism,  not  incompatible  with 
 determinism  (such  as  libertarian  free  will).  Stratton  responds  to  this  exact  paragraph  from  Bignon 
 in his own rejoinder: 

 Bignon  says  that  upon  reading  my  book  (p.  168-169),  he  was  fascinated  to  learn  that  he 
 thinks  “human  choices  are  illusory.”  Before  continuing,  he  earlier  complained  that  I  had 
 taken  him  out  of  context.  Fair  enough.  If  so,  it  was  unintentional.  Bignon,  however,  given 
 our  multiple  YouTube  exchanges  (not  to  mention  the  numerous  times  I  make  it  clear  in 
 the  same  book  he  is  critiquing)  knows  exactly  what  I  mean  when  I  refer  to  a  “choice.”  On 
 multiple  occasions,  I  made  it  clear  that  I  am  referring  to  the  ability  to  choose  among  an 
 alternative  range  of  options  each  compatible  with  one’s  nature  at  the  moment  of  choice. 
 Bignon rejects the ability—the opportunity—to make this kind of a “choice.”  9 

 First,  it  is  not  the  case  that  Stratton  just  happened  to  unintentionally  take  Bignon  “out  of 
 context.”  No,  Stratton  straw-manned  Bignon’s  position  on  “free  choice.”  Bignon  clearly  does  not 
 hold  to  the  view  (though  Sam  Harris  does  10  )  that  free  will  is  an  illusion  given  determinism. 
 Rather,  he  thinks  incompatibilist  free  choice  is  false,  and  compatibilist  free  choice  is  true.  That’s 
 it.  Nowhere  in  his  book  does  Bignon  declare  that  incompatibilist  free  choice  is  an  illusion. 
 Stratton  is  quite  literally  lumping  Bignon  with  Harris  as  if  they  shared  the  same  view  on  the 

 10  Sam Harris,  Free Will  (New York: Free Press, 2012),  5: “Free will is an illusion. Our wills are simply not of our 
 own making. Thoughts and intentions emerge from background causes of which we are unaware and over which we 
 exert no conscious control. We do not have the freedom we think we have. Free will is actually more than an illusion 
 (or less), in that it cannot be made conceptually coherent. Either our wills are determined by prior causes and we are 
 not responsible for them [i.e., apparent consequence of determinism], or they are the product of chance and we are 
 not responsible for them [i.e., the apparent consequence of libertarianism].” (also quoted in Stratton,  Mere  Molinism  , 
 2) Harris is clearly a hard determinist, whereas Bignon is a soft determinist (at best). Harris presses his dilemma 
 against advocates of free will between the horns of hard determinism and libertarianism. If only someone told him 
 about compatibilism! I believe Daniel Dennett tried, but unfortunately it did not convince Harris. For one such 
 example, see Harris’ podcast episode, “Free Will Revisited,” 
 https://www.samharris.org/podcasts/making-sense-episodes/free-will-revisited  . 

 9  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 18. 
 8  Bignon, “Review,” 24. 

https://www.samharris.org/podcasts/making-sense-episodes/free-will-revisited
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 matter,  and  that  is  comically  false.  The  former  is  at  the  very  most  a  soft  determinist,  whereas  the 
 latter  is  at  least  a  hard  determinist.  If  Stratton  doesn’t  understand  the  difference  after  a  decade  of 
 research  on  the  matter,  then  quite  frankly  he  shouldn’t  be  dabbling  with  the  metaphysics  of 
 freedom.  Stratton’s  choice  to  characterize  Bignon’s  view  of  free  choice  as  an  illusion  (instead  of 
 merely  characterizing  it  as  compatibilism,  as  that  is  what  it  is)  is  simply  a  caricature  of  Bignon’s 
 view,  and  it  is  to  beg  the  question  against  compatibilism.  Thus,  Bignon’s  “complaint”  was  not 
 that Stratton had taken him “out of context”; it was rather that he had straw-manned his view. 

 Second,  I  am  afraid  I  fail  to  see  how  this  straw-man  was  indeed  “unintentional”  given  the  exact 
 context  Stratton  mentions  in  the  next  sentence.  Stratton  mentions  the  “multiple  YouTube 
 exchanges”  he  and  Bignon  had  shared  earlier  in  the  year  where  Stratton  had  defined  “free 
 choice”  as  incompatibilist.  Stratton  also  mentions  that  he  had  made  clear  that  free  “choice”  ought 
 to  be  defined  as  incompatibilist  “numerous  times…  in  the  same  book  [Bignon]  is  critiquing”  and 
 that  Bignon  “knows  exactly  what  I  mean  when  I  refer  to  a  ‘choice,’”  (“Rejoinder,”  18).  True. 
 Stratton  thinks  that  free  “choice”  refers  to  the  categorical  ability  (leeway)  or  not  being  causally 
 determined  by  external  factors  (i.e.,  the  agent  possesses  efficient  sourcehood).  11  But  perhaps  I 
 missed  a  part  where  that  fact  alone  justifies  Stratton’s  use  of  straw-man  argumentation  against 
 Bignon. 

 In  a  similar  vein,  I  would  like  to  pause  here  and  note  to  the  reader  that  the  “multiple  YouTube 
 exchanges”  Stratton  and  Bignon  had  in  the  past  came  chronologically  before  Stratton  published 
 Mere  Molinism  .  The  YouTube  exchanges  dated  approximately  March  2020  –  June  2020,  and 
 Stratton  published  his  book  officially  later  that  same  year  in  October  2020.  This  is  crucial, 
 because  notice  even  though  Bignon  had  corrected  Stratton  (&  Co.)  on  his  use  of  “free  choice” 
 and  that  he  does  not  think  it  is  an  illusion–but  rather  that  choices  actually  exist  in  his  determinist 
 view–Stratton  still  published  a  book  later  that  year  claiming  that  Bignon  thinks  “free  choice”  is 
 illusory. 

 Stratton  then  continues  to  respond  to  Bignon’s  illusion  comment  in  his  rejoinder  by  discussing 
 that  libertarian  freedom  is  often  considered  as  the  “common  sense  view”  (“Rejoinder,”  19).  I  find 
 this  half-page  discussion  from  Straton  on  free  will  intuition  to  be  virtually  useless  and  a  red 
 herring  from  the  actual  contention  Bignon  addresses.  Hence,  for  the  sake  of  organization,  I  will 
 table  that  discussion  for  now  and  leave  it  for  §4.8.  Suffice  to  say,  none  of  what  Stratton  has 
 written  in  response  to  Bignon’s  allegation  of  mischaracterizing  his  view  actually  justifies  his  use 
 of  the  fallacy;  therefore,  Stratton  should  publicly  apologize  to  Bignon  instead  of  merely  saving 
 face by claiming it was “out of context” or otherwise “unintentional.” 

 11  Cf. Stratton,  Mere Molinism,  4-5. 



 A Brief Philosophical & Dialectical Inquiry on  Mere  Molinism  |  9 

 Last,  before  moving  onto  Stratton’s  comment  regarding  his  “interaction”  with  Bignon,  I  would 
 like  to  add  to  Stratton’s  apparently  growing  straw-man  trophy  room  by  discussing  his  brief 
 remark on Harris and Bignon being unholy “bed-fellows”. 

 Stratton introduces it by first declaring me to be in bed with Sam Harris: 
 Harris  (a  naturalist)  and  Bignon  (a  theological  determinist)  both  seem  to  agree 
 that  things  external  to  humanity  govern  and  control  everything  about  humanity  … 
 Naturalists  and  divine  determinists  are  indeed  odd  bedfellows;  nevertheless,  they 
 offer  a  united  front  proclaiming  that  libertarian  freedom  is  an  illusion. 
 (p.166-167). 

 Nonsense.  We  agree  on  something.  We’re  not  offering  a  “united  front.”  And  that  thing  we 
 happen  to  agree  on,  is  not  that  libertarian  free  will  is  an  illusion  ;  it’s  that  libertarianism  is 
 false  .  I  reject  the  claim  that  libertarian  freedom  is  an  “illusion”  as  if  it  somehow  appeared 
 to  us  we  had  libertarian  free  will  though  we  in  fact  don’t.  I  deny  that  it  appears  to  us  one 
 way or the other.  12 

 The  fact  that  Stratton  wrote  this  quote  is  horrendously  baffling,  and  Bignon  in  quick  response 
 agrees.  I  have  already  addressed  the  fact  that  Bignon  denies  that  libertarianism  is  indeed  an 
 illusion,  so  I  need  not  rehearse  it  again.  Rather,  I  wish  to  address  a  much  more  dastardly  issue: 
 not  only  did  this  quote  pass  in  a  peer-reviewed  dissertation,  it  is  now  published  in  a  book  where 
 primarily  laymen  13  are  reading  the  quote  and  ascertaining  logically  false  accusations  against 
 another  brother  in  Christ  as  though  they  are  true  (however  unintentional).  I  say  “logically  false 
 accusations”  because  the  quote  demonstrates  a  type  of  reasoning  that  is  not  just  unsound  but 
 fallacious. Bignon points out for us that the “guilt by association is a two-way street:” 

 Stratton and Harris “both seem to agree” that God doesn’t determine humans to sin. 
 Stratton and Harris “both seem to agree” that determinism is incompatible with free will. 
 Stratton and Harris “both seem to agree” that the sky is blue. 
 Now what? Is Stratton in bed with the new atheist?  14 

 If  Stratton  deems  fit  to  place  Harris  (a  hard  determinist  incompatibilist  )  in  bed  with  Bignon  (at 
 best,  a  soft  determinist  compatibilist  )  on  the  sole  fact  that  they  agree  on  the  thesis  of 
 “determinism”,  then  this  guilt  by  association  can,  and  should  ,  logically  back-fire  in  Stratton’s 
 face.  As  Bignon  noted,  Stratton  and  Harris  both  agree  on  incompatibilism  ,  and  so  does  this  fact 
 necessarily  entail  that  Stratton  is  “in  bed  with  the  new  atheist?”  The  rhetorical  question  has  an 
 obvious  answer  to  anybody  who  is  philosophically  inclined  in  the  free  will  debate:  of  course  not! 
 Stratton  has  committed  not  only  the  guilt-by-association  logical  fallacy,  but  also  the 

 14  Bignon, “Review,” 21. 

 13  Stratton,  Human Freedom, Divine Knowledge, and Mere  Molinism Study Guide  (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 
 2021), “Preface” viii. 

 12  Bignon, “Review,” 21. 
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 undistributed  middle  fallacy.  And  seeing  as  the  latter  is  a  formal  logical  fallacy,  and  that  it  was 
 still  approved  by  a  panel  of  peer-reviewers  is  quite  honestly  one  of  the  most  embarrassing  public 
 incidents  I  have  come  across  as  far  as  philosophical  literature  is  concerned.  Clearly,  just  because 
 a  view  has  something  in  common  with  another  view  does  not  therefore  entail  that  those  two 
 views  share  an  unholy  matrimony,  nor  does  it  warrant  the  vocabulary  of  sexual  innuendo 
 indicating  that  something  astonishing  has  happened.  Once  again,  Stratton  should  publicly 
 apologize  for  discrediting  Bignon’s  determinist  view  simply  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that  an  atheist 
 shares  a  similar  view.  Strikingly,  Stratton  does  not  mention  this  quoted  section  from  Bignon,  but 
 instead he wholly passes it up in his rejoinder. 

 Bignon  ends  his  section  on  “free  choice”  and  “illusion”  by  tallying  Stratton’s  references  to  his 
 name: 

 Allow  me  to  pause  at  this  point,  to  note  that  when  I  look  at  the  references  to  my  name  so 
 far  in  this  book,  it's  really  a  sight  to  behold:  multiple  flagrant  misattributions  of  views  I 
 don't  hold,  a  truncated  quote  that  changes  the  meaning  of  my  sentence,  guilt  by 
 association  with  Sam  Harris,  and  a  claim  that  my  affirmation  of  basic  definitions  is  a 
 “striking admission.” That’s quite the record.  15 

 Indeed  it  is  “quite  the  record.”  Stratton  does  not  address  this  quote  from  Bignon  in  his  rejoinder. 
 The  clarity  of  unprofessionalism  that  Stratton  has  produced  concerning  Bignon  alone  ought  to 
 warrant  a  reader's  pause  on  whether  they  should  continue  taking  Stratton  (a  “mere  theologian”) 
 seriously. 

 4.1.2 Interaction with Bignon 

 The  next  section  on  the  short  agenda  is  Stratton’s  alleged  interaction  with  Bignon.  In  personal 
 correspondence, Stratton writes: 

 Yes,  if  one  watches  this  entire  video  they  will  see  that  I  am  familiar  with  Bignon's  views. 
 One  will  also  see  the  problems  with  his  view  when  it  comes  to  rational  responsibility.  I 
 explain in more detail in my new book (and I specifically interact with Bignon) …  16 

 The  problem  with  this  quote  is  that  Stratton  is  apparently  not  familiar  with  Bignon’s  views, 
 otherwise  he  wouldn’t  have  the  straw-man  hurdles  above.  Moreover,  Stratton  actually  does  not 
 interact  with  Bignon  in  Mere  Molinism  .  Now,  of  course,  one  must  define  “interaction”  in  order 
 for  this  charge  to  stick,  and  then  show  that  given  this  definition,  “interaction”  has  not  taken 

 16  Stratton, as Freethinking Ministries, in the comments section: “A Rational Refutation of Divine Determinism,” 
 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qFKg0veH7fo&lc=UgzhIvu5wFc1YULGDKJ4AaABAg.9EjITFc1myo9I64ML 
 HVpJ1  (accessed 06/17/22). 

 15  Ibid., 25. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qFKg0veH7fo&lc=UgzhIvu5wFc1YULGDKJ4AaABAg.9EjITFc1myo9I64MLHVpJ1
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qFKg0veH7fo&lc=UgzhIvu5wFc1YULGDKJ4AaABAg.9EjITFc1myo9I64MLHVpJ1
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 place.  I  aim  to  accomplish  these  two  small  goals  in  the  remainder  of  this  subsection,  albeit 
 modestly. 

 In  academic  circles,  “interaction”  with  another  theologian  or  philosopher  typically  involves  far 
 more  than  merely  citing  the  individual.  To  be  sure,  in  order  to  be  classified  as  “interacting”  with 
 an  argument  or  an  opposing  view,  one  must  cite  the  opposing  side’s  most  formidable 
 interlocutors.  For  example,  when  Thomas  Flint  devoted  himself  to  synthesizing  a  philosophical 
 treatise  and  defense  of  providence  specifically  within  the  Molinist  tradition,  he  spent  a  little  over 
 one  third  (nearly  40  percent)  of  the  book  defending  Molinism  from  objections.  These  objections 
 were  primarily  taken  from  the  pen  of  Robert  Adams  and  William  Hasker.  17  It  is  safe  to  say  that 
 Flint  had  to  explicitly  cite  both  of  these  analytic  philosophers  in  order  to  adequately  defend  his 
 Molinist  account  against  them.  But,  more  than  this,  Flint  had  to  explicitly  cite  their  arguments 
 against  Molinism  in  order  to  adequately  defend  his  Molinist  account  against  them.  This,  I 
 contend,  is  what  it  means  to  “interact”  with  an  interlocutor’s  arguments  and  views:  interaction 
 with  one’s  arguments  entails  citing  their  relevant  arguments  specifically  for  or  against  a  position 
 in order to adequately defend an account. 

 The  question,  then,  before  us  is  whether  Stratton  did  in  fact  interact  with  Bignon’s  arguments  and 
 views  specifically  in  Mere  Molinism  .  He  sure  mentioned  Bignon  extensively  enough,  almost  to 
 an  alarming  and  annoying  amount,  18  but  did  Stratton  actually  interact  with  Bignon  as  the  quote 
 above  stated?  Well,  given  that  interaction  with  one’s  work  implies  that  one  must  cite  their  work 
 and  their  arguments  ,  then  no,  Stratton  did  not  interact  with  Bignon,  contrary  to  what  he  has 
 submitted  above  in  the  YouTube  comment.  Yes,  Stratton  has  cited  Bignon,  19  but  I  fail  to  see  how 
 those  citations  were  relevant  to  Bignon’s  arguments  or  how  they  were  conducive  to  defending 
 Molinism against Bignon’s compatibilism. 

 Allow  me  to  detail  the  issue.  If  Paul  Grice  was  correct  about  his  views  on  conversational 
 implicature,  then  it  follows  that  though  the  term  “interaction”  could  be  interpreted  ambiguously, 
 given  the  conversational  or  dialectical  context  in  which  Stratton  presented  the  word, 
 “interaction”  must  be  seen  as  explicitly  citing  Bignon’s  relevant  arguments  for  compatibilism  or 
 against  incompatibilism.  20  When  Stratton  affirmatively  asserts  to  others  that  he  has  interacted 
 with  Bignon’s  work,  one  should  expect,  then,  that  Stratton  actually  explicitly  cites  Bignon’s 
 relevant  arguments  for  compatibilism  or  against  incompatibilism.  Sadly,  this  expectation  has  not 
 come to complete fruition. 

 20  See Douglas Walton, "New Dialectical Rules for Ambiguity" in  Informal Logic  20 (3) (2000). 
 19  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 162. 
 18  Cf. Bignon, “Review,” 20. 

 17  As aforementioned in other footnotes throughout this reply, see Thomas Flint,  Divine Providence: The Molinist 
 Account  , (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1998),  specifically Part II for objections. 
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 I  say  “has  not  come  to  complete  fruition”  because  to  be  fair,  Stratton  of  course  has  had  multiple 
 YouTube  exchanges  with  Bignon,  and  has  interacted  with  Bignon  in  this  sense,  as  mentioned 
 above.  But  I  fail  to  see  how  those  YouTube  exchanges  were  relevant  to  Bignon’s  arguments  for 
 compatibilism  .  Sure,  I  suppose  I  could  concede  that  these  exchanges  were  relevant  to  Bignon’s 
 arguments  against  incompatibilism  as  the  conditional  analysis  and  categorical  analysis  pertaining 
 to  the  Consequence  Argument  were  a  topic  of  considerable  discussion  in  those  same  videos.  And 
 seeing  how  Bignon  primarily  utilizes  the  conditional  analysis  to  defend  against  the  Consequence 
 Argument  (an  argument  notoriously  formulated  to  prove  incompatibilism),  it  may  be  safe  to  say 
 that  Stratton  has  “interacted”  with  Bignon’s  relevant  arguments  defending  against 
 incompatibilism.  21  But  obviously,  even  if  Bignon’s  incompatibilist  critics  were  correct  in  that  his 
 defense  against  the  Consequence  Argument  (or  incompatibilism  more  generally)  were  in  error, 
 that  still  does  not  address  Bignon’s  arguments  for  compatibilism  .  Last  time  I  checked,  Bignon’s 
 affirmative  arguments  for  compatibilism  were  not  only  not  addressed  by  the  “Guns  n’  Roses” 
 team  (Hunter,  Flowers,  and  Stratton),  they  were  wholly  left  unscathed  when  they  were  brought 
 up in those YouTube exchanges; hence, no interaction on the part of Stratton & Co. 

 Concerning  the  interaction  quote  from  Stratton  above,  however,  the  conversational  implicature 
 surrounding  “interaction”  implies  Stratton’s  interaction  with  Bignon  in  Mere  Molinism  ,  not 
 YouTube.  The  problem  is  that  Stratton  simply  cites  Bignon’s  words  leading  up  to  his  case  against 
 the  Consequence  Argument,  but  unfortunately  for  Stratton,  he  does  not  actually  cite  Bignon’s 
 relevant  arguments  against  the  Consequence  Argument.  22  How  Stratton  does  not  understand  the 
 difference  between  merely  citing  an  interlocutor  versus  citing  their  arguments  for  or  against  a 
 position  is  truly  bewildering.  My  humble  hunch  is  that  this  misunderstanding  on  Stratton’s  part 
 (however  unintentional)  has  little  to  do  with  Stratton’s  actual  non-interaction,  and  more  to  do 
 with  a  failure  to  recognize  the  distinction  between  arguments  for  a  position  and  arguments 
 against  a  position.  This  leads  us  to  our  next,  and  last,  subsection  on  Bignon:  negative  and 
 positive argumentation. 

 22  Cf. Stratton, “Excusing Sinners, Blaming God, Compatibilism, & the Consequence Argument,” 
 https://freethinkingministries.com/excusing-sinners-blaming-god-compatibilism-the-consequence-argument/  .  In this 
 article, Stratton makes the same mistake (though it was published earlier) by quoting Bignon but  not  by quoting his 
 actual relevant arguments  against  the Consequence  Argument. In fact, this is precisely why Bignon finds Stratton’s 
 response in the article as “bizarre” because Stratton is seen to miss this vital dialectic implicature. For more details, 
 see  French Calvinist Philosopher Responds to Critics  (hosted by Eli Ayala - Revealed Apologetics), also linked in 
 Carlson, Volume 1 §1.1. 

 21  In addition, some of Bignon’s analogical philosophy defending against some incompatibilist arguments (e.g., the 
 puppet argument, coercion argument, and manipulation argument) were topics of equal conversation and 
 controversy in the YouTube back-and-forths. Again, I would encourage the reader to dive into these videos for a 
 fuller, more complete defense from Bignon and how his theological incompatibilist critics (Hunter, Flowers, and 
 Stratton) respond. See Carlson, Volume §1.1 for the links to each round of video responses and rebuttals. 

https://freethinkingministries.com/excusing-sinners-blaming-god-compatibilism-the-consequence-argument/
https://youtu.be/rP2BWwC9M3s
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 4.1.3 Negative & Positive Argumentation | Question-begging & Self-Refutation 

 Argumentation  may  be  separated  into  two  distinct  categories:  positive  and  negative  .  Obviously 
 enough,  positive  argumentation  is  argumentation  where  the  proponent  of  the  argued  view  argues 
 positively  for  the  view.  The  most  acknowledged  demonstration  of  this  type  of  argumentation  is 
 seen  in  the  United  States  court  of  law  where  the  prosecution  is  said  to  have  the  burden  of  proof 
 by  proving  beyond  reasonable  doubt  that  the  defendant  is  guilty.  In  contrast,  negative 
 argumentation  is  argumentation  where  the  proponent  of  the  defended  view  argues  negatively  for 
 the  view.  This  is  seen  in  the  court  of  law  where  the  defense  presents  reasonable  doubt  against  the 
 prosecution’s  positive  argument.  Last,  it  is  important  to  note  that  the  defense  does  not  obtain  the 
 burden of proof; that burden belongs solely to the prosecution. 

 Philosophy  is  no  different.  A  philosopher  has  virtually  two  jobs:  negative  argumentation  where 
 she  defends  her  position  in  light  of  positive  arguments  against  it,  and  positive  argumentation 
 where  she  argues  her  position  in  place  of  positive  arguments  against  it.  The  former  is  considered 
 simply  a  defensive  argument,  whereas  the  latter  is  considered  an  offensive  argument.  These  jobs 
 usually  go  hand  in  hand,  but  they  can  be  separated  and  wholly  distinguished.  Take,  for  example, 
 the  Molinist  philosopher  Thomas  Flint.  His  whole  book,  Divine  Providence  ,  was  an  exercise  in 
 positive  argumentation.  Though  he  defended  his  Molinist  position  against  the  attacks  from 
 Adams  and  Hasker  (and  others),  he  was  still  seen  as  positively  arguing  for  his  view  first  in 
 exposition (chapters 1-2), defense (chapters 3-7), and application (chapters 8-11). 

 Take  Guillaume  Bignon.  His  book,  Excusing  Sinners  and  Blaming  God  ,  was  an  exercise  both  in 
 negative  and  positive  argumentation.  Bignon  defended  his  view  of  compatibilism  against 
 incompatibilism  by  detailing  various  arguments  that  are  a  threat  to  compatibilism:  the  Puppet 
 Argument  (chapter  1),  the  Coercion  Argument  (chapter  2),  the  Manipulation  Argument(s) 
 (chapter  3),  the  Mental  Illness  Argument  (chapter  4),  and  the  Consequence  Argument  (chapter 
 5).  After  successfully  demonstrating  (at  least  to  Bignon’s  standards)  that  these  incompatibilist 
 arguments  each  fail  for  various  (though  sometimes  similar)  reasons  in  proving  Calvinism  entails 
 the  necessary  “excusal  of  sinners”,  he  then  embarks  to  chapter  6  where  he  switches  from 
 negative  argumentation  to  positive  argumentation.  This  chapter  is  the  only  chapter  in  which  he 
 positively  argues  for  the  truth  of  compatibilism  instead  of  merely  defending  it.  23  The  rest  of  his 
 chapters  (Part  2  of  his  book)  defend  against  the  second  most  popular  charge  raised  against 
 Calvinism:  “  Blaming  God  .”  But,  that’s  just  it,  a  defense  of  Calvinism,  not  a  positive  argument  for 
 Calvinism. 

 23  Bignon has implied as much in his response to Kevin Timpe. See Bignon, “A Response to Kevin Timpe’s 
 Objections,” 21.  http://www.associationaxiome.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Response-to-Kevin-Timpe.pdf  . 
 Timpe’s original review of Bignon is found in “Book Reviews,”  Faith and Philosophy   Vol. 35 No. 3 July  2018, 
 373-379,  https://place.asburyseminary.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2649&context=faithandphilosophy  . 

http://www.associationaxiome.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Response-to-Kevin-Timpe.pdf
https://place.asburyseminary.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2649&context=faithandphilosophy
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 Bignon  understands  the  difference  between  the  two  types  of  argumentation  and  he  implies  as 
 much  in  the  closing  sections  on  his  defense  against  the  Consequence  Argument  (chapter  5),  and 
 the  introduction  of  his  argument  for  compatibilism  (chapter  6).  He  knows  full  well  that  the 
 burden  is  not  placed  upon  his  shoulders  when  he  simply  negatively  argues  against 
 incompatibilism  and  for  compatibilism.  The  burden  is  on  the  shoulders  of  the  incompatibilist  at 
 this  point  of  the  debate.  His  use  of  the  conditional  analysis  (PAP  If  )  against  van  Inwagen’s 
 Consequence  Argument  is  not  question-begging  as  the  burden  is  on  van  Inwagen  (Bignon, 
 Excusing  Sinners  ,  91-92).  Bignon  must  simply  remain  skeptical,  provide  counterexamples,  and 
 locate  the  false  premises  in  the  positive  arguments  for  incompatibilism.  However,  once  Bignon 
 turns  the  tables  onto  the  compatibilist,  he  shoulders  his  burden,  and  provides  positive  arguments 
 for  the  truth  of  compatibilism  and  the  falsity  of  the  categorical  ability  (PAP  All  )  without 
 question-begging  (Ibid.,  99;  e.g.,  Edwards’  “Divine  Impeccability”  Argument  and  Luther’s 
 “Pelagian” Argument). 

 The  entire  exercise  of  the  present  reply  responding  to  the  many  colorful  arguments  the  doctrine 
 of  Mere  Molinism  has  to  offer  has  been  (and  will  continue  to  be)  a  project  solely  in  exercising 
 negative  argumentation.  My  replies  in  this  present  work  only  provide  Stratton  (Mere  Molinism’s 
 chief  proponent  and  advocate)  a  defense  against  incompatibilism,  and  more  generally  for 
 compatibilism.  As  Volume  1  §1.1  made  clear,  it  is  not  my  burden,  nor  my  aim,  to  produce  a  work 
 that  is  arguing  for  the  truth  of  compatibilism  .  I  believe,  as  I  have  stated  many  times  throughout 
 this  reply,  that  Bignon,  Fischer  and  Ravizza,  Preciado,  et  al,  have  essentially  done  this  work  for 
 me.  The  only  real  burden  that  I  have,  or  that  I  see  obliged  to  honor  throughout  this  reply,  is  to 
 maintain  a  skeptical  distance  between  Mere  Molinism  and  orthodox  Reformed  Theology  (in  the 
 Calvinist  compatibilist-determinism  sense);  to  this  end,  and  this  end  alone,  I  have  been  thus  far 
 successful. 

 Given  these  two  distinctions,  I  fear  that  Stratton  and  Bignon’s  adversity  throughout  the  years  has 
 not  only  started,  but  also  seemed  to  have  ended,  with  Stratton  confusing  the  two  argumentations. 
 We  see  this  in  a  few  isolated,  yet  prevalent,  examples  in  Mere  Molinism  and  his  rejoinder  to 
 Bignon. I will begin with the former:  Mere Molinism  . 

 There  are  a  number  of  times  where  Stratton  refers  to  his  Calvinist  “EDD”  friends  as 
 question-begging,  specifically  in  his  chapter  on  philosopher  arguments  for  libertarianism.  Here  is 
 a small sample: 

 Surely,  if  God  determines  the  manner  in  which  a  person  feels–that  is,  as  if  he  is  making 
 judgments  about  his  own  beliefs  (and  the  beliefs  of  others)–then  how  is  one  to  know  if 
 God  is  causally  determining  him  to  think  and  believe  correctly  or  not?  One  is  left  only 
 with question-begging assumptions (which would not be under his control either).  24 

 24  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 172. 
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 [ … ] 

 Now  consider  this  rhetorical  question:  “How  could  Smith  (not  the  mad  scientist) 
 rationally  affirm  the  current  beliefs  in  his  head  as  good,  bad,  better,  the  best,  true  or 
 probably true without begging the question”?  25 

 [ … ] 

 And  if  a  person  cannot  freely  infer  the  best  explanation  (from  within  a  range  of  multiple 
 possible  competing  explanations),  then  he  has  no  justification  that  his  belief  really  is  the 
 best  explanation.  Without  justification,  reason-based  knowledge  goes  down  the  drain.  All 
 that remains is fallacious, question-begging assumptions.  26 

 [ … ] 

 To  summarize,  if  free  thinking  does  not  exist,  then  a  person  does  not  possess  any 
 epistemic  ability  to  assess  or  evaluate  his  or  her  thoughts  and  beliefs.  Further,  if  an  agent 
 is  not  the  source  and  originator  of  his  own  thoughts  (and  something  external  to  the  person 
 is  causally  determining  the  person’s  thoughts),  or  if  he  does  not  ever  possess  the  ability  to 
 think  otherwise  regarding  anything,  then  he  is  merely  left  assuming  his  or  her  determined 
 thoughts  are  good–let  alone  true!  However,  when  one  keeps  in  mind  the  “vertigo”  to 
 which  Craig  refers,  he  would  not  even  be  free  to  make  that  assumption  (or  not)  if  he 
 cannot think otherwise. 

 This  leads  to  the  fallacy  of  question-begging  assumptions…  [A]ll  that  remains  for 
 the  committed  determinist  is  fallacious  reasoning.  Any  argument  based  on  a  logical 
 fallacy is no argument at all.  27 

 From Stratton’s rejoinder to Bignon, he gives us a nice knit summary once again: 

 27  Ibid., 179. This quote is particularly interesting because it seems as if Stratton is insinuating that because the 
 metaphysical ability to do otherwise is diminished or false given determinism, then this would entail the falsity of 
 the epistemic ability to do otherwise. Yet, Gregg Caruso doesn’t think so, neither does Pereboom. See Gregg Caruso, 
 “On the Compatibility of Rational Deliberation: Why Deterministic Manipulation is Not a Counterexample” (  The 
 Philosophical Quarterly Vol. 0, No. 0  2020), 
 http://nebula.wsimg.com/c27e4ce1ee662cbdc87507013c6ef460?AccessKeyId=57C0F200619988621A8D&dispositi 
 on=0&alloworigin=1  . More will be said about epistemic  availability versus metaphysical availability in our section 
 on Stratton’s Deliberation & Liberation Argument. But for now, it suffices to say this claim is wholly left unchecked. 
 I am sure many philosophers would disagree with him and state that it is actually the case that the converse is true, 
 that is, metaphysical ability entails epistemic ability. So, if epistemic ability is shown false, then metaphysical ability 
 is shown false. But, obviously, one can have epistemic ability without the drama of metaphysical ability. 
 Deliberation-compatibilists (e.g., Caruso, Nelkin, Dennett, and Pereboom) argue for that exact position. 

 26  Ibid., 174. 
 25  Ibid., 173. 

http://nebula.wsimg.com/c27e4ce1ee662cbdc87507013c6ef460?AccessKeyId=57C0F200619988621A8D&disposition=0&alloworigin=1
http://nebula.wsimg.com/c27e4ce1ee662cbdc87507013c6ef460?AccessKeyId=57C0F200619988621A8D&disposition=0&alloworigin=1
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 Question:  How  can  Sally  (not  the  mad  scientist)  rationally  affirm  the  current  thoughts  and 
 beliefs  in  her  head  as  good,  bad,  better,  the  best,  worse,  the  worst,  true,  false,  probably 
 true,  or  probably  false  (note  the  range  of  alternative  options)  without  begging  the 
 question? 

 This  seems  to  be  an  impossible  task  for  a  “passive  cog.”  And  replacing  the 
 nefarious  neurosurgeon  with  a  deity  of  deception  does  not  magically  make  this  big 
 problem  disappear.  Since  begging  the  question  is  logically  fallacious,  anything  Sally 
 claims  to  think  or  know  is  not  based  upon  justification,  but  rather,  logical  fallacies.  Any 
 argument  based  on  a  logical  fallacy  is  no  argument  at  all.  This  is  one  reason  to  affirm 
 premise (3) of the  FreeThinking Argument Against Naturalism  .  28 

 Obviously  the  audacious  claims  embedded  within  these  quotes  will  be  (or  have  been)  extensively 
 addressed.  And  so,  it  is  not  my  present  purpose  to  deal  with  everything  that  is  wrong  with  these 
 quotes;  that  will  come  soon  enough,  most  definitely.  Right  now,  I  only  wish  to  discuss  Stratton’s 
 odd use of “question-begging,” “fallacious reasoning,” and “assumptions” against determinism. 

 The  main  issue  I  find  with  Stratton’s  claims  of  question-begging  against  the  determinist  is  that 
 they  are  misplaced  .  What  I  mean  is  that  when  someone  is  accused  of  question-begging,  it  is 
 usually  because  a  premise  in  their  argument  is  question-begging.  Put  differently,  when  the 
 burden  of  proof  is  on  one  side  of  the  debate,  the  side  with  the  burden  can  be  accused  of 
 question-begging.  But,  this  is  what  I  find  extremely  odd  in  that  when  Stratton  accuses  his 
 determinist  friends  of  question-begging,  and  being  logically  fallacious,  he  does  so  when  it  is  not 
 their  burden  to  prove  determinism.  The  chapter  in  which  we  find  Stratton  lobbying  most  of  these 
 criticisms  are  found  in  a  chapter  for  libertarian  arguments.  I  understand,  then,  that  it  is  Stratton’s 
 burden  of  proof  to  demonstrate  beyond  reasonable  doubt  that  libertarianism  is  true.  In  fact, 
 Stratton said as much  before  dishing out his selected  arguments: 

 The  remainder  of  this  chapter  takes  up  Bignon’s  challenge  and  endeavors  to  provide 
 multiple  arguments  against  determinism  on  the  one  hand  and  those  supporting  libertarian 
 freedom on the other.  29 

 29  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 162. Given this quote, it  does seem that Stratton understands negative and positive 
 argumentation. Stratton says he wants to argue  against  determinism (i.e., negative argumentation), while,  at the 
 same time,  for  libertarianism (i.e., positive argumentation).  However, upon closer inspection, Stratton never cites 
 determinist arguments, and thus never officially  defends  libertarianism against the wiles of determinist (or 
 compatibilist) arguments. If he were to do something like this, it would entail Stratton citing, for example, Bignon’s 
 “Divine Impeccability” Argument from Edwards and then attacking one of its premises.  That  would be an exercise 
 in negative argumentation. Afterwards, if Stratton chose to move onto an argument  for  libertarianism,  then  he would 
 be exercising positive argumentation, in which case the burden of proof would be on his shoulders, whereas before, 
 it would have been on Bignon’s shoulders. So, because Stratton instead tries to tackle two projects at once (i.e., 
 demonstrate the falsity of determinism while proving libertarianism), he is really only exercising positive 
 argumentation. Also, this should be additionally evident given that libertarianism is a thesis that entails the truth of 
 indeterminism, so quite obviously its contrapositive is equally true. 

 28  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 11. 
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 An  argument  is  question-begging  when  a  premise  in  the  argument  assumes  the  truth  of  the 
 conclusion.  This  is  why  philosophers  call  this  type  of  logically  fallacious  reasoning  as  circular 
 reasoning  because  the  truth  of  the  conclusion  would  depend  upon  one  of  its  controversially 
 assumed  premises;  nothing  would  be  proved  and  we  would  run  around  the  argument  in  circles. 
 The  problem  is  that  Stratton  accuses  determinists  of  question-begging  or  circular  reasoning  when 
 it  is  not  their  argument  under  the  present  consideration  within  that  chapter;  it  is  Stratton’s  .  It  is 
 simply  not  their  turn  to  positively  argue  for  their  position.  It  is  Stratton’s  chapter,  and  Strattton’s 
 arguments,  along  with  Stratton’s  defenses  of  those  same  arguments.  So,  if  anyone  could  be 
 charged  with  circular  reasoning,  I  am  afraid  it  cannot  be  the  proponent  of  a  view  in  which  an 
 argument  is  not  even  considered.  The  only  one  that  could  be  accused  of  question-begging  during 
 Stratton’s  chapter  for  libertarian  freedom  is  Stratton  himself  ,  for  he  is  the  only  one  holding  the 
 key  to  the  burden  of  proof.  30  The  fallacy  of  question-begging  can  only  be  applied  to  those  who 
 hold  this  key,  for  those  who  are  currently  positively  arguing  in  favor  of  their  chosen  view.  Again, 
 this is why the prosecution in the court of law is the one with the burden, and the defense is not. 

 In  summary,  when  Stratton  claims  that  the  determinist  is  committing  the  fallacy  of 
 question-begging,  it  is  wholly  incoherent.  The  determinist  cannot  be  the  one  who  is  begging  the 
 question  for  it  is  not  his  argument  under  current  consideration,  and  seeing  as  the  charge  of 
 question-begging  can  only  stick  if  one  is  first  advancing  a  positive  argument  for  a  chosen  view, 
 the  determinist  is  left  unscathed,  despite  Stratton’s  ferocious  allegations.  A  mere  defender  of  a 
 view–arguing  against  a  position  utilizing  negative  argumentation–cannot  be  accused  of 
 question-begging  because  it  is  simply  not  their  positive  argument  on  the  table.  However,  if  one  is 
 advancing  positive  or  offensive  argumentation  for  a  certain  position,  then  most  certainly  they 
 may be accused of question-begging if they indeed commit that logical fallacy.  31 

 At  this  point,  Stratton  could  reply  something  along  the  lines  of,  “Well,  the  determinist  is  still  left 
 assuming  that  she  rationalizes  even  though  her  own  view  entails  that  she  cannot!”  What  this 
 (rather  weak)  rejoinder  is  attempting  to  conjure  up  is  the  idea  that  given  the  fact  that  rationality 
 entails  alternative  possibilities,  it  is  a  contradiction  to  say  that  the  determinist  does  in  fact  engage 
 in  rationality.  Since  determinism  eliminates  alternative  possibilities  by  definition,  to  say  that 
 rationality  is  compatible  with  determinism  is  to  assume  freedom  in  deliberating.  Yet,  in  Stratton’s 
 words,  once  again,  the  advocate  of  determinism  cannot  “rationally  affirm  the  current  thoughts 
 and  beliefs  in  her  head  as  good,  bad,  better,  the  best,  worse,  the  worst,  true,  false,  probably  true, 
 or  probably  false  (note  the  range  of  alternative  options).”  Determinism  does  not  grant  these 

 31  For more information on burden-shifting, skeptical scenarios, and views of proofing an argument, see Moreland 
 and Craig,  Philosophical Foundations  (1e), 98-102. 

 30  I am not implying that Stratton is actually begging the question here (although, I do think his arguments are 
 generally question-begging). I am only noting the more modest observation that it is Stratton’s burden because it is 
 his chapter on positive arguments for libertarianism. And so, Stratton  could  be charged with question-begging 
 because of this fact, not that he actually  is  or  should  be charged (that less modest observation will be  negatively 
 argued later!). 
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 “evaluative  judgment  options”  as  accessible;  the  determinist  must  only  assume  that  she  has 
 access  to  them,  when  in  fact  she  does  not  if  determinism  is  true.  She  would  in  effect  be  a  walking 
 contradiction!  Oh,  the  horror!  For  Stratton  this  assumption  that  the  determinist  commits  is 
 supposedly  “question-begging.”  But  herein  lies  the  second  problem:  that  “assumption”  is  not 
 question-begging  ; it is  self-defeat. 

 The  fallacy  of  question-begging  does  not  grant  the  conclusion  of  a  view  being  a  contradiction; 
 self-defeat  does  that  job.  Circular  reasoning  entails  that  an  argument’s  conclusion  has  been 
 assumed  to  be  true,  but  not  that  an  argument’s  conclusion  is  at  odds  with  what  it  tries  to  prove. 
 The  former  promotes  the  charge  of  question-begging,  which  entails  a  contingent  flaw  in  logical 
 reasoning,  whereas  the  latter  promotes  the  charge  of  self-defeat,  which  entails  a  necessary  flaw 
 in logical reasoning (i.e., a contradiction). 

 Philosopher J.P. Moreland makes this point for me: 

 Such  a  [self-defeating]  statement  has  three  features:  (1)  The  claim  establishes  one 
 requirement  of  acceptability  for  an  assertion  (such  as  having  to  be  empirically  verifiable). 
 (2)  The  claim  places  itself  in  subjection  to  the  requirement.  (3)  Then  the  claim  falls  short 
 of  satisfying  the  requirement  of  acceptability  that  the  assertion  itself  stipulates.  In  other 
 words,  when  a  statement  is  included  in  its  own  subject  matter  (i.e.,  when  it  refers  to  itself) 
 but  fails  to  satisfy  its  own  standards  of  acceptability,  it  is  self-refuting…  Here’s  the  key 
 point  to  remember:  self-refuting  statements  do  not  just  happen  to  be  false;  instead,  they 
 are  necessarily  false.  32 

 Moreland  gives  us  three  lovely  criteria  to  weigh  whether  a  view  ought  to  be  considered  as 
 self-defeating:  (1)  Requirement  of  Acceptability,  (2)  Subjection  to  Requirement,  and  (3)  Failure 
 to  Satisfy  Requirement.  I  will  now  demonstrate  that  given  how  Stratton  treats  his  Freethinking 
 Argument,  the  proponent  of  determinism  would  be  self-defeating  instead  of  merely 
 question-begging,  contrary  to  Stratton's  numerous  above  accusations.  This  will  show  that 
 Stratton  is  wrong  in  claiming  the  determinist  is  in  fact  question-begging,  though  he  still  may  be 
 right  in  that  the  determinist  is  assuming  something  that  is  not  accessible  to  her,  and  thus  left 
 being  logically  fallacious.  But,  if  I  am  right  about  this,  this  would  only  entail  that  Stratton  is 
 warranted  in  accusing  the  determinist  for  being  self-defeating  ,  not  that  they  are  in  fact 
 question-begging.  If  I  am  right,  then  Stratton  is  correct  for  accusing  the  determinist  for  being 
 logically fallacious,  but in the wrong way. 

 Prior  to  my  demonstration,  I  must  say  that,  of  course,  I  don’t  think  that  the  determinist  is 
 somehow  committing  to  a  logically  fallacious  self-refuting  view.  My  reasons  for  this  will  be 

 32  J.P. Moreland,  Scientism and Secularism: Learning  to Respond to a Dangerous Ideology  (Wheaton, IL:  Crossway, 
 2018), 50-51. 
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 made  evident  in  §4.9.  This  line  of  negative  argumentation  against  Stratton’s  view  that 
 determinism  is  self-refuting  is  not  what  I  am  committing  myself  to.  I  am  only  committing  myself 
 to  the  claim  that  if  Stratton  is  right  that  determinism  is  in  fact  self-refuting,  it  would  be  sufficient 
 to  show  that  he  is  wrong  that  the  determinist  is  logically  fallacious  by  committing  the  fallacy  of 
 question-begging.  And  he  would  be  wrong  precisely  because  he  misappropriates  negative  and 
 positive  argumentation  from  the  beginning;  he  misunderstands  whose  burden  it  is  to  positively 
 argue  for  a  position,  thus,  throws  out  wild  question-begging  accusations  when  they  are  evidently 
 out  of  place.  That  is  my  only  claim  in  the  remainder  of  this  section.  Now,  onto  the 
 demonstration. 

 Stratton’s  claim  is  that  determinism  is  self-refuting  (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  13;  Mere  Molinism  , 
 168;  cf.  Bignon,  “Review,”  25).  The  statement  under  dispute  would  probably  be  something  of  the 
 following: 

 (~L): “I deny libertarian freedom is necessary in order to be rational and freely think.” 

 According  to  Stratton,  this  is  an  incoherent  statement  as  determinism,  by  definition,  rules  out  the 
 alternative  possibilities  necessary  in  order  to  be  “rational  and  freely  think.”  For  Stratton,  there  is 
 no  such  thing  as  a  determinist  who  can  be  a  rational  free-thinker  as  it  would  assume  the  truth  of 
 libertarianism.  Further,  in  order  to  be  rational,  one  must  first  be  in  possession  of  libertarian 
 freedom.  So,  to  Stratton,  accepting  the  truth  of  (~L)  is  to  actually  accept  the  truth  of  libertarian 
 freedom  (as  rationality  entails  libertarian  freedom),  the  very  thing  that  (~L)  seeks  to  undermine! 
 Taking  Moreland’s  three  criteria  for  a  self-refuting  statement,  33  we  can  test  (~L)  above  and  see 
 whether it falls prey to an embedded contradiction: 

 1.  Does (~L) establish a  requirement of acceptability? 

 Yes: the act of affirming the statement requires rational free thought. 

 2.  Does (~L) place itself in  subjection  to the requirement? 

 Yes: rational free thought itself entails the freedom to affirm the truth of the statement. 

 3.  Does (~L)  fall short  of satisfying its own requirement? 

 Yes:  this  is  a  philosophical  statement  about  the  denial  of  libertarian  freedom  that  cannot 
 itself be held by rational free-thinkers. 

 33  Ibid., 51. (adapted) 
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 I  have  only  shown  that  this  may  be  what  Stratton  tentatively  thinks  about  determinism  and 
 rationality.  I  do  not  think  this  argument  for  the  self-refutation  of  determinism  is  sound  (again,  see 
 §4.9  for  more  details).  But,  if  I  may,  I  do  not  think  it  is  sound  here  because  Stratton  is  himself 
 assuming  a  hidden  incompatibilist  premise  in  the  generically  loaded  word  “freely.”  Moreover, 
 (~L)  is  a  philosophical  assertion  about  libertarian  freedom,  not  a  claim  of  libertarian  freedom.  If 
 it  was  a  claim  of  libertarian  freedom,  then  of  course  the  statement  would  be  classified  as 
 self-refuting,  but  it  is  instead  a  claim  about  libertarian  freedom.  In  other  words,  one  doesn’t  first 
 need  to  possess  libertarian  freedom  in  order  to  infer  or  affirm  the  truth  of  (~L),  contrary  to  what 
 Stratton  seems  to  strongly  suggest.  So,  I  would  deny  the  validity  of  (3);  libertarian  (categorical) 
 incompatibilist  freedom has not been shown to be necessary  for rational free thinking.  34 

 At  best,  Stratton  could  claim  that  (~L)  is  false  ,  but  not  that  it  is  necessarily  false  ,  and  thus 
 self-refuting,  because  it  somehow  entails  a  contradiction.  That  has  not  been  shown  unless  he  first 
 assumes  incompatibilism.  Nor  can  Stratton  say  that  the  advocate  of  (~L)  is  question-begging  as 
 accepting  its  truth  would  be  assuming  that  which  is  trying  to  be  proven.  We  have  already  seen 
 above  that  this  does  not  work  as  it  confuses  negative  argumentation  with  positive  argumentation. 
 The  statement  (~L)  is  in  response  to  a  positive  argument  for  libertarian  freedom;  (~L)  does  not 
 itself  pose  a  positive  argument  for  its  validity.  The  reasons  for  accepting  (~L)  would  only  serve 
 to  demonstrate  an  exercise  in  negative  argumentation,  or  defense  against,  say,  ~(~L).  So,  I  think 
 my  demonstration  is  sound:  Stratton  confuses  question-begging  with  self-refutation,  and  this  is  a 
 direct  result  of  Stratton  misunderstanding  negative  and  positive  argumentation.  Therefore,  we 
 can  see  that  not  only  does  Stratton  confuse  types  of  argumentations,  but  he  also  misunderstands 
 contingent  logical  flaws  (such  as  question-begging)  with  necessary  logical  flaws  (such  as 
 self-refutation).  These  elementary  mistakes  should  not  be  as  consistently  pervasive  as  we  find 
 them in  Mere Molinism  ; an academic work with such  prestigious, glowing endorsements. 

 Stratton  tends  to  think  that  Bignon  ought  to  give  a  positive  argument  in  defense  against  the 
 Consequence  Argument.  35  This  is  unnecessary.  Even  if  Bignon’s  defense  against  the 

 35  Again, see Stratton’s article, the article that instigated the YouTube exchange a couple years ago, “Excusing 
 Sinners, Blaming God, Compatibilism, & the Consequence Argument,” 
 https://freethinkingministries.com/excusing-sinners-blaming-god-compatibilism-the-consequence-argument/  . 
 Bignon, as a reminder to the reader, does touch on Stratton’s weird mix-up of negative and positive argumentation in 
 his first video with Eli Ayala concerning this article, specifically on the Consequence Argument (linked in Carlson, 
 Volume 1 §1.1). That is, if compatibilism is true, it necessarily exhaustively describes reality, and thus libertarian 

 34  Tyler Vela put the argument from Stratton this way: 
 “1. If Libertarian freedom did not exist, then rationality would not be possible. 
 2. Rationality is possible. 
 3. Libertarian freedom exists. 
 The issue is that he needs to DEMONSTRATE P1 without begging the question, giving independent 
 reasons for why we ought to think it is more plausible than not.” 

 I agree. It is actually  Stratton  who is question-begging  here even though he would be (given my “steel-man” above) 
 trying to demonstrate that it is the determinist who is self-refuting. But, perhaps he  has  given independent  reasons 
 for P1; I will try to discuss each of them in the following subsections. Either way, self-refutation cannot be one of 
 them. 

https://freethinkingministries.com/excusing-sinners-blaming-god-compatibilism-the-consequence-argument/
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 Consequence  Argument  in  favor  of  his  classical  brand  of  compatibilism  is  false,  that  fact  alone 
 does  not  entail  the  validity  of  the  Consequence  Argument  .  What  is  more,  even  if  Stratton  gives 
 Bignon  his  Freethinking  Argument  in  favor  of  libertarian-incompatibilism  in  response  to 
 Bignon’s  defense  against  the  Consequence  Argument,  that  fact  alone  does  not  entail  the 
 invalidity  of  Bignon’s  defense  against  the  Consequence  Argument  by  use  of  the  conditional 
 ability  .  One  could  almost  paraphrase  the  initial  dialectic  that  sparked  Bignon  and  Stratton’s 
 controversy: 

 Stratton:  What is your response to the Consequence Argument? 
 Bignon:  Read my  defense  against it in my book  Excusing Sinners  and Blaming God  . 
 Stratton:  “I  have  read  [your]  interaction  with  the  Consequence  Argument.  To  put  it 
 bluntly,  I  am  unimpressed…  In  fact,  I  have  argued  that  a  determinist  cannot  possess 
 knowledge  that  determinism  is  true  (even  if  determinism  is  true)!  If  that  is  the  case,  then 
 all that remains for the determinist are question-begging assumptions.”  36 

 Bignon:  But  how  does  your  Freethinking  Argument  demonstrate  my  defense  against  the 
 Consequence  Argument  to  be  false?  It  doesn’t,  and  yet  that  was  the  original  dispute.  At 
 best,  your  positive  argument  shows  libertarian-incompatibilism  to  be  true,  and 
 compatibilism  to  be  false  (if  sound),  but  that  does  not  demonstrate  my  negative  argument 
 or  defense  against the Consequence Argument to be  false.  37 

 There  we  have  it,  just  like  that,  Stratton  in  2018  confusing  positive  and  negative  argumentation; 
 he  completely  misses  the  dialectical  exchange.  Thankfully,  the  dialectic  does  not  need  to  end 
 here.  In  the  next  section,  we  will  continue  to  discuss  Stratton’s  use  of  the  Consequence 
 Argument,  its  relation  to  negative  and  positive  argumentation,  and  how  he  thinks  it  works  not 
 only  as  an  argument  for  incompatibilism,  but  also  as  an  adjudicating  catalyst  that  drives  its  main 
 intuition. 

 4.2 The Consequence Argument 

 4.2.1 Stratton & the Consequence Argument 

 The  Consequence  Argument  (hereafter,  CA)  has  been  so  influential  in  shaping  the  contemporary 
 landscape  of  free  will  literature  that  to  not  include  it  in  a  book  on  free  will  would  seem  to  be 

 37  Amazingly, Stratton still seemed to have thought otherwise (pun intended):  Determinism Refuted Philosophically  , 
 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sjIMbNnaG94&t=2562s  (starting at timestamp 42:43). Stratton says that it was 
 not his intention to “deal” with Bignon’s defense against the Consequence Argument, but rather he only intended to 
 show that Bignon’s use of the conditional ability cannot “exhaustively describe reality.” This is fine so far as 
 Stratton’s intentions go, but even his intention can be shown to be demonstrably false (see Carlson, Volume 1). 

 36  Ibid. 

 freedom would be false. But, then again, while critiquing the Consequence Argument Bignon was not  positively 
 arguing  for the truth of compatibilism. This makes  Stratton’s response (regardless of his intention) a wholesale  non 
 sequitur  . 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sjIMbNnaG94&t=2562s
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 considered  an  egregious  error.  It  could  be  said  that  while  Frankfurt-style  counterexamples  deal 
 with  the  sourcehood  question  in  the  free  will  debate,  the  CA  deals  with  the  leeway  question. 
 Thus,  the  CA  serves  as  an  “especially  forceful  [  positive  ]  argument  for  the  conclusion  that 
 determinism  is  incompatible  with  leeway  freedom,  that  is,  with  the  freedom  to  do  otherwise,” 
 (McKenna and Pereboom,  Free Will  , 67). As McKenna and Pereboom  put it, 

 The  [CA]  was  first  introduced  by  Carl  Ginet  (1966,  cf.  1990),  and  then  developed  in 
 different  ways  by  David  Wiggins  (1973)  and  Peter  van  Inwagen  (1975,  1983).  Since  its 
 first  appearance,  the  [CA]  has  been  the  single  most  influential  consideration  in  favor  of 
 the  thesis  that  free  will  be  understood  in  terms  of  leeway  freedom  is  incompatible  with 
 determinism.  38 

 Stratton quotes van Inwagen’s informal (and quite pithy) formulation of the CA: 

 If  determinism  is  true,  then  our  acts  are  the  consequences  of  the  laws  of  nature  and  events 
 in  the  remote  past.  But  it  is  not  up  to  us  what  went  on  before  we  were  born,  and  neither  is 
 it  up  to  us  what  the  laws  of  nature  are.  Therefore,  the  consequences  of  these  things 
 (including our own acts) are not up to us.  39 

 Stratton  then  goes  on  to  describe  what  he  takes  to  be  a  theological  context  of  the  CA  (at  least  if 
 “EDD” is true): 

 While  this  informal  version  of  the  CA  argues  against  naturalistic  determinism,  one  can 
 simply  replace  the  “laws  of  nature”  with  “God”  and  “His  will”  when  dealing  with  a  view 
 of [EDD]. A modified statement–[Stratton’s] revision–might be expressed like this:  40 

 If  [exhaustive  divine]  determinism  is  true,  then  our  thoughts  beliefs  [sic], 
 [evaluations,  intuitions,  judgements],  and  behaviors  are  ultimately  the 
 consequences  of  God’s  will  and  acts  of  causation.  But  it  is  not  up  to  us  what  God 
 wills  or  what  he  has  caused.  Therefore,  the  consequences  of  these  things 
 (including  our  own  thoughts,  beliefs,  [evaluations,  intuitions,  judgements],  and 
 behaviors) are not  up to us  .  41 

 This  “EDD”  formulation  is  fine.  If  theistic  determinism  is  true,  such  as  Anderson’s  (DD)  42  ,  then 
 yes,  all  our  thoughts,  beliefs,  behaviors,  and  evaluative  judgment  options  are  ultimately  the 

 42  Recall Anderson’s definition of divine determinism: (DD) For every event E, God decided that E should happen 
 and that decision was the ultimate sufficient cause of E. As we will see below, (DD) may be compatible with van 
 Inwagen’s own definition of determinism. 

 41  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 7. 
 40  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 163. 
 39  Van Inwagen,  Essay  , 16. (quoted in Stratton,  Mere  Molinism  , 163) 
 38  McKenna and Pereboom,  Free Will  , 72 
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 consequences  of  God’s  will;  they  are  not  “up  to  us”  (at  least  not  in  the  efficient  causal  sense). 
 However,  as  we  will  see  below,  all  this  entails  is  that  libertarian  free  will  is  incompatible  with 
 determinism–or,  something  like  (DD)  is  incompatible  with  libertarian  free  will.  Aside  from  the 
 fact  that  this  is  definitional,  for  Stratton,  the  CA  “provide[s]  context  for  the  FreeThinking 
 Argument  by  offering  [his]  own  theological  version  of  what  follows  if  the  CA  is  applied  to 
 EDD,” (Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 7). 

 I  want  to  pause  here,  briefly,  and  address  one  minor  complaint.  Contrary  to  Stratton,  the  CA  does 
 not  argue  against  “naturalistic  determinism.”  The  CA,  instead,  argues  against  compatibilism  ;  this 
 is  evident  because  the  CA  is  a  positive  argument  for  incompatibilism.  I  suppose  if  compatibilism 
 is  the  consequence  of  naturalistic  determinism,  then  perhaps  the  CA  could  be  formulated  as  a 
 targeted  attack  against  that  view.  But,  as  I  have  argued  in  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.3.2,  one  would 
 be  hard-pressed  to  argue  that  that  supposition  is  indeed  valid.  In  any  case,  van  Inwagen  meant  his 
 argument  to  be  against  compatibilism,  and  thus  for  incompatibilism,  and  so,  if  we  are  to  be  good 
 philosophical  stewards,  we  ought  to  keep  the  argument  in  its  historical  context,  especially  if  we 
 rely upon the author’s context. 

 Now,  to  be  fair,  even  Bignon  says  something  quite  similar  while  reviewing  Stratton’s  section  on 
 the  CA:  “We’re  in  a  chapter  on  arguments  for  libertarian  freedom.  The  Consequence  Argument 
 is  famously  one  of  them,”  (Bignon,  “Review,”  19).  Bignon  seems  to  agree  with  Stratton  (albeit 
 inadvertently)  that  the  CA  argues  against  the  conclusion  that  determinism  is  true.  We  see  this 
 implicitly  in  Bignon’s  quote  because  if  the  CA  proves  determinism  is  false,  and  if  indeterminism 
 entails  libertarianism,  then  via  modus  tollens  ,  it  follows  that  the  CA  proves  libertarianism  to  be 
 true.  There  are  a  couple  of  problems.  First,  again,  van  Inwagen’s  own  formulation  of  the  CA  was 
 meant  to  only  show  incompatibilism  to  be  true,  not  determinism  to  be  false,  nor  libertarianism  to 
 be  true.  43  Second,  I  deny  indeterminism  as  a  sufficient  condition  for  libertarian  freedom. 
 Indeterminism  is  a  necessary  condition  for  libertarian  freedom,  but  I  fail  to  see  why  it  must  be  a 
 sufficient  condition;  it  may  be  sufficient  for  freedom,  but  I  fail  to  see  how  it  is  sufficient  for 
 moral  (and  rational)  responsibility  (recall  that  I  mention  this  claim  briefly  in  Volume  1  §2.1.5). 
 And  if  it  fails  to  be  a  sufficient  condition,  then  the  conclusion  that  the  CA  proves  determinism  to 
 be  false  does  not  follow  as  it  would  commit  the  undistributed  middle  fallacy.  In  any  case,  I 
 personally  don’t  fault  Bignon  for  wording  the  phrase  in  a  manner  that  concludes  the  falsity  of 
 determinism  given  the  premises  of  the  CA,  seeing  as  he  wrote  an  entire  chapter  regarding  the 
 proper  argumentative  structure  of  the  CA:  given  determinism,  no  one  has  free  will;  therefore, 
 free  will  is  incompatible  with  determinism.  Also,  it  is  widely  considered  that  Frankfurt-style 
 counterexamples  are  considered  the  first  step  to  an  argument  for  compatibilism.  In  a  similar  vein, 
 the  CA  could  be  considered  as  the  first  step  to  an  argument  for  libertarianism.  So,  if  this  is  what 
 Stratton  (and  I  suppose  Bignon)  had  meant,  then  sure,  that  is  fine;  as  long  as  the  proper  context 

 43  “I shall argue that free will is incompatible with determinism,” (van Inwagen,  Essay  , 13). 
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 of  the  argument  is  still  addressed.  However,  in  Stratton’s  case  (as  opposed  to  Bignon),  it  appears 
 as though this is not as evident. 

 Returning  to  Stratton’s  exposition  of  the  CA,  he  quotes  Robert  Kane’s  summary  of  the  two 
 inference  rules  the  CA  takes  as  sound,  and  then  he  moves  onto  claiming  the  basic  project  of  the 
 CA  as  “properly  basic,”  (cf.  Stratton,  Mere  Molinism  ,  163-64;  see  §4.2.3  for  more  discussion  on 
 these  two  inference  rules).  Bignon  complains  that  Stratton  has  “abandoned  the  battlefield” 
 because he has not engaged the relevant literature regarding the CA: 

 …  [Stratton]  only  mentions  my  response  that  van  Inwagen  begs  the  question  by  defining 
 free  will  in  a  way  that  assumes  libertarianism,  to  which  Stratton  replies  by  insisting  that 
 he  thinks  the  PAP  is  true  and  properly  basic.  That’s  not  doing  much  to  discharge  the 
 incompatibilist’s burden of proof. He quotes Jerry Walls: 

 We  believe  that  libertarian  free  will  is  intrinsic  to  the  very  notion  of  moral 
 responsibility.  That  is,  a  person  cannot  be  held  morally  responsible  for  an  act 
 unless  he  or  she  was  free  to  perform  that  act  and  free  to  refrain  from  it.  This  is  a 
 basic  moral  intuition,  and  we  do  not  believe  there  are  any  relevant  moral 
 convictions  more  basic  than  this  one  that  could  serve  as  premises  to  prove  it. 
 (p.164). 

 If  Walls  is  right  that  the  incompatibilist  PAP  cannot  be  supported  by  arguments  with 
 more  basic  premises,  what  does  that  do  to  Stratton’s  chapter  that  aims  to  offer 
 philosophical  arguments  for  libertarian  free  will  understood  as  the  categorical  ability  to 
 choose between several options?  44 

 Though  Stratton  replies  later  that  he  “did  not  have  the  time  or  space  to  survey  potential 
 objections,”  I  too  find  it  odd  that  Stratton  does  not  interact  with  the  literature  (Stratton, 
 “Rejoinder,”  8).  And  so  I  agree  with  Bignon  here  that  Stratton  should  have  engaged  the  relevant 
 literature,  and  if  this  means  that  he  would  have  needed  to  cut  out  whole  chunks  of  his  book  in 
 order  to  accommodate  this  concern,  so  be  it.  Anyways,  that  is  not  my  primary  concern  with 
 Stratton’s  section  on  the  CA.  As  we  will  see  shortly,  my  primary  concern  is  his  use  of  the  CA  in 
 order  to  generate  the  incompatibilist  intuition  that  (apparently)  undergirds  his  Freethinking 
 Argument  while also  failing to defend against the  objections that rail against that intuition. 

 That  in  mind,  Stratton  endorses  Walls’s  claim  that  libertarian  freedom  (and  its  entailing 
 categorical  PAP)  is,  fundamentally,  a  basic  moral  intuition  that  “  cannot  be  supported  by 
 argument  with  more  basic  premises.”  Bignon’s  main  contention  is  that  this  endorsement 
 ultimately  damages  Stratton’s  Freethinking  Argument  as  this  argument  does  not  depend  upon 
 mere  intuition,  and  so  these  arguments,  contrary  to  Walls  and  Dongell,  are  at  odds  with  the 

 44  Bignon, “Review,” 19. Quote from Jerry Walls in Walls and Dongell,  Why I Am Not A Calvinist  (Downers Grove, 
 IL: InterVarsity Press, 2004), 105. 
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 intuition.  Stratton  says  there  are  arguments  that  serve  as  premises  in  order  to  prove  our  most 
 basic  moral  intuition  (i.e.,  PAP  [All]  ),  whereas  Walls  and  Dongell  flat-out  disagree  by  denying  that 
 such  premises  actually  exist  .  While  I  think  Bignon’s  concerns  are  justified,  I  also  think  Stratton 
 successfully defuses the contention in his rejoinder: 

 Bignon  objects  that  I  do  not  defend  the  Consequence  Argument  (CA)  from  any  of  the 
 objections  in  the  literature  and  claims  that  I  have  “abandoned  the  battlefield”  (p.  19).  But 
 that  was  not  the  point.  My  purpose  for  sharing  the  CA  was  simply  to  show  that  if  God 
 causally  determines  an  agent  to  affirm  a  false  belief,  then  the  agent  is  powerless  to  do 
 anything but affirm a false belief. 

 [ … ] 

 To  be  clear,  I  do  believe  that  the  principle  of  alternative  possibilities  (PAP)  is  a  properly 
 basic  belief  (not  to  mention  sourcehood  libertarian  freedom).  That  is  to  say,  one  is 
 justified  or  warranted—apart  from  argument—in  believing  that  someone  or  something 
 else  is  not  causally  determining  all  of  one’s  thoughts  all  the  time,  and  that  they  possess  an 
 opportunity  to  exercise  an  ability  to  choose  between  an  alternative  range  of  options  each 
 of  which  is  compatible  with  one’s  nature  at  a  given  moment  (in  the  actual  world).  It  is 
 properly  basic  to  believe  that  all  of  one’s  thoughts  are  not  causally  determined  by  a  deity 
 of  deception.  It  is  properly  basic  to  believe  that  every  time  one  affirms  a  false  belief,  they 
 had  an  opportunity  to  exercise  an  ability  to  infer  a  better  and  true  belief.  However,  as  it 
 works  in  philosophy  (so  I’m  told),  as  soon  as  someone  offers  a  potential  defeater,  now 
 we’re  off  to  the  races  with  additional  arguments  for  libertarian  freedom.  Similarly,  just  as 
 I  believe  that  one  can  have  a  properly  basic  belief  in  the  existence  of  God  apart  from 
 argument  (à  la  Plantinga),  that  does  not  mean  that  we  cannot  offer  arguments  concluding: 
 “Therefore, God exists” (Plantinga offers a couple dozen or so).  45 

 In  short,  Stratton  claims  that  his  point  in  introducing  the  CA  was  not  to  argue  for 
 incompatibilism,  nor  was  it  to  deal  with  objections  per  se,  but  rather  to  demonstrate  the  proper 
 basicality  of  one  of  the  most  basic  moral  intuitions:  the  Principle  of  Alternative  Possibilities 
 (PAP).  In  addition,  Stratton’s  aim  was  to  use  the  CA  to  generate  this  intuition  and  essentially 
 drive  it  as  fuel  for  his  own  Freethinking  Argument.  I  will  discuss  proper  basicality,  intuition 
 pumps,  and  common  sense  “folk”  views  of  free  will  in  §4.8,  but  for  now,  it  suffices  to  say  that  I 
 agree  with  Stratton  that  this  maneuver  is  one  that  is  not  completely  without  warrant.  That  is  not 
 to  say  that  I  agree  with  Stratton’s  maneuver;  I  still  agree  with  Bignon  that  Stratton  should  have 
 dealt  with  objections  concerning  the  CA.  Rather,  it  is  only  to  say  that  Stratton’s  dialectical  move 
 is  understood;  that  is  his  prerogative.  Plus,  I  find  his  example  using  Plantinga’s  reformed 
 epistemology  convincing.  Obviously  Plantinga  doesn’t  think  arguments  need  to  be  made  in  order 

 45  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 7-8. I will discuss the proper basicality of libertarian freedom in §4.8. 
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 to  be  warranted  that  God  exists,  but  that  fact  alone  doesn’t  entail  the  additional  fact  that 
 arguments  cannot  be  made  concluding  that  God  exists.  Likewise,  Stratton  aims  to  use  the  CA  as 
 a  tool  illustrating  that  while  he  finds  the  truth  of  PAP  properly  basic  (i.e.,  the  two  rules  that 
 “hold”  the  CA  together),  this  doesn’t  mean  that  he  cannot  argue  for  its  truth  (e.g.,  the 
 Freethinking Argument), or that one  needn’t  argue  for its truth . 

 So  I  don’t  have  a  problem  with  Stratton  using  the  CA  in  this  manner,  even  if  Bignon  may  have  a 
 problem.  However,  what  I  do  find  problematic  is  the  fact  that  the  CA  is  unsound  .  Premises  that 
 serve  as  intuitive  only  generate  the  intuition  one  wishes  them  to  generate  insofar  as  the  premises 
 are  sound  .  Of  course,  if  the  premises  taken  to  be  wholly  intuitive  are  indeed  shown  to  be 
 unsound,  then  it  makes  no  sense  to  base  one’s  intuition  upon  the  bedrock  of  false  foundations. 
 Stratton  fully  admits  above  that  his  point  in  introducing  the  CA  was  not  to  defend  its  premises, 
 but  rather  “to  show  that  if  God  causally  determines  an  agent  to  affirm  a  false  belief,  then  the 
 agent  is  powerless  to  do  anything  but  affirm  a  false  belief.”  This  is  the  part  which  I  find  most 
 concerning.  I  don’t  mind  that  Stratton  uses  the  CA  in  order  to  pump  intuitions  into  the 
 foundation  of  his  Freethinking  Argument,  nor  do  I  mind  that  Stratton  has  technically  “abandoned 
 the  battlefield”  with  regards  to  defending  the  CA.  These  maneuvers  by  themselves  are  not 
 terribly  unwarranted–as  long  as  there  remains  little  reason  or  justification  for  these  moves.  And, 
 as  I  have  explained  above,  I  think  Stratton  has  given  (at  the  very  least)  little  reason  or 
 justification  for  these  moves.  I  grant  that  Stratton  is  indeed  warranted  (“à  la  Plantinga”)  in 
 utilizing  the  CA  as  an  intuition  pump.  I  can  also  grant  that  Stratton  is  warranted  to  “abandon”  the 
 battlefield  (due  to  lack  of  time  or  space),  and  thus  warranted  to  not  adequately  defend  the  CA 
 against  objections  (though,  I  think  the  move  is  a  mistake).  I  can  grant  both  of  these  dialectical 
 moves  to  Statton  individually  .  What  I  cannot  grant  to  Stratton  is  both  of  these  dialectical  moves 
 together  , taken  collectively  . 

 My  primary  concern,  as  stated  above,  is  Stratton’s  use  of  the  CA  in  order  to  generate  the 
 incompatibilist  intuition  that  undergirds  his  Freethinking  Argument  while  also  failing  to  defend 
 against  the  objections  that  rail  against  these  intuitions.  When  taken  as  a  whole,  these  two  moves 
 breed  philosophical  catastrophe.  If  the  Freethinking  Argument  relies  upon  the  premises  of  the 
 CA  as  the  underlying  intuition  driver,  but  those  premises  are  shown  to  be  faulty,  then  the 
 Freethinking  Argument  would  be  on  shaky  grounds.  To  be  sure,  the  Freethinking  Argument 
 would  not  fall;  the  premises  of  the  CA  are  structurally  independent  of  the  Freethinking 
 Argument.  But,  if  the  CA  fell,  then  the  Freethinking  Argument’s  main  intuition  driver  would  fall 
 as  well;  that  is  to  say,  if  the  CA  is  shown  to  be  unsound,  then  the  Freethinking  Argument  would 
 lack  an  intuitive  basis.  Put  differently,  the  failure  of  the  CA  may  not  act  as  a  rebutting  defeater 
 for the Freethinking Argument, but it would certainly be an  undercutting  defeater  . 
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 There  happens  to  be  a  number  of  such  “undercutting  defeaters”  against  the  CA,  none  of  which 
 Stratton  surveyed.  46  We  will  now  survey  some  of  these  “undercutting  defeaters”  against  the  CA 
 beginning with, of course, Bignon. 

 4.2.2 Bignon & the Consequence Argument 

 Bignon  begins  his  response  with  van  Inwagen’s  general  formulation  of  the  CA–I  will  detail  his 
 more  advanced  philosophical  analysis  to  the  CA  later  in  the  next  subsection.  Recall  van 
 Inwagen’s argument: 

 If  determinism  is  true,  then  our  acts  are  the  consequences  of  the  laws  of  nature  and  events 
 in  the  remote  past.  But  it  is  not  up  to  us  what  went  on  before  we  were  born,  and  neither  is 
 it  up  to  us  what  the  laws  of  nature  are.  Therefore,  the  consequences  of  these  things 
 (including our own acts) are not up to us. 

 Bignon  begins  his  critique  of  this  general  formulation  by  admitting  that  the  CA  does  succeed  in 
 demonstrating  its  initial  projected  conclusion:  “namely  that  libertarian  free  will  is  incompatible 
 with  determinism,”  but,  at  the  same  time,  it  “falls  short  of  refuting  compatibilism,”  (Bignon, 
 Excusing Sinners  , 63). Bignon continues: 

 At  the  onset,  a  quick  word  can  be  said  about  the  general  formulation  of  the  [CA]  as 
 quoted  above.  Already,  it  can  be  pointed  out  where  the  argument  exhibits  circularity.  The 
 compatibilist  is  free  to  agree  with  all  of  the  claims  of  the  argument,  and  grant  its 
 conclusion  that  on  determinism  our  acts  are  not  ultimately  “up  to  us”  in  a  certain  sense 
 [i.e.,  the  efficient  causal  sense].  As  long  as  compatibilists  do  not  assent  to  the  alleged 
 equivalence  between:  1.  choices  and  actions  being  “up  to  us”  in  a  libertarian  sense  and  2. 
 their  being  “morally  responsible,”  the  [CA]  still  falls  short  of  establishing  the  thesis  of 
 incompatibilism  under  dispute.  It  fails  to  tell  us  what  sense  of  “ultimacy”  or 
 “up-to-us-ness” is necessary for ascriptions of moral responsibility. 

 [ … ] 

 [W]hat  the  [CA]  establishes  is  that  if  determinism  is  true,  all  things  being  as  they  are, 
 humans  “cannot  do  otherwise  than  they  in  fact  do.”  In  a  sense  that  is  correct,  and 

 46  “The main problem with [Stratton’s] section on the Consequence Argument (and the reason why I’m not getting 
 into much detail here) is that Stratton simply doesn’t defend it against  any  of the responses on offer in  the literature: 
 the so-called ‘no-past objection’ by Joseph Campbell, accusations of begging the question such as those discussed 
 by Fischer and Pendergraft, or the argument’s reliance on the incompatibilist principle of alternate possibilities 
 (PAP), none of this is mentioned,” (Bignon, “Review,” 19). Cf. Joseph Keim Campbell, “Free Will and the Necessity 
 of the Past”  Analysis  67.2 (2007) 105–11 (cf. Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 85-87); John Martin Fischer and  Garrett 
 Pendergraft, “Does the Consequence Argument Beg the Question?”  Philosophical Studies  166.3 (2013) 575–95. 
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 compatibilists  must  in  turn  demand  a  reason  to  think  that  this  kind  of  ability  is  necessary 
 for moral responsibility.  47 

 Bignon  goes  on  to  acknowledge  the  common  compatibilist  objection  to  the  CA:  the  conditional 
 analysis,  or  Bignon’s  PAP  If  .  In  response  to  this  objection,  van  Inwagen  himself  writes:  “Your 
 argument  simply  demonstrates  that  when  you  use  phrases  like  ‘could  have  done  otherwise’  or 
 ‘has  a  choice  about,’  you  are  giving  them  some  meaning  other  than  the  meaning  they  have  in  our 
 actual  debates  about  moral  responsibility,”  (van  Inwagen,  Essay  ,  104).  But,  alas,  Bignon 
 contends that 

 …  it  is  not  so  much  that  [the  compatibilist]  gives  them  a  different  meaning  than  is  usual, 
 but  rather  a  libertarian  meaning,  which  begs  the  question  of  incompatibilism  with  respect 
 to  moral  [and  rational]  responsibility…  van  Inwagen’s  argument  does  not  establish 
 incompatibilism, but only that determinism is incompatible with libertarian freedom.  48 

 Bignon  thinks  that  the  CA  assumes  a  vital  incompatibilist  principle,  one  in  which  allows  for  the 
 argument  to  be  as  convincing  as  it  is  when  arguing  for  the  incompatibility  of  responsibility  and 
 determinism: the Principle of Alternative Possibilities (PAP). 

 It  is  the  claim  that  if  a  person  does  not  have  the  “ability  to  do  otherwise,”  then  he  cannot 
 be  morally  responsible.  The  [CA]  vitally  depends  on  this  principle  since  all  it  showed 
 was  that  determinism  excludes  the  ability  to  do  otherwise  all  things  being  as  they  are;  it 
 would  thus  require  the  additional  premise  that  this  ability  is  necessary  for  moral 
 responsibility.  49 

 This  “additional  premise”  is  what  Bignon  thinks  the  CA  is  missing  as  well  as  what  Stratton’s 
 own  Freethinking  Arguments  are  missing.  50  Bignon  concludes  that,  at  the  very  least,  the 
 compatibilist  must  point  out  the  “equivocation  that  conceals  a  question-begging 
 incompatibilism,”  (Bignon,  Excusing  Sinners  ,  71):  the  equivocation  between  the  categorical 
 (PAP  All  )  and  conditional  (PAP  If  )  ability.  Further,  “incompatibilists  cannot  assume  [PAP  All  ’s]  truth 
 in  order  to  assert  incompatibilism;  they  must  establish  it,”  (Ibid.,  73);  something  Stratton  has 
 consistently  failed  to  do.  Bignon  thinks  that  while  pointing  out  this  equivocation  is  “sufficient  to 
 undercut  the  incompatibilist  argument  and  establish  the  PAP’s  failure,”  the  compatibilist  may 

 50  “What Stratton would need to do is to support the claim that a  categorical  ability to think otherwise  is necessary; 
 that the ability in question must be interpreted  modally  as the existence of a possible world which shares a strictly 
 identical past up until the moment of choice, and contains a different choice. Stratton doesn’t do any of that. Instead, 
 he jumps from ‘ability to do otherwise’ to ‘libertarian freedom’ just like that,” (Bignon, “Review,” 26). It is no 
 surprise that Bignon makes this move because, again, if the intuition surrounding the CA is removed, then, 
 according to Stratton’s  own acclamations  , the Freethinking  Argument falls as well. 

 49  Ibid., 68. 
 48  Ibid., 66-67. 
 47  Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 63-64. 
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 also  choose  to  “go  on  the  offensive  and  offer  several  rebutting  defeaters,  or  arguments  showing 
 that  the  PAP  in  its  incompatibilist  form  is  not  merely  unproven,  but  is  in  fact  false,”  (Ibid., 
 71-72). 

 I  agree  with  this  game-plan.  In  fact,  I  agree  precisely  because  it  adjudicates  the  difference 
 between  negative  and  positive  argumentation.  The  reader  will  notice  that  Bignon  understands 
 that  negative  argumentation  is  merely  defending  compatibilism  against  incompatibilism  by 
 undercutting  the  incompatibilist  argument  in  one  way  or  another.  In  Bignon’s  game-plan,  he 
 plans  to  offer  such  an  undercutting  defeater  to  the  CA  by  uncovering  the  alleged  equivocation  of 
 PAP  camouflaged  within  the  CA:  the  conditional  analysis,  or  PAP  If  .  But,  the  reader  will  also 
 notice  that  Bignon  does  in  fact  “go  on  the  offensive”  by  arguing,  not  merely  against 
 incompatibilism,  but  for  compatibilism.  Bignon  of  course  accomplishes  this  positive 
 argumentation  in  chapter  6  in  Excusing  Sinners  .  While  the  compatibilist’s  negative 
 argumentation  against  PAP  is  sufficient  to  demonstrate  the  failure  of  the  CA,  the  compatibilist 
 may  choose  to  provide  positive  argumentation  against  PAP  to  demonstrate  the  falsity  of  the  CA. 
 And  so,  Bignon  does  both:  negative  argumentation  by  undercutting  PAP  (and  therefore  the  CA) 
 in  chapter  5  of  his  book,  and  positive  argumentation  by  rebutting  PAP  (and  therefore  the  CA)  in 
 chapter 6 of his book. 

 With  this  game-plan  in  mind,  Stratton  should  realize  that  Bignon’s  argument  against  the  PAP  is 
 an  exercise  in  negative  argumentation;  an  exercise  in  offering  an  undercutting  defeater.  In  order 
 for  this  undercut  to  be  successful,  the  compatibilist  must  replace  the  incompatibilist  intuition  of 
 PAP  All  ,  and  if  that  works,  it  stands  to  reason  that  the  CA  is  undercut  because  the  intuition 
 surrounding  the  CA  (i.e.,  PAP  [All]  )  is  wanting.  This  is  Bignon’s  project,  and  if  he  succeeds,  the 
 CA’s  driving  intuition  pump  (i.e.,  PAP)  is  vitiated.  To  my  estimation,  he  has  indeed  succeeded  in 
 this  project  (Bignon,  Excusing  Sinners  ,  72-75).  However,  his  reasons  for  accepting  PAP  If  ,  instead 
 of  PAP  All  ,  as  necessary  for  responsibility  will  not  be  reintroduced  here  (see  Carlson,  Volume  1 
 §2.4.4).  For  now,  it  suffices  to  note  that  Stratton  fails  to  recognize  this  fact,  though  he  cited 
 Bignon from the same chapter he began his negative critique  .  51 

 What  have  we  learned  thus  far?  Recall  that  Stratton’s  initial  goal  was  to  use  the  CA  as  an 
 intuition  pump  (or  rather  foundation)  for  his  Freethinking  Argument.  We  have  learned  that  this 
 foundation  is  cracked  and  is  in  need  of  major  repairs.  This  much  should  be  clear,  and  if  it  isn’t,  I 
 will  survey  several  other  undercutting  defeaters  (negative  arguments)  against  the  more  advanced 
 premises  the  CA  has  to  offer  (just  in  case!).  But,  before  heading  into  that  fun,  I  would  like  to  take 
 a  brief  moment  and  end  this  subsection  by  mentioning  an  interesting  fact  about  why  van  Inwagen 
 formulated  the  CA.  At  the  beginning  of  the  chapter  in  which  he  introduces  his  positive  argument 
 for incompatibilism (i.e., the CA), he admits the following: 

 51  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 164-5. Stratton quotes Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 62-63, which is from the same chapter 
 Bignon details his negative response against the CA by use of the conditional analysis. 
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 Discussions  of  this  question  [of  the  compatibility  of  free  will  and  determinism]  are 
 usually  not  on  a  very  high  level.  In  the  great  majority  of  cases,  they  are  the  work  of 
 compatibilists  and  consist  to  a  large  degree  in  the  ascription  of  some  childish  fallacy  or 
 other  to  incompatibilists  (conflation  of  “descriptive”  and  “prescriptive”  laws;  failure  to 
 distinguish  between  causal  necessity  and  compulsion;  equation  of  freedom  and  mere 
 randomness)  …  It  is  not  my  purpose  in  this  book  to  defend  any  previous  writer  against  a 
 charge  of  fallacious  argument.  My  own  arguments  will  be  explicit,  and  any  fallacies  they 
 commit should be correspondingly visible.  52 

 In  other  words,  van  Inwagen  understood  that  the  free  will  debate  (historically)  was  unusually 
 coated  with  intuition  pumps  entailing  some  fallacy  or  another,  especially  on  the  incompatibilist 
 side.  Incompatibilists  depended  upon  the  driving  intuition  behind  most  of  their  negative 
 arguments  in  order  to  win  the  day  against  their  compatibilist  interlocutors.  In  formulating  the 
 CA, van Inwagen was offering something new to the debate. 

 He  was  offering  us  [a  positive]  argument  in  defense  of  a  claim  that  many  philosophers 
 nowadays  simply  take  for  granted,  or  view  as  so  intuitively  obvious  that  it  needs  no 
 defense–that  if  determinism  is  true,  then  nothing  is  ever  up  to  us,  no  one  ever  has  a 
 choice  about  anything,  no  one  is  ever  able  to  do  otherwise,  no  one  ever  has  it  in  his  or  her 
 power  to  do  anything  other  than  what  he  or  she  actually  does.  Van  Inwagen  wrote  his 
 book  in  a  very  different  philosophical  climate–as  the  quoted  passage  attests–and  his 
 central  aim,  in  that  book,  was  to  defend  this  incompatibility  thesis.  He  was  quite  explicit 
 about  the  bar  for  success  that  he  set  for  himself.  His  argument  wasn’t  based  on  any  appeal 
 to  intuition  or  about  what  we  mean  when  we  say  things  like  “he  had  a  choice”  or  “he  had 
 it  in  his  power  to  do  otherwise.”  …  He  was,  he  said,  appealing  only  to  premises  about  the 
 laws  and  the  past  that  we  all  accept  …  his  claim  was  that  determinism,  if  true,  would  rob 
 us  of  the  power  to  do  otherwise  we  would  otherwise  have.  And,  finally,  he  admitted  that 
 his  argument  would  fail  if  there  were  some  plausible  account  of  ‘is  able  to  do  otherwise’ 
 that is compatible with determinism.  53 

 The  CA  was  born  out  of  a  need  to  distinguish  between  arguments  from  mere  intuition  .  Van 
 Inwagen  did  not  want  to  rely  upon  such  intuition  when  formulating  the  CA,  much  to 
 incompatibilists'  chagrin.  So,  instead,  he  constructed  an  argument  solely  on  the  definition  of 
 determinism  and  its  entailing  consequences:  if  determinism  is  true,  no  one  has,  had,  or  ever  will 
 have  the  ability  to  do  otherwise;  no  one  has,  had,  or  ever  will  have  free  will.  (Remember,  van 
 Inwagen  is  a  leeway  incompatibilist).  This  is  highly  significant.  The  CA  is  a  positive  argument 

 53  Vihvelin,  Causes  , 156-57. Cf. van Inwagen,  Essay  ,  125: “If someone produced a plausible argument for the 
 correctness of some conditional [or dispositional, in the case of Vihvelin] analysis–however complex that analysis 
 might be–this would vitiate my argument.” 

 52  Van Inwagen,  Essay  , 55. 
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 for  the  truth  of  incompatibilism,  not  to  be  used  (according  to  van  Inwagen)  as  an  intuition  pump. 
 Van  Inwagen  yearned  for  incompatibilism  to  steer  away  from  the  tides  of  positing  intuition  in  the 
 free  will  debate.  Consequently,  he  constructed  the  CA,  with  all  its  bells  and  whistles,  against 
 mere  intuition.  Yet,  here  we  are,  seeing  Stratton  positing  the  CA  as  an  intuition  pump  for  his  own 
 Freethinking Argument. Given the history of the CA, this maneuver is particularly odd. 

 Recall,  however,  that  I  am  essentially  okay  with  Stratton  using  the  CA  in  order  to  lay  the 
 intuitive  groundwork  so  that  the  Freethinking  Argument  can  have  the  main  spotlight.  Though,  as 
 I  argued  above,  I  don’t  think  that  Stratton  ought  to  use  the  CA  as  an  intuition  while  also  not 
 defending  any  of  its  premises  .  Because  Stratton  fails  to  defend  the  CA’s  premises,  this  allows  the 
 compatibilist  to  wiggle  their  own  intuitive  responses  against  the  CA;  intuition,  as  it  happens,  is  a 
 two-way street. 

 I  will  now  begin  a  modest  survey  on  the  competing  intuitions  against  those  embedded  within  the 
 CA  that  are  found  in  the  current  philosophical  literature.  Stratton  must  deal  with  the 
 compatibilist  intuitions  regardless  of  how  he  plans  to  utilize  the  CA.  Unless  he  defends  against 
 these competing intuitions, compatibilists are justified in appealing to them. 

 4.2.3 The Consequence Argument & (Some) Current Literature 

 I  begin  the  survey  on  (some)  undercutting  defeaters  to  the  CA  in  the  current  literature  by  starting 
 with  Bignon,  as  we  did  in  the  last  subsection.  This  time,  however,  we  will  see  Bignon’s  advanced 
 analysis  against  the  CA.  As  we  have  already  seen,  Bignon  rejects  the  CA  primarily  because  he 
 thinks  it  is  question-begging  covered  up  by  a  subtle  equivocation  between  PAP  All  and  PAP  If  . 
 After  defending  the  necessity  of  PAP  If  in  this  light,  beyond  the  confusion  clouded  by 
 equivocation, he muses about the intuitive pull the CA imparts: 

 When  van  Inwagen  argued  that  we  cannot  be  morally  responsible  for  “consequences”  of 
 the  past  and  the  laws  of  nature,  it  was  convincing  insofar  as  we  all  sense  that  one  cannot 
 be  morally  responsible  for  such  consequences  over  which  we  have  no  “control.”  But  the 
 only  control  that  is  shown  to  be  necessary  is  a  conditional  sense  of  control,  and  this 
 conditional  sense  is  very  much  (entirely,  I  claim)  responsible  for  the  intuitive  plausibility 
 unduly  conceded  to  the  [CA],  because  this  conditional  sense  of  ability  is  so  obviously 
 necessary  for  moral  responsibility.  With  a  conditional  sense  of  ability,  we  certainly  want 
 to  maintain  our  human  freedom  to  control  our  choices,  we  want  our  choices  to  be  “up  to 
 us,”  in  that  we  have  at  least  the  ability  to  choose  one  way  or  the  other  according  to  our 
 own  desires.  We  want  the  ability  to  choose  A  or  B  if  we  want  to  .  And  in  the  absence  of 
 this  ability,  we  cannot  be  held  morally  responsible:  whatever  else  moral  responsibility 
 requires, it demands nothing less than this conditional ability.  54 

 54  Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 78. 
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 Basically,  why  should  the  compatibilist  accept  that  the  categorical  ability  (PAP  All  )–the  ability  that 
 appears  to  be  grounded  as  a  hidden  premise  in  the  CA–is  in  fact  necessary  for  responsibility? 
 Bignon  rejects  this  conclusion  as  it  has  not  been  shown  to  be  necessary  (virtually  any  leeway 
 compatibilist  would  agree  here).  What  is  shown  to  be  necessary  for  responsibility  is  the 
 conditional ability  , or PAP  If  . It is in  this  ability  where incompatibilists misplace their intuition. 

 But,  as  we  saw  in  the  last  subsection,  van  Inwagen  does  not  wish  for  incompatibilists  to  place  all 
 their  faith  in  intuition  alone.  For  this  reason,  he  constructed  the  CA.  So,  perhaps  compatibilists 
 themselves  must  go  further  than  mere  intuition.  Thankfully,  compatibilists,  including  Bignon, 
 have done just that. For the last time, recall van Inwagen’s general formulation of the CA: 

 If  determinism  is  true,  then  our  acts  are  the  consequences  of  the  laws  of  nature  and  events 
 in  the  remote  past.  But  it  is  not  up  to  us  what  went  on  before  we  were  born,  and  neither  is 
 it  up  to  us  what  the  laws  of  nature  are.  Therefore,  the  consequences  of  these  things 
 (including our own acts) are not up to us.  55 

 Now,  thus  far,  we  have  only  been  dancing  around  this  formulation  of  the  CA.  Van  Inwagen  notes 
 that  while  he  thinks  it  is  a  “  good  argument,”  he  nonetheless  admits  that  “it’s  rather  sketchy,”  (van 
 Inwagen,  Essay  ,  56).  He  then  goes  on  to  “fill  in  the  details  of  this  sketch  in  three  different  ways,” 
 (Ibid.).  The  most  common  formulation,  other  than  his  “sketchy”  general  formulation,  is  his  third 
 formulation  which  is  a  modal  formulation.  56  This  particular  articulation  of  the  CA  makes  use  of 
 the  modal  sentential  operator  N,  which  stands  for  ‘no  choice’,  and  two  plausibly  intuitive 
 inference  rules  α  and  β  that  harness  N.  So,  N  p  stands  for  “  p  is  true,  and  no  one  has,  or  ever  had, 
 any  choice  about  whether  p  is  true.”  And,  ⊢  symbolizes  the  inferential  assertion,  which  means  a 
 logical  syntactic  consequence:  p  ⊢  q  is  read  ‘  q  is  inferred  or  derived  from  p  ’.  The  two  rules  of 
 inference are defined as follows: 

 α  ◻  p  ⊢ N  p 
 β  N(  p  ⊃  q  ), N  p  ⊢ N  q  57 

 Rule  β  is  widely  thought  to  capture  the  intuition  which  has  been  called  the  Principle  of  the 
 Transfer  of  Powerlessness  (or  Transfer  Principle).  58  In  contrast,  Rule  α  may  be  dubbed  the 
 Principle of No Choice or the Principle of Fixity. The Transfer Principle (or Rule β) says that 

 58  Kane,  Contemporary  , 25; Fischer and Ravizza,  Responsibility  and Control  , 18, 151-52. 
 57  Stratton briefly discusses these two inference rules as aforementioned. See  Mere Molinism  , 163. 

 56  Bignon has gone the extra mile by demonstrating that  all three  of van Inwagen’s formulations of the CA  fail. See 
 Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 62-85. 

 55  Van Inwagen,  Essay  , 16. (also quoted in Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 163) 
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 if  a  person  is  powerless  over  one  thing,  and  powerless  over  that  thing’s  leading  to 
 another,  then  the  person  is  powerless  over  the  second  thing.  More  carefully,  the  principle 
 says  that  if  p  obtains  and  a  person  S  cannot  so  act  that  p  would  be  false  [i.e.,  N  p  ],  and  S 
 cannot  so  act  that  it  would  be  false  that  if  p  then  q  [i.e.,  N(  p  ⊃  q  )],  then  q  obtains  and  S 
 cannot so act that  q  would be false [i.e., N  q  ].  59 

 Of  course,  Rule  β  relies  upon  the  validity  of  Rule  α  because  it  borrows  the  ‘no  choice’  operator. 
 Meaning,  if  it  is  logically  necessary  that  p  is  true  (◻  p  ),  then  we  can  infer  (⊢)  that  agent  S  has  no 
 choice  about  whether  p  is  true  (N  p  ).  This  “rather  intuitive  principle  states  that  the  relevant 
 antecedents  to  S  ’s  act  A  at  t  are  immune  to  alteration  or  prevention  by  S  at  t  ,”  (Wingard, 
 “Confessions”).  If  the  validity  of  these  two  rules  prove  true,  then  they  provide  van  Inwagen  with 
 a powerful modal argument against the compatibility of determinism and free will. 

 So,  given  these  two  inference  rules,  “...  van  Inwagen  supposes  that  P  0  is  a  proposition  that 
 expresses  the  state  of  the  world  at  some  time  in  the  remote  past,  L  is  the  conjunction  of  the  laws 
 of  nature,  and  P  is  any  true  proposition,”  while  ◻  functions  for  the  necessity  operator  which 
 reads  ‘it  is  logically  necessary  that’  (Bignon,  Excusing  Sinners  ,  66).  If  the  two  rules  are  accepted 
 as  logically  valid,  and  the  premises  are  true,  then  the  CA  would  have  established  that  “if 
 determinism  is  true,  N  p  is  true  of  every  true  proposition  p  ”  (Ibid.).  In  other  words,  if  determinism 
 is  true,  then  no  one  has,  had,  or  ever  will  have  a  choice  about  p  ,  or  in  the  argument,  P. 
 Proposition  P  –  the  consequence  entailed  by  the  conjunction  of  the  past  and  the  laws  of  nature  – 
 would not be ‘up to us’. The argument runs as follows: 

 1.  ◻((P  0  ⋀ L) ⊃ P)  (definition of determinism)  60 

 2.  ◻(P  0  ⊃ (L ⊃ P))  (from (1),  modal and sentential logic  ) 
 3.  N (P  0  ⊃ (L ⊃ P))  (from (2), α) 
 4.  N P  0  (new premise, fixity of past) 
 5.  N (L ⊃ P)  (from (3), (4), β) 
 6.  N L  (new premise, fixity of laws) 
 7.  N P.  (from (5), (6), β)  61 

 It  is  no  secret  that  the  CA  depends  vitally  upon  the  conjunction  of  the  two  rules  of  inference  and 
 whether  they  are  indeed  valid,  seeing  as  the  CA  itself  is  formally  valid.  Thus,  if  one  of  the  two 
 rules  are  shown  to  be  invalid,  then  the  CA  is  presumably  false  (rather  happy  day  for  the  leeway 
 compatibilist!).  But,  these  Principles  are  highly  regarded  as  intuitive,  specifically  Rule  α.  Van 

 61  Original numbering of van Inwagen’s premises; see van Inwagen,  Essay  , 94-95. Several philosophers formulate 
 the CA a bit differently, though all the premises are left intact. See Vihvelin,  Causes  , 158; Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 
 65-66, 81-87; Wingard, “Confessions,” 
 https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/themelios/article/confession-of-a-reformed-philosopher/  ;  Huoranszki,  Freedom  , 
 15-16; McKenna and Pereboom,  Free Will  , 77; and Timpe,  Free Will  (2e), 29-30. 

 60  Recall that this definition was formed in Carlson, Volume 1 §2.2.1 as the negation of indeterminism, or ~(iv). 
 59  Fischer and Ravizza,  Responsibility and Control  ,  18. 

https://www.thegospelcoalition.org/themelios/article/confession-of-a-reformed-philosopher/
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 Inwagen  has  stated  that  the  Principle  of  No  Choice  itself  seems  rather  obvious:  “I  do  not  see  how 
 anyone  could  reject  Rule  (α).  If  (α)  is  invalid,  then  it  could  be  that  someone  has  a  choice  about 
 what  is  necessarily  true…  No  one,  so  far  as  I  know,  has  ever  suggested  that  human  beings  could 
 have  a  choice  about  what  is  necessarily  true,”  (  Essay  ,  96).  If  this  is  true,  only  “Rule  (β)  remains 
 to be considered… 

 The  prospect  of  showing  (β)  to  be  valid,  therefore,  appears  to  be  bleak,  though  perhaps  no 
 bleaker  than  the  prospect  of  showing  anything  of  philosophical  interest.  I  must  confess 
 that  my  belief  in  the  validity  of  (β)  has  only  two  sources,  one  incommunicable  and  other 
 inconclusive.  The  former  source  is  what  philosophers  are  pleased  to  call  “intuition”: 
 when  I  carefully  consider  (β),  it  seems  to  be  valid.  But  I  can’t  expect  anyone  to  be  very 
 impressed  by  this  fact.  People’s  intuitions,  after  all,  have  led  them  to  accept  all  sorts  of 
 crazy  propositions  and  many  sane  but  false  propositions…  The  latter  source  is  the  fact 
 that  I  cannot  think  of  no  instances  of  (β)  that  have,  or  could  possibly  have,  true  premisses 
 and a false conclusion.  62 

 Ironically,  van  Inwagen  understands  that  Rule  β  could  be  defended  via  intuition,  though,  as  he 
 states  earlier,  this  is  a  fool’s  errand.  The  Transfer  Principle  would  not  be  truly  defensible  nor 
 convincing  if  one  only  defends  it  via  intuition  (contrary  to  Stratton).  Therefore,  in  order  to 
 actually  defend  against  the  Transfer  Principle,  one  must  show  that  its  premises  are  true  while 
 yielding a false inference, or N(  p  ⊃  q  ), N  p  ⊢ ¬N  q  . 

 The  CA  is  a  positive  argument  in  favor  of  leeway  incompatibilism,  which  means  that  its  target 
 audience  are  those  who  hold  to  leeway  compatibilism.  Due  to  this  fact,  I  will  primarily  reference 
 two  leeway  compatibilists  in  defense  against  the  CA:  Bignon  63  and  Vihvelin.  We  will  see  that 
 both  philosophers  essentially  agree  (more  or  less)  that  while  β  is  considered  valid  (or  at  the  very 
 least  inconclusive),  it  is  actually  Rule  α  that  ought  to  be  shown  as  invalid  –  despite  van 
 Iwangen’s  ironic  appeal  to  intuition.  Let’s  begin  once  more  with  Bignon’s  criticism  of  the  CA  to 
 see  whether  the  two  rules  ought  to  be  considered  as  valid,  especially  considering  the  theological 
 context of God’s decree. 

 Bignon begins his analysis of the CA by noting that 

 On  the  conditional  analysis,  however,  α  is  false,  because  if  we  considered  a  proposition  p 
 describing  the  outcome  of  a  person’s  free  choice,  even  if  p  is  necessarily  true,  it  does  not 
 exclude  the  possibility  that  the  choice  be  made  freely  in  the  conditional  sense,  i.e.  in  the 
 sense  that  the  person  could  have  done  otherwise,  if  only  his  fully  specified  inner  state  and 

 63  Bignon technically is classified as a  classical compatibilist  instead of merely a “leeway” compatibilist. However, 
 it remains true that under classical compatibilism  alternatives  are still necessary. It is just the  case that these 
 alternatives are  conditional  instead of merely categorical. 

 62  Van Inwagen,  Essay  , 96, 97-98. 
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 desires,  which  on  determinism  render  p  necessary,  had  been  different,  and  thus  no  longer 
 necessitated  p  .  64 

 Basically,  if  God  were  to  decree  something  other  than  p  ,  say  p’  ,  then  p’  would  be  true.  But,  at  the 
 same  time,  if  the  agent  were  to  choose  p’  instead  of  p  ,  then  God  would  have  decreed  p’  instead 
 of  p  .  We  will  see  Bignon’s  full  understanding  of  this  claim  later.  For  now,  it  suffices  to  say  that 
 Bignon  rejects  the  Fixity  Principle.  Bignon  does  concede  that  β  is  “evidently  true.”  The  modal 
 operation  N,  if  understood  categorically  ,  or  rather  libertarianly  ,  of  course  transfers  from  p  to  q  . 
 But, Bignon asks whether this is true  conditionally  . 

 On  the  conditional  analysis,  having  a  choice  about  p  means  being  able  to  bring  about  the 
 truth  or  falsehood  of  p  if  we  suppose  that  the  person’s  desires  inclined  him  to.  With  this 
 meaning  of  choice  in  view,  let  us  consider  whether  a  counterexample  to  β  could  be 
 offered  [a  counterexample  that  van  Inwagen  himself  ponders  is  possible].  On  a  Calvinist, 
 determinist,  compatibilist  account  of  providence,  the  best  candidate  for  such  a 
 counterexample  to  β  would  be  to  consider  a  human  free  choice  understood  conditionally 
 and  deterministically,  and  see  whether  a  person  could  be  said  to  make  it  freely  in  the 
 conditional  sense,  while  being  such  that  the  choice  follows  necessarily  from  antecedent 
 conditions–namely  God’s  decree–over  which  the  agent  has  no  choice  (even 
 conditionally),  so  as  to  prove  β  false.  In  other  words,  can  we  find  propositions  p  and  q 
 such  that  N(  p  ⊃  q  )  is  true  (where  choice  in  N  is  understood  conditionally),  N  p  is  true  (in 
 the  conditional  sense  of  choice  as  well),  and  yet  N  q  is  false  if  choice  is  understood 
 conditionally?  This  would  yield  the  conclusion  that  β  is  false  on  the  conditional 
 understanding  of  choice,  because  its  consequent  would  no  longer  follow  necessarily  from 
 the truth of its antecedents.  65 

 He  (helpfully)  formulates  the  Transfer  Principle  in  terms  of  God’s  decree,  human  actions,  and 
 choice at a particular time: 

 Let  us  then  consider  an  action  A  that  a  person  P  performs  at  a  given  instant  t,  and  let  p  be 
 the  proposition  “God  decreed  that  P  would  do  A  at  instant  t.”  Let  q  be  the  proposition  that 
 “P  performs  action  A  at  t,”  and  once  again  let  N  p  be  the  proposition  that  “  p  is  true  and  no 
 one  has  or  ever  had  a  choice  understood  conditionally  about  whether  p  is  true.”  With 
 those  considerations  in  place,  we  can  now  evaluate  if  this  best  candidate  constitutes  a 
 counterexample  to  rule  β.  For  this  to  be  the  case,  we  would  need  to  find  that  N(  p  ⊃  q  ), 
 and N  p  are true, while N  q  is false.  66 

 66  Ibid. 
 65  Ibid. 82. 
 64  Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 81. 
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 Overall,  Bignon  concludes  that  N(  p  ⊃  q  )  is  true  because  “it  is  impossible  for  [P]  to  bring  about 
 that  p  be  true  and  q  be  false,  even  if  [P]  wanted  to.  He  does  not  have  the  conditional  ability  to 
 bring  about  the  falsehood  that  p  ⊃  q  ,  so  we  have  N(  p  ⊃  q  )  is  true,”  (Ibid.).  He  also  concludes  that 
 the  consequent  of  β  is  false  if  N  is  understood  conditionally:  “If  action  A  is  a  normal,  determinist 
 but  compatibilist  freely  willed  action,  then  it  is  the  case  that  P  could  have  refrained  from 
 performing  it,  if  he  had  wanted  to  ,”  (Ibid.).  Therefore,  the  consequent  of  β  (N  q  )  satisfies  the 
 compatibilist  necessary  conditions  for  responsibility–namely,  that  “P  does  have  a  choice, 
 understood  conditionally…  In  other  words,  God  decrees  the  outcome,  but  P  still  has  to  make  up 
 his  mind  with  respect  to  q  or  not  q  .  So  P  has  a  choice  understood  conditionally  about  whether  to 
 perform  A,  and  thus  N  q  is  false,”  (Ibid.,  83).  Bignon  discovers  that  the  consequent  of  β  (N  p  )  is 
 false  because  if  “P  had  wanted  to,  he  could  have  refrained  from  A,  and  for  this  to  happen,  it 
 would  have  had  to  be  the  case  that  p  was  false,”  (Ibid.).  If  this  is  true,  then  β  remains  valid 
 because  the  conditional  analysis  of  free  choices  does  not  constitute  a  prime  candidate  for  a 
 counterexample  against  β.  Since  N(  p  ⊃  q  )  is  true,  yet  N  p  and  N  q  are  false,  it  means  that  the 
 Principle  of  the  Transfer  of  Powerlessness  still  holds  even  if  understood  conditionally.  Bignon 
 must  look  elsewhere,  other  than  β,  in  order  to  attack  the  CA.  He  turns  his  sights  back  on  the  No 
 Choice (or Fixity) Principle, Rule α. Bignon writes, 

 As  is  apparent  above,  α  is  only  used  to  justify  the  inference  from  [premise]  (2)  to  (3),  but 
 (3)  is  unobjectionable  even  on  a  conditional  analysis…  in  terms  of  theological 
 determinism–no  one  has  or  ever  had  a  choice  (even  understood  conditionally)  over  the 
 fact  that  if  God  decreed  something,  that  thing  would  come  to  past.  No  one  could  ever 
 bring it about both that God decreed something and yet that that thing not happen.  67 

 Therefore,  the  mere  rejection  of  α  does  not  quite  undercut  the  CA.  Consequently,  Bignon  ends  up 
 rejecting premise (4) of the CA 

 …  for  the  same  reason  that  β  was  found  true:  namely,  the  conditional  sense  of  choice  is 
 mild  enough  that  a  person  can  be  said  to  have  it  even  over  things  that  happened  in  the 
 past;  it  is  a  counterfactual  sense  of  ability.  While  evidently  no  one  has  a  categorical 
 ability  to  falsify  the  past,  the  demands  of  a  conditional  ability  accommodate  this  concept 
 very  well.  As  I  just  showed  in  my  discussion  of  rule  β,  on  a  conditional  analysis  of 
 choice,  not  only  is  it  coherent,  but  something  like  it  is  even  required  to  affirm  that  a 
 person  has  such  a  counterfactual,  conditional  choice  over  God’s  past  decrees.  He  could 
 choose  otherwise  than  he  does,  if  only  his  desires  were  different,  that  is,  if  only  God’s 
 past  decree  of  his  inclination  had  been  different.  That  clearly  means  premise  (4)  is  false 
 on a conditional analysis of choice.  68 

 68  Ibid. 
 67  Ibid., 84. 
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 Bignon concludes his critique of the CA: 

 [T]he  [CA]  successfully  establishes  that  determinism  is  incompatible  with  libertarian  free 
 will,  but  fails  to  tells  us  why  libertarian  free  will  is  necessary  for  moral  responsibility,  as 
 it  fails  to  disambiguate  the  sense  of  “choice”  or  “ability  to  do  otherwise”  that  it  employs 
 in premise (4) and in its conclusion.  69 

 We  have  seen  that  Bignon  rejects  Rule  α  while  accepting  Rule  β.  And  because  of  the  conditional 
 analysis,  he  rejects  premise  (4)  of  the  CA,  the  premise  that  argues  for  the  fixity  of  the  past.  If  P’s 
 desires  were  to  be  different,  then  God’s  past  decree  of  the  very  same  inclination  from  P  would 
 have  been  different.  70  In  addition,  Bignon  agrees  that  the  CA  does  succeed  in  some  sense  while  it 
 fails  in  the  most  important  sense.  The  CA  succeeds  in  demonstrating  that  libertarian  free  will  is 
 incompatible  with  determinism:  if  determinism  is  true,  then  no  one  has,  had,  or  ever  will  have 
 the  categorical  ability  to  do  otherwise.  This  much  is  trivial  and  definitionally  true.  However,  the 
 failure  of  the  CA  resides  in  the  fact  that  it  does  not  establish  determinism  to  be  incompatible  with 
 the  conditional  ability to do otherwise. 

 So  much  for  Bignon’s  analysis  of  the  CA;  71  it  is  now  time  to  move  onto  our  second  analysis  of 
 the  CA  from  another  leeway  compatibilist:  Kadri  Vihvelin.  She  begins  her  critique  by  claiming 
 that  “Rule  Beta  is  the  key  to  the  argument.  It’s  what  makes  the  difference  between  the  Rule  Beta 
 version of the [CA] and an argument widely agreed to be fallacious,” (Vihvelin,  Causes  , 159). 

 ◻  (P ⊃ Q) 

 P 

 Therefore, ◻  Q 

 An  example  of  this  invalid  inference  is  an  argument  sometimes  called  “the  fatalist 
 fallacy”: 

 ◻(it’s true that it will rain tomorrow ⊃ it will rain tomorrow) 

 It’s true that it will rain tomorrow 

 71  For a brief survey on divine determinist responses  to the CA, see Peter Furlong,  The Challenges of Divine 
 Determinism: A Philosophical Analysis  (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 2019), chapter 2. 

 70  As an aside, I personally see no real reason why a Molinist should not accept this conclusion seeing as their own 
 providential system allows for types of priority: chronological versus logical. Under Molinism, if P were to do A or 
 to desire to do A, then God would have foreknown differently. That is to say, P’s actions are  logically  prior to  God’s 
 foreknowledge of those same actions, while God’s foreknowledge is  chronologically  prior to P’s actions. There is 
 virtually no distinguishable relevant difference between the Molinist distinction of chronological and logical priority 
 and the Calvinist-compatibilist distinction of the categorical and conditional ability. If this is true, then Molinist 
 bleeds out the conditional ability. I will try to say more concerning this discussion in §5.7. 

 69  Ibid., 87. 
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 Therefore, ◻(it will rain tomorrow) 

 Another example: 

 ◻  ((H & L) ⊃ P) 

 H & L 

 Therefore, ◻  P 

 On the other hand, the following is a valid inference: 

 ◻  P 

 ◻  (P ⊃ Q) 

 Therefore, ◻  Q 

 The  necessity  expressed  by  the  ‘no  choice  about’  operator  is  not  logical  or  metaphysical 
 necessity.  But  it  might  nevertheless  be  similar  enough  for  Beta  to  be  a  valid  rule  of 
 inference. Or so argued van Inwagen, and gave examples: 

 N  (The sun explodes in the year 2000) 

 N  (The sun explodes in the year 2000 ⊃ All life on  earth ends in the year 2000) 

 Therefore, 

 N  (All life on earth ends in the year 2000)  72 

 All  this  means  is  that  Rule  β  (the  Transfer  Principle),  if  done  right,  may  produce  a  powerful 
 inference  rule  that  closely  aligns  with  the  same  transferability  a  normal  logical  necessity  operator 
 would  yield.  In  other  words,  the  Transfer  Principle  is  highly  intuitive.  Vihvelin  then  moves  on  to 
 discuss  some  responses  to  Rule  β  which  attempt  to  demonstrate  its  invalidity,  despite  its  initial 
 appeal. The first is none other than the conditional analysis: 

 An  early  response  to  the  Consequence  argument  was  to  argue  that  Beta  is  invalid  because 
 a  compatibilist  account  of  the  ability  to  do  otherwise  is  correct  (Gallois  1977;  Foley 
 1979;  Slote  1982;  Flint  1987).  For  instance,  if  “  S  is  able  to  do  X  ”  means  “if  S  tried  to  do 
 X  ,  S  would  do  X  ”,  then  the  premises  of  the  argument  are  true  (since  even  if  S  tried  to 
 change  the  laws  or  the  past,  she  would  not  succeed),  but  the  conclusion  is  false  (since 
 determinism  is  consistent  with  the  truth  of  counterfactuals  like  “if  S  tried  to  raise  her 
 hand, she would”). 

 72  Vihvelin, Kadri, "Arguments for Incompatibilism",  The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy  (Fall 2018  Edition), 
 Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = <  https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2018/entries/incompatibilism-arguments/  >. 

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2018/entries/incompatibilism-arguments/
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 Incompatibilists  were  unmoved  by  this  response,  saying,  in  effect,  that  the  validity  of 
 Beta  is  more  plausible  than  the  truth  of  any  compatibilist  account  of  ability  to  do 
 otherwise.  They  pointed  out  that  there  was  no  agreement,  even  among  compatibilists, 
 about  how  such  an  account  should  go,  and  that  the  simplest  accounts  (so-called 
 “Conditional  Analyses”,  originally  proposed  by  Hume)  had  been  rejected,  even  by 
 compatibilists. 

 (For  criticism  of  Conditional  Analyses,  see  Austin  1961;  Lehrer  1968,  1976;  van  Inwagen 
 1983.  For  defense  of  a  compatibilist  account  of  ability  to  do  otherwise,  see  Moore  1912; 
 Hobart  1934;  Kapitan  1991,  1996,  2011;  Lehrer  1980,  2004;  Bok  1998;  Smith  1997, 
 2004; Campbell 2005; Perry 2004; Vihvelin 2004, 2013; Fara 2008.)  73 

 Bignon  would  agree  with  Vihvelin’s  analysis  that  the  conditional  analysis  cannot  provide  a 
 counterexample  against  Rule  β;  we  witnessed  this  failure  during  Bignon’s  discussion  above. 
 However,  this  does  not  mean  that  Rule  β  is  valid–it  just  means  that  the  conditional  ability  does 
 not  possess  the  philosophical  ‘man-power’  to  prove  its  invalidity.  Compatibilists,  however,  have 
 other tools in their toolbox. 

 “In  a  paper  published  in  1996,  McKay  and  Johnson  demonstrated  the  invalidity  of  Beta  in  two 
 steps,” (Vihvelin,  Causes  , 160). The first step is  to prove that Rule β entails  Agglomeration  : 

 N  p  , N  q  ⊢ N(  p  ⋀  q  ) 

 The  next  step  is  to  show  how  Agglomeration  is  “uncontroversially  invalid.  To  see  this,  let  ‘  p  ’ 
 abbreviate  ‘The  coin  does  not  land  heads’,  let  ‘q’  abbreviate  ‘The  coin  does  not  land  tails’,  and 
 suppose  that  it’s  a  fair  coin  which  isn’t  tossed  but  someone  could  have  tossed  it  (McKay  and 
 Johnson  1996),”  (Vihvelin,  “Arguments  for  Incompatibilism”).  The  details  of  the  specific  proof 
 escape  the  scope  of  this  reply;  however,  it  is  noteworthy  that  “van  Inwagen  has  conceded  that 
 Beta  is  invalid  (van  Inwagen  2000)”  probably  due  to  McKay  and  Johnson’s  criticism  (Ibid.).  74 

 Alas,  this  has  not  stopped  incompatibilists  (including  van  Inwagen)  from  trying  to  repair  Rule  β 
 from invalidity (Ibid.). And according to Vihvelin, this is problematic: 

 So  it  still  looks  as  though  the  compatibilist  is  in  trouble.  For  it  seems  plausible  to  suppose 
 that  there  is  nothing  that  we  are  able  to  do  that  might  make  it  the  case  that  either  H  or  L  is 

 74  For more on McKay and Johnson’s  Agglomeration  maneuver,  see Vihvelin,  Causes  , 160-61; McKenna and 
 Pereboom,  Free Will  , 88-90; and, of course, Thomas  McKay and David Johnson, “A Reconsideration of an 
 Argument against Compatibilism,”  Philosophical Topics  24: 113-122 (1996). For a modern discussion of the CA 
 along with its claims, rebuttals, revisions and rejoinders, see Joe Campbell, “The Consequence Argument,” in  The 
 Routledge Companion to Free Will  , 151-165. In Campbell’s  article, he surveys the most pertinent responses to 
 McKay and Johnson’s proof. 

 73  Ibid. Bignon himself deals with a few of these criticisms (among others) against the conditional analysis. See 
 Excusing Sinners  , 91-98. 
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 false.  And  it  seems  plausible  to  suppose  that  we  have  no  choice  about  whether  (  H  &  L  ). 
 We need to dig deeper to criticize the argument.  75 

 This  is  to  say,  critiquing  the  CA  by  attacking  Rule  β  may  not  be  a  total  waste,  but  then  again, 
 “these  revised  versions  of  the  [CA  as  well  as  numerous  reconstructed  Rule  β’s]  lack  the  strong 
 intuitive  appeal  of  the  original  version,”  (Vihvelin,  Causes  ,  162).  The  Transfer  Principle,  though 
 it  originally  proved  intuitive,  should  perhaps  now  be  seen  as  merely  inconclusive  .  Because  of 
 this, Vihvelin turns her focus to a  counterfactual  attack instead of a  modal  attack. 

 Borrowing  from  the  metaphysics  of  David  Lewis,  76  she  argues  that  the  CA  is  a  counterfactual 
 argument, instead of a  modal  argument. She summarizes  Lewis’ basic representation of the CA: 

 Pretend  that  determinism  is  true,  and  that  I  did  not  raise  my  hand  (at  that  department 
 meeting,  to  vote  on  that  proposal)  but  had  the  ability  to  do  so.  If  I  had  exercised  my 
 ability–if  I  had  raised  my  hand–then  either  the  remote  past  or  the  laws  of  physics  would 
 have  been  different.  But  if  that’s  so,  then  I  have  at  least  one  of  two  incredible  abilities–the 
 ability  to  change  the  remote  past  or  the  ability  to  change  the  laws.  But  to  suppose  that  I 
 have  either  of  these  incredible  abilities  is  absurd.  So  we  must  reject  the  claim  that  I  had 
 the ability to raise my hand.  77 

 Lewis  treats  the  CA  as  a  reductio  ad  absurdum  argument  against  compatibilism–hence,  the 
 ‘absurdity’  to  posit  that  the  compatibilist  has  ‘incredible  abilities’  in  spite  of  the  truth  of 
 determinism.  These  two  abilities  are  “the  ability  to  change  the  remote  past  or  the  ability  to 
 change  the  laws.”  The  former  states  premise  (4)  of  the  CA,  whereas  the  latter  states  premise  (6). 
 The  intuition  that  the  CA  drives  forward  is  one  that  essentially  places  an  ‘absurdity’  upon  the 
 compatibilist. It reads something along the lines of 

 ‘if  compatibilism  is  true,  then  you  must  have  these  ‘absurd’  abilities  to  be  able  to  change 
 the  remote  past  or  be  able  to  change  the  laws  of  nature;  but,  quite  obviously  we  do  not 
 because  we  do  not  have  the  ability  to  change  the  remote  past  nor  do  we  have  the  ability  to 
 change  the  laws  of  nature.  Therefore,  we  do  not  have  the  ability  to  change  (or  perhaps 
 prevent)  the  consequences  of  these  things.  Hence,  incompatibilism  is  true  via  reduction  to 
 absurdity  .’ 

 77  Vihvelin,  Causes  , 162. 

 76  David Lewis, “Are We Free to Break the Laws?” in  Free Will  (2e), ed. Gary Watson (New York: Oxford 
 University Press, 2003), 122-29. See also Lewis’ defense of asymmetrical counterfactual dependence in Lewis, 
 “Counterfactual Dependence and Time’s Arrow”  NOÛS  13 (1979), 455-476. For a defense (other than Vihvelin) of 
 Lewisian counterfactuals (or “Local Miracles Compatibilism”), see Fischer,  The Metaphysics of Free Will  , 69-78. 
 Last, Bignon actually mentions Lewis’ argument as well as reviews some comparisons between their responses to 
 the CA in  Excusing Sinners  , 84-85, specifically 85n59. 

 75  Vihvelin, "Arguments for Incompatibilism", in  The  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy  . 
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 So,  the  compatibilist  is  stuck  with  either  rejecting  premise  (4)  (the  fixity  of  the  past)  or  rejecting 
 premise  (6)  (the  fixity  of  the  laws);  neither  of  which  is  presumably  tenable–or  so  it  is  argued  by 
 the  CA  enthusiast.  Now,  we  have  already  seen  that  Bignon  rejects  Rule  α,  and  because  of  this,  in 
 turn  rejects  premise  (4).  David  Lewis,  on  the  other  hand,  essentially  rejects  premise  (6)  (the 
 fixity  of  the  laws;  hence  his  article  title,  “Are  We  Free  to  Break  the  Laws?”).  Since,  Lewis’ 
 article, it must be emphasized that 

 [v]an  Inwagen  doesn’t  object  to  Lewis’s  way  of  stating  his  argument  [as  a  reductio  ].  On 
 the  contrary,  he  has  said  that  Lewis’s  paper  is  “the  finest  essay  that  has  ever  been  written 
 in  defense  of  compatibilism–possibly  the  finest  essay  that  has  ever  been  written  about 
 any aspect of the free will problem. 

 Van  Inwagen  now  agrees–perhaps  because  of  Lewis's  critique,  perhaps  because  of 
 the  counterexamples  to  Rule  Beta–that  the  [CA]  fails  as  a  reductio.  However,  he  claims 
 that it has nevertheless succeeded in “raising the price” of compatibilism.  78 

 First,  the  CA  does  not  necessarily  “raise  the  price”  of  compatibilism.  Vihvelin  agrees  and  so  does 
 Lewis:  “What  the  argument  does  achieve–at  least  on  Lewis’s  articulation  of  it–is  a  clear 
 statement  of  what  the  compatibilism  position  entails.  But  I  think  that  every  clearheaded 
 compatibilist  already  knew  this,”  (Vihvelin,  Causes  ,  162).  That  is,  the  CA  only  demonstrates 
 categorical  dependence  instead  of  conditional  or  counterfactual  dependence.  79  This  is  precisely 
 what  Bignon  has  concluded  on  the  CA:  the  argument  succeeds  in  showing  the  incompatibility  of 
 categorical  dependence  (or  ability)  and  determinism,  but  not  conditional  dependence  (or  ability) 
 and  determinism.  But,  as  Vihvelin  said,  this  is  just  trivially  true,  and  as  such,  it  should  have 
 virtually  no  purchase  on  the  compatibilist;  Bignon  agrees,  as  do  I.  Aside  from  this,  van 
 Inwagen’s  amazing  concession  is  refreshing,  and  it  convincingly  demonstrates  that  Rule  β  is  a 

 79  This view can also be applied to God’s foreknowledge, known as “Ockhamism”. See Vicens and Kittle,  God  and 
 Human Freedom  , 11-16. I understand that some philosophers  do not accept counterfactual (conditional) dependence. 
 See Alan Rhoda, “The Myth of Counterfactual Dependence,” 
 http://alanrhoda.net/wordpress/2022/03/the-myth-of-counterfactual-dependence/?fbclid=IwAR0JXSYuRALW5x3k 
 mTZEtgSjHyJJZMvqXaDyX8p8tGRSuqDgcj2jDpmYXfI  . Rhoda  maintains that “  counterfactual dependence is a 
 myth  because  merely counterfactual dependence is not  actually a kind of dependence  . Genuine dependence  is 
 categorical  , not conditional and  a fortiori  not counterfactual.”  For the purposes of this reply, recall that I am simply 
 demonstrating Stratton’s critical lack of engagement of the literature thereby undercutting his use of the CA as an 
 intuition driver for his Freethinking Argument. Though I candidly state my conviction that I do find counterfactual 
 dependence true and a relevantly asymmetrical thesis (and apparently so does van Inwagen in some sense), I am not 
 interested in defending claims with my already  negative  defense further than Stratton himself has ever considered. 
 For more defenses on theological counterfactual dependence as well as some rebuttals, see Trenton Merricks, “Truth 
 and Freedom”; John Martin Fischer and Patrick Todd, “The Truth about Freedom: A Reply to Merricks”; Alicia 
 Finch and Michael Rea, “Presentism and Ockham’s Way Out” in  Freedom, Fatalism, and Foreknowledge  edited  by 
 John Martin Fischer and Patrick Todd (New York: Oxford University Press, 2015); Alvin Plantinga, “On Ockham’s 
 Way Out,” in  God, Foreknowledge, and Freedom  edited  by John Martin Fischer, (Stanford, CA: Stanford University 
 Press, 1989), chapter 10. See also, “Dependence and the Freedom to Do Otherwise,” by Taylor Cyr, forthcoming in 
 Faith and Philosophy  (2022). Another (close) solution  to this type of counterfactual is called “multiple-past 
 compatibilism”; see Vicens and Kittle,  God and Human  Freedom  , 16-22. 

 78  Ibid. 

http://alanrhoda.net/wordpress/2022/03/the-myth-of-counterfactual-dependence/?fbclid=IwAR0JXSYuRALW5x3kmTZEtgSjHyJJZMvqXaDyX8p8tGRSuqDgcj2jDpmYXfI
http://alanrhoda.net/wordpress/2022/03/the-myth-of-counterfactual-dependence/?fbclid=IwAR0JXSYuRALW5x3kmTZEtgSjHyJJZMvqXaDyX8p8tGRSuqDgcj2jDpmYXfI
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 dead  end.  What  is  really  at  stake  in  the  debate  with  the  CA  is  not  the  modal  transfer  that  β 
 attempts  to  masquerade  as  valid  (though,  it  might  be  valid);  the  counterfactual  dependence  of 
 Rule α, and thus premise (4) and (6), is where the conflict really lies. 

 Lewis’  account  of  compatibilism  in  the  midst  of  the  CA  has  often  been  aptly  named  as  “Local 
 Miracles  Compatibilism”  because  the  critics  of  Lewis’  day  began  to  think  that  he  sort  of  invented 
 “local  miracles  counterfactuals”  –  the  miracles  of  course  being  able  to  have  the  ability  to  change 
 the  laws  of  nature  (Vihvelin,  Causes  ,  163).  Still,  it  has  generated  quite  the  discussion  and  has 
 now  become  a  standard  reply  as  a  hefty  rejoinder  against  the  CA.  Now,  given  that  Lewis  thinks 
 of  the  CA  as  a  reductio  ,  he  argues  that  the  CA  fails  as  a  reductio  because  it  assumes  premises 
 that the compatibilist ought not be committed to. Vihvelin summarizes his basic contention: 

 The argument trades on an equivocation between two counterfactuals. 

 (C1)  If I had raised my hand, the laws (or the past) would have been different. 
 (C2)  If  I  had  raised  my  hand,  I  would  thereby  have  caused  the  laws  (or  the  past)  to  be 

 different. 

 There is a corresponding equivocation between two ability claims: 

 (A1)  I  had  the  ability  to  do  something  (raise  my  hand)  such  that  if  I  had  exercised  my 
 ability, the laws (or the past) would have been different. 

 (A2)  I  had  the  ability  to  do  something  (raise  my  hand)  such  that  if  I  had  exercised  my 
 ability, I would thereby have  caused  the laws (or  the past) to be different. 

 The  problem  with  the  argument,  says  Lewis,  is  that  it  equivocates  between  these  two 
 ability  claims.  To  count  as  a  reductio  against  the  compatibilist,  the  argument  must 
 establish  that  the  compatibilist  is  committed  to  (A2).  But  the  compatibilist  is  committed 
 only  to  (C1)  and  thus  only  to  (A1).  The  compatibilist  is  committed  only  to  saying  that  if 
 determinism  is  true,  we  have  abilities  we  would  exercise  only  if  the  past  (or  the  laws)  had 
 been  different  in  the  appropriate  ways.  And  while  this  may  sound  odd,  it  is  no  more 
 incredible  than  the  claim  that  the  successful  exercise  of  our  abilities  depends,  not  only  on 
 us,  but  also  on  the  co-operation  of  things  not  in  our  control:  the  good  or  bad  luck  of  our 
 immediate  surroundings.  Since  we  are  neither  superheroes  nor  gods,  we  are  always  in  this 
 position, regardless of the truth or falsity of determinism.  80 

 Lewis  argues  that  the  CA  while  functioning  as  a  reductio  “must  establish  that  the  compatibilist  is 
 committed  to  (A2).”  Now,  the  CA  assumes  that  the  compatibilist  must  take  this  route  in  order  to 

 80  Vihvelin, "Arguments for Incompatibilism", in  The  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy  ; cf. Vihvelin,  Causes  , 
 165-66. 
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 deny  either  the  Fixity  (or  No  Choice)  Principle,  or  they  must  deny  premise  (4)  or  (6)  thus 
 committing  them  to  an  ability  that  is  ‘absurd’;  how  could  anyone  accept  that  they  have  the  ability 
 to  cause  the  laws  (or  the  past)  to  be  different?  Or  so  it  is  argued  via  reductio  .  However,  Lewis 
 brilliantly  argues  that  it  is  not  (A2)  that  the  compatibilist  accepts  as  true,  but  rather  (A1).  The 
 equivocation  hidden  between  the  counterfactuals  (C1)  and  (C2)  are  made  evident  when  paired 
 with  the  two  ability  claims  (A1)  and  (A2).  Of  course,  the  compatibilist  is  not  saying  that  agents 
 possess  (C2)  thereby  producing  an  ‘absurd’  or  otherwise  ‘miraculous’  ability  that  is  (A2).  But, 
 because  the  CA  assumes  that  that  is  the  compatibilist  premise,  it  unduly  fails  as  a  properly 
 established  reductio  .  The  compatibilist  is  free  (pun  intended)  to  reject  premise  (4)  or  (6)  of  the 
 CA  while  not  committing  herself  to  an  acceptance  of  (C2),  and  thus  (A2)  by  extension.  All  that 
 compatibilists  must  commit  themselves  to  is  “(C1)  and  thus  only  to  (A1).”  And  this  way  of 
 thinking  about  counterfactuals  is  no  more  incredible  or  miraculous  than  to  realize  our 
 dependency  upon  causal  relations  (most  of  which  are  in  fact  out  of  our  control).  This  type  of 
 counterfactual  dependence,  then,  is  actually  compatible  with  indeterminism  as  much  as  it  is 
 compatible  with  determinism  .  Therefore,  the  CA  fails  to  establish  the  incompatibility  between 
 freedom  and  determinism;  we  possess  counterfactual  ability  over  the  laws  (or  the  past),  and  yes, 
 even over God’s decree.  81 

 Vihvelin  summarizes  the  discussion  as  well  as  presents  some  of  the  lessons  compatibilists  (and  I 
 suppose incompatibilists) can learn from this conclusion: 

 The  Consequence  Argument  was  intended  as  an  argument  from  premises  that  we  must  all 
 accept—premises  about  our  lack  of  control  over  the  past  and  the  laws—to  the  conclusion 
 that  if  determinism  is  true,  we  don’t  have  the  free  will  common  sense  says  we  have.  The 
 counterfactual  version  of  the  argument  claims  that  if  we  attribute  ordinary  abilities  to 
 deterministic  agents,  we  are  forced  to  credit  them  with  incredible  past  or  law-changing 
 abilities  as  well.  But  no  such  incredible  conclusion  follows.  All  that  follows  is  something 
 that  we  must  accept  anyway,  as  the  price  of  our  non-godlike  nature:  that  the  exercise  of 
 our  abilities  always  depends,  in  part,  on  circumstances  outside  our  control.  (See  also 
 Fischer  1983,  1988,  1994;  Horgan  1985;  Vihvelin  2011,  2013;  Kapitan  1991,  1996,  2011; 
 Carlson 2000; Schneider 2004.) 

 81  McKenna and Pereboom develop a similar argument while challenging the fixity of the past; see McKenna and 
 Pereboom,  Free Will  , 79-81. They more or less advance  the same notions of ability that Vihvelin considered from 
 Lewis. Instead of Vihvelin’s (A1), they formulate a  broad ability  (BA), and instead of (A2), they formulate  a  causal 
 ability  (CA). They then show that the compatibilist  is internally only committed to (BA), instead of (CA); therefore, 
 the CA fails because it does not establish that compatibilist  must  be committed to (CA)  if  they were to challenge  the 
 fixity of the past (or premise (4)). “All that the compatibilist needs to invoke is BA, the weaker notion of ability–and 
 thus that if she were to act otherwise, the past would have been different,” (81). Notice also that this response is 
 exactly in-line with what Bignon has argued above: the conditional ability is all that is necessary for freedom and 
 responsibility and the CA has  not  shown  this  type  of  counterfactual  ability to be incompatible with  determinism. So, 
 it appears that Bignon tends to think of the CA as a  reductio  as well. For more similarities between  the two 
 philosophers, as well as the connection between (CA) and (BA) to Vihvelin, see  Table 4.2.3  and its subsequent 
 discussion below. 
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 If  the  aim  of  the  Consequence  argument  was  to  show  that  no  compatibilist  account  of 
 ‘could  have  done  otherwise’  can  succeed,  then  Lewis  is  surely  right;  the  reductio  fails. 
 The  distinction  between  (A1)  and  (A2)  permits  the  compatibilist  to  avoid  making 
 incredible  claims  about  the  powers  of  free  determined  agents.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
 incompatibilist  surely  has  a  point  when  she  complains  that  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that 
 anyone  has  the  ability  described  by  (A1).  We  believe  that  our  powers  as  agents  are 
 constrained  by  the  past  and  by  the  laws.  One  way  to  understand  this  belief  is  compatible 
 with  determinism:  we  lack  causal  power  over  the  past  and  the  laws  .  But  it’s  natural  to 
 understand  the  constraint  in  a  different,  simpler  way:  we  are  able  to  do  only  those  things 
 which  are  such  that  our  doing  of  them  does  not  counterfactually  require  a  difference  in 
 either  the  past  or  the  laws.  And  this  leads  more  or  less  directly  to  the  incompatibilist 
 conclusion that if determinism is true, then we are never able to do otherwise.  82 

 Perhaps  Stratton  is  right,  then,  as  a  flaming  incompatibilist  who  plausibly  sees  the  intuitive  merit 
 in  holding  the  CA  as  the  groundwork  for  another  metaphysical  argument  in  favor  of 
 incompatibilism:  the  Freethinking  Argument.  Let’s  say  that  Lewis  is  right  and  the  CA  fails  as  a 
 reductio  for  the  above  reasons.  But,  let’s  also  say  that,  still,  these  ‘abilities’  to  somehow 
 inadvertently  cause  the  laws  (or  remote  past,  or  even  God’s  decree)  to  be  different  are  just 
 miraculous;  incredible  in  a  way  that  perpetuates  the  violence  against  common  sense  notions  of 
 ability  which  “does  not  counterfactually  require  a  difference  in  either  the  past  or  the  laws.”  Is  this 
 enough  to  grant  the  incompatibilist  intuition  that  “if  determinism  were  true,  then  we  are  never 
 able to do otherwise” and thus we are never actually free? 

 Again,  I  think  this  question  still  misses  the  dialectic.  The  compatibilist  does  not  say  that  the  CA 
 is  a  complete  failure  and  that  it  does  not  succeed  in  any  sense  .  Vihvelin,  Lewis,  and  Bignon  have 
 all  conceded  (either  implicitly  or  explicitly)  that  in  some  ways  the  CA  has  succeeded  in 
 demonstrating  the  incompatibility  of  free  will  and  determinism,  but  in  other  ways  –ways  in  which 
 most  compatibilists  are  concerned  with–the  argument  has  failed  to  show  the  incompatibility  of 
 free  will  and  determinism.  So  while  the  initial  intuition  that  the  CA  inaugurates  is  granted,  to  the 
 compatibilist,  this  intuition  is  not  what  is  seen  as  necessary  for  freedom  or  responsibility  in  the 
 first  place;  therefore,  the  incompatibilist  intuition  is  essentially  irrelevant  making  the  CA  just  as 
 irrelevant (at least to the compatibilist). 

 In  fact,  one  such  compatibilist  that  takes  this  maneuver  is  John  Martin  Fischer.  He  argues  that 
 Rule  β  (the  Transfer  of  Powerlessness  Principle)  is  logically  valid  and  does  provide  the  CA  with 
 plausibly  intuitive  grounds.  In  The  Metaphysics  of  Free  Will  ,  Fischer  spends  one  entire  chapter 
 defending  the  plausibility  of  Rule  β  against  the  criticisms  of  Anthony  Kenny  and  Michael  Slote 

 82  Vihvelin, "Arguments for Incompatibilism", in  The  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy  ; cf. Vihvelin,  Causes  , 
 166. 
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 and  then  the  next  chapter  examining  its  role  in  relation  to  control  and  responsibility.  83  His  basic 
 contention–one  in  which  he  devotes  quite  a  significant  amount  of  space  to–is  that  in  order  to 
 deny  the  Transfer  Principle  it  would  “require  some  Elbow  Grease.”  He  goes  on  to  say  that  the 
 “possibility  of  showing  [the  Transfer  Principle]  to  be  invalid  is  left  open  by  the  fact  that  neither  I 
 nor  (as  far  as  I  know)  anyone  else  has  been  able  to  prove  it…  although  I  have  argued  that  the 
 Transfer  Principle  cannot  be  disproved  in  certain  ways,  it  is  not  evident  to  me  that  it  can  be 
 proved,”  (Fischer,  The  Metaphysics  of  Free  Will  ,  45).  Fischer  seems  to  agree,  then,  that  while 
 Rule  β  is  extremely  intuitive  and  it  generates  a  hefty  amount  of  plausibility,  it  is  not  without  its 
 critics, reformulations, and revisions.  84 

 He  then  moves  onto  the  ‘Conditional  Version’  of  denying  the  CA:  the  Fixity  (or  No  Choice) 
 Principle.  After  discussing  whether  the  denial  of  the  Fixity  Principle  is  ‘up  to  snuff’,  he  finds  that 
 it  ultimately  ends  up  flat  and  needlessly  wanting;  so  Fischer  chalks  the  compatibilist  denial  of  the 
 Fixity  Principle  up  to  a  “Dialectical  Stalemate”  (Ibid.,  83-85).  85  This  isn’t  surprising.  Vihvelin 
 and  Lewis  (and  Bignon)  are  considered  leeway  compatibilists.  Of  course,  they  will  challenge  the 
 Fixity  Principle  over  the  Transfer  Principle  precisely  because  their  specific  flavor  of 
 compatibilism  is  most  threatened  by  (or  lies  prey  to)  the  validity  of  the  former  instead  of  the 
 latter.  In  contrast,  Fischer  is  considered  a  source  compatibilist.  Seeing  as  how  the  CA  is  against 
 leeway  compatibilism,  Fischer  can  technically  grant  both  the  Transfer  Principle  and  the  Fixity 
 Principle  without  sacrificing his brand of compatibilism. 

 Recall  from  §2.3.3,  my  defense  of  compatibilism  entailed  both  (1)  the  conditional  analysis, (γ)
 and  (5)  reasons-responsiveness.  Vihvelin,  Bignon,  and  Lewis  would  argue  their  brand  of 

 85  Fischer has made this move before when detailing the debate structure of FSCs. See §2.5.9. 

 84  Understand that Fischer published  The Metaphysics  of Free Will  in 1994, and van Inwagen published his  version 
 of the CA in  An Essay on Free Will  in 1983. Now, since  then, McKay and Johnson have shown the originally 
 formulated Rule β to be logically and formally invalid in 1996. Van Inwagen, as we saw above, has also conceded 
 that his initial construction of Rule β was invalid (and in need of restoration) in 2000. Given this, does Fischer still 
 think that Rule β is valid and intuitive? Well, I think it is safe to say that he does. He published  Responsibility and 
 Control  with his co-author Mark Ravizza in 1998 (two  years after McKay and Johnson’s proof), and in it Fischer 
 and Ravizza argued that the Transfer Principle is intuitively plausible (  Responsibility and Control  ,  18-19). Still, this 
 modal principle of Rule β (the Transfer Principle) is, according to Fischer (and Ravizza), unnecessary for the truth of 
 the CA (Ibid., 21). Also, consider the following concession from Fischer in his 2017 article “Semicompatibilism” 
 for  The Routledge Companion to Free Will  , 6-7: 

 The fundamental drivers of the [CA] are the intuitive ideas of the fixity of the past and the fixity of the laws 
 of nature… I believe that the [CA] provides strong reason to conclude that causal determinism is 
 incompatible with freedom to do otherwise (that is, with genuine access to alternative possibilities) … I 
 myself am inclined to accept the [CA] as sound, but I concede that reasonable (and very smart) people can 
 and do disagree. 

 Since the soundness of the CA logically depends upon the validity of the Transfer Principle, I take this to mean that 
 Fischer thinks Rule β (given all the criticisms of Rule β above) is at best  inconclusive  ; Vihvelin and  Fischer agree on 
 this much  even if  they disagree on the dialectical  status of the Fixity Principle (Rule α). I have to take it that Fischer 
 is aware of the criticisms of β, though, still, he treats the CA as sound, and thus β as intuitive. 

 83  Fischer,  The Metaphysics of Free Will  , chapters 2-3. 
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 compatibilism–what  is  at  least  necessary  for  freedom  or  responsibility–entails  (1),  86  while 
 Fischer  would  argue  (5)  is  all  that  is  necessary.  Compatibilist  type  (5)  reasons-responsiveness 
 entails  only  what  Fischer  dubs  ‘semi-compatibilism’.  Roughly,  this  type  of  compatibilism  says 
 that  though  free  will  is  incompatible  with  determinism,  moral  responsibility  is  not  incompatible 
 with  determinism.  This  allows  Fischer  to  wholly  accept  the  CA  (along  with  both  of  its  assumed 
 inference  rules:  Transfer  Principle  and  Fixity  Principe)  without  bowing  the  knee  to 
 incompatibilism  forthrightly.  In  other  words,  Fischer  says  that  the  CA  may  very  well  be  valid  in 
 some  sense  ,  but  in  another  sense,  the  CA  is  invalid  .  87  This  is  a  highly  significant 
 concession–namely  because  it  is  virtually  the  same  concession  both  Bignon  and  Vihvelin  share 
 in their collective criticism of the CA. 

 Allow me to explain using a table: 

 Conditions:  Rules as Valid: α or β  Necessary  Conclusion of CA 

 BIGNON 
 Rule α (Fixity 
 Principle) 
 Rule β (Transfer 
 Principle) 

 Categorical 
 Ability (PAP  All  ) 
 Conditional 
 Ability (PAP  If  ) 

 Determinism is incompatible 
 with  categorical ability  (PAP  All  ) 
 Determinism is incompatible 
 with  conditional ability  (PAP  If  ) 

 VIHVELIN 

 Rule α (Fixity 
 Principle) 
 Rule β (Transfer 
 Principle) 

 Counterfactual 
 Independence 
 (Causal Ability) 
 Counterfactual 
 Dependence 
 (Broad Ability) 

 Determinism is incompatible 
 with  counterfactual 
 independence (causal ability) 
 Determinism is incompatible 
 with  counterfactual dependence 
 (broad ability) 

 FISCHER 
 Rule α (Fixity 
 Principle) 
 Rule β (Transfer 
 Principle) 

 Regulative 
 Control 
 Guidance 
 Control 

 Determinism is incompatible 
 with  regulative control 
 Determinism is incompatible 
 with  guidance control 

 Table 4.2.3 

 87  Fischer, “Semicompatibilism,” 7 (also see previous footnote above in this subsection): 
 I myself am inclined to accept the [CA] as sound, but I concede that reasonable (and very smart) people can 
 and do disagree. And acceptance of the [CA] is no part of semicompatibilism. The semicompatibilist need 
 not conclude that if causal determinism is true, we do not have freedom to do otherwise; this is left open by 
 the doctrine. What is crucial to the semicompatibilist is that causal determinism is compatible with moral 
 responsibility (quite apart from the relationship between causal determinism and freedom to do otherwise). 

 More on semicompatibilism will be discussed in §4.3.1. 

 86  I understand Vihvelin (and perhaps Lewis) would probably deny their brand of compatibilism entails (1) the 
 conditional analysis. For Vihvelin at least, she would hold to something like the dispositional analysis 
 (compatibilism type (4) in Carlson, Volume 1 §2.3.3). But, as I have argued above in Carlson, Volume 1 §2.4.4, I 
 think the dispositional analysis  entails  the conditional  analysis; hence, a proper defense of compatibilism (γ) need 
 only (1)  or  (5). 
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 As  aforementioned,  Bignon  and  Vihvelin  both  reject  the  Fixity  Principle  due  to  their 
 commitment  to  leeway  compatibilism,  and  thus  they  both  reject  the  strict  ability  that  is 
 (allegedly)  entailed  by  the  Principle.  For  Vihvelin,  the  rejection  of  Rule  α  entails  the  rejection  of 
 the  ability  that  entails  counterfactual  independence  (i.e.,  causal  ability).  For  Bignon,  the  rejection 
 of  Rule  α  entails  the  rejection  of  the  ability  that  entails  the  categorical  ability  (i.e.,  PAP  All  ).  In 
 other  words,  PAP  All  for  Bignon,  and  Causal  Ability  for  Vihvelin,  are  not  necessary  for  freedom  or 
 moral  responsibility.  88  This  ties  them  to  the  conclusion  that  although  the  CA  proves 
 incompatibility  between  PAP  All  and  Causal  Ability  with  determinism  (respectively),  it  certainly 
 does  not  prove  the  incompatibility  between  PAP  If  and  Broad  Ability  with  determinism.  Here  is 
 the  similarity:  both  philosophers  say  that  while  the  CA  proves  incompatibilism  with  one  sense  of 
 ability  ,  it  does  not  prove  incompatibilism  with  another  sense  of  ability  .  In  another  way,  both 
 philosophers  reject  the  CA  because  it  fails  as  a  reductio  ;  89  that  is,  the  CA  fails  to  establish  the 
 argument  upon  compatibilist  premises.  The  compatibilist  is  not  committed  to  PAP  All  ,  and  the 
 compatibilist  is  not  committed  to  Causal  Ability  (or,  in  Vihvelin’s  formulation  of  Lewis,  (A2); 
 see  above).  But,  this  is  trivial.  Though  the  CA  demonstrates  rather  successfully  that  these  types 
 of  abilities  are  in  fact  incompatible  with  determinism,  it  fails  to  establish  the  incompatibility 
 between  compatibilist  abilities  and  determinism.  And  because  the  CA  assumes  incompatibilist 
 abilities  as  incompatible  with  determinism,  it  fails  as  an  argument  for  incompatibilism  because  it 
 is left assuming that which it is trying to prove while leaving the compatibilist unscathed. 

 Fischer  takes  a  different  approach,  though  he  concludes  (more  or  less)  in  the  same  manner  as 
 Vihvelin  and  Bignon.  He  does  not  say  that  the  CA  is  question-begging,  90  primarily  due  to  the  fact 
 that  both  Principles  are  intuitively  sound  (despite  the  high  criticisms  of  Rule  β).  However,  he 
 does  say  that  though  the  CA  rules  out  regulative  control  and  thus  it  demonstrates  free  will  as 
 incompatible  with  determinism,  the  CA  does  not  rule  out  guidance  control  and  thus  it  fails  to 
 demonstrate  moral  responsibility  as  incompatible  with  determinism.  91  But,  is  this  not  the  same 

 91  “It is important to understand that what [Fischer] mean[s] by free will is regulative control. Causal determinism is 
 incompatible with free will as understood as the agent’s metaphysical accessibility to alternative possibilities. 

 90  Again, see John Martin Fischer and Garrett Pendergraft, “Does the Consequence Argument Beg the Question?” 
 Philosophical Studies  166.3 (2013) 575–95. 

 89  Again, I understand that Vihvelin actually rejects that the CA should indeed be seen as a  reductio  (Vihvelin, 
 Causes  , 162). But, seeing as Vihvelin endorses Lewisian  counterfactuals (i.e., counterfactual dependence over 
 counterfactual independence), I fail to see how Vihvelin does not see the CA as a failed  reductio  against  the 
 compatibilist. She is clear that the CA succeeds in showing a “  clear statement  of what the compatibilist  position 
 entails,” (Ibid.). To me, this just means that the CA fails as a  reductio  by virtue of clearly delineating  compatibilist 
 premises. That is, the CA succeeds in showing a “  clear  statement  of what the compatibilist position entails”  by 
 omitting  the premises deemed necessary for a compatibilist  view of free will. 

 88  I understand that Vihvelin considers herself as a ‘metaphysical compatibilist’ instead of a ‘moral compatibilist’, 
 which basically means that she is committed to  free  will  being compatible with determinism  instead of  merely  moral 
 responsibility  being compatible with determinism (Vihvelin,  Causes  , 16-20). For my purposes here, however, I  will 
 lump the “necessary conditions” as necessary for free will  and  responsibility. I will take the same move  for Fischer. 
 He would consider himself as a ‘moral compatibilist’ instead of a ‘metaphysical compatibilist.’ Thus, he would 
 reject the idea that we need necessary conditions for  free will  ; what is most important to him are whether  we possess 
 necessary conditions for  moral responsibility  (Fischer,  “Semicompatibilism,” 7). Again, these distinctions, however 
 relevant in their own context, are not relevant here (though they are noted). 
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 response  as  Vihvelin  and  Bignon?  92  All  three  philosophers  state  that  the  CA  succeeds  in  one  way  , 
 while  it  fails  in  another  way.  The  premises  of  their  negative  argumentation  may  differ,  but  the 
 conclusion  is  the  same:  the  CA  fails  to  prove  incompatibilism  in  one  way,  yet  it  succeeds  in 
 another  way. 

 The  point  of  this  subsection  was  to  show  an  inkling  of  (some)  current  philosophical  literature 
 concerning  the  infamous  Consequence  Argument.  I  contend  that  this  ‘inkling’  is  sufficient  to 
 demonstrate  that  compatibilist  responses  against  the  validity  of  the  argument  (at  least  in  some 
 way  )  are  often  just  as  intuitive,  well-rounded,  and  thoroughly  plausible.  The  compatibilist  is 
 completely  entitled  to  reject  whatever  intuition  Stratton  has  in  mind  when  utilizing  the  argument 
 as  a  foundation  for  his  own  Freethinking  Argument.  Given  the  vast  amount  of  philosophers  that 
 reject  the  CA  (for  one  reason  or  another),  this  intuition  Stratton  is  hoping  for  is  almost  hopelessly 
 severed.  If  this  is  true,  then  the  compatibilist  should  not  see  the  Freethinking  Argument  as 
 intuitive.  93 

 4.2.4 Conclusion | Competing Intuitions? 

 I end this section by recalling the general incompatibilist intuition often produced by the CA: 

 This  brings  us  back  to  our  starting  point.  Our  common  sense  web  of  beliefs  about 
 ourselves  as  deliberators,  choosers,  and  agents  includes  the  belief  that  the  future  is  open 
 in  some  sense  that  the  past  is  not.  It  also  includes  the  belief  that  our  abilities  and  powers 
 are  constrained  by  the  laws.  One  way  of  understanding  these  beliefs  leads  to 
 incompatibilism; another way does not. Which one is right? 

 93  For more on compatibilist responses to the CA, see Tomis Kapitan, “A Compatibilist Reply to the Consequence 
 Argument,” in  The Oxford Handbook of Free Will  , 131-50.  For some incompatibilist responses to the CA, see 
 Timpe,  Free Will  (2e), 26-31; List, “What’s wrong  with the consequence argument: A compatibilist libertarian 
 response,”  https://personal.lse.ac.uk/list/PDF-files/ConsequenceArgumentAristotelianSociety.pdf  .  I will note that 
 both  List and Timpe agree (either implicitly or explicitly)  that the CA succeeds in  one way  , whereas it fails  in 
 another way  (this is the same response as their compatibilist  friends above). 

 92  In fact, though Vihvelin does not consider the following line of argument, Bignon and Fischer do: Direct 
 Arguments for Incompatibilism.  Indirect  Arguments  for Incompatibilism are ones like the CA. The conclusion is 
 that free will is incompatible with determinism.  Direct  Arguments for Incompatibilism argue that  moral 
 responsibility  is incompatible with determinism. Since  it is widely accepted that free will is a necessary condition for 
 moral responsibility, it is said that what we care about regarding the free will debate is  moral responsibility  ,  not 
 necessarily  free will simpliciter  . So, if we are said  to possess the requisite level of control, we are said to be “free”; 
 thus, if we possess the requisite level of “freedom”, we could be held responsible. (The requisite level of control 
 need not be understood as a sufficient condition, though Fischer thinks guidance control is sufficient and necessary 
 for responsibility). Therefore, the attack on  moral  responsibility  being incompatible with determinism  is seen more 
 as a  direct  attack, whereas arguing for  free will  being incompatible with determinism is seen more as an  indirect 
 attack. See Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , chapter 7; Fischer  and Ravizza,  Responsibility and Control  , chapter  6. 

 However, one could believe that causal determinism is incompatible with PAP and yet believe that it is compatible 
 with other definitions of free will,” (Preciado,  A  Reformed View  , 13). 

https://personal.lse.ac.uk/list/PDF-files/ConsequenceArgumentAristotelianSociety.pdf
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 The  Consequence  argument  is  an  attempt  to  provide  an  argument  in  defense  of  the 
 incompatibilist’s  way  of  understanding  these  common  sense  beliefs.  Even  if  it  fails  as  a 
 reductio,  it  has  been  successful  in  other  ways.  It  has  made  it  clear  that  the  free 
 will/determinism  problem  is  a  metaphysical  problem  and  that  the  underlying  issues 
 concern  questions  about  our  abilities  and  powers,  as  well  as  more  general  questions  about 
 the  nature  of  causation,  counterfactuals,  and  laws  of  nature.  Can  the  abilities  or  powers  of 
 choosers  and  agents  be  understood  as  a  kind  of  natural  capacity  or  disposition?  Is  there  a 
 viable  incompatibilist  alternative?  How  should  we  understand  counterfactuals  about  the 
 alternative  actions  and  choices  of  agents  at  deterministic  worlds?  Is  the  compatibilist 
 proposal  about  the  way  in  which  the  laws  and  past  constrain  us  defensible?  Are 
 incompatibilists  committed  to  the  defense  of  a  particular  view  about  the  nature  of  laws  of 
 nature? Are they committed to the rejection of a Humean view, for instance?  94 

 These  questions  represent  a  small  sampling  in  which  Stratton  fails  to  address  or  acknowledge  in 
 his  short  exposition  of  the  CA.  The  fact  remains  that  compatibilists  have  ad  nauseum 
 philosophized  a  plethora  of  material  on  the  matter,  none  of  which  is  ever  interacted  with  by 
 Stratton nor is it mentioned (not even in a footnote!). In his rejoinder to Bignon, he writes, 

 How  can  a  human  be  blamed  (in  a  desert  sense)  or  held  accountable  if  God  causally 
 determines  the  manner  in  which  he  or  she  thinks,  judges,  or  guides  a  behavior  or  anything 
 else?  If  the  [Consequence  Argument]  can  be  summed  up  this  way  when  considering 
 EDD, it seems to me that there is not an escape route for the compatibilist.  95 

 Clearly,  Stratton  has  not  considered  the  wealth  of  material  produced  by  compatibilists  on  the 
 topic  of  the  Consequence  Argument.  This  blunder  that  Stratton  has  dug  for  himself  is  truly 
 remarkable.  Compatibilists  have  always  maintained  that  competing  intuitions  exist  and  these 
 competing  intuitions  provide  competing  alternatives  against  the  incompatibilist  intuition  that 
 Stratton  takes  so  regrettably  for  granted  (regardless  of  its  source  or  its  use).  And  these  competing 
 alternative  compatibilist  accounts  demonstrate  exactly  how  a  human  may  be  “blamed  (in  a  desert 
 sense)  or  held  accountable  if  God  causally  determines  the  manner  in  which  he  or  she  thinks, 
 judges, or guides a behavior.” 

 There  is  an  alternative  explanation  for  our  beliefs  about  the  “open”  future  as  opposed  to 
 the  “fixed”  past—the  direction  of  causation.  Causal  chains  run  from  past  to  future,  and 
 not in the other direction. Our deliberation causes our choices, which cause our actions. 

 95  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 9. It is also worth noting that  if  semicompatibilism is true, the truth of the  Consequence 
 Argument  does not matter  (as noted above). Stratton’s  complaint here is against leeway compatibilists (e.g., 
 Vihvelin and Bignon),  not  source compatibilists (e.g.,  Fischer). This elementary mishap on Stratton’s part is not a 
 good sign, especially when we see how he later fares in his open critiques against Fischer’s guidance control (or, 
 semicompatibilism). 

 94  Vihvelin, "Arguments for Incompatibilism", in  The  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy  . 
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 [ … ] 

 This  alternative  explanation  of  our  commonsense  belief  about  the  contrast  between  fixed 
 past  and  open  future  allows  the  compatibilist  to  say  the  kind  of  things  that  compatibilists 
 have  traditionally  wanted  to  say:  The  ‘can’  of  our  freedom  of  will  and  freedom  of  action 
 is  the  ‘can’  of  causal  and  counterfactual  dependence.  Our  future  is  open  because  it 
 depends,  causally  and  counterfactually,  on  our  choices,  which  in  turn  depend,  causally 
 and  counterfactually,  on  our  deliberation  and  on  the  reasons  we  take  ourselves  to  have. 
 (At  least  in  the  normal  case,  where  there  is  neither  external  constraint  nor  internal 
 compulsion  or  other  pathology.)  If  our  reasons  were  different  (in  some  appropriate  way), 
 we  would  choose  otherwise,  and  if  we  chose  otherwise,  we  would  do  otherwise.  And  our 
 reasons  can  be  different,  at  least  in  the  sense  that  we,  unlike  simpler  creatures  and  young 
 children,  have  the  ability  to  critically  evaluate  our  reasons  (beliefs,  desires,  values, 
 principles,  and  so  on)  and  that  we  have,  and  at  least  sometimes  exercise,  the  ability  to 
 change  our  reasons  (Bok  1998;  Dennett  1984;  Fischer  1994;  Fischer  &  Ravizza  1998; 
 Frankfurt  1971,  1988;  Lehrer  1976,  1980,  2004;  Wallace  1994;  Watson  1975,  1987,  2004; 
 Wolf  1990;  Smith  1997,  2004;  Pettit  &  Smith  1996;  Nelkin  2011).  All  this  is  compatible 
 with  determinism.  So  the  truth  of  determinism  is  compatible  with  the  truth  of  our 
 commonsense  belief  that  we  really  do  have  a  choice  about  the  future,  that  we  really  can 
 choose and do other than what we actually do.  96 

 The  compatibilist  can  (and  have,  thoroughly)  undercut  the  intuition  generating  the  CA  by 
 positing  an  “alternative  explanation  of  our  commonsense  belief”:  conditional,  or  counterfactual 
 ability.  In  fact,  this  will  be  the  main  ability  I  will  be  utilizing  later  when  critiquing  Stratton’s 
 arguments  97  :  our  reasons  for  believing  proposition  P  are  conditional  upon  the  evidence  E.  If  E 
 were  different,  our  reasons  for  believing  P  would  be  different,  and  if  “our  reasons  were  different 
 (in  some  appropriate  way),  we  would  choose  otherwise,  and  if  we  chose  otherwise,  we  would  do 
 otherwise.”  According  to  Vihvelin,  along  with  a  host  of  other  philosophers  listed  above,  this  is 
 compatible with determinism. 

 Unfortunately,  the  sad  part  is  that  Stratton  has  not  interacted  with  these  alternative  explanations, 
 cited  them,  nor  has  he  demonstrated  that  he  is  even  familiar  with  them.  In  short,  Stratton  has  not 
 defended  against  these  otherwise  competing  intuitions;  he  has  not  done  his  homework.  The 
 intuitions  driving  the  conclusion  of  the  CA  (i.e.,  incompatibilism)  only  function  when  the 
 premises  are  demonstrated  to  be  true.  And,  of  course,  as  van  Inwagen  himself  has  noted,  if  there 
 remains  alternative  explanations  against  his  analysis  of  free  will,  then  his  argument  (the  CA)  is 
 “vitiated”  (van  Inwagen,  Essay  ,  125).  If  this  is  true,  then  Stratton’s  primary  intuition  catalyst  for 

 97  See §4.10. 
 96  Vihvelin, "Arguments for Incompatibilism", in  The  Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy  . 
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 the  grounding  of  his  Freethinking  Argument  has  been  sundered.  Given  the  overwhelming 
 negative  arguments  against  the  veracity  of  the  CA,  the  Freethinking  Argument’s  intuition  is 
 undoubtedly and unequivocally undercut. 

 The  good  news  is  that  there  are  some  parts  (keyword  being  some  )  in  Stratton’s  written  works 
 where  he  does  try  to  defend  his  arguments  against  alternative  compatibilist  explanations 
 (finally!).  The  better  news  is  that  he  defends  against  the  conditional  analysis  (compatibilist-type 
 (1))  and  guidance  control  (compatibilist-type  (5))  (see  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.3.3).  I  have  already 
 discussed  why  I  think  his  defense  against  the  conditional  analysis  fails  (see  Carlson,  Volume  1 
 §2.4.4-5).  So,  we  are  now  at  a  point  where  we  must  see  how  Stratton  defends  against  Fischer  and 
 Ravizza’s theory of guidance control. We will find that he is unsuccessful. 

 4.3 Guidance Control, Passive “Cogs”, Sourcehood, & Force in Determinism 

 Stratton  defends  his  intuition  of  PAP  by  arguing  against  guidance  control.  He  aims  to  show  the 
 inevitable  conclusions  of  accepting  determinism  to  be  that  of  “force”  at  the  whims  of  a  majestic 
 manipulator  resulting  in  human  “passive”  cogs,  lacking  any  real  ounce  of  sourcehood.  We  will 
 see that at best, Stratton misfires on all counts, and at worst, he fires blanks. 

 4.3.1 Semicompatibilism & Guidance Control 

 I  will  begin  by  defining  the  doctrine  of  semicompatibilism.  The  view  is  tied  heavily  to  the  notion 
 of  what  Fischer  and  Ravizza  have  coined  “guidance  control”,  and  it  is  dubbed  a 
 “reasons-responsive” view of freedom (compatibilist type (5)). Semicompatibilism is the 

 thesis  that  determinism  is,  or  at  least  might  be,  incompatible  with  leeway  freedom,  but  is 
 compatible  with  source  freedom.  [Fischer  and  Ravizza]  characterize  each  of  these 
 freedoms  in  terms  of  control.  Regulative  control  requires  the  ability  to  do  [or  think] 
 otherwise;  guidance  control  does  not.  Instead,  guidance  control  is  a  source  notion 
 characterized  in  terms  of  the  agent’s  rational  capacities,  in  particular  her  responsiveness 
 to  reasons.  Regulative  control  and  leeway  freedom  are  not  required  for  moral  [or  rational] 
 responsibility,  they  argue,  since  Frankfurt’s  argument  against  the  alternative  possibilities 
 requirement is successful.  98 

 98  McKenna and Pereboom,  Free Will  , 217. Recall that  I argue in Carlson, Volume 1 §2.5 that I do not think 
 Frankfurt’s argument against the Principle of Alternative Possibilities (PAP) works. Does this imply that Fischer and 
 Ravizza’s notion of guidance control is in trouble? No, it does not. Fischer and Ravizza use Frankfurt-style 
 counterexamples in order to demonstrate the  plausibility  of responsibility without the requirement of PAP;  that is, 
 the  possibility  of two senses of control being distinguished:  regulative control and guidance control. However, as 
 McKenna notes, even if Frankfurt’s case is proven false, and thus “if regulative control is not shown to be false, 
 there are other ways to defend guidance control,” (Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 12n30, cf. 221; see entire  quoted 
 McKenna passage in the same note for more details on  how  guidance control may be defended without the 
 assumption of Frankfurt’s proposal). 
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 More simply, in Fischer and Ravizza’s own words: 

 “[S]emicompatibilism”:  moral  responsibility  is  compatible  with  causal  determinism,  even 
 if causal determinism is incompatible with freedom to do otherwise.  99 

 Obviously,  there  is  much  to  unpack.  First,  the  view  known  as  semicompatibilism  is  the  view  that 
 determinism  is  compatible  with  moral  responsibility,  but  incompatible  with  freedom  to  do 
 otherwise.  This  view  is  specifically  constructed  in  order  to  be  compatible  with  both  determinism 
 and  indeterminism.  100  Second,  recall  from  the  previous  section  that  Fischer  (along  with  Ravizza) 
 is  a  source  compatibilist  whereas  Bignon  and  Vihvelin  are  leeway  compatibilists  .  More 
 specifically,  Bignon  is  a  classical  compatibilist  who  holds  to  the  conditional  analysis 
 (compatibilist-type  (1))  and  Vihvelin  is  a  leeway  compatibilist  who  holds  to  the  dispositional 
 analysis  (compatibilist-type  (4)).  Fischer  and  Ravizza  had  wanted  to  construct  a  new  view  of 
 compatibilism  which  evades  the  sticky  objections  (e.g.,  the  Consequence  Argument)  that  usually 
 plague  classical  and  dispositional  compatibilism.  Despite  the  several  rejoinders  from  these 
 leeway  compatibilists  to  the  Consequence  Argument,  Fischer  and  Ravizza  have  found  that  the 
 Consequence  Argument  to  be  essentially  sound  (see  §4.2.3)  .  And,  according  to  Fischer  and 
 Ravizza, this ought to be considered a dialectical advantage for the compatibilist. They write: 

 The  approach  to  moral  responsibility  developed  here  says  that  an  agent  can  be  held 
 morally  responsible  for  performing  an  action  insofar  as  the  mechanism  actually  issuing  in 
 the  action  is  the  agent’s  own,  [moderately]  reasons-responsive  mechanism;  the  agent  need 
 not  be  free  to  do  otherwise.  And  (as  we  shall  explain)  reasons-responsiveness  of  the 
 actual  sequence  leading  to  action  is  consistent  with  causal  determinism.  Thus  a 
 compatibilist  about  determinism  and  moral  responsibility  need  not  reject  any  of  the  very 
 plausible  ingredients  of  the  indirect  challenges  from  causal  determinism  to  moral 
 responsibility  [i.e.,  the  Consequence  Argument]  …  That  is,  such  a  compatibilist  need  not 
 rejet  such  plausible  principles  as  the  Principle  of  the  Fixity  of  the  Past,  the  Principle  of 
 the  Fixity  of  the  Laws,  and  the  Transfer  Principle.  If  it  is  the  thrust  of  this  set  of 

 100  “Further, we shall suggest that our account of moral responsibility is consistent not only with the truth of causal 
 determinism, but with its falsity as well; this renders moral responsibility optimally insulated from scientific 
 discoveries about the form and implications of the laws of nature [i.e., the truth of causal determinism],” (Fischer 
 and Ravizza,  Responsibility and Control  , 26). See  also Fischer,  The Metaphysics of Free Will  , 180: “Compatibilism 
 about determinism and responsibility is compatible with both compatibilism and incompatibilism (as well as 
 agnosticism) about determinism and freedom to do otherwise.” What is interesting in this last quote of Fischer’s is 
 the following jab directly after it: 

 The account [of guidance control] renders more implausible the doctrine of “hyper-incompatibilism”: 
 causal determinism is incompatible with moral responsibility, even if moral responsibility does not require 
 alternative possibilities. (Fischer,  The Metaphysics  of Free Will  , 180) 

 Stratton often suggests that even if one does not possess alternative possibilities, incompatibilism is still true because 
 one is still free in the “source” sense. Perhaps he is a “hyper-incompatibilist.” We will see this line of objection later. 

 99  Fischer and Ravizza,  Responsibility and Control  ,  53. 
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 challenges  that  pushes  one  to  incompatibilism  about  causal  determinism  and  freedom  to 
 do  otherwise,  this  need  not  also  push  one  toward  incompatibilism  about  causal 
 determinism and moral responsibility for actions.  101 

 For  Fischer  and  Ravizza,  guidance  control  is  the  sense  of  control  that  allows  for  the  notion  of 
 “sourcehood  that  is  appropriate  for  moral  responsibility  but  not  as  strong  as  ‘ultimate 
 sourchood’”  (Preciado,  A  Reformed  View  ,  11).  Their  complicated  account  of  guidance  control 
 produces  a  source  compatibilist  view  instead  of  a  leeway  compatibilist  view.  Because  of  this, 
 semicompatibilists  may  hold  to  the  truth  of  the  Consequence  Argument  without  abandoning  their 
 metaphysical  conviction  of  compatibilism.  This  is  significant  because  if  an  incompatibilist 
 (Stratton,  for  instance)  argues  the  Consequence  Argument  in  virtue  of  arguing  for  an 
 incompatibilist  intuition  about  PAP,  “this  need  not  also  push  one  toward  incompatibilism  about 
 causal  determinism  and  moral  responsibility  for  actions.”  Once  again,  we  see  Stratton’s  primary 
 intuition  driver  for  his  Freethinking  Argument  falter:  it  does  not  follow  that  even  if  the 
 Consequence  Argument  is  true,  the  incompatibility  between  determinism  and  responsibility 
 follows.  All  that  follows  is  that  regulative  control  is  incompatible  with  the  Consequence 
 Argument  (as  shown  in  §4.2.3).  This  dialectical  advantage  might  prove  useful  to  many  reformed 
 theologians.  102 

 Third,  the  concept  of  ‘control’  is  central  to  the  doctrine  of  semicompatibilism.  Fischer  and 
 Ravizza’s  analysis  of  control  centers  around  the  denial  of  leeway  (i.e.,  Principle  of  Alternative 
 Possibilities,  or  ‘regulative  control’)  and  the  affirmation  of  a  sourcehood  condition  (as  we  have 
 seen).  103  Their  analysis  of  ‘control’  distinguishes  between  regulative  control  and  guidance 
 control  .  Regulative  control  could  be  seen  as  basically  synonymous  with  Frankfurt's  Principle  of 
 Alternative Possibilities (PAP). This sense of control states 

 103  A common objection from Stratton could be raised at this point. It would argue that there cannot be  any  sense of 
 sourcehood for a determined agent, thus the very idea of guidance control being a notion of “source” for the 
 determined agent is incoherent. But, this objection itself fails to appreciate the dialectical strategy Fischer and 
 Ravizza pose upon their incompatibilist critics. Notice, guidance control is  a  source condition, not  the  source 
 condition. That is, guidance control need not (and most certainly does not) presuppose  efficient causal  sourcehood 
 or what Kane calls ‘ultimate sourcehood.’ Guidance control poses a less strict account of sourcehood than the 
 incompatibilist view of source. The incompatibilist argues for a sort of ‘hard agency’ while the compatibilists argue 
 for a more modest ‘soft agency’. Also, recall that I spent a great deal of time demonstrating how one could be  a 
 source of their actions while being determined by utilizing a ‘blockage Frankfurt-style case’ (see Carlson, Volume 1 
 §2.5.13-14). There, I distinguished between  efficient  sourcehood  and  formal sourcehood  . I argued that the  former is 
 incompatible with determinism whereas the latter is not, and it is the latter that is arguably necessary for moral 
 responsibility, not the former. Fischer and Ravizza have a similar project when they distinguish between regulative 
 control and guidance control. In fact, we will see that my  formal sourcehood  is very much identical  to Fischer and 
 Ravizza’s  guidance control  . More about sourcehood  will be discussed in §4.3.4. 

 102  Reformed scholar Michael Patrick Preciado seemed to think so! Once again, I point the reader to his book  A 
 Reformed View of Freedom: The Compatibility of Guidance Control and Reformed Theology  . I will continue to  rely 
 upon Preciado’s significant insight throughout the entirety of this section. 

 101  Ibid., 51. 
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 that  an  agent  has  control  if  and  only  if  the  agent  could  have  done  something  other  than 
 what  he  did.  This  specific  type  of  control  is  communicated  by  the  phrase  “could  have.”  If 
 the  agent  is  to  be  legitimately  held  as  a  morally  responsible  agent,  then  it  must  have  been 
 within  his  power  to  refrain  from  action  p  .  The  agent  must  have  had  access  to  an 
 alternative  possibility,  such  as  not  p  .  PAP  is  supposed  to  be  incompatible  with  causal 
 determinism  because  causal  determinism  denies  access  to  alternative  possibilities.  This 
 means  that  causal  determinism  is  incompatible  with  moral  responsibility.  Fischer  and 
 Ravizza call this analysis of control regulative control.  104 

 Notice  that  regulative  control  entails  PAP,  but  more  fundamentally,  regulative  control  entails  the 
 categorical  liberty  of  contradiction  (i.e.,  CON  PAP-All  ;  see  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.5.6).  In  order  to 
 be  held  appropriately  morally  responsible,  the  agent  must  have  had  possession  of  an  alternative 
 possibility;  the  ability  to  do  p  or  not  p  .  Notice  also  that  this  type  of  ‘control’  is  the  sense  of 
 control  usually  touted  by  incompatibilists  (specifically  leeway  incompatibilists)  as  the 
 ‘freedom-relevant’  condition  for  moral  responsibility.  Bignon  had  called  this  sense  of  ‘control’ 
 the  ‘categorical’  ability  to  do  otherwise  (PAP  All  ).  Agreeing  with  Bignon,  Fischer  and  Ravizza 
 have  argued  that  regulative  control  (or  CON  PAP-All  )  is  not  necessary  for  moral  responsibility.  And 
 instead  of  developing  a  leeway  account  of  compatibilism  (like  Bignon  in  suggesting  the 
 conditional  analysis  of  ability  [PAP  If  ],  or  Vihvelin  in  suggesting  the  dispositional  analysis  of 
 ability  [PAP  Disp  ]),  Fischer  and  Ravizza  develop  a  source  account  of  compatibilism.  Their  account 
 still centers on the notion of guidance control. 

 The  account  of  guidance  control  presented  here  helps  us  to  reconcile  causal  determinism 
 with  moral  responsibility  for  actions,  even  if  causal  determinism  is  inconsistent  with 
 freedom  to  do  otherwise  [regulative  control].  We  shall  contend  that  the  case  for  the 
 incompatibility  of  causal  determinism  and  freedom  to  do  otherwise  is  different  from  (and 
 stronger  than)  the  case  for  the  incompatibility  of  causal  determinism  and  moral 
 responsibility for actions.  105 

 While  Fischer  and  Ravizza  agree  that  alternative  possibilities  are  necessary  for  freedom  ,  they  are 
 not  necessary  for  moral  responsibility  .  Incompatibilist  philosophers  such  as  Kane  and  Pereboom 
 have  long  argued  that  alternative  possibilities  are  necessary  for  freedom  –in  the  case  of  Pereboom, 
 if  we  do  not  have  access  to  these  alternatives,  we  are  not  free  nor  are  we  considered  desert 
 responsible,  whereas  in  Kane’s  case,  we  are  free  because  we  do  have  these  alternatives 
 accessible;  we  do  have  free  will.  So,  Fischer  and  Ravizza  take  the  semi  approach  and  basically 
 say,  “We  agree!  It  is  just  the  case  that  alternatives  are  not  necessary  for  moral  responsibility  , 
 though  they  are  necessary  for  freedom  .”  Therefore,  Fischer  and  Ravizza  “argue  that  guidance 
 control  is  the  kind  of  control  necessary  for  moral  responsibility  and  that  it  is  compatible  with 

 105  Fischer and Ravizza,  Responsibility and Control  ,  51. 
 104  Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 4-5. 
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 causal  determinism,”  (Preciado,  A  Reformed  View  ,  11).  The  notion  of  guidance  control  allows  the 
 agent  to  be  in  control  of  her  actions,  while  regulative  control  allows  the  agent  to  be  in  control 
 over  her  actions.  And  Fischer  and  Ravizza  contend  that  it  is  the  former  that  is  necessary  for 
 moral responsibility,  not  the latter. 

 In  summary,  I  have  defined  the  doctrine  of  semicompatibilism.  This  view  states  that  moral 
 responsibility  is  compatible  with  determinism,  but  incompatible  with  the  freedom  to  do 
 otherwise  (i.e.,  PAP  All  or  regulative  control).  A  dialectical  advantage  of  the  semicompatibilist 
 view  is  that  it  evades  the  Consequence  Argument  wholesale,  and  it  also  seems  to  be  compatible 
 with  both  determinism  and  indeterminism.  Semicompatibilism  denies  leeway  as  the 
 ‘freedom-relevant’  condition  necessary  for  moral  responsibility;  that  is,  semicompatibilists  deny 
 regulative  control  as  necessary  for  moral  responsibility.  However,  semicompatibilism  does  affirm 
 a  source  condition  as  necessary  for  responsibility,  and  it  is  found  in  the  notion  of  guidance 
 control. Fischer and Ravizza’s account of guidance control 

 is  compatible  with  determinism  because  it  utilizes  a  concept  of  control  that  avoids  the 
 threats  from  alternative  possibilities  and  from  the  sourcehood  requirement.  In  the 
 philosophical  literature,  it  has  been  argued  that  determinism  (or  any  kind)  is  not 
 compatible  with  moral  responsibility  because  it  denies  that  agents  have  the  power  to  do 
 other  than  what  they  have  done.  In  other  words,  it  denies  PAP.  Fischer  and  Ravizza 
 respond  to  this  by  giving  FSCs.  In  these  examples,  the  agent  could  not  do  otherwise,  yet 
 we  intuitively  hold  him  responsible.  This  is  evidence  that  our  concept  of  moral 
 responsibility does not require PAP.  106 

 The  second  threat  that  determinism  supposedly  brings  is  over  sourcehood.  Many 
 philosophers  have  argued  that  if  determinism  is  true,  then  we  are  not  the  appropriate 
 source  of  our  own  actions.  Since  we  are  not  the  appropriate  source  of  our  own  actions,  we 
 cannot  be  held  responsible  for  them.  Fischer  and  Ravizza  respond  by  giving  an  account 
 of  sourcehood  that  is  compatible  with  determinism  and  that  accounts  for  all  our  intuitions 
 for  holding  people  responsible.  This  account  centers  on  their  concept  of  guidance  control. 
 A  major  element  of  guidance  control  is  moderate  reasons-responsiveness.  The 
 sourcehood  objection  is  answered  by  denying  ultimate  sourcehood  and  affirming 

 106  Once again, though Fischer and Ravizza claim FSCs are successful as the first step in demonstrating the 
 compatibility of moral responsibility and determinism, I do not. However, as Preciado notes, 

 It is also important to note that if the Frankfurt examples are not successful, this would not dampen the 
 adequacy of Fischer and Ravizza’s account of moral responsibility. This is why they do not provide a 
 defense of Frankfurt cases in  Responsibility and Control  .  Frankfurt cases are helpful in questioning the 
 necessity of PAP, but they are not the only way to do this. Other ways may be successful even if FSCs fail. 
 So, we should not view the success of Fischer and Ravizza’s account of moral responsibility as necessarily 
 dependent upon the success of FSCs. (Preciado,  A Reformed  View  , 221) 

 In fact, as I have pointed out many times throughout the entirety of Volume 1, I find Bignon’s Pelagian Argument 
 and reformulated Divine Impeccability Argument to be better weapons in demonstrating the falsity of PAP. And as 
 Preciado states, taking this alternative avenue in order to show the falsity of PAP (instead of taking the avenue of 
 FSCs) does not diminish the sufficiency and necessity of guidance control for moral responsibility. 
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 guidance  control.  An  agent  is  an  appropriate  source  of  his  actions,  consequences,  and 
 omissions  if  they  arise  from  the  agent’s  own  moderately  reasons-responsive 
 mechanism.  107 

 Thus  far,  I  have  not  explained  the  philosophical  mechanics  of  guidance  control  in  any  great 
 detail. We will turn to these details in the next subsection. 

 4.3.2 Moderate Reasons-Responsiveness & Mechanism Ownership 

 Fischer  and  Ravizza  view  of  semicompatibilism  entails  guidance  control.  They  argue  that 
 guidance  control  ought  to  be  considered  as  the  ‘freedom-relevant’  condition  necessary  (and 
 perhaps  sufficient)  for  moral  responsibility.  They  cash  out  the  notion  of  guidance  control  in  terms 
 of  reasons-responsiveness  and  mechanism  ownership.  Roughly,  guidance  control  could  be 
 defined as follows: 

 One  might  then  employ  the  following  condition  as  part  of  a  theory  that  distinguishes  the 
 relatively  clear  cases  of  moral  responsibility  from  the  cases  of  a  lack  of  it:  an  agent 
 exhibits  guidance  control  of  an  action  insofar  as  the  mechanism  that  actually  issues  the 
 action is his own, reasons-responsive mechanism.  108 

 Fischer  and  Ravizza  take  it  that  their  notion  of  guidance  must  entail  at  least  two  components:  1. 
 Moderate  reasons-responsiveness,  and  2.  Mechanism  ownership.  I  will  begin  by  expositing 
 Fischer and Ravizza’s moderate reasons-responsiveness condition of guidance control. 

 Reasons-responsive  views  state  “an  agent  is  morally  responsible  if  the  agent  is  appropriately 
 responsive to reasons. Michael McKenna puts it more precisely: 

 Reasons-responsive  theories  account  for  free  will  in  terms  of  the  relation  between 
 an  agent  and  her  reasons  for  action;  free  agents  are  those  who,  when  acting 
 intentionally,  are  in  some  manner  sensitive  to  a  suitable  range  of  reasons  for 
 action. 

 Exactly  what  it  means  to  be  “appropriately  responsive  to  reasons”  differs  among 
 philosophers.  Fischer  and  Ravizza  will  describe  that  this  means  being  moderately 
 reasons-responsive.  Their  view  is  regarded  as  the  gold  standard  of  reasons-responsive 
 theories.  109 

 109  Preciado,  A Reformed View,  14. (McKenna quote from  “Contemporary Compatibilism,” in  The Oxford Handbook 
 of Free Will  (2e), 175). See also McKenna, “Reasons-Responsive  Theories of Freedom,” in  The Routledge 
 Companion to Free Will  : “Reasons-responsive theories  of freedom explain free agency in terms of an agent’s 

 108  Fischer and Ravizza,  Responsibility and Control  ,  39. 
 107  Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 37. 
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 Before  articulating  the  details  of  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  specific  reasons-responsive  theory,  it 
 might  be  beneficial  to  see  exactly  why  reasons-responsive  theories  attract  philosophers, 
 particularly  of  the  compatibilist  variety.  So,  why  the  compatibilist  appeal  for 
 reasons-responsiveness? 

 First,  an  agent’s  reasons-responsiveness  is  established  in  terms  of  the  range  of  reasons  to 
 which  she  would  be  responsive  at  the  time  in  which  she  acts.  This  in  turn  can  be 
 explained  (even  if  not  reduced  to)  a  set  of  counterfactuals  about  how  an  agent  would  have 
 acted  had  certain  reasons  been  salient  that  were  not  salient  in  her  actual  context  of  action. 
 These  propositions  are  not  in  any  way  inconsistent  with  the  assumption  that  at  the  time  an 
 agent  acted  she  was  determined.  Why?  Determinism  is  a  thesis  about  what  is  physically 
 [or  mentally]  possible  for  an  agent  given  her  exact  actual  past  and  the  totality  of  the  laws 
 of  nature  [or  God’s  decree  given  theological  determinism].  Determinism  is  silent  as 
 regards  truths  about  how  an  agent  would  act  were  her  past  (or  the  laws)  just  a  bit  different 
 than  they  were.  Counterfactuals  that  postulate  non-actual  but  possible  reasons  involve 
 antecedents that presuppose, relative to the actual world, that the past is a bit different.  110 

 What  is  interesting  about  this  quote  is  that  it  is  compatible  with  subjunctive  conditionals,  the 
 exact  type  of  conditionals  that  Molinism  posits  with  regards  to  creaturely  freedom  and  God’s 
 middle  knowledge.  Secondly,  reason-responsive  theories  are  compatible  with  dispositional  (and 
 therefore  conditional)  analyses  of  freedom  (see  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.4.3-4;  more  on  this  later). 
 Third,  it  appears  that  determinism  itself  does  not  pose  a  threat  to  an  agent’s  reasons-responsive 
 mechanism  (  contrary  to  something  which  Stratton  himself  seems  to  imply;  cf.  Stratton, 
 “Rejoinder,”  9).  McKenna  provides  one  more  potential  reason  as  to  why  reasons-responsive 
 theories are often considered elite in the compatibilist literature. 

 Second,  …  reasons-responsive  theories  help  to  show  how  it  is  that,  when  an  agent  is 
 reasons-responsive,  the  actions  she  freely  preforms  [sic]  are  caused  in  the  right  way  by 
 resources  that  are  distinctive  of  persons.  One  of  the  major  burdens  of  any  theory  of 
 freedom–compatibilist  or  incompatibilist–is  a  matter  or  showing  that  an  agent  is  the  right 
 kind  of  source  of  her  actions.  Many  appeal  to  restrictive  views  about  the  metaphysics 
 involved,  which  along  with  a  requirement  of  indeterminism  might  include  the  notion  of 
 agent-causation.  This  is  especially  so  for  incompatibilists.  Reasons-responsive 
 compatibilist  theories,  however,  are  seemingly  able  to  draw  just  upon  far  more  mundane 

 110  McKenna, “Reasons-Responsive Theories of Freedom,” 29. 

 sensitivity to reasons. An agent who acts freely is responsive to  variation  in a suitable spectrum of reasons. Because 
 many theories understand free will in terms of the control condition(s) necessary for moral responsibility, 
 reasons-responsive theories are also frequently cast in terms of theories of the control condition for moral 
 responsibility,” (Ibid., 27). It is widely considered that Fischer and Ravizza’s account of reasons-responsiveness is 
 perhaps the most influential, popular, and highly diversified compatibilist theory alive on the market today. See 
 Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 14n36. 
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 resources.  Nevertheless,  these  resources  assign  a  special  role  to  the  agent  qua  rational 
 being  as  the  source  of  her  action.  Moreover,  by  doing  so,  reasons-responsive  theories 
 develop  a  familiar  compatibilist  strategy  of  distinguishing  between  kinds  of  causes  of 
 actions,  some  of  which  are  freedom-defeating  and  others  that  are  not.  In  a  wide  range  of 
 conditions  in  which  the  causes  of  an  agent's  actions  are  freedom-defeating  (compulsion, 
 psychosis, phobia, coercion, delusion, and so on) the agent is not reasons-responsive.  111 

 McKenna  suggests  that  reasons-responsive  theories  are  by  nature  ‘flexible’  enough  to 
 accommodate  the  compatibilist  in  their  endeavor  of  showing  exactly  which  actions  are 
 “freedom-defeating”,  and  which  are  not.  Reasons-responsiveness  can  tentatively  allow  the 
 compatibilist  to  demonstrate  to  the  incompatibilist  that  some  actions  are  not  reasonably 
 considered  free  (e.g.,  “compulsion,  psychosis,  phobia,  coercion,  delusion,  and  so  on”)  precisely 
 because  those  actions  are  caused  or  brought  about  in  the  wrong  way.  In  other  words,  according 
 to  compatibilist  philosophy,  the  determining  mechanism  matters  (contrary  to  Stratton’s  assertion; 
 see  “Rejoinder,”  27;  cf.  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.2.5).  Reasons-responsive  views  of  moral 
 responsibility  just  have  better  resources  than  other  competing  incompatibilist  and  compatibilist 
 views.  How  do  Fischer  and  Ravizza  make  use  of  these  awesome  resources?  In  order  to 
 understand  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  moderate  reasons-responsive  theory,  I  will  quote  McKenna’s 
 exposition of the theory at length: 

 Fischer  and  Ravizza  (1998)  propose  an  account  of  moderate  reasons-responsiveness  that 
 has  two  components,  a  receptivity  and  a  reactivity  component.  Receptivity  involves  the 
 means  whereby  an  agent  (by  way  of  a  mechanism)  comes  to  recognize  and  evaluate  the 
 spectrum  of  reasons  for  action.  Reactivity  involves  the  means  by  which  an  agent  reacts  to 
 her  recognition  of  sufficient  reasons  and  acts  accordingly.  Fischer  and  Ravizza  propose 
 an  asymmetry:  Guidance  control  requires  regularly  receptivity  to  reasons  but  only  weak 
 reactivity  to  reasons.  To  capture  the  spectrum  of  reasons  to  which  an  agent’s  mechanism 
 must  be  regularly  receptive,  Fischer  and  Ravizza  require  that  the  spectrum  exhibits  a 
 pattern  of  rational  stability  (70-71).  It  must  also  pass  a  sanity  test,  such  that  a  third-party 
 inquirer  could  come  to  understand  the  pattern  of  reasons  the  agent  would  accept  (71-72). 
 In  addition,  some  of  the  reasons  must  be  minimally  moral,  which  is  needed  to  rule  out 
 smart  animals,  children,  and,  perhaps,  psychopaths  (76-81).  As  for  reactivity,  Fischer  and 
 Ravizza  argue  that  it  is  sufficient  that  an  agent  act  from  a  mechanism  such  that  there  is 
 just  one  possible  world  in  which  that  mechanism  operates  and  the  agent  reacts  differently 
 to  a  sufficient  reason  to  do  otherwise  (73).  They  contend  that  “reactivity  is  all  of  a  piece” 
 (73).  A  mechanism  that  reacts  differently  to  a  sufficient  reason  to  do  otherwise  in  some 
 possible  world  shows  that  the  same  kind  of  mechanism  can  react  differently  to  any 
 reasons to do otherwise. It has the general capacity.  112 

 112  McKenna, “Contemporary Compatibilism,” 191; cf. McKenna and Pereboom,  Free Will  , 218-9. 
 111  Ibid., 29-30. 
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 The  reason  why  Fischer  and  Ravizza  offer  a  moderate  account  of  reasons-responsiveness  is 
 because  strong  and  weak  accounts  do  not  produce  the  resources  flexible  enough  in  order  for  an 
 agent to appropriate a desired action  for the sufficient  reason  to do otherwise. As Preciado notes, 

 One  of  the  difficulties  with  both  these  formulations  [Strong  and  Weak]  is  that  they  do  not 
 require  that  the  agent  do  otherwise  because  of  the  sufficient  reason.  It  is  one  thing  to  say 
 that  there  is  a  sufficient  reason  to  do  otherwise,  but  it  is  more  important  that  the  agent  do 
 otherwise  because  of  that  reason.  [Strong  and  Weak  Reasons-Responsiveness]  do  not 
 require  this…  The  reason  is  that  the  agent  doing  otherwise  must  be  appropriately 
 connected to the reason to do otherwise.  113 

 According  to  Fischer  and  Ravizza,  to  be  moderately  reasons-responsive  is  to  possess  regular 
 receptivity  to  reasons  but  only  weak  reactivity  to  reasons  producing  an  “understandable  pattern 
 of  reasons-recognition,  minimally  grounded  in  reality,”  (Fischer  and  Ravizza,  Responsibility  and 
 Control  , 73). 

 They  define  “reactivity  to  reasons”  as  “the  capacity  to  translate  reasons  into  choices  (and 
 then  subsequent  behavior).”  They  define  “receptivity  to  reasons”  as  “the  capacity  to 
 recognize the reasons that exist.”  114 

 Reactivity  to  reasons  could  be  called  the  agent’s  “cognitive  power”  whereas  receptivity  to 
 reasons  could  be  called  the  agent’s  “executive  power”  (Fischer  and  Ravizza,  Responsibility  and 
 Control  ,  75).  Now,  the  dedicated  reader  will  come  to  understand  that  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s 
 account  of  moderate  reasons-responsiveness  is  compatible  with  a  dispositional  analysis  of 
 freedom.  The  two  main  components  of  moderate  reasons-responsiveness,  minimally,  require  the 
 capacity  to  translate  reasons  into  choice,  as  well  as  the  capacity  to  recognize  the  reasons  that 
 exist.  This  is  compatible  with  Vihvelin’s  ‘wide’  ability  to  do  (or  think)  otherwise;  or  the  capacity 
 to  do  otherwise  absent  external  impediments,  obstacles,  given  a  suitable  environment  or 
 circumstance.  In  Volume  1  §2.4.3,  I  defended  Vihvelin’s  argument  that  the  ‘wide’  ability  to  do 
 (or  think)  otherwise  is  indeed  compatible  with  determinism,  contrary  to  Stratton  asserting  that  it 
 is  not.  If  Vihvelin’s  argument  holds,  then  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  moderate  reasons-responsiveness 
 account  is  seen  to  be  outwardly  compatible  with  determinism  as  dispositions  are  by  definition 
 compatible  with  determinism.  Given  this,  there  are  no  impediments  to  the  agent  regularly 
 receiving  reasons,  weakly  reacting  to  such  reasons,  and  recognizing  these  reasons  as  a  rationally 
 stable pattern of reasons-responsiveness. 

 114  Ibid., 27. (Preciado quotes from Fischer and Ravizza,  Responsibility and Control  , 69) 
 113  Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 24-25. 
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 To  review,  guidance  control  requires  reasons-responsiveness  and  mechanism  ownership.  Fischer 
 and  Ravizza  have  argued  that  reasons-responsiveness  must  be  moderately  reasons-responsive. 
 This  requires  the  mechanism  to  be  regularly  receptive  to  a  range  of  appropriate  moral  reasons  to 
 do  otherwise  (according  to  an  “understandable  pattern  of  reasons-recognition,  minimally 
 grounded  in  reality”  or  rational  stability)  as  well  as  weakly  reactive  to  at  most  one  sufficient 
 moral  reason  to  do  otherwise.  Unfortunately,  space  limits  the  full  exposition  of  Fischer  and 
 Ravizza’s  theory;  however,  they  defend  their  moderate  account  with  a  wide  variety  of  thought 
 experiments  and  counterexamples  in  order  to  pull  out  the  necessary  pre-reflexive  conscious 
 intuition  of  reasons-responsiveness  as  necessary  for  responsibility.  115  Fischer  and  Ravizza 
 contend,  however,  that  the  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism  must  be  owned  by  the  agent 
 in  the  appropriate  way  in  order  for  the  agent  to  be  considered  the  subjective  ‘source’  of  one’s 
 actions.  This  is  what  Fischer  and  Ravizza  call  ‘mechanism  ownership.’  This  is  the  second 
 condition for guidance control. 

 There  is  one  further,  crucial  condition.  In  order  for  an  agent  to  exercise  guidance  control, 
 the  mechanism  on  which  she  acts  must  be  her  own.  This  ownership  condition  ensures  that 
 the  agent’s  mechanism  is  not  alien  to  her,  that  it  was  not,  for  example,  installed  by  means 
 of  brainwashing  or  covert  electronic  manipulation.  Ownership  requires  three  conditions. 
 First,  the  agent  must  view  herself,  when  acting  from  relevant  mechanisms,  as  an  agent, 
 capable  of  shaping  the  world  by  her  choices  and  actions.  Second,  she  must  see  herself  as 
 an  apt  target  of  others’  moral  expectations  and  demands  as  revealed  in  the  reactive 
 attitudes.  Finally,  the  beliefs  regarding  the  first  two  conditions  “must  be  based  in  an 
 appropriate  way,  one  the  individual’s  evidence”  (Fischer  and  Ravizza  1998,  238).  Fischer 
 and  Ravizza  distinguish  between  individuals  who  unreflectively  take  ownership  of  their 
 mechanisms  of  action  and  those  who  entertain  philosophical  considerations  bearing  on 
 that  question  (225–26).  A  reflective  agent  might  come  to  believe  that  no  one  is  morally 
 responsible,  and  so  she  herself  is  not  a  fair  target  of  others’  moral  demands.  Fischer  and 
 Ravizza  grant  that  these  reflective  agents  are  not  morally  responsible,  because,  failing  the 
 subjective  condition  on  moral  responsibility,  they  do  not  own  the  mechanisms  from 
 which they act (228). 

 Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  ownership  condition  introduces  an  historical  element  into 
 their  account.  This  distinguishes  their  view  from,  for  example,  Frankfurt’s  [hierarchical 
 model],  and  allows  them  to  argue  that  in  relevant  cases  of  manipulation,  such  as  that  of 
 [Pereboom’s  Four  Case  Manipulation  Argument;  see  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.3.4]  the  agent 
 is not morally responsible.  116 

 First, the term ‘mechanism’ is a bit technical. 

 116  McKenna, “Contemporary Compatibilism,” 191. 

 115  See ibid., chapter 1 for a fuller exposition and summary of Fischer and Ravizza’s defense of moderate 
 reasons-responsiveness. 
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 Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  account  have  made  use  of  the  term  'mechanism.’  I  noted  earlier 
 that  a  rough  definition  of  mechanism  is  ‘the  way  in  which  an  action  is  brought  about.’  We 
 can  better  understand  the  concept  of  mechanism  by  returning  to  FSCs,  especially  the 
 distinction  between  the  actual  sequence  and  alternative  sequence.  In  these  examples,  the 
 actual  sequence  proceeds  “in  the  normal  way  or  via  the  ‘normal’  process  of  practical 
 reasoning.” 

 In  contrast,  in  the  alternative  scenario  (which  never  actually  gets  triggered  and 
 thus  never  becomes  part  of  the  actual  sequence  of  events  in  our  world),  there  is 
 (say)  direct  electronic  stimulation  of  the  brain–intuitively,  a  different  way  or 
 different  kind  of  mechanism  ….  The  actually  operating  mechanism  (in  a 
 Frankfurt-type  case)–ordinary  huma  practical  reasoning,  unimpaired  by  direct 
 stimulation by neurosurgeons, and so forth. 

 Thus, a mechanism is just the way an action came about.  117 

 It  is  important  to  understand  that  Fischer  and  Ravizza  hold  fixed  the  actual  sequence  of  events, 
 that  is,  what  actually  happens.  Frankfurt-style  counterexamples  allow  us  to  intuitively 
 “distinguish  between  the  actual  mechanism  and  the  alternative  mechanism,”  (Preciado,  A 
 Reformed  View  ,  20-21).  While  I  don’t  find  Frankfurt-style  cases  to  be  convincing  in 
 demonstrating  the  falsity  of  PAP,  I  do  find  them  helpful  in  distinguishing  between  the  alternative 
 sequence  (when  Black  counterfactually  intervenes  upon  Jones’  decision)  and  the  actual  sequence 
 (when  Jones  makes  the  decision  unimpaired  by  Black’s  devices).  It  is  also  important  to 
 understand  that  the  process  of  “taking  responsibility”  according  to  Fischer  and  Ravizza  “is  what 
 makes  the  agent’s  actions  his  own,”  (Preciado,  A  Reformed  View  ,  43).  In  the  actual  sequence  of 
 events,  we  find  Jones  “taking  responsibility”  for  his  actions.  Fischer  and  Ravizza  think  this  is 
 what  makes  Jones  intuitively  morally  responsible;  holding  fixed  the  actual  sequence  of  events, 
 not  the  alternative  sequence.  As  they  say,  “...  the  actual-sequence  mechanism  is,  intuitively,  the 
 agent’s  own  ,  whereas  the  alternative-scenario  mechanism  is  not  ,”  (Fischer  and  Ravizza, 
 Responsibility and Control  , 228). 

 Second,  as  McKenna  notes  above,  Fischer  and  Ravizz’s  condition  of  mechanism  ownership 
 requires  three  conditions:  “(1)  the  agent  must  see  himself  (a  mechanism  in  him)  as  the  source  of 
 his  behavior,  (2)  he  must  accept  that  he  is  a  fair  target  of  the  reactive  attitudes  as  a  result  of  how 
 he  exercises  his  agency…  and  (3)  this  view  of  himself  must  be  based  in  an  appropriate  way  on 
 the  evidences.”  118  Conditions  (1)  and  (2)  “seem  to  be  snapshot  properties;  (3)  the  historically 
 entailing  ingredient,”  (Ibid.).  Guidance  control,  Fischer  and  Ravizza  contend,  must  be  an 

 118  Carl Ginet, “Working with Fischer and Ravizza,” 238. (quoted in Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 43) 
 117  Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 20. (quote from Fischer,  “Guidance Control,” 186-87) 
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 essentially  historical  account.  What  this  means  is  that  the  way  the  action  comes  about  within  the 
 agent  matters  when we go to properly ascribe desert  responsibility to the agent. 

 Someone’s  being  morally  responsible  requires  the  past  be  a  certain  way…  Thus,  in  order 
 to  establish  whether  the  mechanism  from  which  an  agent  acts  is  his  own,  we  must  attend 
 to  aspects  of  the  history  of  the  action.  More  specifically  we  have  suggested  that  the  past 
 must  contain  a  process  of  “taking  responsibility.”  …  It  is  part  of  the  process  by  which  a 
 mechanism leading (say) to an action, becomes  one’s  own  .  119 

 Fischer and Ravizza go on to articulate their three conditions for mechanism ownership: 

 First,  an  individual  must  see  himself  as  the  source  of  his  behavior  in  the  sense  we  have 
 specified.  That  is,  the  individual  must  see  himself  as  an  agent;  he  must  see  that  his 
 choices  and  actions  are  efficacious  in  the  world.  The  agent  thus  sees  that  his  motivational 
 states are the causal source–in certain characteristic ways–of upshots in the world.  120 

 Preciado tags a most helpful commentary upon this first condition for mechanism ownership: 

 It  is  important  to  understand  that  when  Fischer  and  Ravizza  appeal  to  the  agent  as  the 
 source  of  his  behavior,  they  do  not  mean  that  he  is  the  ultimate  source,  nor  do  they  mean 
 that  nothing  has  caused  or  determined  his  actions.  Instead,  they  mean  that  his  actions 
 spring  from  a  mechanism  that  is  moderately  reasons-responsive  and  that  the  agent  has 
 taken  ownership  of  this  mechanism.  Part  of  taking  ownership  is  subjectively  seeing  or 
 accepting  that  he  caused  the  action  that  affects  the  world  in  certain  ways.  He  truly 
 believes that he is the causal source.  121 

 Incompatibilists  often  retort  that  one  cannot  be  a  source  of  action  given  the  truth  of  determinism. 
 This  is  false.  I  have  shown  in  Volume  1  §2.5.13-14  that  an  agent  can  be  a  formal  causal  source  of 
 action,  not  the  efficient  causal  source  .  The  former  is  compatible  with  determinism  whereas  the 
 latter  is  not.  It  is  the  former  that  Fischer  and  Ravizza  probably  have  in  mind  when  they  speak  of 
 “source”  or  “ownership”.  This  ‘taking  responsibility’  or  ‘ownership’,  then,  is  compatible  with 
 determinism. 

 The  second  condition  for  mechanism  ownership  is  the  agent’s  belief  that  they  are  a  fair  target  of 
 the  reactive  attitudes  for  moral  praise  or  blame  (Fischer  and  Ravizza,  Responsibility  and  Control  , 
 211). The third condition bases the first two conditions on ‘evidence’: 

 121  Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 43. 
 120  Ibid., 210-11. 
 119  Fischer and Ravizza,  Responsibility and Control  ,  207. 
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 The  third  condition  on  taking  responsibility  requires  that  the  individuals’  view  of  himself 
 specified in the first two conditions be based, in an appropriate way, on the evidence.  122 

 This  means  that  the  agent’s  view  of  himself  should  be  based  on  the  evidence  of  (1)  “his 
 experience  with  the  effects  of  his  choices  and  actions  on  the  world”  and  (2)  “his  view  of 
 himself  as  an  apt  target  for  reactive  attitudes  in  certain  contexts,”  which  are  based  on 
 what his parents and society have taught him. 

 This  is  what  Fischer  and  Ravizza  mean  by  “taking  responsibility.”  There  is  one 
 more  feature  of  this  that  is  important.  It  is  that  taking  responsibility  need  not  be  a 
 conscious or deliberative process: 

 This  process  may  involve  conscious  and  deliberative  reflection  but  it  need 
 not  .  Just  as  a  person  who  acts  for  a  reason  need  not  explicitly  formulate 
 the  reason  or  consciously  invoke  it  as  an  action  guide,  so  a  person  can  take 
 responsibility in an implicit, nondeliberative way. 

 This  is  important  to  understand.  The  process  of  taking  responsibility  is  not 
 necessarily conscious.  123 

 In  summary,  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  mechanism  ownership  condition  requires  “that  an  agent  (1) 
 views  himself  as  the  [formal]  source,  (2)  views  himself  as  an  apt  candidate  for  the  reactive 
 attitudes, and (3) bases (1) and (2) on the evidence,” (Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 46). 

 Thus  far,  I  have  detailed  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  account  of  guidance  control.  Guidance  control 
 minimally  consists  of  moderate  reasons-responsiveness  and  mechanism  ownership,  and  each  of 
 these  components  are  said  to  be  compatible  with  determinism.  The  first  component  requires  that 
 the  reasons-responsive  mechanism  comes  about  within  the  agent  in  an  appropriate  way  (i.e., 
 ‘moderately’).  We  have  said  that  this  requires  regular  receptivity  to  moral  reasons  (in  an 
 appropriate  pattern  of  rational  stability,  grounded  in  reality)  along  with  weak  reactivity  to  the 
 same  range  of  reasons,  thus  producing  within  the  agent  to  do  a  for  sufficient  reason  r  .  As  for 
 mechanism  ownership,  it  requires  three  conditions:  (1)  the  agent  must  see  herself  as  a  source  of 
 her  actions,  capable  of  bringing  about  consequences  in  the  world,  (2)  the  agent  must  be  a  prime 
 candidate  for  society’s  or  her  community  of  people’s  moral  reactive  attitudes,  and  (3)  conditions 
 (1)  and  (2)  must  be  based  upon  the  evidence;  that  is,  (1)  and  (2)  must  be  historically  rooted  in  the 
 life  of  the  agent  in  an  understandable  pattern  of  objectivity.  Together,  these  two  components 
 (moderate  reasons-responsiveness  and  mechanism  ownership)  entail  guidance  control,  which 
 Fischer and Ravizza argue is necessary and sufficient for moral (and rational) responsibility. 

 123  Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 46. 
 122  Fischer and Ravizza,  Responsibility and Control  ,  213. 
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 At  this  point,  it  would  be  helpful  to  summarize  guidance  control  along  the  lines  of  the 
 sourcehood  condition,  the  alternative  possibilities  condition,  reasons-responsiveness  and 
 the  subjectivist  condition.  First,  guidance  control  denies  the  sourcehood  condition.  It 
 denies  that  freedom  and  moral  responsibility  require  that  the  agent  be  the  ultimate  source 
 of  his  actions.  Instead,  it  holds  that  guidance  control  is  sufficient  to  regard  the  agent  as 
 being  the  proper  source  of  his  actions.  Second,  guidance  control  also  rejects  the 
 alternative  possibilities  condition  [i.e.,  regulative  control,  or  CON  PAP-All  ].  It  is  not 
 necessary  that  the  agent  have  access  to  alternative  possibilities  in  the  actual  sequence  in 
 order  for  the  agent  to  be  free  and  morally  responsible.  Third,  guidance  control  affirms 
 that  reasons-responsiveness  is  necessary  for  freedom  and  moral  responsibility.  It 
 advocates  a  type  of  reasons-responsive  theory  called  moderate  reasons-responsiveness. 
 Finally,  guidance  control  affirms  a  subjectivist  condition  as  mechanism  ownership.  It 
 holds  that  for  an  agent  to  be  free  and  morally  responsible,  the  agent  must  view  himself  in 
 a  certain  manner.  He  must  view  himself  as  an  agent  that  is  properly  subject  to  the  reactive 
 attitude and he must base this on the evidence.  124 

 This  ends  the  quick  exposition  of  guidance  control  as  formulated  by  Fischer  and  Ravizza.  Now, 
 before  moving  onto  Stratton’s  critiques  of  guidance  control  (found  primarily  in  his  rejoinder  to 
 Bignon),  it  may  be  helpful  to  see  how  Fischer  and  Ravizza  respond  to  some  objections  to  their 
 theory.  There  are  many  objections  to  their  account  of  guidance  control;  125  however,  for  our 
 purposes  here,  I  will  highlight  just  three:  1.  Manipulation  Cases,  2.  Mechanism  Individuation, 
 and  3.  Mechanism  Ownership.  I  will  begin  by  discussing  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  basic  response  to 
 manipulation cases. 

 Manipulation  cases  have  had  a  huge  impact  in  dismantling  the  compatibilist  enterprise  in  recent 
 decades.  126  Further,  Stratton  himself  has  had  quite  a  bit  of  fun  trying  to  object  to  compatibilism 
 on  the  grounds  that  it  entails  or  is  roughly  analogous  to  majestic  or  otherwise  divine 
 manipulation.  127  I  will  respond  to  Stratton’s  primary  objection  to  guidance  control  in  the  next 
 subsection;  we  will  see  that  his  use  of  “manipulation”  in  order  to  show  guidance  control  to  be 
 incoherent  is  in  error.  For  now,  I  would  like  to  briefly  point  out  that  Fischer  and  Ravizza  are  less 

 127  See §4.7 on Stratton’s most used “manipulation” thought experiment. 

 126  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.3.4. See also Hart,  Theological  Determinism and the Goodness of God  (Dissertation), 
 chapter 5:  https://livrepository.liverpool.ac.uk/3090336/1/201049109_Sep2019.pdf  .  Here, Hart details a discussion 
 on the manipulation argument and actually responds to Bignon’s “God-given-ness” principle in response to 
 manipulation arguments. I believe I have dealt adequately with Hart’s concerns about Bignon's principle in Carlson, 
 Volume 1 §2.3.5, albeit implicitly. Nonetheless, Hart provides a unique response to incompatibilist manipulation 
 charges that are (still) parallel to Bignon’s response (see  Excusing Sinners  , chapter 3). Last, for a survey  on divine 
 determinist responses to manipulation arguments, see Furlong,  Challenges  , chapter 3. 

 125  For more discussion on the potential objections to Fischer and Ravizza’s theory, see McKenna, “Contemporary 
 Compatibilism,” 191-95; McKenna, “Reasons-Responsive Theories of Freedom,” 35-6; McKenna and Pereboom, 
 Free Will  , 219-22; and Preciado,  A Reformed View  ,  appendix. 

 124  Ibid., 59-60. 

https://livrepository.liverpool.ac.uk/3090336/1/201049109_Sep2019.pdf
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 than  impressed  with  manipulation  cases.  To  see  their  response  clearly,  I  will  quote  Preciado’s 
 analysis of their response at considerable length: 

 As  we  have  seen,  for  Fischer  and  Ravizza,  an  agent  must  have  taken  responsibility  in 
 order  for  the  agent  to  be  morally  responsible  for  his  behavior.  In  taking  responsibility,  the 
 agent  makes  the  mechanism  from  which  that  behavior  became  one’s  own.  In  light  of  this, 
 [Fischer and Ravizza] raise a potential problem: 

 In  certain  cases  involving  direct  manipulation  of  the  brain  (and  similar 
 influences),  it  is  natural  to  say  that  the  mechanism  leading  to  the  action  is  not,  in 
 an important sense, the agent’s own. 

 If  an  agent  were  to  have  his  brain  electronically  stimulated  to  perform  a  certain 
 act,  we  would  intuitively  think  that  the  person  is  not  responsible  for  that  act.  This  would 
 be  a  case  of  manipulation  that  renders  the  agent  not  responsible  for  the  action.  In  Fischer 
 and  Ravizza’s  account,  they  would  say  that  the  agent’s  action  did  not  spring  from  a 
 moderately  reasons-responsive  mechanism.  That  is,  no  matter  what  reasons  were 
 presented,  the  agent  would  do  the  same  action  because  the  electronic  stimulation 
 guarantees that action. 

 But  what  would  they  say  if  an  agent  did  act  from  a  moderately  reasons-responsive 
 mechanism,  but  that  mechanism  was  implanted  in  a  manipulative  manner?  Here  is  the 
 problem: 

 But  it  seems  that  the  operation  of  a  moderately  reasons-responsive  mechanism 
 just  prior  to  the  action  can  itself  be  the  product  of  a  process  that  intuitively  rules 
 out  moral  responsibility.  That  is,  it  appears  that  a  moderately  reasons-responsive 
 mechanism  could  be  “implanted”  by  a  scientist,  or  produced  via  direct  electronic 
 stimulation  of  the  brain.  What  seems  relevant  is  not  only  the  fact  that  the 
 mechanism  issuing  in  the  action  is  suitably  reasons-responsive;  what  also  matters 
 is  how  that  mechanism  has  been  put  in  place.  So,  whereas  responsiveness  points 
 us  to  the  past,  rather  than  solely  to  the  current  time  slice,  it  does  not  make  us  look 
 sufficiently  far  into  the  past.  Responsiveness  is  only  locally  historical  ;  but  various 
 cases show that a more  globally historical  approach  is needed. 

 The  reasons-responsiveness  aspect  of  the  theory  alone  is  insufficient  to  handle  this  case 
 because  it  is  only  locally  historical  and  not  globally  historical.  This  means  that  we  must 
 look to another criterion–taking responsibility–in order to deal with cases like this.  128 

 128  Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 51-2. (Quotes from Fischer  and Ravizza,  Responsibility and Control  , 230-31) 
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 Essentially,  Fischer  and  Ravizza  understand  that  basic  manipulation  cases  pose  a  threat  to  their 
 account.  Further,  they  understand  that  their  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism  can  perhaps 
 itself  be  imposed  upon  the  agent.  However,  they  respond  by  saying  the  agent  under  manipulation 
 does  not  seem  to  ‘take  responsibility’  for  that  manipulated  mechanism;  that  is,  the  agent  does  not 
 take  ownership  of  the  manipulated  mechanism.  Why?  Because  the  way  in  which  the  mechanism 
 is  formed  within  the  agent  matters  .  For  Fischer  and  Ravizza,  for  an  agent  to  be  considered  the 
 proper  source,  and  for  them  to  be  considered  as  a  prime  candidate  for  reactive  attitudes  of  moral 
 praise  or  blame,  the  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism  must  be  considered  globally 
 historical  ,  not  merely  locally  historical  .  The  mechanism  must  be  brought  about  in  a  way  in 
 which  the  agent  ‘takes  responsibility’  for  it,  and  according  to  Fischer  and  Ravizza,  this  cannot  be 
 done  on  direct  accounts  of  proper  manipulation.  So,  their  view  is  considered  highly  flexible 
 because  it  can  accommodate  common  incompatibilist  concerns  such  as  cases  of  manipulation  by 
 arguing  that  responsibility  cannot  come  about  in  cases  of  local  manipulation  ,  but  in  cases  of 
 global  manipulation  ,  it  is  hard  to  tell  whether  or  not  the  agent  is  indeed  manipulated.  Thus,  for 
 all  we  know,  the  agent  could  be  considered  free  because  they  ‘own’  or  ‘take  responsibility’  for 
 their moderate reasons-responsive mechanism; that is, it was formed in the proper way.  129 

 The  next  problem  for  guidance  control  that  I  would  like  to  summarize  is  the  problem  of 
 mechanism  individuation.  To  see  this  problem  more  clearly,  we  must  understand  the  differences 
 between  a  mechanism-based  approach  to  reasons-responsiveness  and  an  agent-based  approach  to 
 reasons-responsiveness.  Fischer  and  Ravizza  have  opted  for  a  mechanism-based  approach 
 because  they  think  this  approach  fits  better  with  FSCs.  But,  the  problem  lies  in  the  question: 
 “How  can  a  person  in  a  FSC  be  moderately  reasons-responsive  to  a  reason  to  do  other  than  kill 
 Smith, when Black ensures that this person will kill Smith?” (Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 251). 

 Fischer  and  Ravizza  think  that  if  “they  isolate  the  mechanism  of  action  from  the  person  who 
 acts”  then  this  allows,  not  that  the  agent  must  be  moderately  reasons-responsive,  “but  the 
 mechanism  must  be,”  (Ibid.).  Even  granting  this  response,  the  problem,  however,  is  still 
 prevalent:  “How  do  we  individuate  mechanisms?”  (Ibid.).  Fischer  and  Ravizza  rely  upon  the 
 intuitive  idea  that  mechanisms  are  virtually  the  ‘same’  among  individuals.  That  is, 
 reasons-responsive  mechanisms  do  not  vary  from  individual  to  individual;  we  each  respond  to 
 reasons  in  an  appropriately  moderate  manner  from  person  to  person.  Michael  McKenna  suggests 
 that  this  poses  a  significant  problem  for  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  view.  As  a  result,  he  suggests  that 
 Fischer  and  Ravizza  drop  a  mechanism-based  approach  and  instead  adopt  an  agent-based 
 approach.  130  McKenna  relies  upon  the  resources  of  the  ‘new  dispositionalists’  131  in  order  to 

 131  Cf. Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 254n78: “The New Dispositionalists  are a group of leeway compatibilists 
 [compatibilist type (4)] that have drawn on the work of David Lewis and C. B. Martin. They have tried to account 
 for free-will as the ability to do otherwise by appealing to free-will as a dispositional ability to do otherwise. These 
 philosophers include Kadri Vihvelin, Michael Fara, and Michael Smith.” 

 130  McKenna, “Reasons-Responsiveness,” 151-83. 

 129  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.2.5 for more on compatibilist mechanism, circumvention of agency, and the way in 
 which the mechanism is brought about in the agent. 
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 transfer  the  reasons-responsive  theory  from  a  mechanism-based  approach  to  an  agent-based 
 approach. 

 [McKenna]  uses  their  account  of  dispositions  as  complex  counterfactuals.  Dispositions 
 cannot  be  accounted  for  by  simple  counterfactuals  because  of  finks  and  masks.  The 
 details  of  finks  and  masks  are  not  important  here.  What  is  important  is  their  account  of 
 dispositions. 

 Their  account  was  developed  in  order  to  show  that  an  agent  does  have  the  ability 
 to  do  otherwise,  even  in  a  deterministic  world.  They  articulate  this  free-will  ability  to  do 
 otherwise  dispositionally.  They  think  that  in  a  deterministic  world,  an  agent  possesses  the 
 dispositions  to  act  otherwise  and  that  this  disposition  is  all  that  is  needed  to  say  that  an 
 agent  has  the  ability  to  do  otherwise,  even  in  a  deterministic  world.  For  example,  they 
 would state this disposition in a complex counterfactual such as the following RR  1  : 

 If  Jones  were  to  become  aware  of  R  1  ,  and  if  Jones  retained  during  the  relevant 
 duration  of  time  intrinsic  agential  properties  P  1  –P  n  ,  and  if  Jones  were  not 
 interfered  with  in  a  way  that  would  impede  the  causal  efficacy  of  these  properties, 
 then Jones would not shoot Smith. 

 In  this  case,  Jones  is  an  agent,  is  reasons-responsive,  and  has  the  ability  to  do  otherwise 
 than  shoot  Smith.  This  ability  to  do  otherwise  is  articulated  as  a  disposition  or 
 dispositions  describable  in  complex  counterfactuals.  The  reason  why  this  is  important  is 
 because  it  helps  illuminate  that  an  agent  can  possess  certain  intrinsic  agential  properties 
 or  dispositions  describable  via  a  complex  counterfactual  and  the  agent  does  not  lose  these 
 properties  or  dispositions,  even  in  context  where  they  cannot  be  manifested.  McKenna  is 
 going  to  take  this  insight  and  use  it  to  argue  that  an  agent  (as  opposed  to  a  mechanism) 
 can  be  [moderately  reasons-responsive]  to  do  otherwise  or  reactive  to  do  otherwise,  even 
 in  an  FSC  where  Black  is  the  counterfactual  intervener.  This  would  make  it  possible  to 
 have  an  agent-based  reasons-responsive  theory  that  fits  with  FSCs  and  avoids  the 
 problem of mechanism individuation.  132 

 The  details  which  demonstrate  how  McKenna  utilizes  a  dispositional  analysis  in  order  to 
 individualize  the  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism  unfortunately  escape  the  scope  of  this 
 reply.  133  However,  it  is  worth  noting  that  I  have  already  explained  that  an  adequate  defense  of 
 compatibilism  would  entail  (γ)  (see  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.3.3).  This  defense  includes 
 compatibilist-type  (5)  (i.e.,  reasons-responsiveness)  and  compatibilist-type  (1)  (i.e.,  classical 
 compatibilism).  Recall  also  that  I  have  defended  the  fact  that  (1)  entails  compatibilist  type  (4) 
 (i.e.,  leeway  ‘dispositional’  compatibilism;  see  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.4.4).  This  means  that  type 

 133  See Ibid., 255-59 for a summary and exposition of McKenna’s solution in transferring Fischer and Ravizza’s 
 theory from a mechanism-based approach to an agent-based approach. 

 132  Preciado,  A Reformed View,  254-55. (quote from McKenna,  “Reasons-Responsiveness,” 168) 
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 (4)  and  type  (5)  are  essentially  compatible;  that  is,  dispositional  compatibilism  and 
 reasons-responsive  compatibilism  are  compatible,  and  need  not  be  mutually  exclusive.  134  It 
 seems that Michael McKenna would agree with this assessment. 

 The  last  problem  for  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  account  of  guidance  control  has  to  do  with 
 mechanism ownership itself. McKenna writes, 

 According  to  Fischer  and  Ravizza,  ownership  requires  that  one  adopt  certain  attitudes 
 towards  herself.  This  exposes  them  to  the  possibility  that  a  person  might  not  adopt  the 
 relevant  attitudes,  in  particular,  that  the  person  might  not  come  to  think  that  she  is  an 
 appropriate  object  of  others’  moral  demands  and  expectations  as  manifested  in  the 
 reactive attitudes.  135 

 As  Preciado  notes:  “The  heart  of  the  problem  is  how  we  guarantee  that  an  agent  has  a  view  of 
 himself  as  the  proper  object  of  others’  moral  demands  and  expectations,”  (  A  Reformed  View  , 
 259).  Fair  enough.  While  Fischer  and  Ravizza  do  not  seem  to  possess  the  resources  to  account 
 for  this  problem,  the  reformed  scholar  does  .  Preciado  suggests  that  “the  sensus  divinitatis 
 includes  an  unshedable  belief  that  we  are  responsible  agents.  This  belief  can  be  suppressed,  but  it 
 never  can  be  eliminated  because  God  put  it  there.  This  view  will  enable  [the  Calvinist]  to  address 
 the  problem  of  mechanism  ownership  that  Fischer  and  Ravizza  face,”  (Ibid.).  Essentially, 
 Preciado  argues  that  the  sensus  divinitatis  as  implied  in  Romans  1  describes  a  picture  similar  to 
 that  of  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  ‘mechanism  ownership.’  Now,  it  could  be  objected  that  the 
 problem  of  ‘ownership’  appears  when  one  fails  to  take  responsibility  for  their  actions.  However, 
 as  Preciado  argues,  the  objection  itself  fails  to  get  off  the  ground  because  though  humans 
 suppress  the  truth  that  we  are  in  fact  responsible,  this  does  not  mean  that  we  are  not  responsible 
 and therefore reactive to the attitudes of God’s law written upon our hearts.  136 

 This  concludes  our  journey  through  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  account  of  guidance  control,  as  well 
 as  some  basic  responses  to  some  of  the  most  prominent  objections  that  have  been  raised  against 
 their  view.  137  In  the  next  subsection,  I  will  first  lay  out  a  basic  incompatibilist  contention 
 concerning  manipulation  cases  involving  guidance  control.  Finally,  in  the  last  subsection,  I  will 
 articulate  Stratton’s  response  to  Bignon’s  positing  of  guidance  control.  We  will  see  that  it  fails  to 
 understand the theory of guidance control. 

 137  See Fischer,  The Metaphysics of Free Will  , chapter  8 and Fischer, “Responsibility and Alternative Possibilities,” 
 in  Moral Responsibility and Alternative Possibilities  ,  28-9 for a simpler explanation of guidance control and its 
 relation to moral responsibility. 

 136  For a fuller exposition of the compatibility of Calvin’s  sensus divinitatis  and Fischer and Ravizza’s mechanism 
 ownership, see Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 168-79. 

 135  McKenna, “Contemporary Compatibilism,” 194. 

 134  “Thus, reasons-responsive views of the will are essentially dispositional in nature,” (Kevin Timpe, “Free Will” in 
 Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy  ,  https://iep.utm.edu/freewill/#SH2c  [§2c Reasons-Responsive View of the 
 Will]). 

https://iep.utm.edu/freewill/#SH2c
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 4.3.3 Incompatibilist Contentions 

 Stratton  is  critical  of  the  high  success  of  guidance  control  in  his  rejoinder  to  Bignon.  However, 
 before  proceeding  to  see  what  Stratton  has  to  say  about  guidance  control,  I  will  find  it 
 pedagogically  helpful  for  the  reader  to  place  the  incompatibilist  contention  in  a  dialectical 
 framework.  The  most  basic  incompatibilist  contention  concerning  manipulation  cases  against 
 compatibilism could be phrased as follows: 

 1.  If  an  agent,  S,  is  manipulated  in  a  manner  X  to  perform  act  A,  then  S  does  not  A  freely 
 and is therefore not morally responsible. 

 2.  Concerning  free  action  and  moral  responsibility,  there  is  no  significant  difference 
 between  S’s  A-ing  as  a  result  of  being  manipulated  into  doing  so  in  manner  X  and  any 
 candidate for a free and morally responsible action in a deterministic universe. 

 3.  Therefore,  any  normally  functioning  agent  determined  to  do  A  does  not  A  freely  and 
 therefore is not morally responsible.  138 

 Call  this  contention  (IC).  Premise  2  is  presumably  the  incompatibilist  contention.  Notice,  this 
 basic  argument  is  pressing  an  argument  by  analogy.  Guillaume  Bignon  has  suggested  at  least  two 
 ways  to  press  an  argument  by  analogy:  1.  Weak  Analogy,  or  2.  Strong  Analogy.  139  Pressing  the 
 weak  analogy  results  in  the  incompatibilist  interlocutor  committing  to  the  claim  that  there  is  one 
 relevant  similarity  between  normal  cases  of  determinism  and  manipulation  cases.  In  contrast, 
 pressing  the  strong  analogy  results  in  the  interlocutor  committing  to  the  claim  that  there  is  no 
 relevant  difference  between  normal  cases  of  determinism  and  manipulation  cases.  Clearly,  the 
 basic  incompatibilist  contention  concerning  manipulation  cases  above  presses  the  strong 
 analogy  :  there  is  no  relevant  difference  between  normal  cases  of  determinism  and  cases  in  which 
 the agent is manipulated. 

 In  order  to  defeat  (IC),  the  compatibilist  has  essentially  two  options.  First,  the  compatibilist 
 could  give  a  relevant  difference  to  premise  (2).  This  would  show  that  premise  (2)  is  false,  and 
 therefore  (IC)  by  way  of  strong  analogy  is  invalid.  In  the  literature,  this  is  called  a  ‘soft-line’ 
 approach  to  manipulation  cases.  Or,  the  compatibilist  could  take  a  ‘hard-line’  approach  and  deny 
 that  manipulation  cases  entail  that  the  agent  is  not  morally  responsible.  In  other  words, 
 ‘hard-line’  approaches  reject  premise  (1),  whereas  ‘soft-line’  approaches  reject  premise  (2).  140 

 For  our  purposes  here,  I  will  adopt  a  ‘soft-line’  approach  only  because  Fischer  and  Ravizza 

 140  McKenna, “Moral Responsibility,” 152; cf. Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 260-62 for a summary of McKenna’s 
 exposition of ‘soft-line’ and ‘hard-line’ approaches to manipulation cases. McKenna ultimately advocates for a 
 ‘hard-line’ response. For a theological determinist survey of these distinctions, see Hart,  Theological  Determinism 
 (Dissertation), 93-7; cf. Carlson, Volume 1, 97n244. 

 139  Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 20; cf. chapter 3. See  Carlson, Volume 1 §2.3.4-5 for Bignon’s simplified response to 
 manipulation cases, specifically to Pereboom’s “Four-Case” Manipulation Argument against compatibilism. 

 138  McKenna, “Moral Responsibility, 151. (quoted in Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 260) 
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 themselves  have  advocated  for  a  ‘soft-line’  approach.  In  addition,  a  ‘soft-line’  approach  is 
 intuitively compatible with their historical notion of mechanism ownership. 

 The  historicist  position  argues  that  the  way  in  which  an  agent  comes  to  meet  the 
 conditions  of  guidance  control  is  important.  For  example,  suppose  that  a  team  of 
 neuroscientists  created  Dave.  Dave  comes  into  existence  fully  formed  and  meeting  the 
 conditions  of  guidance  control.  However,  Dave  is  programed  to  murder  Sally.  This  act  of 
 murder  issues  from  his  own  moderately  reasons-responsive  mechanism.  Fischer  and 
 Ravizza  would  say  that  Dave  is  not  morally  responsible  for  this  act  because  he  did  not 
 come  to  meet  the  conditions  of  guidance  control  properly.  That  is,  he  did  not  go  through 
 the  historical  process  outline  [above].  Fischer  and  Ravizza  would  take  a  soft-line 
 approach  to  Dave  and  argue  that  there  is  a  significant  difference  between  causal 
 determinism and the manipulation of Dave.  141 

 Applying the (IC) to guidance control, we receive the following: 

 1.  Provide  an  example  of  an  agent  that  meets  the  conditions  for  guidance  control  via 
 manipulation. 

 2.  Elicit the intuition that the agent is not morally responsible because of the manipulation. 
 3.  Argue  that  guidance  control  is  insufficient  to  account  for  moral  responsibility  because 

 there  is  no  relevant  difference  between  the  manipulated  agent  and  an  agent  that  meets  the 
 conditions for guidance control through causal [or divine] determinism. 

 If this were successful, then guidance control would be unsuccessful.  142 

 Call  this  strategy  the  ‘most  basic  incompatibilist  strategy’  for  manipulation  cases  against 
 compatibilism  (hereafter,  (IS)).  There  are  other  ways  to  press  manipulation  cases  against 
 compatibilism,  of  course.  143  However,  this  general  strategy  proves  to  be  the  most  well-known 
 precisely  because  it  would  produce  (if  successful)  a  valid  internal  critique  of  the  compatibilist 
 view.  (IS)  assumes  the  premises  of  the  compatibilist  view  up  for  debate  (e.g.,  guidance  control) 
 in  order  to  avoid  circular  reasoning,  and  then  critiques  the  view  by  showing  that  its  own 
 sufficient  conditions  for  responsibility  are  actually  insufficient  for  responsibility  given  that  it  is 
 strongly  analogous  to  manipulation.  In  short,  (IS)  is  a  valid  reductio  ad  absurdum  against 
 compatibilism  if  it  is  successfully  argued  and  if  premise  (2)  is  valid.  Seeing  as  (IS)  demonstrates 
 the  weight  of  (IC)  quite  nicely,  one  would  expect,  then,  to  see  incompatibilists  utilize  this 
 strategy  in  order  to  show  compatibilism  to  be  internally  incoherent,  and  thus  ‘absurd’.  That  is  to 
 say,  satisfying  (IC)  would  satisfy  (IS)  because  the  success  of  (IC)  logically  depends  upon  the 

 143  See, for example, the argument by entailment (cf. Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , chapter 3). 
 142  Ibid., 260. 

 141  Preciado,  A Reformed View  , 261. Recall Fischer and  Ravizza’s notion of  global  versus  local  manipulation  in the 
 last subsection. 
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 success  of  (IS).  Failure  to  satisfy  (IS)  via  a  proper  internal  critique  would  result  in  a  failure  to 
 satisfy  (IC),  thereby  forfeiting  the  incompatibilist  argument  against  compatibilism  via  analogous 
 manipulation.  Defending  (IS)  is  the  defense  of  premise  (2)  in  (IC).  So,  failing  to  defend  (IS)  is  to 
 virtually neglect a thorough-going defense of (IC). 

 Unfortunately,  we  do  not  find  (IS)  satisfied  in  Stratton’s  book  Mere  Molinism  nor  in  his  critiques 
 lobbied  against  guidance  control  in  his  rejoinder  to  Bignon.  As  a  result,  (IC)  has  yet  to  be 
 satisfied  beyond  mere  intuition  (which  results  further  into  question-begging  territory).  We  will 
 see  that  if  Stratton  fails  to  satisfy  (IS)  while  critiquing  guidance  control,  then  he  fails  to  satisfy 
 (IC).  If  (IC)  fails,  then  there  appears  to  be  no  real  incompatibilist  contention  to  start.  Stratton 
 wouldn’t  just  be  misfiring;  he  would  be  firing  blanks!  I  will  try  to  argue  in  the  next  subsection 
 that this is the case. Let us turn to these objections now. 

 4.3.4 Objections to Guidance Control: A Star Wars Thought Experiment 

 One  of  Stratton’s  identifiable  support  claims  to  his  Freethinking  Argument  is  to  claim  that  given 
 the  truth  of  determinism  beliefs  are  not  ‘up  to  us’  as  they  are  ‘outside  of  our  control’,  or  worse, 
 ‘forced’ upon us. Bignon responds to these misconceptions: 

 In  a  few  instances,  Stratton  uses  the  phrase  “outside  of  our  control”  to  refer  to  things  that 
 humans  are  determined  to  do  (or  to  believe).  And  he  says:  “if  all  things  are  outside  of 
 human  control  ,  then  this  includes  exactly  what  every  human  thinks  of  and  about  and 
 exactly  how  each  human  thinks  of  and  about  it.”  (p.168,  emphasis  mine).  He  also  quotes 
 William Lane Craig using that exact phrase: 

 When  you  come  to  realize  that  your  decision  to  believe  in  determinism  was  itself 
 determined  and  that  even  your  present  realization  of  that  fact  right  now  is  likewise 
 determined,  a  sort  of  vertigo  sets  in,  for  everything  that  you  think,  even  this  very 
 thought itself, is outside your control. (p.169) 

 The  problem  here  is  quite  similar  to  that  with  the  “ability  to  do  otherwise.”  The  control 
 that  is  necessary  for  free  will  can  be—and  has  been—analyzed  in  ways  that  are 
 compatible  with  determinism,  as  well  as  in  ways  that  are  not.  John  Martin  Fischer  and 
 Mark  Ravizza’s  book  Responsibility  and  Control  did  just  that,  and  distinguished  between 
 “regulative”  control,  and  “guidance”  control,  the  latter  of  which  is  compatible  with 
 determinism.  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  model,  and  in  particular  their  call  for 
 “reasons-responsiveness”  capture  relevant  desiderata  for  free  actions  while  not  requiring 
 “regulative”  control,  and  hence  remaining  compatible  with  determinism.  Michael 
 Preciado’s  recent  book  A  Reformed  View  of  Freedom  highlights  the  usefulness  of 
 guidance  control  for  Reformed  theology.  Stratton  doesn’t  give  evidence  that  he’s  familiar 
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 with  these  distinctions  on  “control.”  If  he  is,  why  not  engage  with  them,  and  try  to  take  us 
 beyond the mere equivocation on the phrase “out of our control”?  144 

 I  couldn’t  have  said  it  better  myself.  Stratton  ultimately  equivocates  the  phrase  ‘outside  of  one’s 
 control’  to  mean  ‘outside  of  one’s  regulative  control.’  Of  course,  compatibilists  agree  (e.g., 
 Bignon,  Preciado,  Fischer  and  Ravizza)  that  given  the  truth  of  determinism,  we  do  not  possess 
 regulative  control  .  But,  this  concession  is  a  far  cry  from  conceding  the  falsity  of  guidance 
 control  .  Thus  far,  Stratton  has  failed  to  demonstrate  that  he  is  familiar  with  the  literature  enough 
 in order to properly satisfy (IS). 

 In  his  rejoinder,  we  see  Stratton’s  initial  response  (almost  haphazardly)  to  Bignon’s  positing  of 
 guidance control: 

 After  all,  even  with  “guidance  control”  in  mind,  if  the  way  an  agent  chooses  to  “guide”  is 
 causally  determined  by  God,  then  it  was  not  “up  to”  the  agent.  God  causally  determined 
 exactly  how  the  agent  “guides.”  This  includes  how  the  agent  thinks  of  and  about  all 
 things  (even  when  he  is  completely  wrong).  However,  if  there  is  anything  about  an  agent 
 that  is  not  causally  determined  by  something  or  someone  else,  then  this  person  possesses 
 sourcehood libertarian freedom (if not a leeway ability).  145 

 This  is  essentially  Stratton’s  “defense”  against  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  complex  theory  of  guidance 
 control:  if  one  determines  the  way  in  which  an  agent  “guides”,  then  the  agent  apparently  lacks 
 any  real  sense  of  sourcehood  as  it  was  not  ‘up  to’  the  agent.  We  see  this  remark  made  against 
 guidance  control  over  and  over  in  his  rejoinder.  The  glaring  problem  is  this:  Fischer  and  Ravizza 
 have  a  principled  way  to  account  for  such  a  problem,  and  it  is  called  mechanism  ownership  .  I  am 
 astonished  that  this  kind  of  rhetoric  from  Stratton  obtains  as  much  headway  as  it  does  because  all 
 it  shows  is  that  Stratton  is  completely  ignorant  of  the  relevant  literature  on  guidance  control.  And 
 that’s  all  that  line  of  defense  will  ever  amount  to,  I  am  afraid:  rhetoric  ;  it  has  no  substantial  or 
 otherwise philosophical ‘umph’, for it has no bite. 

 Fischer  and  Ravizza  have  devised  a  complicated  theory  of  compatibilism  in  such  a  way  as  to 
 virtually  break  the  philosophy  of  freedom  debate.  They  have  also  dedicated  their  entire 
 philosophical  careers  in  defending  against  objections  to  this  theory,  specifically  from 
 incompatibilists  but  often  compatibilists  themselves.  This  theory  has  gained  the  attention  of 
 several  prominent  philosophers  of  freedom  spanning  over  two  decades,  enough  to  change  the 
 views  of  huge  arguments  such  as  the  Consequence  Argument.  They  have  learned  from  criticisms 
 for  two  decades  and  have  gone  on  to  make  their  theory  stronger  through  many  rejoinders  in 
 hopes  to  concede  where  these  critics  were  convincing  or  where  they  were  unconvincing.  But, 

 145  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 9. 
 144  Bignon, “Review,” 27-8. 
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 then  we  see  a  mere  theologian  say,  “Wait!  This  view  doesn't  help  after  all,  because  even  with 
 ‘guidance  control’  in  mind,  if  the  way  an  agent  chooses  to  guide  is  causally  determined  by  God, 
 then  it  was  not  ‘up  to’  the  agent.”  To  be  blunt,  this  response  is  completely  asinine,  rhetorically 
 gross,  elementary,  and  philosophically  inept  in  the  worst  of  ways.  In  short,  Stratton’s  defense  is  a 
 non  sequitur  .  If  Stratton  thinks  that  his  quick  response  to  the  “gold  standard”  of  compatibilist 
 reasons-responsive views is going to cut deep, he is gravely mistaken. 

 Further,  if  this  objection  against  guidance  control  really  does  possess  the  philosophical  power  to 
 defeat  guidance  control,  how  is  it  possible  that  no  other  professional  philosopher–incompatibilist 
 or  compatibilist–to  date  has  ever  argued  in  this  manner?  Essentially,  Stratton  is  saying  that  even 
 guidance  control  is  incompatible  with  determinism.  But,  to  argue  this  in  the  face  of  an  extremely 
 well  argued  (and  defended)  robust  theory  in  which  all  parties  –incompatibilist  and 
 compatibilist–have  conceded  is  compatible  with  determinism  is  to  unfortunately  misfire 
 horrendously. 

 Stratton continues in his rejoinder: 

 Bignon  often  appeals  to  the  “guidance  control”  offered  by  Fischer  and  Ravizza.  I  fail  to 
 see  how  this  helps  the  advocate  of  EDD  because,  if  this  so-called  “guidance  control”  is 
 not  causally  determined  by  God  (or  anything  or  anyone  else),  then  one  with  “guidance 
 control”  is  free  in  the  libertarian  sense  to  guide.  Be  that  as  it  may,  if  God  is  the  one 
 causally  determining  the  exact  manner  in  which  one  “guides,”  then  one  has  not  solved 
 any  problems.  If  EDD  is  true,  then  God  guides  (causally  determines)  our  “guidance” 
 control.  There  is  nothing  ultimately  up  to  us  if  all  things  are  causally  determined  by 
 God.  146 

 Again,  non  sequitur  .  First,  Stratton  wishes  to  argue  that  if  the  ‘mechanism’  is  determined,  which 
 then  leads  to  a  determined  ‘guiding’  of  an  action,  then  this  must  mean  that  the  agent  is  not  the 
 (efficient)  source  of  one’s  ‘guiding’.  The  compatibilist  response  to  this  rejoinder  is  the  following: 
 so  what?  Why  does  efficient  sourcehood  matter?  Recall  from  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.2.5  Carolina 
 Sartorio’s  “steel-man”  argument  against  ultimate  (or  efficient)  causal  sourcehood.  Her  response 
 to  this  argument  concluded  that  incompatibilists  are  question-begging  when  they  posit  that 
 efficient  causal  sourchood  is  necessary  for  freedom  and  responsibility.  I  will  not  rehearse  the 
 details  here,  but  I  will  argue  the  same  response:  what  is  the  problem  with  not  having  efficient 
 causal  sourcehood?  If  Stratton’s  response  is  that  we  would  lack  regulative  control  over  such 
 alternative  possibilities  to  action–that  is,  we  would  lack  the  ability  to  judge  or  evaluate  a  true 
 belief  over  a  false  one  (even  given  the  truth  of  guidance  control)–then  I  would  respond  by  saying 
 he  is  blatantly  question-begging  against  the  compatibilist.  In  any  case,  I  fail  to  see  how  this 
 response  even  matters  as  Fischer  and  Ravizza  have  already  argued  for  a  ‘subjectivist’  or  ‘source’ 

 146  Ibid. 
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 condition  in  their  theory:  mechanism  ownership.  Now,  of  course  Stratton  could  reply  back  (as  he 
 so  often  predictably  does)  and  argue  that  the  mechanism  itself  is  determined  given  the  truth  of 
 ‘EDD’. This brings us to my second point. 

 Stratton’s  concern  is  that  the  way  in  which  the  mechanism  is  brought  about  in  the  agent  is 
 irrelevant  to  the  fact  that  the  mechanism  is  indeed  brought  about  by  determining  factors  (if 
 “EDD”  is  true).  And  the  compatibilist  response  to  this  rejoinder  is  the  following:  that  itself  is 
 irrelevant  .  Remember,  the  doctrine  of  semicompatibilism  is  compatible  with  determinism  or 
 indeterminism.  In  other  words,  the  truth  of  determinism  is  irrelevant  with  respect  to  the 
 mechanism's  source,  whether  that  source  is  an  efficient  source  or  formal  source.  What  matters, 
 according  to  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  theory,  is  that  the  mechanism  be  moderately 
 reasons-responsive.  What  is  relevant  to  the  production  of  responsibility  is  whether  the 
 mechanism  within  the  agent  issues  a  moderate  responsiveness  to  reasons;  a  mechanism  that  is 
 regularly  receptive  and  weakly  reactive  to  such  moral  reasons.  The  metaphysical  commitment  to 
 indeterminism  or  determinism  is  irrelevant  because  the  production  of  responsibility  is  compatible 
 with  each  view.  What  matters  is  the  way  in  which  the  mechanism  is  brought  about  (i.e., 
 moderately)  in  the  agent,  not  that  the  mechanism  is  indeed  brought  about,  contrary  to  Stratton’s 
 implication.  Thus,  Stratton  fails  to  critique  guidance  control  as  he  fails  to  establish  a  proper 
 internal critique. As a result, he fails to satisfy (IS) and thus (IC) is abandoned. 

 Last,  Stratton  still  fails  to  understand  that  there  remain  competing  compatibilist  theories 
 regarding  sourcehood  and  ‘up-to-us-ness’.  He  states  that  “[t]there  is  nothing  up  to  us  if  all  things 
 are  causally  determined  by  God.”  But  that’s  only  a  blind  assertion,  one  in  which  lacks  principled 
 evidence.  What  is  wrong  with  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  subjectivist  condition  known  as  mechanism 
 ownership?  Where  is  Stratton’s  philosophical  argumentation  within  the  framework  of  (IS) 
 against  such  a  theory  of  compatibilist  sourcehood?  Stratton  does  not  say;  thus,  I  am  forced  to 
 conclude  that  he  either  misunderstands  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  theory  or  has  never  been  familiar 
 with  their  competing  account  of  subjectivist-compatibilist  sourcehood.  As  Bignon  (apparently 
 agreeing with Sartorio) writes against Stratton on this very point: 

 Likewise,  competing  accounts  are  offered  for  what  counts  as  “up  to  us.”  There  are 
 compatibilist  and  incompatibilist  ways  to  unpack  “up-to-us-ness.”  And  if  free  will  is 
 compatible  with  determinism,  then  it’s  perfectly  sensible  to  describe  a  free  (though 
 determined)  action  as  being  “up  to  us,”  even  if  it  doesn’t  satisfy  the  libertarian’s 
 expectations  for  a  sourcehood  condition.  So,  when  Stratton  says  that  on  determinism  a 
 human’s  thoughts  are  “not  up  to  that  which  one  refers  to  as  the  ‘I’  but  to  things  other  than 
 the  self”  (p.173),  the  compatibilist  will  object  and  request  a  reason  to  unpack 
 “up-to-us-ness”  in  this  incompatibilist  way.  Instead,  the  way  he  sees  things,  what  we  do  is 
 “up  to  God”  on  one  level,  and  also  “up  to  us”  on  another  level,  which  preserves  free  will 
 and  moral  responsibility  (as  well  as  knowledge).  Facing  this  compatibilist  story  of  what 
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 counts  as  the  proper  “source”  of  one’s  action,  Stratton’s  repetition  of  the  conditional  “if 
 an  agent  is  not  the  source  and  originator  of  his  own  thoughts  (and  something  external  to 
 the  person  is  causally  determining  the  person’s  thoughts),  …  then  he  is  merely  left 
 assuming  his  or  her  determined  thoughts  are  good—  let  alone  true!”  (p.179)  remains 
 question-begging, as it’s unsupported by premises the Calvinist would accept.  147 

 Bignon  remarks  that  Stratton  seems  to  think  that  “what  we  do  is  ‘up  to  God’  on  one  level,  and 
 also  ‘up  to  us’  on  another  level.”  The  issue  here  is  Stratton’s  failure  to  understand  that  one  could 
 be  a  source  even  if  determinism  is  true.  Put  differently,  the  issue  is  Stratton’s  failure  to 
 understand  that  it  is  both  ‘up  to  us’  and  ‘up  to  God’  on  the  same  level  .  This  is  known  as 
 occurrent  (or  simultaneous)  preemption  (see  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.5.14;  more  on  this  later).  His 
 incompatibilism  appears  to  cloud  this  fact  from  his  purview.  Mechanism  ownership  is  seeing  the 
 agent  as  a  source,  especially  if  we  grant  McKenna’s  agent-based  approach  to  mechanism 
 ownership  mentioned  above.  Granted,  an  agent  cannot  be  the  efficient  or  ultimate  source  if 
 determinism  is  true,  but  that  fact  alone  is  irrelevant  to  the  kind  of  “source”  compatibilists  speak 
 of  as  true  and  proper  (i.e.,  mechanism  ownership,  or  perhaps  formal  sourcehood).  If  Stratton 
 wishes  to  gain  argumentative  movements  in  this  debate,  he  is  better  off  sticking  to  (IS)  by 
 providing  an  internal  critique  against  compatibilism.  Seeing  as  he  has  not  done  this  so  far,  it  is 
 safe  to  say  that  his  defenses  against  guidance  control  remain  “question-begging,  as  it’s 
 unsupported by premises the Calvinist would accept.” 

 What  is  more,  Stratton  fails  to  properly  engage  Bignon  with  these  criticisms  in  his  rejoinder.  He 
 writes, 

 Although  any  confusion  regarding  the  “ability  to  do  otherwise”  has  been  clarified,  148 

 Bignon  says  that  “the  problem  here  is  quite  similar  to  that  with  the  “ability  to  do 
 otherwise”  (p.  27).  He  continues:  “John  Martin  Fischer  and  Mark  Ravizza’s  book 
 Responsibility  and  Control  .  .  .  distinguished  between  ‘regulative’  control,  and  ‘guidance’ 
 control, the latter of which is compatible with determinism” (p. 28). 

 I  don’t  think  this  move  is  going  to  help  Bignon  escape  the  problems  I  have  raised  (at  least 
 if  he  continues  to  affirm  EDD—and  the  “exhaustive”  is  vital  to  grasp  here).  This  is 
 because,  as  I  alluded  to  above,  if  EDD  always  describes  all  things  about  reality,  then  this 
 also  entails  that  God  causally  determines  “your”  guidance  (note  the  scare  quotes).  That  is 
 to  say,  what  might  subjectively  (and  incorrectly)  feel  as  “your”  guidance  is  not  up  to  you 
 at  all,  but  determined  by  God.  You  are  causally  determined  to  think  and  guide  exactly  as 
 you  think  and  guide  and  you  possess  no  opportunity  to  exercise  any  ability  to  think  and 
 guide otherwise if EDD is true.  149 

 149  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 21. 
 148  It has most certainly not been clarified. See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.4.3. 
 147  Bignon, “Review,” 28. 
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 The  gist  of  Stratton’s  defense  is  found  in  his  rhetorical  device  of  placing  the  word  “your”  under 
 scare  quotes,  thus  implying  that  given  the  truth  of  exhaustive  determinism,  there  is  no  “your”  to 
 be  had.  Given  the  truth  of  determinism,  the  mechanism  one  “owns”  is  incoherent  as  the  agent 
 does  not  “own”  anything,  primarily  because,  according  to  Stratton,  your  ownership  itself  is 
 determined.  But  this  objection  is  much  like  the  rest  of  Stratton’s  complaints.  According  to 
 Fischer  and  Ravizza,  the  way  in  which  the  mechanism  is  produced  in  the  agent  is  far  more 
 important  than  the  source  of  the  mechanism.  Given  this  caveat,  it  is  irrelevant  whether  one  is 
 “causally  determined  to  think  and  guide  exactly  as  you  think  and  guide.”  What  is  relevant  is  that 
 the  mechanism  (determined  or  not)  is  moderately  reasons-responsive  to  an  understandable 
 pattern  of  moral  reasons  within  the  agent.  Further,  it  makes  no  difference  to  Fischer  and 
 Ravizza’s  account  whether  one  possesses  “no  opportunity  to  exercise  any  ability  to  think  and 
 guide  otherwise  if  EDD  is  true.”  Their  account  of  guidance  control  bypassess  the  leeway  debate, 
 and  as  a  result,  one  could  have  “no  opportunity  to  exercise  any  ability  to  think  and  guide 
 otherwise  if  EDD  is  true,”  yet  still  be  morally  responsible  ,  contrary  to  Stratton.  Moreover, 
 compatibilists  could  adopt  a  dispositional  analysis  of  freedom  to  do  otherwise,  such  as  the  ‘wide’ 
 ability.  As  Vihvelin  argues,  the  ‘wide’  ability  is  compatible  with  determinism.  If  true,  then  it  is 
 false  that  given  the  truth  of  “EDD”  one  possesses  “no  opportunity  to  exercise  any  ability  to  think 
 and  guide  otherwise.”  The  determined  agent  would  possess  the  ‘wide’  ability,  and  by  virtue  of 
 this ability  also  possess the ‘narrow’ ability.  150 

 Stratton moves on with his critique of Bignon: 

 It  seems  that  EDD  Calvinists  like  Bignon  agree  with  libertarian  “freedom  fighters,”  like 
 me,  that  some  aspect  of  control  is  necessary  to  ground  responsibility—even  if  one  does 
 not  have  the  control  to  actually  act  or  behave  otherwise.  Those  affirming  this  view  claim 
 that  there  are  two  kinds  of  control  that  we  must  distinguish:  Regulative  Control  and 
 Guidance  Control  .  Regulative  control  seems  to  require  the  ability  to  physically  act 
 otherwise,  but  guidance  control  does  not.  Guidance  control  is  enough,  they  claim,  to 
 ground  human  responsibility  even  if  all  physical  events  are  causally  determined  by  God 
 or nature.  151 

 It  is  not  that  it  “seems”  that  Bignon  agrees  with  libertarians  “that  some  aspect  of  control  is 
 necessary  to  ground  responsibility”;  he  does  agree.  152  Fischer  and  Ravizza  agree  as  well.  They 
 also  agree  that  guidance  control  is  enough  to  “ground  human  responsibility”.  If  guidance  control 
 is  all  that  is  sufficient  for  responsibility,  then  it  follows  that  compatibilists  have  a  theory  in  which 
 we  may  hold  each  other  accountable  yet  still  be  determined.  Of  course,  Stratton  objects  to  this 

 152  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.3.5 where I defend Bignon’s “God-given-ness” sourcehood principle against common 
 objections including Timpe’s objection. 

 151  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 21-2. 
 150  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.4.3. 
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 conclusion  because  he  holds  to  (IC).  But  remember,  in  order  to  adequately  defend  (IC),  the 
 incompatibilist  must  follow  (IS).  Stratton  then  moves  on  to  take  his  shot  at  defending  (IC)  with 
 his Star Wars Thought Experiment. 

 Stratton  proceeds  to  present  five  cases  of  Star  Wars’  K-2SO  droid  in  order  to  flush  out  the 
 necessary incompatibilist intuitions concerning (IC). I will look at each case in sequence. 

 1-  K-2SO  was  built  and  programmed  by  Arakyd  Industries  to  have  a  “nature”  that  always 
 thinks,  evaluates,  judges,  chooses,  and  acts  in  accordance  with  the  goals  of  the  Empire. 
 K-2  is  not  responsible  for  being  built  by  Arakyd  Industries  and  the  droid  is  not 
 responsible  for  its  programmed  “Empire  nature.”  K-2  is  even  programmed  to  “like”  his 
 programming. K-2 is not responsible for how “he” was programmed.  153 

 In  this  case,  Stratton  suggests  that  “K-2  is  not  responsible  for  being  built”  nor  is  K-2 
 “responsible  for  its  programmed  ‘Empire  nature.’  I  agree.  This  conclusion  is  reminiscent  of  the 
 Consequence  Argument,  specifically  Rule  β  (the  Transfer  of  Powerlessness  Principle).  If  K-2 
 does  not  have  the  power  to  not  be  built  by  Arakyd  Industries,  and  K-2  does  not  have  the  power  to 
 not  be  programmed  by  the  Empire,  then  it  seems  to  be  valid  that  the  logical  consequence  of  these 
 two  propositions  follow:  K-2  does  not  have  the  power  to  do  anything  other  than  his  Empire 
 nature  has  programmed  him  to  do.  This  would  be  true  categorically  and  conditionally  (recall 
 Bignon’s  assessment  of  Rule  β  in  §4.2.3).  And  so,  it  seems  to  follow  that  “K-2  is  not  responsible 
 for  how  ‘he’  was  programmed.”  154  But  with  this  last  statement,  it  depends.  There  is  more  to  the 
 Consequence  Argument  than  simply  the  Transfer  Principle.  The  Fixity  (or  No  Choice)  Principle 
 is  equally  inferred,  and  it  must  be  ruled  as  valid  in  order  for  a  conclusion  such  as  K-2  being 
 exculpated  in  his  programming.  In  addition,  this  conclusion  is  not  necessarily  remarkable  as  it 
 would  be  true  for  the  incompatibilist  and  compatibilist.  K-2’s  nature  would  be  as  it  is,  and  K-2  is 
 not  responsible  for  his  programming  just  as  a  human  who  God  created  to  possess  libertarian  free 
 will  is  not  responsible  for  his  having  libertarian  free  will.  He  is  not  responsible  for  “how  ‘he’  was 
 programmed  [or  created].”  We  could  even  go  further  and  say  that  that  human  is  only  responsible 
 for  exactly  how  he  utilized  his  libertarian  free  will  given  the  programming  he  was  given.  But,  the 
 compatibilist  may  still  say  the  same:  the  human  is  only  responsible  for  how  the  mechanism  is 
 produced  within  him,  not  that  the  mechanism  of  reasons-responsiveness  is  present.  With  this  in 

 154  I will also note that Stratton seems to be placing “his” and “he” in “scare quotes” because he (probably) wants to 
 imply that K-2 does not own any part of his programming. This subtle rhetorical device does more harm than good 
 in these philosophical debates. As we will see in the proceeding cases, the use of such an implication or device ends 
 with an accusation of question-begging. 

 153  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 22. 
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 mind,  I  fail  to  see  the  distinguishing  factor  between  incompatibilism  and  compatibilism  here.  155 

 However, for the sake of argument, I am willing to grant Case (1) as valid. 

 2-  K-2SO  was  stolen  against  the  droid’s  will  and  “irresistibly”  reprogrammed  with  a  new 
 nature  that  will  now  always  think,  evaluate,  judge,  choose,  and  act  in  accordance  with  the 
 goals  of  the  Rebellion  (which  are  antithetical  to  the  goals  of  the  Empire).  K-2  is  even 
 programmed  by  Cassian  Andor  to  “like”  his  new  programming.  K-2  is  not  responsible  for 
 how  he  was  reprogrammed.  All  of  K-2’s  “thoughts”  and  actions  are  causally  determined 
 by  the  nature  of  “his”  programming;  none  of  which  was  up  to  the  droid  (it  was  causally 
 determined  by  Andor).  K-2  is  not  responsible  for  “his”  programming  or  how  the 
 programming determines “him” to always think or act.  156 

 Case  (2)  is  where  I  object  as  it  remains  undoubtedly  question-begging.  It  is  with  this  case  we  find 
 that  Stratton  has  erred  from  (IS)  and  has  forfeited  his  argument  for  (IC).  In  a  proper  defense  of 
 (IC),  according  to  (IS),  the  incompatibilist  ought  to  appeal  to  an  argument  by  analogy,  either 
 weak  or  strong.  In  either  a  weak  or  strong  analogy,  one  must  first  appeal  to  premises  that  the 
 opposing  side  would  accept  (as  to  avoid  question-begging).  This  is  exactly  what  Stratton  has 
 failed to accomplish. 

 First,  Stratton’s  starting  sentence  is  question-begging  against  the  compatibilist.  Stratton  seems  to 
 imply  that  K-2’s  being  “stolen  against  the  droid’s  will”  is  synonymous  or  at  least  tantamount  to 
 being  “‘irresistibly’  reprogrammed  with  a  new  nature  that  will  now  always  think,  evaluate, 
 judge,  choose,  and  act  in  accordance  with  the  goals  of  the  Rebellion.”  This  is  false.  These  two 
 statements  are  not  at  all  equivalent.  In  Reformed  theology,  the  ‘I’  in  TULIP  stands  for 
 ‘irresistible  grace.’  Another  term  that  is  preferred  by  reformed  theologians  could  be  ‘efficacious 
 grace.’  This  ‘efficacious  grace’  is  not  to  be  seen  as  equivalent  to  being  “stolen  against”  one’s  will 
 (and  in  this  case,  the  droid’s  will).  God  redeems  the  elect  through  their  wills,  not  necessarily 
 against  them.  Yes,  God  redeems  ‘efficaciously’  or  ‘irresistibly’  (as  traditional  reformed 
 theologians  have  understood  the  concept),  but  on  the  pain  of  begging  the  question,  Stratton 
 cannot  assume  this  efficacious  reprogramming  grace  is  synonymous  with  being  against  one’s 
 will. And no amount of cheap rhetorical scare quotes is going to magically make it as such either. 

 156  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 22. 

 155  To be slightly more adjacent, if the incompatibilist holds to a robust form of original sin (which last time I 
 checked, Stratton  does  ), then, again, he should hold  to this same statement. K-2 is not responsible for his 
 programmed ‘Empire nature’ any more than a human would be responsible for his sinful nature given original sin. 
 But, then again, it depends upon the  type  of responsibility  we are discussing. K-2 could be held constitutionally 
 responsible, though not morally responsible. See Timpe, Kevin, "Sin in Christian Thought",  The Stanford 
 Encyclopedia of Philosophy  (Winter 2021 Edition),  Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = 
 <  https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2021/entries/sin-christian/  >  (specifically §4.3). On Augustinian human 
 responsibility for original sin resulting in compatibilism, see Jesse Couenhoven,  Stricken by Sin  . 

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2021/entries/sin-christian/
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 Again,  we  see  the  mechanism  of  determinism  at  play  here  (recall  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.2.5). 
 Stratton  concludes  the  same  conclusion  as  he  does  in  Case  (1):  “K-2  is  not  responsible  for  how 
 he  was  reprogrammed.”  I  agree  that  K-2  is  not  responsible  for  how  he  was  reprogrammed  if  the 
 reprogramming  was  against  the  droid’s  will.  But  I  fail  to  see  how  K-2  would  not  be  responsible 
 if  he  was  determined  to  be  reprogrammed  via  a  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism 
 produced  internally  through  the  droid’s  will.  Stratton  has  not  shown  how  K-2  would  not  be 
 responsible  given  K-2’s  suggested  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism.  Stratton  has  equally 
 not  shown  why  determinism  is  relevant  to  K-2  responsibility  nor  has  Stratton  demonstrated  K-2’s 
 responsibility  undermining  factor  as  determinism  itself  without  first  presupposing  that  it  is.  K-2’s 
 reprogramming  via  a  moderately  reasons-responsive  mechanism  is  vastly  different  than  K-2’s 
 being  reprogrammed  against  its  will.  A  relevant  difference  between  Case  (2)  and  a  normal  case 
 of  humans  being  determined  is  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  first  notion  of  guidance  control:  moderate 
 reasons-responsiveness.  That  is,  how  K-2  comes  to  be  determined  matters  and  is  in  fact  relevant 
 to  proper  ascriptions  of  rational  (or  moral)  responsibility.  It  must  be  through  a  moderately 
 reasons-responsiveness mechanism. 

 My  second  response  to  Case  (2)  is  basically  the  same  as  my  first  response.  If  Stratton’s  aim  is  to 
 present  a  case  in  which  therein  lies  no  relevant  difference  between  the  case  and  a  normal  case  of 
 compatibilist-determinism  (i.e.,  guidance  control,  for  this  example),  then  the  case  fails  horribly. 
 Here,  another  relevant  difference  is,  of  course,  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  second  notion  of  guidance 
 control:  mechanism  ownership.  So,  it  is  not  the  case  that  “none  of  which  was  up  to  the  droid”; 
 this  would  be  true  regardless  of  whether  “it  was  causally  determined  by  Andor.”  Guidance 
 control  has  a  mechanism  ownership  condition  which  Stratton  fails  to  meet  the  necessary 
 conditions  for  in  Case  (2).  As  such,  he  fails  to  satisfy  an  internal  critique,  thus  failing  to  satisfy 
 (IC)  modus  tollens  .  If  guidance  control  is  true,  and  if  Stratton  were  to  perform  a  proper  (IS),  then 
 K-2  must  possess  mechanism  ownership,  in  which  case  K-2’s  thoughts  and  actions  (irrelevant  of 
 determinism)  would  be  produced  from  that  mechanism  ownership;  K-2  would  have  ‘taken 
 responsibility’  for  those  thoughts  and  actions.  K-2  would  be  a  subject  of  reactive  attitudes  of  his 
 community.  Therefore,  to  assert  without  independent  argument  that  K-2  was  not  responsible,  and 
 to  assert  that  K-2’s  programming  was  not  ‘up  to’  him  is  to  accept  circular  reasoning.  But,  no 
 compatibilist  would  accept  this.  And  since  (IS)  is  an  internal  critique,  the  incompatibilist  must 
 produce  premises  that  the  compatibilist  would  accept.  Semicompatibilists  hold  that  mechanism 
 ownership  is  K-2  “taking  responsibility”,  and  thus  K-2’s  actions  and  thoughts  are  up  to  him  ,  even 
 if  determinism  is  true.  Stratton  has  failed  at  producing  a  sound  (IC)  using  Case  (2).  Guidance 
 control  is  still  compatible  with  determinism,  but  incompatible  with  manipulative 
 “reprogramming”.  157 

 157  Stratton says in a footnote: “In the first two cases, K-2SO is “reasons responsive,” but  HOW  the droid  reasons is 
 causally determined by “his” last programmer. Thus, although one might refer to the droid’s reasoning mechanism 
 as “his own,” K-2’s reasoning (either in light of the goals of the Empire or the Rebellion) is causally determined by 
 another responsible agent,” (Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 23n41). Stratton apparently concedes that Case (1) and (2) are 
 instances in which K-2 is “reasons-responsive”. Now, Stratton does not specify whether K-2 is  strongly  ,  weakly  , or 
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 Stratton  has  not  yet  produced  a  case  which  demonstrates  either  moderate  reasons-responsiveness 
 or mechanism ownership to be incompatible with determinism. Case (3) is as follows: 

 3-  But  suppose  that  somehow  K-2  was  able  to  transcend  “his”  formerly  causally 
 determined  programmed  nature  and  began  to  “freely  think”  and  freely  choose  to  act  on 
 “his”  own.  If  this  is  the  case,  then  K-2  possesses  libertarian  freedom  at  least  as  far  as 
 thinking  goes.  Also  suppose  that  Yoda  senses  a  disturbance  in  the  force  and  knows  that 
 K-2  has  transcended  his  programming.  Yoda  now  uses  the  force  (or  will  use  the  force  if 
 needed)  to  causally  determine  all  of  the  physical  actions  of  K-2  to  guarantee  that  these 
 actions  only  approximate  the  Rebellion’s  goals.  (K-2  can  think  otherwise,  but  cannot 
 physically act otherwise.) 

 Here  is  where  Stratton  switches  between  a  failed  internal  critique  to  a  confused  external  critique. 
 As  a  result,  he  begins  to  waver  on  his  project  of  producing  a  sound  (IC)  via  (IS).  Why  would  the 
 compatibilist  “suppose  that  somehow  K-2  was  able  to  transcend  ‘his’  formerly  causally 
 determined  programmed  nature”?  Stratton  essentially  argues  a  modified  Frankfurt-style  case  in 
 Case  (3)  by  arguing  that  now  K-2  is  analogous  to  Jones  as  the  agent  while  Yoda  is  analogous  to 
 Black  as  the  notoriously  nefarious  counterfactual  intervener–though,  in  the  case  of  Yoda,  he  is 
 not  exactly  “nefarious”  per  se  .  The  careful  reader  should  note  that  this  modified  Frankfurt-style 
 case  is  basically  Stratton’s  (P)  case  (see  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.5.2-4).  If  it  is  true  that  Case  (3)  is 
 synonymous  to  Stratton’s  (P)  Frankfurt-style  case,  then  Case  (3)  seems  to  present  the  alternative 
 sequence  of  a  Frankfurt  case  where  the  counterfactual  intervener  (Yoda)  “senses  a  disturbance  in 
 the  force  and  knows  that  K-2  has  transcended  his  programming.”  This  allows  K-2  to  not  be  able 
 to  do  otherwise  while  still  retaining  his  ability  to  think  otherwise.  This,  I  contend,  is  Stratton's 
 verbatim  response  to  basic  Frankfurt-style  cases,  or  (P).  One  problem  is  that  there  are  existing 
 Frankfurt-style  cases  more  complicated  than  (P),  namely  Stump’s  (G)  case,  that  push  the 
 counterfactual  intervening  mechanism  so  far  back  into  the  agent’s  mental  substrate  that  it  does 
 not  matter  whether  the  agent  can  “think”  otherwise.  The  “flicker  of  freedom”  would  not  be 
 considered  rationally  significant  because  it  would  not  be  considered  an  element  within  the  class 
 set  of  the  liberty  of  contradiction  ,  but  rather  an  element  of  the  liberty  of  contrariety  .  I  have 
 already  hashed  out  the  details  in  Volume  1.  If  my  response  in  that  relevant  section  is  valid,  then 
 Case (3) fails to produce a meaningful response against guidance control. 

 moderately  reasons-responsive (as Fischer and Ravizza  argue). But, let’s assume Stratton means  moderately 
 reasons-responsive. He concludes that K-2 is still determined by another responsible agent (i.e., Yoda). The 
 analogous case would be that humans are still determined by another responsible agent (i.e., God). And to this I 
 humbly respond,  so  ? What is Stratton’s point here?  Is he now pressing an argument by  weak  analogy insinuating  that 
 there is  one relevant similarity  between K-2 and humans,  that being determinism? If so, then what’s the conclusion? 
 I can only conclude that this footnote is either confused or question-begging. Either way, Stratton should have 
 omitted the footnote as it does genuinely nothing for his overall Star Wars Thought Experiment. 
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 Granted,  I  do  not  find  Frankfurt  cases  convincing  in  order  to  show  the  falsity  of  PAP.  However, 
 as  I  explained  in  the  last  subsections,  Frankfurt  cases  are  not  necessary  in  order  to  demonstrate 
 the  falsity  of  PAP,  nor  are  they  necessary  in  order  to  demonstrate  the  plausibility  of  guidance 
 control.  But,  even  given  this  caveat,  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  theory  still  applies  if  the  actual 
 sequence  is  held  fixed  .  So,  of  course,  they  would  contend  that  K-2  does  not  possess  guidance 
 control  in  the  alternative  sequence  because  Yoda  used  the  force  to  “guide”  K-2  back  into 
 submission.  But,  the  alternative  sequence  is  irrelevant  to  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  theory  because 
 guidance  control  is  a  theory  based  upon  the  actual  sequence  of  events.  The  actual  sequence  does 
 not  rule  out  K-2’s  moderate  reasons-responsiveness  and  mechanism  ownership,  even  given  the 
 fact  that  Yoda  was  ready  any  minute  to  use  the  force  if  necessary  in  order  to  guide  K-2’s  thoughts 
 back  into  submission  if  he  were  to  transcend  his  programming.  The  mere  risk  of  K-2  being 
 manipulated  by  Yoda  does  not  entail  the  fact  that  K-2’s  will  was  not  his  ‘own’  in  the  formal 
 sense.  So,  I  fail  to  see  how  Case  (3)  produces  a  sound  critique  of  compatibilism,  let  alone 
 guidance control. The incompatibilist contention is still undefended. 

 4-  Now  suppose  that  although  K-2  has  somehow  transcended  his  programmed  nature  and 
 now  possesses  the  libertarian  freedom  to  think—“he”  also  freely  chooses  to  act  in  the 
 exact same manner that Yoda would causally determine the droid to act.  158 

 All  this  case  suggests  is  that  K-2  now  has  libertarian  freedom  to  think,  but  that  he  also  “freely 
 chooses  to  act  in  the  same  manner  that  Yoda  would  causally  determine  the  droid  to  act.”  The  best 
 interpretation  I  can  think  for  Case  (4)  is  that  Stratton  is  making  the  argument  that  K-2  possesses 
 libertarian  freedom  to  think  and  act  though  these  acts  of  freedom  are  in  alignment  with  Yoda’s 
 causal  determinism  upon  his  will.  If  this  is  the  correct  interpretation,  then  Case  (4)  remains 
 incoherent  as  libertarianism  entails  indeterminism  and  incompatibilism,  and  as  a  result  is 
 mutually  exclusive  to  determinism,  by  definition.  159  In  fact,  if  this  is  the  correct  interpretation  of 
 Case (4), what doesn’t follow is K-2’s libertarian nature, but rather K-2’s  compatibilist  nature. 

 But  perhaps  this  is  not  the  best  interpretation.  Another  interpretation  of  Stratton’s  Case  (4)  could 
 be  that  he  is  trying  to  provide  an  existential  perspective  on  the  actual  sequence  (as  opposed  to  the 
 alternative  sequence  in  Case  (3))  during  a  Frankfurt-style  case.  In  the  actual  sequence  of  events, 
 the  counterfactual  intervener  (Yoda)  does  not  actually  intervene  upon  the  agent’s  rational 
 deliberative  decision-making  (K-2’s  freedom  of  will).  In  the  actual  sequence  of  events,  K-2 
 chooses  the  exact  decision  Yoda  had  planned  for  K-2  to  choose  all  along;  that  is,  K-2  “freely 
 chooses  to  act  in  the  exact  manner  that  Yoda  would  causally  determine  the  droid  to  act.”  But  how 

 159  I suppose that one could argue that Stratton has in mind  derivatively responsible  determined actions,  instead of 
 mere  non-derivative responsible  actions. If true,  K-2’s determined libertarian actions and volitions could be coherent 
 as the determining mechanism could perhaps come from K-2’s categorically freely formed  non-derivative  moral 
 character. But, I see no reason to think that this is what Stratton has in mind with Case (4). And even if he did have 
 this in mind with Case (4), my response to derivative and non-derivative responsible actions (and volitions) would 
 be the same as my response in Carlson, Volume 1 §2.5.11. 

 158  Ibid. 
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 does  this  fact  automatically  suggest  that  K-2  possesses  libertarian  freedom?  How  does  the  mere 
 actual  sequence  of  events  imply  that  K-2  is  incompatibilistically,  indeterministically,  libertarianly 
 free to do otherwise? 

 Stratton goes on to potentially answer this question while conceding to Bignon the following: 

 This  is  an  example  of  the  “guidance  control”  to  which  Bignon  refers.  The  agent  makes 
 free  thinking  decisions  (seemingly  in  a  libertarian  sense  not  causally  determined  by 
 anything  other  than  the  agent)  that  just  so  happens  to  coincide  with  the  only  way  physical 
 actions  could  be.  However,  it  is  vital  to  notice  that  this  is  not  exhaustive  determinism  as 
 K-2’s  “guiding  thoughts”  were  not  causally  determined  (K-2  was  the  source  of  “his” 
 thinking in a libertarian sense).  160 

 I  assume  that  Stratton  refers  to  Case  (4)  as  the  example  he  is  referring  to  that  meets  Bignon’s 
 positing  of  guidance  control.  According  to  Stratton,  K-2’s  “guidance”  of  free  thinking  decisions 
 “just  so  happen  to  coincide  with  the  only  way  physical  actions  could  be.”  Stratton  seems  to  think 
 that  this  entails  libertarian  indeterminism  not  compatibilist  determinism.  K-2  still,  apparently, 
 was  the  “source  of  ‘his’  thinking  in  a  libertarian  sense.”  Let’s  say  for  the  sake  of  argument  that  I 
 am  willing  to  concede  that  in  Case  (4)  K-2  is  incompatibilistically  free,  indeterministically  free, 
 and  libertarianly  free  to  think  otherwise;  K-2  would  be  the  “source  of  ‘his’  thinking  in  a 
 libertarian  sense.”  This  was  my  positive  response  to  Stratton’s  (P)  case  in  Volume  1.  161  However, 
 (P)  is  not  the  only  Frankfurt-style  case  on  the  market.  All  I  must  do  is  change  the  necessities  in 
 the  story  in  order  to  generate  a  stronger  case  much  like  Stump’s  (G)  case.  If  this  is  done,  then  we 
 find  that  K-2  is  still  incompatibilistically  free  and  indeterministically  free,  but  not  libertarianly 
 free.  This  is  because  libertarian  freedom  entails  indeterminism  (the  converse,  however,  is  not 
 true).  If  the  alternative  possibilities  available  to  K-2  in  the  actual  sequence  were  not  rationally 
 significant  due  to  Yoda’s  senses,  then  libertarianism  cannot  be  true  in  this  sequence.  Recall  that 
 libertarianism  must  entail  the  categorical  liberty  of  contradiction,  or  rationally  significant 
 alternatives.  If  those  alternatives  are  made  so  minute  so  as  to  virtually  not  be  significant  due  to 
 Yoda’s  senses,  then  it  follows  that  K-2  loses  the  robustness  of  his  alternatives,  and  thus  he  loses 
 his  libertarian  freedom.  At  best,  K-2  in  Stump’s  (G)  case  would  possess  source  incompatibilist 
 freedom  with  weak  flickers  of  freedom  ,  or  the  categorical  liberty  of  contrariety  producing  merely 
 rationally  relevant  options  instead  of  rationally  significant  options.  So,  while  K-2  would  still  be 
 the  incompatibilist  source  in  (G),  it  would  be  in  an  extremely  weak  sense  so  as  to  ensure  the 
 unattractive nature of libertarian freedom. 

 But,  let’s  now  suppose  we  posit  an  even  stronger  Frankfurt-style  case,  say,  case  (B)  (see  Carlson, 
 Volume  1  §2.5.14).  This  case  is  considered  a  ‘blockage-case’  in  the  philosophical  literature 

 161  I encourage the reader to review Carlson, Volume 1 §2.5.2-7, 2.5.10 for more discussion pertaining to 
 Frankfurt-style cases, libertarianism, flickers of freedom, and the ability to  think  otherwise. 

 160  Ibid., 23. 
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 regarding  Frankfurt-style  cases.  In  these  cases,  the  agent  does  not  possess  incompatibilist, 
 indeterminist,  libertarian  freedom,  but  rather  what  we  see  is  the  potentiality  for  the  agent  to 
 possess  compatibilist  freedom.  Recall  that  ‘blockage-cases’  such  as  (B)  eliminate  not  only  strong 
 flickers  (i.e.,  categorical  contradictory  alternatives),  but  weak  flickers  as  well  (i.e.,  categorical 
 contrary  alternatives).  Case  (B)  provides  a  scenario  in  which  K-2  is  determined  in  the  actual 
 sequence  of  events.  It  is  a  case  of  exhaustive  determinism  as  compatibilists  (like  myself)  and 
 incompatibilists  (e.g.,  Pereboom,  Timpe,  Kane,  and  Hunt)  alike  have  come  to  understand  it.  162  In 
 (B),  we  have  an  intuition  that  the  agent  is  a  source  of  his  volitional  structure,  though  he  could  not 
 do  (or  think  )  otherwise  because  the  counterfactual  intervener  has  completely  rendered  all 
 alternative  pathways  categorically  inaccessible.  But,  we  know  that  the  agent  cannot  be  the 
 efficient  or  ‘ultimate’  source.  I  suggested  this  claim  in  Volume  1,  and  I  can  now  finish  the 
 submission  here:  I  contend  that  this  is  because  in  the  actual  sequence  of  events,  K-2  possesses 
 mechanism  ownership  (i.e.,  formal  sourcehood  ,  subjective  first-person  perspective)  as  well  as 
 moderate  reasons-responsiveness  (i.e.,  the  reasons  why  Bob  stole  Ann’s  car  in  (B)  were  because 
 Bob’s  mechanism  weakly  reacted  to  reasons  which  flowed  from  a  strong  receptivity  to  a  range  of 
 reasons  in  an  understandable  rational  stable  way).  Let’s  say  K-2  resides  in  (B),  there  would  be 
 nothing  to  negate  the  fact  that  K-2  is  a  formal  source  and  that  K-2  possesses  moderate 
 reasons-responsiveness. 

 This  conclusion  is  significant  because  it  shows  that  though  determinism  is  true  in  (B),  guidance 
 control  is  also  true.  That  is,  guidance  control  does  not  necessitate  indeterminism,  but  rather  it  is 
 compatible  with  determinism;  contrary  to  Stratton’s  (IC)!  Case  (4)  could  represent  (B),  in  which 
 case  K-2  could  be  seen  as  responsible  though  determined  because  K-2  possesses  guidance 
 control.  What  doesn’t  follow  is  that  K-2  possesses  libertarian  freedom  of  will  or  that  K-2  is 
 somehow  the  efficient  causal  source  in  the  case.  Indeterminism,  it  seems  then,  is  not  necessary 
 for  guidance  control.  Therefore,  Stratton’s  Case  (4)  reaches  an  invalid  conclusion,  and  it  thus 
 fails to satisfy (IC). 

 Stratton continues to make his defense against Bignon’s position of guidance control: 

 In  this  case  I  concede  that  K-2  should  (or  at  least  could  )  be  held  responsible  and  is 
 worthy  of  praise.  This  is  the  case  because  the  droid  has  libertarian  freedom  to  think  and 
 freely  chose  to  act  in  the  only  manner  that  “he”  physically  could  act  (although  K-2  did 
 not  know  he  could  not  physically  act  otherwise).  K-2’s  actions  seem  to  be  “up  to  him”  (in 
 the  source  sense)  and  “he”  wanted  to  act  in  the  exact  same  manner  as  “he”  did 
 act—although  K-2  had  no  opportunity  to  act  or  move  otherwise—Yoda  makes  sure  of 
 that much. Nevertheless, K-2 seems to have the ability to think/“guide” otherwise.  163 

 163  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 23. 
 162  Timpe,  Free Will  (2e), 89. 
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 Stratton  is  right,  but  I  think  for  the  wrong  reasons,  especially  if  my  critique  of  Case  (4)’s  initial 
 exposition  is  valid.  It  is  true  that  K-2’s  “actions  seem  to  be  ‘up  to  him’  (in  a  source  sense)  and 
 ‘he’  wanted  to  act  in  the  exact  same  manner  as  ‘he’  did  act.”  But  neither  libertarian  freedom  of 
 will  nor  incompatibilist  efficient  causal  sourcehood  follow  from  Case  (4)  if  the  modified 
 Frankfurt-case  is  adjusted  to  a  case  like  (B).  What  follows  is  determinism  and  guidance 
 control.  164  Yes,  “K-2  had  no  [regulative  or  categorical]  opportunity  to  act  or  move  otherwise… 
 [n]evertheless,  K-2  seems  to  have  the  ability  to  think/‘guide’  otherwise.”  Precisely.  This  is  the 
 case  not  because  incompatibilist  libertarianism  is  true  in  Case  (4),  but  because  guidance  control 
 is  true  even  if  determinism  is  true  .  Though,  I  would  add  that  K-2  would  only  be  able  to  think 
 otherwise  dispositionally  ,  so  as  to  remain  compatible  with  determinism  and  case  (B)  positioned 
 in Case (4).  165 

 At  this  point,  an  incompatibilist  (perhaps  Stratton  himself)  could  posit  a  rejoinder  to  case  (B)  and 
 say something of the following: 

 “Of  course,  if  you  assert  (B)  into  Case  (4)  you  receive  a  determined  case.  But  this  doesn’t 
 mean  compatibilism  follows.  In  fact,  if  (B)  represents  a  Frankfurt-style  case  that  is 
 exhaustively  determined,  then  this  means  the  K-2  is  determined  even  in  the  actual 
 sequence.  This  proves  the  point:  if  (B)  presents  a  case  of  determinism,  those  alternatives 
 that  could  be  available  to  the  agent,  but  in  the  actual  sequence  the  alternatives  are  not 
 available  as  they  are  ‘blocked’  off  or  ‘locked’  away.  This  means  that  K-2  could  not 
 possess  the  opportunity  to  think  otherwise,  so  he  doesn’t  possess  the  ability  to  evaluate, 
 judge, assess, deliberate; K-2 doesn’t have libertarian freedom!” 

 Some  philosophers  have  argued  this  rejoinder,  including  libertarian  Robert  Kane.  166  However, 
 this  objection  misunderstands  the  dialectical  force  behind  my  defense  against  Stratton’s  Star 
 Wars  Thought  Experiment  and  the  way  I  use  (B).  I  have  not  suggested  that  (B)  entails 

 166  Robert Kane, “Responsibility, Indeterminism and Frankfurt-style Cases: A Reply to Mele and Robb,” in  Moral 
 Responsibility and Alternative Possibilities  edited  by David Widerker and Michael McKenna, 101. 

 165  At any rate, I don’t think any of this matters because if Stratton actually concedes that in Case (4) K-2 “should (or 
 at least  could  ) be held responsible and is worthy  of praise,” then he not only vindicates guidance control, but he also 
 inadvertently vindicates  compatibilism  . The reason  why this is the case is because guidance control is necessarily a 
 weaker  necessary condition posed upon moral responsibility  than regulative control. If one concedes that an agent 
 “should (or at least  could  ) be held responsible” while  in possession of guidance control  and not  regulative  control, 
 then compatibilists win! However, I don’t think this is what Stratton meant because it is not at all clear, so I will not 
 press this line of argumentation any further. 

 164  It is tempting to conclude that a Frankfurt-case such as (B) also concludes compatibilism. However, this would be 
 the case only if guidance control is sufficient for moral responsibility. If guidance control is entailed in the actual 
 sequence of (B), and if (B) is a pure deterministic case (not just a modified deterministic case), then these facts 
 could  entail the truth of compatibilism. I believe  Fischer and Ravizza would probably think this, but I remain neutral 
 here. It is not my purpose to argue for compatibilism in this reply, rather it is only to defend that compatibilism 
 could  obtain given the necessary conditions. I believe  (B) does that much. At best, if guidance control did obtain in 
 (B), then one would be a compatibilist concerning  moral responsibility  , yet an incompatibilist concerning  freedom of 
 will  (i.e., semicompatibilist). I concede this latter  claim. 
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 compatibilism  if  positioned  as  the  actual  sequence  inside  of  Case  (4),  nor  have  I  suggested  that 
 (B)  entails  compatibilism  in  and  of  itself  in  Volume  1.  I  have  only  granted  that  (B)  entails  a  case 
 of  determinism  in  the  actual  sequence  (in  accordance  to  several  incompatibilist  worries),  and 
 then  I  have  suggested  that  the  agent  in  (B)–in  the  light  of  this  fact–  still  possesses  a  first-person 
 perspective  and  a  reasons-responsive  faculty.  I  have  only  tried  to  show  that  given  the 
 deterministic  case  of  (B),  K-2  may  still  satisfy  the  conditions  of  mechanism  ownership  (via 
 formal  sourcehood  and  first-person  subjective  agency)  as  well  as  moderate 
 reasons-responsiveness.  If  this  is  correct,  then  this  demonstrates  a  logical  counterexample  to 
 Stratton’s  argument  for  his  Star  Wars  Thought  Experiment.  Stratton  hopes  to  use  his  thought 
 experiment  in  order  to  show  that  guidance  control  entails  indeterminism,  and  thus  is 
 incompatible  with  determinism.  But,  if  (B)  can  be  transferred  to  Case  (4),  though  it  remains  a 
 deterministic  case,  and  if  we  find  an  ounce  of  source  residing  in  K-2,  it  is  not  because  of 
 libertarian-incompatibilism,  but  because  of  guidance  control  .  Remember,  Fischer  and  Ravizza 
 have  constructed  guidance  control  to  be  compatible  with  both  indeterminism  and  determinism. 
 To  suggest  that  K-2  has  guidance  control  in  Case  (4),  yet  deny  that  it  is  compatible  with 
 determinism is to forsake the very project taken by Fischer and Ravizza. 

 It  could  also  be  said  that  (B)  presents  exactly  what  Stratton  means  when  he  suggests  that 
 determinism  “blocks”  or  “locks  away”  alternatives  in  the  actual  sequence.  I  mean,  it  is  in  the 
 name  of  the  case:  ‘blockage  -case’.  But,  this  is  coincidental.  The  term  ‘blockage’  only  denotes  the 
 severity  of  the  actual  sequence  mechanism  upon  the  inaccessibility  of  (categorical)  alternatives, 
 not  to  denote  the  elimination  or  unavailability  of  alternatives  in  the  actual  sequence.  This  is  a 
 vital  difference.  A  blockage  case  is  similar  to  soft  libertarianism  in  this  sense  in  that  it  only 
 renders  certain  neural  pathways  of  the  agent  inaccessible  which  were  not  already  compatible 
 with  the  agent’s  neural  processes  in  the  first  place.  In  other  words,  the  counterfactual  mechanism 
 ends  up  ‘blocking’  the  neural  pathways  of  the  agent  in  the  actual  sequence–so  as  to  render  only 
 one  pathway  available  to  the  agent–only  to  allow  the  one  neural  pathway  that  is  compatible  with 
 the agent’s progression of decision-making  at that  time  (i.e., occurrent preemption). 

 The  idea  here  contrasts  availability  with  accessibility  .  To  see  this  a  bit  more  clearly,  imagine  a 
 room  full  of  doors  available  to  the  agent.  Blockage  cases  do  not  entail  that  each  of  the  doors  are 
 ‘blocked’  (despite  its  name),  ‘closed  off’,  or  ‘locked’  in  the  sense  that  it  results  in  the  elimination 
 or  unavailability  of  doors  even  if  the  agent  had  wanted  to  open  a  door  .  Rather,  blockage  cases 
 entail  that  if  the  agent  had  wanted  to  open  a  door,  the  door  would  have  opened  as  the  door  is 
 available  (in  the  actual  sequence);  it  just  so  happened  that  the  other  doors  were  the  ones  that 
 were  closed  and  that  the  door  the  agent  chose  was  the  door  in  which  was  open.  And  this  type  of 
 response  seems  to  be  exactly  what  Stratton  affirms  as  true  for  Case  (4).  This  is  known  as 
 occurrent  preemption.  The  other  doors  in  the  room  are  closed  to  the  agent  in  the  sense  that  they 
 are  inaccessible  ,  but  not  closed  ‘off’  ,  or  locked  ,  or  blocked  by  external  obstacles  or  impediments 
 in  the  sense  that  makes  the  doors  unavailable  .  If  the  other  doors  were  ‘blocked’  off  by  external 



 COLTON CARLSON  |  86 

 obstacles  or  impediments,  then  the  intuition  that  the  agent  is  not  responsible  for  not  accessing  the 
 door  is  probably  valid.  But,  the  compatibilist  can  and  does  agree  with  this  statement.  The 
 incompatibilist  cannot  simply  presuppose  that  the  doors  in  the  room  were  blocked  in  such  a  way 
 as  to  make  the  door  non-existent  or  otherwise  unavailable.  In  a  real  sense  the  other  doors  are 
 available  to  the  agent  as  they  exist  ;  they  are  only  conditionally  closed  to  the  agent’s  first-person 
 subjective  perspective.  167  So,  the  agent  chooses  in  (B)  according  to  his  moderate 
 reasons-responsiveness  because  the  alternatives  existed  (or  were  available),  though  they  were 
 inaccessible. 

 The  inaccessibility  of  options  cannot,  then,  be  equated  to  the  unavailability  of  options,  similar  to 
 the  fact  that  the  inaccessibility  of  options  cannot  be  equated  to  the  inexistence  of  options. 
 Another  easy  example  could  be  the  following.  Suppose  I  wanted  to  buy  an  expensive  book  on 
 moral  responsibility  and  freedom.  Suppose  further  that  I  place  said  book  on  my  Amazon  wish 
 list.  Is  this  book  unavailable  for  me  to  buy?  No,  of  course  not.  It  is  certainly  available  for  me  to 
 buy  if  I  were  to  gather  the  necessary  money  and  spend  it  on  the  book.  Is  the  book  inaccessible  for 
 me  to  buy?  Yes,  because  I  currently  do  not  have  the  funds  to  exchange  for  the  book.  This  simple 
 example  shows  that  the  availability  of  options  are  not  directly  synonymous  to  the  accessibility  of 
 options.  Therefore,  the  incompatibilist  cannot  assume  that  determinism  is  equivalent  to  rendering 
 options  unavailable,  because  obviously  options  are  available  to  the  agent  even  if  determinism  is 
 true; it is just the case that they are  categorically  inaccessible  . 

 So,  ultimately,  I  think  the  only  valid  responses  to  (B)  are  the  following:  1.  The  problem  is  with 
 determinism  in  the  actual  sequence,  or  2.  The  problem  is  with  guidance  control.  First,  the 
 problem  with  the  first  supposed  problem  is  that  it  is  misplaced.  If  I  were  to  use  (B)  in  order  to 
 argue  for,  say,  the  falsity  of  PAP  or  as  an  argument  for  compatibilism,  then  I  believe  it  would  be 
 question-begging.  However,  I  have  not  opted  to  argue  for  (B)  in  order  to  argue  for  the  falsity  of 
 PAP,  but  rather  I  have  argued  for  (B)  in  order  to  defend  the  compatibility  of  agency  and 
 determinism,  or  better  yet,  the  compatibility  of  guidance  control  and  determinism.  Second,  given 
 this  dialectical  shift–if  the  incompatibilist  still  thinks  the  problem  with  (B)  is  the  first  problem 
 (i.e.,  determinism)–then  that  would  be  question-begging  against  the  compatibilist.  As  for  the 
 second  problem,  I  have  yet  to  see  any  evidence  from  Robert  Kane  (a  chief  opponent  of  blockage 
 cases)  or  Stratton  himself  demonstrating  that  the  problem  with  (B)  is  indeed  with  guidance 
 control  itself.  Is  the  problem  with  mechanism  ownership?  Moderate  reasons-responsiveness? 
 Which  specific  part  of  mechanism  ownership  or  moderate  reasons-responsiveness  is  the  problem 
 that  Stratton  finds  so  problematic?  We  are  not  told.  Given  the  fact  that  Stratton  is  willing  to 
 concede  that  Case  (4)  may  produce  a  case  in  which  guidance  control  is  present,  I  highly  doubt 
 the  problem  with  (B)  lies  in  guidance  control  itself.  And  so,  I  conclude  that  (B)’s  actual  sequence 
 substitution into Case (4) remains valid; (IC) is still undefended. 

 167  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.4.7, 128n293. Recall that the  existence  of  alternatives  does not entail the  categorical 
 access  to alternatives. So, in my illustration, the  door is ‘blocked’ inasmuch as it is categorically inaccessible to the 
 agent. But, that fact alone does not entail the fact that the door itself doesn’t exist for the agent. 
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 Coming  back  from  that  detour,  Stratton  gives  his  last  case  to  conclude  his  Star  Wars  Thought 
 Experiment along with some exposition: 

 5-  Suppose  once  again  that  K-2  somehow  transcends  his  new  programmed  nature  that 
 formerly  causally  determined  the  droid  to  always  make  “choices”  or  to  act  in  accordance 
 with  the  goals  of  the  Rebellion.  However,  this  time  K-2  uses  “his”  libertarian  freedom 
 and  chooses  to  go  back  to  acting  in  accordance  with  the  droid’s  original  programmed 
 “Empire  nature.”  Libertarian  K-2  now  freely  chooses  to  act  in  accordance  with  the 
 Empire’s  evil  goals.  All  is  not  lost,  however,  because  Yoda  is  there  using  the  force  to 
 manipulate  K-2’s  actions  (even  the  words  that  come  out  of  the  droid’s  mouth)  and 
 everything  the  droid  physically  does  is  in  accordance  with  the  goals  of  the  Rebellion  as 
 the  droid  saves  the  day  (K-2  cannot  do  otherwise,  but  “he”  was  freely  thinking,  freely 
 wanting, and freely trying to do otherwise). 

 In  this  case,  who  is  responsible  for  all  the  good  K-2  is  doing  for  the  Rebellion?  Surely 
 K-2  is  not  to  be  praised—Yoda  is  responsible.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  only  time  the  droid 
 could  be  held  accountable  (in  a  desert  sense)  for  “his”  actions  was  when  “he”  somehow 
 transcended  “his”  programmed  nature  and  freely  chose  to  act  in  accordance  with  the  way 
 Yoda  would  force  “him”  to  act  anyway  (if  Yoda  were  not  there,  nothing  would  have 
 changed).  He  possessed  free  thinking  (in  a  libertarian  sense)  in  this  instance  and  had 
 so-called,  “guidance  control.”  All  other  examples  demonstrate  that  either  whoever 
 programmed  K-2  last  was  responsible  for  his  actions  or  Yoda  was  responsible  for  the 
 droid’s actions.  168 

 At  this  point,  Case  (5)  is  redundant.  Nothing  Stratton  suggests  in  this  case  has  been  proven,  nor 
 does  it  show  that  guidance  control  is  necessarily  incompatible  with  determinism.  And  his 
 commentary  afterwards  is  not  much  better.  Of  course,  “K-2  is  not  to  be  praised–Yoda  is 
 responsible.”  The  compatibilist  agrees  because  the  sequence  in  which  Stratton  has  described 
 (again)  in  Case  (5)  is  (primarily)  the  alternative  sequence  .  But  compatibilists  do  not  hold  fixed 
 the  alternative  sequence  of  events.  So,  while  (semi)compatibilists  agree  that  in  the  alternative 
 sequence  of  events  Yoda  is  perhaps  morally  blameworthy  for  overtly  manipulating  K-2,  and  that 
 K-2  as  a  result  would  not  be  morally  responsible,  these  facts  alone  do  not  grant  the 
 incompatibility  of  guidance  control  and  determinism.  Then,  we  see  Stratton  insert  his  already 
 misguided  intuitions  into  the  pot  by  asserting  that  “the  only  time  the  droid  could  be  held 
 accountable  (in  a  desert  sense)  for  ‘his’  actions  was  when  ‘he’  somehow  transcended  ‘his’ 
 programed  nature  and  freely  chose  to  act  in  accordance  with  the  way  Yoda  would  force  ‘him’  to 
 act anyway.” But this is only an assertion, not an argument. 

 168  Ibid. 
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 The  problem  here  is  that  Stratton  fails  to  properly  delineate  between  the  actual  sequence  of 
 events  and  the  alternative  sequence  of  events,  and  then  he  seems  to  confuse  himself  within  the 
 already  mixed  process.  169  Yes,  it  is  true  that  K-2  would  only  be  seen  as  responsible  in  the  actual 
 sequence  of  events  where  he  “freely  chose  to  act  in  accordance”  to  Yoda’s  counterfactual 
 mechanism.  That  is  quintessential  to  the  theory  of  guidance  control.  But  then  Stratton  botches  it 
 by  shoving  the  word  “manipulate”  into  the  actual  sequence;  but  that  is  not  quite  right.  If  we  take 
 a  blockage  case,  for  instance,  just  because  Yoda  ‘blocks’  the  other  neural  pathways  in  K-2’s 
 neurology  does  not  entail  that  Yoda  is  manipulating  or  forcing  (by  perhaps  “the  force”)  K-2  to 
 choose  the  one  particular  neural  pathway.  Stratton  said  it  himself  in  that  K-2  chooses  “in 
 accordance”  with  Yoda's  counterfactual  mechanism.  We  have  seen  that  in  blockage  cases,  this  is 
 what  is  known  as  occurrent  preemption,  or  simultaneous  cutting  (see  Carlson,  Volume  1 
 §2.5.14).  But  nothing  from  this  type  of  preemption  necessarily  entails  libertarian  freedom  .  More 
 to  the  point,  nothing  about  the  actual  occurrence  of  events  implies  or  necessarily  entails 
 indeterminism,  or  the  freedom  to  think  otherwise.  In  fact,  if  we  take  Case  (4)  to  be  a  pure 

 169  As John Fischer notes: “Failure to distinguish between actual-sequence and alternative-sequence explanations for 
 the lack of alternative possibilities can blur one’s metaphysical vision.” (Fischer,  The Metaphysics of  Free Will  , 186) 
 In fact, contemporary libertarian agent-causalist Thad Botham seems to  agree  that Jones would be considered  as the 
 “owner” of the actual sequence. In other words, Jones in the actual sequence of a Frankfurt case  can  be  seen to 
 complete actions that are “up to him”–  contrary  to  Stratton. Botham writes: 

 One difference between the actual case and the counterfactual case is almost too obvious to be 
 worth stating. In the actual situation, Jones performs the act of willing (i.e., choosing) to kill Smith on his 
 own. In the counterfactual case, Jones does not will to kill Smith on his own, for Black directly causes 
 Jones to will to kill Smith. Smith would act, yes. But Black would work through Smith too. Therefore, it is 
 reasonable to suppose that we’re convinced that Jones in the actual case is responsible because  he himself 
 wills,  he himself  chooses. Jones wills to kill Smith  by himself. He acts alone. We think Jones’s choosing to 
 kill Smith involves some sort of origination on the part of Jones. Were Black to intervene, Jones would not 
 be responsible because Black, not Jones, would be initiating Jones’s act of choosing to kill Smith. That 
 Jones actually initiates the choice/willing but initiates nothing in the counterfactual case (since Black, not 
 Jones, initiates the action) helps explain the difference in moral status between the actual case and the 
 counterfactual case. 

 Thus, the Frankfurt case confirms the claim that responsibility implies origination. Recall that one 
 of Frankfurt’s principal aims is to establish that the freedom pertinent to responsibility is an agent’s acting 
 of his own accord. I think that Frankfurt earns this much. 

 To preempt a misunderstanding and in order to get a better handle on the concept of origination, 
 we should be careful not to confuse  possession  with  origination. For, someone can perform an act that is  his 
 without originating anything. Thus, to say that Black directly causes Jones to will to kill Smith does not 
 imply that this act of willing is  not  Jones’s. If  Black cause Jones to will to kill Smith, the act of willing is 
 still Jones’s. Such possession, though, does not require origination. (Thad Botham,  Agent-Causation 
 Revisited: Origination and Contemporary Theories of Free Will  , [AV: Akademikerverlag, 2012], 30-31) 

 Of course, Botham still disagrees with Frankfurt’s project and goes on later in that section to reveal the exact reason 
 why Frankfurt cases fail to undermine PAP. Botham argues that origination,  not  mere possession, of an  action is 
 necessary for responsibility; therefore, Jones may be a “source” as he is in possession of his action and he indeed 
 “owns” the action, but he cannot be responsible because he did not originate the action. Clever, but the details are 
 unnecessary for our present purposes primarily because Stratton himself does not cite Botham in order to make this 
 point–if Stratton, or Botham, wants to say that sourcehood necessarily entails  origination  , then compatibilists  expect 
 an argument. Further, I fail to see how one can  own  a mechanism yet not be responsible for it. I digress.  All I had 
 wished to show is that even  incompatibilists  agree  that there is something about Jones’ agency that is worth noting 
 in the actual sequence; it may not be what we may call “origination”, but it most certainly is “possession.” And I 
 contend that that is enough for formal sourcehood or mechanism ownership. 
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 blockage  case  in  which  entails  determinism,  then  necessarily  the  case  cannot  represent 
 libertarian  freedom,  as  defended  above.  So  K-2  does  not  possess  libertarian  freedom  in  the  actual 
 sequence  of  events  given  stronger  Frankfurt  cases.  Libertarian  freedom  has  not  been  shown, 
 rather,  it  has  only  been  posited  in  Stratton’s  Star  Wars  Thought  Experiment.  In  addition,  as  a 
 result of trying to wedge such a view into the Cases, Stratton has provided only disutility. 

 Moving on in Stratton’s rejoinder, he writes: 

 In  the  last  case  offered  above  (5),  the  droid  still  possessed  libertarian  free  will  to  think 
 otherwise  but  not  to  act  otherwise.  It  is  vital  to  distinguish  between  the  two.  However,  in 
 this  scenario  the  exhaustive  determinism  Bignon  desires  to  be  true  is  false  because  one  is 
 free in the libertarian sense to think otherwise.  170 

 But,  notice,  this  conclusion  only  follows  if  one  posits  a  weak  Frankfurt-style  case  such  as  (P). 
 But,  if  we  take  Stump’s  (G)  or  Mele  and  Robb’s  (B)  case,  then  quite  frankly,  no  ,  it  is  not  true  that 
 K-2  “possessed  libertarian  free  will  to  think  otherwise…”  The  stronger  the  Frankfurt  case,  the 
 weaker  the  agent’s  freedom  becomes.  In  (P),  the  agent  has  libertarian  free  will  to  think  otherwise 
 via  liberty  of  contradiction,  but  not  do  otherwise.  In  (G),  the  agent  has  indeterministic  free  will  to 
 think  otherwise  via  liberty  of  contrariety,  but  not  do  otherwise.  But,  in  (B),  the  agent  has  neither 
 libertarian  free  will  to  think  otherwise  nor  indeterministic  free  will  to  think  otherwise. 
 (Remember,  indeterminism  does  not  entail  libertarianism,  contrary  to  Stratton’s  assertions  in  the 
 first  chapter  of  Mere  Molinism  ;  recall  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.5.7  where  I  distinguish  the  views  of 
 source  incompatibilism–or  mere  indeterminism–and  libertarianism).  The  compatibilist  must 
 simply  insert  (B)  into  Stratton’s  thought  experiment  and,  viola  ,  K-2  no  longer  has  the  libertarian 
 freedom  to  think  otherwise;  the  distinction  between  freedom  of  will  and  freedom  of  action 
 become useless. So, Stratton’s conclusion is false. 

 Stratton concludes the Star Wars Thought Experiment with one of his famous “Bottom Lines”: 

 Here’s  the  bottom  line:  I  argue  that  on  any  view  of  exhaustive  causal  divine  determinism 
 (which  includes  all  thoughts,  judgements,  actions,  beliefs,  and  behaviors),  humans  are  no 
 different  than  droids  (even  imaginary  robots  with  causally  determined  intentional  states 
 of  consciousness)  and  are  not  genuinely  responsible  for  our  thoughts,  judgements, 
 actions,  beliefs,  or  behaviors.  Thus,  it  follows  that  if  exhaustive  divine  determinism  is 
 true,  then  it  is  not  genuinely  “up  to  us”  what  we  think,  how  we  guide,  or  what  we 
 ultimately  believe.  It  is  not  “up  to”  people  to  choose  between  being  a  Calvinist,  Open 
 Theist,  or  even  an  atheist.  If  God  causally  determines  all  things,  then  all 
 things—including  all  thoughts,  evaluations,  judgements,  and  beliefs—are  also 
 exhaustively  causally  determined  by  God.  If  humans  cannot  even  guide  our  own  thoughts 

 170  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 23. 



 COLTON CARLSON  |  90 

 in  a  source  sense  of  libertarian  freedom,  then  it  seems  absurd  to  think  that  a  good,  loving, 
 just,  and  omnibenevolent  God  would  hold  humans  responsible  (morally  blameworthy)  for 
 thinking  and  guiding  exactly  the  way  God  causally  determined  the  human  to  think  and 
 guide  (especially  when  humans  possess  no  opportunity  to  exercise  an  ability  to  think  or 
 guide  otherwise).  If  the  way  I  guide  anything  is  really  up  to  me,  and  not  causally 
 determined  by  God  (or  anything  else),  then  I  possess  libertarian  freedom  of  thought.  If 
 any  of  my  evaluations  or  judgements  are  not  causally  determined  by  God  (or  anything 
 else), then I possess libertarian freedom.  171 

 The  “bottom  line”  is  false.  Stratton  first  argues  the  strong  analogy  and  says  that  humans  are  “no 
 different  than  droids”.  But  humans  are  in  fact  relevantly  different  from  droids  because  we 
 possess  a  self-consciousness  (Bignon,  Excusing  Sinners  ,  chapter  1).  172  No  professional 
 philosopher  of  freedom  argues  for  this  claim  because  it  is  only  rhetorically  powered,  lacks 
 philosophical  tradition  and  nuance,  and  fails  at  a  proper  internal  critique.  173  Next,  Stratton  still 
 fails  to  understand  what  guidance  control  entails  and  what  the  basis  of  mechanism  ownership  (as 

 173  Take for example, Kevin Timpe, when he  critiques  Bignon’s even mentioning of the puppet-robot-droid 
 argument: 

 Some of the versions of the “excusing sinners” argument are such that I’ve not seen them suggested in the 
 literature, e.g.: “puppets are determined; puppets are not morally responsible; humans are determined; 
 therefore humans are not morally responsible” (17). It’s perplexing to me that Bignon would think he needs 
 to argue against arguments of this sort. (Timpe, “Book Reviews,” 374) 

 Keep in mind that this statement comes from a highly respected  incompatibilist  philosopher. 

 172  Cf. “Tim Stratton and Robots with Colton Carlson,” on  The Freed Thinker Podcast  , 
 https://thefreedthinker.podbean.com/e/tim-stratton-and-robots-with-colton-carlson/  . 

 171  Ibid., 24. I will also add that Stratton’s conclusion appears to have essentially rendered the intuition that 
 Frankfurt-style cases are actually on the side of the  incompatibilist  , not the compatibilist. In other  words, if 
 Frankfurt-style cases function as they ought to, according to Stratton, the agent would be seen to have  libertarin 
 freedom to think otherwise  . But this is false. Heath White has argued well against this sort of rhetorical slide: 

 If Black did intervene to cause Jones to kill Smith, we would not blame Jones; instead we would blame 
 Black. But in TD [theological determinism], God may seem to be a cosmic Black, constantly “intervening” 
 so as to bring about his desired outcomes [i.e., potentially Stratton’s “bottom-line” conclusion]. So it might 
 look as if Frankfurt-style cases have the unwelcome consequence of removing human responsibility after 
 all, and indicting God as well. 

 This appearance is misleading. The God of TD is not “intervening” in anyone’s life the way Black 
 intervenes in Jones’s. According to TD there is no natural course of events, no way things would have 
 gone, if God had not taken action. So in that way, the God of TD is rather unlike Black. What reflection on 
 Frankfurt-style cases tends to show is that agents are morally responsible for actions when those actions are 
 caused in the right way, regardless of possible alternatives, and it would require further argument to show 
 that TD precluded actions from being caused in the right way. So there is no good argument from 
 Frankfurt-style cases  against  TD. (White,  Fate and  Free Will  , 175) 

 White’s assessment demonstrates what happens when the alternative and actual sequence of the Frankfurt case fail 
 to be distinguished. It also demonstrates that Stratton cannot simply modify a Frankfurt case and then expect it to 
 work in his favor (much like his articulation of (P) in Carlson, Volume 1). Finally, White’s assessment shows that 
 what is pertinent to Frankfurt cases is that Jones is (or at the very least  can be  ) morally responsible  if  he is caused in 
 the right way. This much I have tried to make abundantly clear throughout the entirety of Carlson, Volume 1. In fact, 
 if this is true, it may be compatible with Botham’s distinction between possession and origination–that possession 
 (formal causal sourcehood), or in White’s terms, the  quality of one’s will  , is necessary for responsibility,  nor merely 
 origination (efficient causal sourcehood). See earlier footnote on Botham’s distinction between possession and 
 origination for Jones in the actual sequence. 

https://thefreedthinker.podbean.com/e/tim-stratton-and-robots-with-colton-carlson/
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 understood  as  an  agent-based  approach)  accomplishes  for  the  compatibilist.  We  see  Stratton 
 question-beg  by  asserting  that  given  the  truth  of  determinism  it  is  “not  genuinely  ‘up  to  us’  what 
 we  think,  how  we  guide,  or  what  we  ultimately  believe.  It  is  not  ‘up  to’  people  to  choose 
 between  being  a  Calvinist…”  So  what?  Why  does  it  matter  if  it  is  not  “up  to  us”  in  the  efficient 
 causal  sense?  Why  does  this  matter  for  our  rational  responsibility?  What  is  the  independent 
 reason  for  why  regulative  control  is  necessary  in  order  to  “think,”  “guide”  or  to  “ultimately 
 believe”  in  our  theological  affirmations?  Here,  I  refer  to  Carolina  Sartorio’s  “steel-man” 
 argument  for  efficient  sourcehood,  her  critique  of  it  once  more,  and  my  Calvinist  exposition  to 
 this line of laymen's incompatibilist rhetoric (again, see Carlson, Volume 1 §2.2.5). 

 It  is  true  that  if  “God  causally  determines  all  things,  then  all  things–including  all  thoughts, 
 evaluations,  judgements,  and  beliefs–are  also  exhaustively  causally  determined  by  God.”  How 
 does  this  pertain  to  semicompatibilism,  the  thesis  that  is  understood  to  be  compatible  with 
 determinism  and  indeterminism?  Its  thesis  states  that  it  is  irrelevant  whether  determinism  is  true 
 or  false.  Stratton  unfortunately  jumps  to  conclusions  to  say  that  “it  seems  absurd  to  think  that  a 
 good,  loving,  just,  and  omnibenevolent  God  would  hold  humans  responsible  (morally 
 blameworthy)  for  thinking  and  guiding  exactly  the  way  God  causally  determined  the  human  to 
 think  and  guide.”  Yet,  notice,  he  gives  the  compatibilist  no  reason  for  why  this  conclusion  is 
 “absurd”  apart  from  mere  (  incompatibilist  )  intuition.  But,  his  intuition  only  goes  so  far  as  the 
 Consequence  Argument  hits  the  compatibilist,  and  if  one  is  a  semicompatibilist,  then  he 
 completely  misfires  by  arguing  the  wrong  set  of  premises.  The  semicompatibilist  is  not  a  leeway 
 compatibilist,  so  it  does  not  matter  whether  the  human  does  not  possess  regulative  control  or 
 (categorical) ability to do or think otherwise. 

 Last,  he  states  that  if  “the  way  I  guide  anything  is  really  up  to  me…  then  I  possess  libertarian 
 freedom  of  thought.”  My  response  is  simple:  what  is  Stratton’s  objection  to  occurrent 
 preemption?  What  is  his  rebuttal  to  Frankfurt-style  case  (B),  or  (G)  for  that  matter?  Moreover, 
 what  is  his  objection  to  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  mechanism  ownership?  Specifically,  which 
 condition(s)  within  mechanism  ownership  does  Stratton  find  fault?  Fischer  and  Ravizza  have 
 posited  a  compatibilist  theory  in  which  allows  one  to  remain  an  agent,  a  person,  yet  also  a 
 genuine  source  (though,  not  the  efficient  source)  with  all  the  bells  and  whistles  residing  within 
 the  locus  of  true  agency.  Seeing  as  Stratton  has  failed  to  touch  their  condition  of  mechanism 
 ownership,  let  alone  acknowledge  the  condition  even  exists,  he  misfires  while  critiquing 
 guidance  control.  The  desired  conclusion  of  libertarian  freedom  is  only  obtained  if  one  first 
 presupposes  that  guidance  entails  regulative  control.  But,  this  is  false–if  anything,  the  converse  is 
 true.  174  His  conclusion  of  libertarian  freedom  for  K-2,  then,  still  does  not  follow  because  he  has 

 174  Arguably this is the case. Given a proper reading and interpretation of a Frankfurt case, we see that Jones may 
 have guidance control of his actions but he need not possess regulative control. However, if Jones  does  possess 
 regulative control, let’s say, then it seems true that Jones would  also  possess guidance control. In  other words, 
 regulative control entails guidance control. But this does not mean that the consequent entails the antecedent, for that 
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 failed  to  accomplish  a  substantial  (IS)  by  failing  to  demonstrate  exactly  why  regulative 
 control–or  indeterminism–is  necessary  for  mere  guidance.  Consequently,  he  has  failed  at 
 producing  a  valid  (IC).  Guidance  control  is  left  untouched,  and  it  seems  Stratton  has  run  out  of 
 bullets. 

 Despite the awful interlocuting that Stratton has provided Bignon, he continues: 

 It  seems  to  me  that  the  problem  many  compatibilists  make  is  found  in  that  they  are  often 
 so  focused  on  the  ability  to  physically  do  otherwise,  that  they  forget  about  the  ability  to 
 think  otherwise.  Are  all  of  our  thoughts  causally  determined  by  something  or  someone 
 else?  If  so,  “guidance  control”  is  not  ultimately  under  our  control—God  determines  how 
 we  want  to  guide  our  actions.  However,  if  our  thoughts  are  actually  free  in  a  libertarian 
 sense (and we are really free thinkers), then  exhaustive  divine determinism is false.  175 

 Redundant,  irrelevant,  and  lackluster.  We  see  here  that  not  only  is  Stratton  misfiring  on  targeting 
 guidance  control,  he  actually  seems  to  be  firing  blanks  !  This  quote  unashamedly  demonstrates 
 that  Stratton  (somehow)  thinks  that  guidance  control  is  incompatible  with  determinism.  Yet,  this 
 one  objection  is  not  really  an  objection  at  all;  it  is  akin  to  a  kid  playing  Street  Fighter  and  instead 
 of  learning  the  intricate,  complex,  and  detailed  moves  of  their  own  fighter,  they  press  random 
 buttons  in  order  to  gain  a  hit  on  their  opponent.  Guidance  control  is  under  the  control  of  the 
 agent,  and  no  amount  of  God’s  determination  changes  this  fact  because  determinism  is  irrelevant 
 to  the  project  of  guidance  control;  that  is  to  say,  guidance  control  is  compatible  with 
 determinism!  176  It  is  only  the  case  that  the  type  of  control  the  agent  possesses  while  being 
 determined  is  not  regulative  control.  And  if  Stratton  wants  to  say  that  this  means  that  our 
 “guidance  control”  is  “not  ultimately  under  our  control,”  then  he  is  question-begging  against  the 
 compatibilist.  His  last  sentence  is  also  out  of  place  and  irrelevant  to  his  argument  because  it  is 
 obvious, and therefore needlessly redundant. 

 Stratton  finally(!)  decides  to  interact  with  Bignon’s  review  of  Mere  Molinism  by  quoting  pieces 
 of  quotes  I  have  already  addressed  from  Bignon  earlier  in  this  subsection  (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,” 
 24-5).  But,  unfortunately,  instead  of  trying  to  understand  what  Bignon  is  defending,  Stratton 
 appears  to  resort  to  a  sort  of  ‘shot-gun’  argumentative-style  tactic  by  dishing  out  two 

 176  In fact, one such argument given against guidance control is literally to state that guidance control is (almost by 
 definition) incompatible with determinism: “1- If all thoughts are causally determined by something or someone 
 outside of human control, then humans do not possess guidance control,” (Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 33). This premise 
 screams of ignorance concerning the actual theory of guidance control, and I have tried to make that evident 
 throughout the entirety of this section. As a bonus, since premise (2) of the argument states that “Humans do possess 
 guidance control”, it follows that if guidance control is indeed compatible with determinism, then Stratton just 
 single-handedly admitted to the thesis of semicompatibilism. 

 175  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 24. 

 would be the “affirming the consequent” fallacy. And Stratton cannot simply presuppose the consequent as the 
 antecedent  without  first granting an independent argument  as to why this is necessarily the case. 



 A Brief Philosophical & Dialectical Inquiry on  Mere  Molinism  |  93 

 (apparently)  brand  new  arguments  in  response  to  Bignon.  177  As  such,  I  will  respond  to  them  in  a 
 similar  manner  in  which  they  were  presented.  These  arguments  are  virtually  no  different  than 
 Stratton’s  Freethinking  Argument.  Premise  (1)  in  his  first  Ted  &  EDD  Argument  is 
 question-begging  as  it  assumes  the  ‘ought  implies  can’  maxim.  Stratton  gives  us  no  reason  to 
 think  that  ‘ought  implies  can’.  In  fact,  the  maxim  is  false  given  the  fact  that  the  unregenerate 
 ‘ought’  to  love  God  but  cannot  love  God  due  to  their  sinful  nature.  178  In  addition,  premise  (2) 
 equivocates  on  the  word  “determine.”  Does  Stratton  mean  to  say  “determine  via  regulative 
 control”  or  “determine  via  guidance  control”?  Obviously  he  means  the  former,  which  means  he 
 is question-begging. 

 Similar  problems  arise  with  Stratton’s  second  Ted  &  EDD  Argument  .  Premise  (3)  is  irrelevant  for 
 semicompatibilists,  but  even  if  I  were  to  grant  leeway  compatibilism  (such  as  dispositional 
 compatibilism),  the  premise  is  still  in  error  because  it  is  not  true  that  given  the  truth  of 
 determinism  Ted  wouldn’t  have  an  opportunity  to  do  otherwise.  Ted  would  have  a  wide  ability 
 (and  thus  opportunity)  to  do  otherwise  (see  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.4.3).  Further,  determinism  does 
 not  rule  out  there  being  an  “appropriate”  environment,  contrary  to  premise  (3).  To  assert  that  it 
 does,  definitionally  or  otherwise  necessarily,  is  to  once  again  fall  prey  to  circular  reasoning. 
 Determinism  would  only  rule  out  an  “appropriate  environment”  only  if  one  first  presupposes  that 
 determinism  itself  is  an  in  appropriate  environment  in  which  an  agent  is  to  deliberate  and 
 rationally  affirm  claims  of  knowledge.  Thus,  Ted  has  an  appropriate  environment  even  if 
 determinism  were  true–for  no  non-fallacious  argument  has  been  given  to  the  contrary–and  so  his 
 wide ability is retained; he has the opportunity to do otherwise, contrary to Stratton’s premise. 

 Stratton  ends  his  “objections”  to  Bignon’s  positing  of  “guidance  control”  by  quoting  Bignon’s 
 accusation  of  his  seemingly  innate  question-begging.  His  last  paragraph  on  the  matter  is  the 
 following: 

 It  is  vital  to  remind  readers  that  not  all  Calvinists  agree  with  Bignon.  As  noted  above,  I 
 offer  several  examples  of  Reformed  theologians  who  affirm  or  are  open  to  the  libertarian 
 freedom  to  think,  judge,  and  evaluate  regarding  the  “matters  below”  even  if  they  affirm 
 TULIP.  Be  that  as  it  may,  surely  Bignon  accepts  the  following:  “If,  in  the  actual  world, 
 God  causally  determines  Bignon  to  affirm  a  false  belief,  then,  in  the  actual  world,  it  is 
 impossible  for  Bignon  to  infer  a  better  and  true  belief.”  And  this  one:  “If  God  causally 
 determines  an  alternative  range  of  evaluative  judgement  [sic]  options  (EJOs)  to  be 
 metaphysically  closed  off  and  locked  away  from  Bignon’s  mental  access,  then  Bignon 

 178  More about similar arguments will be discussed in §4.6.6. See also Nelkin,  Making Sense of Freedom  and 
 Responsibility  , chapter 5 for a robust, contemporary  defense against the traditional Kantian “ought implies can” 
 maxim. 

 177  For this reason, I will refrain from quoting the argument’s premises; the reader, if they desire, may read the 
 arguments in their entirety from Stratton’s rejoinder. 
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 stands  in  no  position  to  know  if  the  EJOs  that  are  locked  away  are  any  good  or  true.”  He 
 can only assume. This is the epitome of begging the question.  179 

 Stratton’s  response  to  Bignon’s  question-begging  accusations  is  to  commit  a  red-herring  fallacy 
 by  appealing  to  popularity.  It  does  not  matter  whether  several  Reformed  ((NRO)  Soft  Calvinists) 
 “affirm  or  are  open  to  the  libertarian  freedom  to  think,  judge,  and  evaluate  regarding  the  ‘matters 
 below’”.  I  have  shown  in  Carlson,  Volume  1  §3,  along  with  the  Mere  Molinist  Dilemma  ,  that 
 this  project  of  harmonizing  Reformed  Theology  with  Mere  Molinism  does  not  work.  But  what  is 
 worse  is  Stratton’s  rhetoric  in  attempting  to  argue  that  for  Bignon  it  is  “impossible  for  [him]  to 
 infer  a  better  and  true  belief.”  This  is  not  true  at  all  .  It  is  impossible  for  Bignon  to  reguatlively 
 infer  a  better  and  true  belief.  Bignon’s  guidance  control,  however,  has  not  been  argued  to  be  false 
 by  Stratton  thus  far.  And  it  is  equally  not  true  that  Bignon’s  “(EJOs)  [are]  metaphysically  closed 
 off  and  locked  away.”  Evaluative  judgment  options  (EJOs)  are  categorically  closed  and 
 inaccessible  to  Bignon  given  the  truth  of  determinism;  but  that  is  not  equivalent  to  the  options 
 being  conditionally  available  or  accessible  to  Bignon  in  this  sense.  Therefore,  it  is  not  true  that 
 Bignon  “stands  in  no  position  to  know  if  the  EJOs  that  are  locked  away  are  any  good  or  true.” 
 Bignon  stands  in  no  categorical  position  to  know,  but  certainly  he  stands  in  a  conditional  or 
 counterfactually  epistemic  position  to  know  EJOs.  180  Further,  if  the  luck  objection  against 
 libertarianism  is  sound,  then  apparently  Stratton  doesn’t  stand  in  any  epistemic  position  to  know 
 whether  his  own  EJOs  produce  a  better  or  true  belief  (recall  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.1.5).  How 
 does  mere  indeterminism  allow  the  agent  access  to  control  their  own  EJOs  anymore  than 
 determinism  allows  the  agent  access  to  control  their  own  EJOs?  Stratton  does  not  say.  At  any 
 rate,  no  ,  the  compatibilist  is  not  question-begging  here  as  it  is  not  their  burden  to  prove 
 incompatibilism;  it  is  Stratton’s  (recall  §4.1.3).  So  quite  frankly,  Stratton  did  get  something  right: 
 “This  is  the  epitome  of  begging  the  question.”  He  seemed,  however,  to  have  accused  the  wrong 
 party. 

 Stratton  continues  to  fail  in  giving  a  reason  for  why  guidance  control  necessarily  entails 
 indeterminism,  thus  making  it  incompatible  with  determinism.  As  a  result,  he  fails  to  provide  a 
 strong  incompatibilist  contention  against  guidance  control  with  his  Star  Wars  Thought 
 Experiment.  He  fails  at  this  feat  only  because  he  fails  in  producing  a  healthy  incompatibilist 
 strategy  to  internally  critique  opposing  compatibilist  theories.  In  light  of  this,  guidance  control  is 
 unscathed,  standing  strong  as  a  competing  intuition  against  libertarianism  and  ultimately 
 Stratton’s Freethinking Argument.  181 

 181  I want to note that my interaction here with Stratton on his Star Wars Thought Experiment has not been pleasant 
 as an interlocutor. First, as Stratton himself has mentioned, the argument has come directly from his blog entitled 
 Yoda & K-2: Semi-Compatibilism & Responsibility  (2017), 
 https://freethinkingministries.com/yoda-k-2-semi-compatibilism-responsibility/  (Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 22n38). 
 Although there are some changes, the thought experiment remains largely the same. This is unfortunate because it 
 does not necessarily fit well into Stratton's current project of replying to Bignon. I also fail as the (compatibilist) 

 180  More on deliberation, determinism, and the compatibility between the two in §4.6. 
 179  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 25. 

https://freethinkingministries.com/yoda-k-2-semi-compatibilism-responsibility/


 A Brief Philosophical & Dialectical Inquiry on  Mere  Molinism  |  95 

 4.3.5 Conclusion | Passive “Cogs”? 

 I  conclude  this  section  on  guidance  control  with  Stratton’s  vain  ubiquitous  attempts  at  accusing 
 the  determinist  view  of  entailing  forcefulness  or  passivity  within  the  agent.  Indeed,  Stratton  is 
 often  privy  to  naming  his  (RO)  Hard  Calvinist  friends  as  “passive  cogs.”  He  writes,  quoting  John 
 DePoe, 

 We  are  nothing  but  passive  cogs  (“dust  in  the  wind”)  as  opposed  to  active  agents. 
 Epistemologist, John DePoe, has recently supported this case by exposing this problem: 

 From  the  traditional  view  of  humanity,  epistemology  must  address  the  role  of 
 personal  agency  to  avoid  dehumanizing  the  human  agent  as  nothing  more  than  a 
 mundane  relata  in  the  cause-and-effect  machinery  of  the  world.  .  .  ultimately  the 
 human  agent  is  downgraded  from  being  a  person  with  active  powers  of  rationality 
 to a passive cog that is at the mercy of causes beyond one’s control . . .  182 

 182    John M. DePoe, edited by John M. DePoe and Tyler Dalton McNabb, “A Classical Evidentialist Response to 
 Proper Functionalism,”  Debating Christian Religious  Epistemology: An Introduction to Five Views on the 
 Knowledge of God  (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2020),  124 (emphasis on “passive cogs”). I will add that 
 although Stratton quotes DePoe in his rejoinder, it is wholly out of context. DePoe is speaking against the externalist 
 view of epistemology and justification of knowledge. His complaint is that externalist views such as Tyler 
 McNabb’s proper functionalism entail that the agent is a “passive cog that is at the mercy of causes beyond one’s 
 control and awareness.” (Stratton had an ellipsis after “control” and so cut out the phrase “and awareness” in his 
 original quote of DePoe) That is, DePoe thinks that when one advocates for an epistemology that separates the 
 connection to truth (such as externalism), it therefore eliminates “the requirement for subjective awareness, 
 externalist approaches to epistemology tend to dehumanize the role of persons,” (Ibid.) But, notice, DePoe says 

 interlocutor to see how some of Stratton’s remarks were relevant to his project of showing the incompatibility of 
 guidance control and determinism (e.g., the quoted “prominent philosopher” about Stratton’s cases; who is the 
 philosopher, and why does this matter?). Second, Stratton has a severe lack of argumentative exegesis and 
 exposition for each case. At times, it was difficult to ascertain exactly what it is Stratton is arguing and  why  it is 
 relevant to guidance control and its controversial compatibility with determinism. This failure could be due to a 
 number of reasons, but unfortunately for Stratton, the failure allows the interlocutor to devise these reasons for 
 themself. To uncharitably interpret Stratton’s lack of proper exegesis to his  own  cases, one could say  that Stratton 
 fails due to his lack of knowledge of the material regarding guidance control – I for one take this reason to be the 
 case. Or, one could say that Stratton fails in his own exegesis because he suffers from a Dunning-Kruger effect. In 
 either case, or whatever the reason, it doesn’t matter as Stratton has given us  no reason of his own  to  interpret his 
 improper exegesis any differently. Third, the cases themselves seem extremely episodic, verbose, and redundant. 
 These cases appear to string together, but then due to the redundant overlap (especially with Case (4) and (5)), it is 
 hard for the interlocutor to ascertain exactly Stratton’s point. Fourth, the cases are also chock-full of incompatibilist 
 assumptions. So, if he intends the thought experiment to be an actual negative defense against compatibilism, then I 
 suppose this may work. But, we see clearly throughout the cases that he is actually trying to prove that K-2 has 
 libertarian freedom  . This means that the thought experiment  is intended to be a  positive argument  for 
 libertarian-incompatibilism, not simply a  negative  defense  for libertarian-incompatibilism against 
 semicompatibilism. If this is the case, then Stratton’s seemingly innocent assumptions become huge glaring 
 question-begging errors. All in all, this section of Stratton’s rejoinder was probably without doubt the worst section 
 Stratton has written (or rather pasted) in response to Bignon. So much so, that I find myself comical at Stratton’s 
 “responses” rather than thinking about their philosophical force. I find myself in this state not because I am unruly 
 or obtusely vindictive to Stratton’s project, but rather because  there is no philosophical force  in  Stratton’s responses. 
 And I have tried above to make this fact obvious to the inquisitive and otherwise open reader. 



 COLTON CARLSON  |  96 

 Reformed  Epistemology  (proper  functionalism)  without  qualification  seems 
 non-problematic.  However,  once  Reformed  Epistemology  is  married  to  EDD,  then  the 
 implication  of  this  view  is  that  we  are  relegated  to  nothing  but  “  passive  cogs  ”  lacking 
 active  powers  (or  broad  abilities)  of  rationality  to  infer  or  affirm  better  or  true  beliefs.  We 
 can  only  hope  and  assume  that  our  determined  beliefs  are  true  (and  this  “hope”  and 
 “assumption” is causally determined by factors beyond our control as well).  183 

 Well,  for  one,  I  don’t  hold  to  Reformed  Epistemology  (or  what  has  been  called  proper 
 functionalism;  this  view  of  epistemic  structure  is  considered  an  externalist  view  of 
 epistemology).  184  So,  I  don’t  see  how  I  have  the  particular  problem  that  Stratton  stresses  here.  In 
 fact,  Calvinists  are  not  necessarily  committed  to  any  one  view  of  epistemological  location  of 
 justification.  185  Reformed  Epistemology,  I  will  admit,  tracks  nicely  alongside  of  Calvinist 

 185  “... how do you know anything on determinism? The Calvinist can answer with a number of possible accounts of 
 knowledge. You can be an internist or an externalist. You can be a classical foundationalist, you can be a reformed 
 epistemologist; whatever floats your boat. None of these accounts have anything to say about whether determinism 
 or indeterminism are true. So, the Calvinist can describe the mechanism of deliberation, and it would go something 
 like this: how did I come to know X? Well, I used my God-given brain to consider the evidence and rationally think 
 about the facts and I concluded what I think is right. But, Stratton may be tempted to say in response, ‘Ah, but all 
 that was still determined!’ Right, but that’s only a good retort if you already accept that determinism is incompatible 
 knowledge. So, that’s still begging the question,” (Bignon,  French Calvinist Responds to Critics  , 
 https://youtu.be/rP2BWwC9M3s?t=2502  , starting at timestamp  41:40). 

 Stratton actually responds to this exact rebuttal by Bignon (Stratton,  Determinism Refuted Philosophically  , 
 https://youtu.be/sjIMbNnaG94?t=7262  , starting at timestamp  2:01:02). His response is to remind Bignon that an 
 argument has been made that determinism is incompatible with knowledge (i.e., the Freethinking Argument, and 

 184  More will be discussed about externalism and its contrasting view of internalism in the relevant sections below. 
 183  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 9-10. 

 nothing  about how  one’s view of freedom  tends to dehumanize the role of persons and thus relegates their 
 personhood to nothing more than a “passive cog” at the mercy of, say, a majestic divine determiner. DePoe is 
 speaking strictly about  epistemology  and one’s role  in acquiring true beliefs,  not  about  how  we necessarily  come to 
 those true beliefs. Now, obviously, Stratton thinks that we come by those true beliefs through libertarian freedom, 
 the ability to  think  otherwise, or the ability to  decide  what is a better, true, or worse belief, etc.  As we will see later 
 in the relevant sections below (specifically §4.10), this assumption is false. First, it assumes that 
 determinist-compatibilists cannot have internal access to or  awareness  of their belief structure; this is  false. Even if 
 our “awareness” or “access” was determined, that doesn’t negate our epistemic justification as it would still be 
 internal to the agent, regardless of the metaphysics of freedom. Externalism, then, is not the only epistemic location 
 available for the Calvinist seeking to uphold their metaphysical commitment to determinism. Second, it assumes that 
 compatibilism does  not  allow for active agency in  their epistemological noetic structure. Again, this is false. 
 Arguably if one has a first-person subjective requirement such as mechanism ownership (or formal sourcehood), 
 then one can be an active cause or participant in their selection of true beliefs. It does not follow that God is the only 
 active participant in the agent’s selection of true beliefs. In compatibilism, a vital commitment to secondary 
 causation is necessary, and within this commitment comes a sense of active agency. Guidance control allows this to 
 be seen most clearly. And to think that just because God is the sufficient cause of one’s noetic structure that that 
 somehow rules out the agent’s first-person participation in their selection of true beliefs is ridiculously 
 question-begging. As we will see later, indeterminism is neither necessary nor sufficient for a proper selection of 
 true beliefs. Finally, this last comment is more of a professional complaint: Stratton in his rejoinder to Bignon 
 neglected to cite DePoe properly. He did not include DePoe’s essay nor did he include the page number in which he 
 found the quote. As an interlocutor, the lack of professional citation is annoying, and, in all honesty, uncourteous. 
 It’s personally unfathomable to me how one can neglect the essay  and  page number of a quote one uses in  order to 
 address an issue raised against an opponent. I place the correct, full citation in this footnote for the reader (and I 
 suppose for Stratton himself). 

https://youtu.be/rP2BWwC9M3s?t=2502
https://youtu.be/sjIMbNnaG94?t=7262
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 determinism.  However,  this  is  not  to  mean  that  proper  functionalism  is  the  only  epistemic  noetic 
 structure  available  for  the  Calvinist  wishing  to  hold  determinism,  and  the  same  is  true  for  the 
 epistemic  location  of  justification;  Calvinists  are  not  necessarily  committed  to  externalism. 
 Second,  I  fail  to  see  how  the  imposed  epistemological  significance  clearly  provides  a  valid 
 triadic  relationship  with  justification,  free  will,  and  the  compatibility  between  determinism  and 
 free  will.  Perhaps  it  does.  In  any  case,  Stratton  does  not  tell  us  exactly  how,  and  I  find  this 
 problematic  (we  will  discuss  epistemology  more  during  Stratton’s  defense  of  the  Freethinking 
 Argument  later  in  the  relevant  sections).  Next,  Stratton  seems  to  think  that  being  an  active 
 participant  in  one’s  selection  of  true  beliefs  entails  that  one  possesses  the  dispositional  broad  (or 
 wide)  ability  to  do  otherwise.  This  is  false,  or  at  the  very  least  completely  unclear.  But,  even  if  I 
 were  to  grant  that  this  is  the  case,  it  is  not  as  if  Calvinists  do  not  have  in  their  possession  broad 
 (or wide) abilities as defended in Carlson, Volume 1 §2.4.3–  contrary  to Stratton’s inept assertion. 

 Stratton  continues  to  rail  Calvinist  determinists  for  being  mere  “passive  cogs”  at  the  whim  of  a 
 divine determiner (or, according to Stratton, “deceiver”). Here are but a few examples: 

 This  [attempting  to  choose  between  a  “good,  bad,  better,  the  best,  worse,  the  worst,  true, 
 false,  probably  true,  or  probably  false”  belief]  seems  to  be  an  impossible  task  for  a 
 “passive  cog.”  And  replacing  the  nefarious  neurosurgeon  with  a  deity  of  deception  does 
 not  magically  make  this  big  problem  disappear.  Since  begging  the  question  is  logically 
 fallacious,  anything  Sally  claims  to  think  or  know  is  not  based  upon  justification,  but 
 rather,  logical  fallacies.  Any  argument  based  on  a  logical  fallacy  is  no  argument  at  all. 
 This  is  one  reason  to  affirm  premise  (3)  of  the  FreeThinking  Argument  Against 
 Naturalism  .  186 

 Most  people  believe  that  they  are  indeed  rationally  and/or  morally  responsible  (in  a  desert 
 sense)  for  at  least  some  of  their  thoughts  and  beliefs.  It  is  easy  to  show  why  the  first 
 premise  does  not  allow  this  mental  responsibility  on  any  paradigm  assuming  exhaustive 
 determinism which relegates human agency to nothing but a  “passive cog.”  187 

 Nevertheless,  Bignon  affirms  that  on  EDD,  God  is  determining  the  judgments, 
 assessments,  evaluations,  considerations,  and  estimations  that  arise  in  one’s  head.  It  is 
 vital  to  see  that,  on  Bignon’s  own  view,  he  is  not  the  source  of  any  “guidance  of 
 thought”—God  causally  determines  the  entire  show!  We  are  nothing  but  “passive  cogs” 

 187  Ibid., 12. (emphasis on “passive cog”) 
 186  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 11. (emphasis on “passive cog”) 

 most importantly, the Deliberation & Liberation Argument). The problem, however, is that the argument is still 
 question-begging because it does not demonstrate that the categorical ability is necessary  independently  from the 
 argument. I must also add that Stratton’s response to Bignon in the YouTube video is virtually a reading from  Mere 
 Molinism  , 168, including footnote 24. 
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 at  the  mercy  of  factors  beyond  our  control  if  EDD  is  true.  This  seems  to  validate  my 
 argument.  188 

 It  is  most  evident  that  Stratton  thinks  “[w]e  are  nothing  but  ‘passive  cogs’  at  the  mercy  of  factors 
 beyond  our  control  if  EDD  is  true.”  But,  I  fail  to  see  why  Stratton  would  come  to  such  a 
 conclusion  unless  he  first  presupposes  the  truth  of  incompatibilism.  Further,  I  contend  that  the 
 reason  why  Stratton  tends  to  demote  determinists  down  to  mere  “passive  cogs”  is  because  he 
 really  does  believe  determinism  equates  to  force  .  I  surmise  the  thinking  that  Stratton  is  relating 
 here  to  be  one  that  says  if  one  is  passive  in  their  selection  of  true  beliefs,  then  the  reason  why  one 
 is  passive  in  that  process  is  because  he  is  forced.  Obviously  if  one  is  forced  in  their  thinking  or 
 doing  of  an  action,  they  are  a  passive  participant  rather  than  an  active  one.  Moreover,  if  one  is 
 forced,  not  only  are  they  considered  passive  ,  but  they  are  also  considered  to  have  a  lack  of 
 alternative  possibilities–a  lack  of  a  range  of  options  each  of  which  is  compatible  or  consistent 
 with  one’s  nature.  And  I  think  this  connection  is  one  in  which  Stratton  means  to  imply  for  the 
 determinist,  though  he  never  articulates  the  claim  directly.  But,  the  thesis  of  compatibilism  does 
 not  entail  that  one  is  forced  in  their  free  actions,  and  so  they  are  not  “passive  cogs”  at  the  mercy 
 of  determinism  (whether  that  be  natural  or  theistic  determinism).  So,  as  long  as  the  compatibilist 
 can  demonstrate  that  compatibilism  does  not  entail  forcefulness  in  the  determining  mechanism, 
 then  they  may  wholly  avoid  the  “passive  cogs”  charge  by  Stratton  (and  other  lay 
 incompatibilists).  In  fact,  seeing  as  Stratton  is  trying  to  provide  an  internal  critique  against 
 compatibilism,  he  must  demonstrate  that  compatibilist  views  do  entail  forcefulness  in  order  to 
 avoid  question-begging–recall  that  in  order  to  provide  an  adequate  incompatibilist  contention 
 against  compatibilism,  the  incompatibilist  must  develop  a  strategy  in  order  to  avoid  question 
 begging (IS); therefore, an internal critique against compatibilism is their best option. 

 For  starters,  I  have  already  developed  an  account  which  allows  the  agent  in  question  to  be  a 
 robust  source  of  activity,  participation,  and  deliberation  (see  Carlson,  Volume  1,  §2.5.14).  This 
 account  alone  could  in  fact  refute  Stratton’s  “passive  cog”  notion  along  with  his  “Vanishing  ‘I’ 
 Argument”  against  determinism.  189  But,  I  don’t  believe  such  an  account  is  necessary,  though  it  is 
 sufficient.  All  that  is  technically  required  is  for  compatibilists  to  state  for  themselves  that  their 
 view  is  not  one  that  involves  “force,”  thereby  avoiding  the  charge  of  agential  passivity.  This  is 
 enough  to  show  that  Stratton  has  straw-manned  their  position,  failed  at  an  internal  critique,  and 
 therefore  has  begged  the  question  against  compatibilism  thereby  forfeiting  an  adequate  defense 
 of incompatibilist contention. 

 189  See Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 11; Stratton, “The Vanishing ‘I’”,  https://freethinkingministries.com/the-vanishing-i/  . 
 Cf. Carlson, Volume 1 §2.2.5, 52n125. See also Heath White,  Fate and Free Will  , chapter 6. White argues  that 
 agency is explained in intentional terms and that theological determinism does not necessarily rule out the agent 
 being intentional in their “own” actions. Guidance control is compatible with this sort of analysis as well as 
 Bignon’s “God-given-ness” and my own position of formal sourcehood. 

 188  Ibid., 15. (emphasis on “passive cogs”) 

https://freethinkingministries.com/the-vanishing-i/
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 Contemporary compatibilist John Martin Fischer provides us with this statement: 

 From  the  lack  of  alternative  possibilities,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  agent  in  question 
 does  what  he  does  as  a  result  of  force  or  compulsion  .  Of  course,  it  may  be  the  case  that 
 such  an  agent  has  to  do  what  he  does;  but  it  does  not  follow  from  this  that  he  is  “forced” 
 to  do  what  he  does  in  a  sense  that  rules  out  his  being  accountable  [morally  or  rationally] 
 for what he does. 

 As  I  have  argued  above,  there  can  be  two  sorts  of  explanations  for  the  lack  of 
 alternative  possibilities.  In  one  sort  of  case,  a  factor  that  plays  some  role  in  the  actual 
 sequence  implies  that  an  agent  has  no  alternative  possibilities.  In  another  sort  of  case  (the 
 Frankfurt-type  scenario),  a  factor  or  set  of  factors  in  the  alternative  sequence  implies  that 
 the  agent  does  not  have  (robust)  alternative  possibilities.  In  the  latter  sort  of  case  there 
 may  be  no  responsibility-undermining  factor  in  the  actual  sequence.  Thus  it  is  simply 
 false  that 

 If  human  beings  had  no  alternative  possibilities  at  all,  if  all  their  actions  at  all 
 times  were  the  only  actions  permitted  them,  they  …  could  take  no  credit  or  blame 
 for  any  other  achievements,  and  they  could  no  more  be  responsibility  for  their 
 lives,  in  prospect  or  retrospect,  than  are  robots,  or  the  trains  in  our  fertile 
 metaphor  that  must  run  on  ‘predestined  grooves.’  [i.e.,  “passive  cogs”]  They 
 could  have  dignity  neither  in  their  own  eyes  nor  in  the  eyes  of  their  fellows,  and 
 both esteem for others and self-esteem would dwindle.  190 

 For  Fischer,  the  lack  of  alternatives  no  more  implies  forcefulness  upon  the  agent  than  it  implies 
 humanity  to  be  strongly  analogous  to  robots  or  “predestined  grooves.”  If  the  lack  of  categorically 
 accessible  alternatives  does  not  imply  forcefulness  within  the  determining  mechanism  for  the 
 compatibilist  ,  then  how  can  the  incompatibilist  attempt  to  gain  an  argumentative  advantage  by 
 arguing  that  which  the  compatibilist  does  not  even  argue  for  themselves?  It’s  absurd.  One’s  “lack 
 of  alternatives  does  not  manifest  itself  in  explicit  coercion,”  nor  does  it  entail,  for  the 
 compatibilist,  that  “we  would  not  be  morally  responsible  agents  –  we  would  be  just  like  puppets 
 and  individuals  subject  to  manipulation  or  hypnosis…  I  think  it  is  a  mistake  hastily  to  conclude 
 that  if  (say)  causal  determinism  were  to  obtain,  we  would  be  relevantly  similar  to  the  puppets 
 and  individuals  subject  to  hypnosis  or  manipulation,”  (Fischer,  The  Metaphysics  of  Free  Will  , 
 19).  Given  semicompatibilism’s  guidance  control,  it  is  not  at  all  obvious  whether  agents  are 
 forced  to  do  as  they  do  thereby  resulting  in  their  most  dignified  agential  properties  to  be  wholly 
 passive. 

 In the words of Scott Christensen, reformed theologian and pastor, he writes: 

 190  Fischer,  The Metaphysics of Free Will  , 184. 
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 [God]  is  completely  sovereign  in  decreeing  all  that  transpires  in  the  course  of  history. 
 Then  he  providentially  ensures  that  everything  unfolds  according  to  the  divine  plan…  this 
 all-encompassing  divine  determinism  is  compatible  with  human  freedom  and 
 responsibility.  God  does  not  operate  as  an  impersonal  fatalistic  force  .  His  sovereignty 
 does  not  undermine  or  bypass  human  willing  and  choosing.  He  coerces  no  one  to  do  what 
 they do.  191 

 God  is  not  the  grand  puppet  master,  and  we  are  not  dangling  marionettes  devoid  of  active 
 minds,  emotions,  desires,  and  wills.  We  make  real  choices,  with  real  consequences  that 
 proceed  from  real  deliberations  ,  motives,  and  circumstances  that  shape  the  outcomes  of 
 those  choices.  Nonetheless,  those  choices  dovetail  perfectly  with  the  sovereign 
 determinations  of  God.  This  is  known  in  today’s  philosophical  parlance  as 
 compatibilism  .  192 

 In his review of  Mere Molinism  , Bignon criticizes  Stratton for making this very assumption: 

 Finally,  in  a  number  of  places,  Stratton  uses  the  language  of  “forcing”  to  describe  God’s 
 determination  of  all  things:  “If  a  person’s  thoughts  and  beliefs  are  forced  upon  him,  and 
 he  could  not  have  chosen  better  thoughts  and  beliefs,  then  he  is  simply  left  assuming  that 
 his  determined  thoughts  and  beliefs  are  good  (and  that  his  beliefs  are  true).”  193  (p.168)  He 
 then  asks  a  rhetorical  question:  “When  there  is  disagreement  amongst  individuals,  does 
 this  imply  that  God  is  forcing  (causing)  some/many  people  to  believe  false  propositions?” 
 (172).  I  don’t  know  what  Stratton  means  by  the  juxtaposition  “forcing  (causing),” 
 because  the  two  are  not  equivalent,  and  “forcing”  has  connotations  of  coercion  that  don’t 
 follow  from  determinism.  But  yes,  determinism  does  mean  that  all  things,  including 
 people’s  false  beliefs,  are  determined  ultimately  by  God  in  his  providence.  And  the 
 Calvinist  thinks  that  God  has  morally  sufficient  reasons  for  determining  that,  just  as  he 

 193  Stratton’s next sentence in  Mere Molinism  also pushes  the “forcefulness” rhetoric: “Therefore, one could never 
 rationally affirm or argue that his beliefs really are the inference to the best explanation; this can only be assumed, 
 and this assumption would likewise be causally determined and  forced  upon him,” (Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 168; 
 emphasis added). Elsewhere, Stratton argues that “Premise D  1  [of the  Freethinking Argument’s Core  : “If libertarian 
 freedom is not possessed by humans, then humans cannot rationally affirm knowledge claims”], however, seems 
 true because, if everything about a person (the thing one refers to as ‘I’) is exhaustively causally determined by 
 something other than oneself, then that includes every thought and belief. And if all thoughts and beliefs are  forced 
 upon a person… then he is simply left assuming that his determined thoughts and beliefs are good or the best, as 
 well as whether or not they are true,” (Stratton,  Mere Molinsim  , 174; emphasis added). I have already  responded to 
 Stratton’s “Vanishing ‘I’” argument in the previous volume. Also, “God does not causally determine,  force  ,  or 
 compel people to think, act, believe, or behave in a certain way… This would be fatalism,” (Stratton,  Mere 
 Molinism  , 225; emphasis added on “force”). This last  quote is laughably incorrect, and it remains a perfect 
 straw-man. First, determinism does  not  entail fatalism  (see Appendix). Second, as argued in the present subsection, 
 determinism does  not  entail forcefulness. Stratton  gives us no reason to conclude that determinism entails, or is 
 strongly (or weakly) analogous to, forcefulness; therefore, he remains question-begging. 

 192  Ibid., 170. (emphasis on “active” and “deliberations”) For more defense against the “puppet argument,” see Heath 
 White,  Fate and Free Will  , chapter 6; Bignon,  Excusing  Sinners  , chapter 1. 

 191  Christensen,  What About Evil?  , 154. (emphasis added) 
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 has  morally  sufficient  reasons  for  all  the  evil  that  happens  in  this  world.  It’s  Stratton’s  job 
 to  tell  us—with  premises  we  accept,  not  just  rhetorical  questions—why  that’s  necessarily 
 false.  If  “forced”  is  intended  to  simply  denote  determinism,  then  the  claim  that  it 
 undermines  rationality  is  question-begging.  But  if  it’s  intended  to  refer  to  something 
 stronger,  like  coercion,  then  Stratton’s  claim  isn’t  just  question-begging,  it  also  stands 
 refuted,  because  coercion  features  the  use  of  physical  force  or  threats,  which  makes  it 
 demonstrably  disanalogous  to  the  normal  compatibilist  case  wherein  God  determines  our 
 choices but uses neither force nor threats.  194 

 I  am  not  sure  what  else  needs  to  be  said  or  added  to  this  clear  exposition  from  Bignon.  The  word 
 “force”  has  the  unfortunate  connotation  of  “coercion”  which  doesn’t  “follow  from 
 determinism.”  195  And  it  is  demonstrably  false  that  determinism  entails  coercion  because  it  fails  to 
 produce  a  bypassing  or  circumvention  of  agency  while  the  determining  mechanism  is 
 determining  the  agent–recall  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.2.5  on  Thaddeus  Williams’  distinction 
 between  Heart  Reformation  where  the  determining  mechanism  works  internally  through  the 
 agent  thereby  reforming  their  agency,  and  Heart  Circumvention  where  the  determining 
 mechanism  works  externally  against  the  agent  thereby  bypassing  their  agency.  In  Bignon’s 
 words,  the  relevant  difference  between  coercion  and  normal  cases  of  agents  being  determined  is 
 the  use  of  physical  (or  otherwise  external)  force  and  threats.  This  is  significant  because  it 
 demonstrates  that  Stratton’s  use  of  force  as  a  synonym  for  determinism  is  false.  If  this  is  true, 
 then  it  doesn’t  “seem”  like  his  intuition  of  determinists  being  floating  passive  cogs  or 
 “predestined grooves” is justified. 

 Granted,  Stratton  responds  to  Bignon’s  quote  here  (of  course  not  the  relevant  parts  of  the 
 quotes–but  I  expect  nothing  less  from  Stratton  at  this  point).  In  response  to  Bignon’s  use  of  God 
 having “morally sufficient reasons” for determining false beliefs, he writes: 

 Then  the  reason  the  “Calvinist  thinks”  such  things  is  ultimately  because  this  thought  is 
 causally  determined  by  the  same  deity  of  deception  who  causally  determines  all  humans 
 to  affirm  false  beliefs.  This  provides  an  undercutting  defeater  to  what  “the  Calvinist 
 thinks.”  If  we  are  not  free  creatures,  then  God  could  simply  causally  determine  all  agents 
 to  always  think  and  believe  correctly  all  the  time  via  a  miraculous  “zap,”  or  via 
 intelligently  designed  and  fine-tuned  cognitive  faculties  to  always  think  correctly.  What 
 exactly  are  we  supposed  to  learn  by  these  supposed  “morally  sufficient  reasons?”  And 
 what  are  they?  The  EDD  folks  punt  to  mystery  here.  As  I  explain  in  the  final  chapter  of 
 my book, Molinists can answer the question.  196 

 196  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 26. I will deal with Stratton’s “punt” to Molinism here in answering the problem of evil in 
 §6.1. 

 195  See also Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , chapter 2 where  Bignon responds to incompatibilist charges that determinism 
 either entails or is relevantly analogous to coercion. 

 194  Bignon, “Review,” 28-9. 
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 First,  Statton  cannot  assume  that  God  is  tantamount  to  a  deity  of  deception  if  He  determines  false 
 beliefs  of  human  creatures.  Being  deceptive  and  producing  deception  are  not  necessarily 
 equivalent.  We  see  this  pretty  clearly  in  various  texts  throughout  the  Scriptures,  so  I  am  not  sure 
 why  Stratton  takes  this  to  be  such  an  issue  (e.g.,  1  Samuel  18:10–11,  19:9–10  ;  1  Kings  22:22; 
 Isaiah  10;  Romans  11:8;  2  Thessalonians  2:11).  Second,  as  I  have  argued  elsewhere,  197  I  do  not 
 think  it  is  possible  for  God  to  “simply  causally  determine  all  agents  to  always  think  and  believe 
 correctly  all  the  time  via  a  miraculous  ‘zap’”.  This  response  severely  neglects  the  growing 
 literature  on  compatibilist  free  will  defenses.  198  Last,  Stratton  rhetorically  asks  what  are  some  of 
 the  sufficient  reasons  for  God’s  determining  those  with  false  beliefs.  Answer:  it  depends  . 
 Virtually,  the  Calvinist  may  appeal  to  any  defense  used  to  defuse  the  problem  of  evil  in  order  to 
 answer  this  question:  soul-building,  demonstrative  goods  defense,  199  a  greater-goods  defense,  200 

 or  (as  mentioned  above)  a  free  will  defense.  These  reasons  are  not  necessarily  “punted”  to 
 mystery  for  the  Calvinist.  Perhaps  Stratton  needs  to  expand  his  library  of  robust  Calvinist 
 sources.  201 

 Stratton  continues  to  respond  to  Bignon:  “Be  that  as  it  may,  Bignon  misses  the  main  point  of  my 
 argument  and  moves  the  goalposts.  It’s  not  about  if  God  has  ‘morally  sufficient  reasons,’” 
 (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  26).  But,  it  is  actually  Stratton  who  misses  the  main  point  of  Bignon’s 
 defense!  The  section  in  which  Stratton  quoted  Bignon  here  is  the  one  I  quoted  above  where 
 Bignon  criticizes  Stratton  for  implying  determinism  is  tantamount  or  analogous  to  “force” 
 thereby  resulting  in  human  passive  agents  (or  “cogs”).  Bignon’s  “morally  sufficient  reasons” 

 201  Here is one such source:  Calvinism and the Problem  of Evil  , edited by David E. Alexander and Daniel  M. 
 Johnson (Eugene, OR: Pickwick, 2016). It’s funny because Stratton himself quoted from this source by quoting 
 Matthew J. Hart’s article on the problem of hell in  Mere Molinism  , 172. Cf. Carlson, Volume 1 §2.2.2,  33n74. In 
 Hart’s essay, he lays out no less than thirteen goods for  why  God determines the reprobate to a fate in  hell, for 
 instance. See also Hart,  Theological Determinism and  the Goodness of God  (Dissertation), chapters 7-8: 
 https://livrepository.liverpool.ac.uk/3090336/1/201049109_Sep2019.pdf  .  Chris Green, in the chapter previous to 
 Hart's, lays out his demonstrative-good defense which is compatible with Calvinist providence in the face of the 
 problem of evil: Christopher R. Green, “A Compatibicalvinist Demonstrative-Goods Defense,” in  Calvinism and the 
 Problem of Evil  (see earlier footnote). Once again,  we see Stratton failing to engage with the relevant literature. That 
 in and of itself, I dare to contend, is more mysterious than Calvinists appealing to “morally sufficient reasons” as a 
 skeptical defense to the problem of evil. 

 200  Christensen,  What About Evil?  ; Greg Welty,  Why Is  There Evil in the World (and So Much Of It)?  (Fearn, 
 Ross-shire, Scotland: Christian Focus, 2018); Daniel M. Johnson, “Calvinism and the Problem of Evil: A Map of the 
 Territory,” in  Calvinism and the Problem of Evil  . 

 199  Christopher R. Green, “A Compatibicalvinist Demonstrative-Goods Defense,” in  Calvinism and the Problem of 
 Evil  . 

 198  For a small sampling, see John Bishop (1993) “Compatibilism and the Free Will Defence,”  Australasian Journal 
 of Philosophy  , 71:2, 104-120; A. A. Howsepian, “Compatibilism,  Evil, and the Free Will Defense,”  SOPHIA  (2007) 
 46:217–236; Jason Turner, “Compatibilism and the Free Will Defense,”  Faith and Philosophy  30.2 (2013): 
 125–137; and Michael Almeida, “Compatibilism and the Free Will Defense,” in  Free Will and Classical Theism: 
 The Significance of Freedom in Perfect Being Theology  ,  edited by Hugh McCann (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
 2017), 56-68. I also wish to highlight the fact that incompatibilist Daniel Speak has recently written, and  conceded  , 
 Jason Turner’s compatibilist free will defense in “Free Will and the Problem of Evil,” in  The Routledge  Companion 
 to Free Will  . 

 197  Carlson, Volume 1 §2.2.3. 

https://livrepository.liverpool.ac.uk/3090336/1/201049109_Sep2019.pdf
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 comment  was  tangential  to  his  overall  point  in  that  Stratton  is  question-begging  against  the 
 compatibilist  by  assuming  determinism  entails  forcefulness.  The  unfortunate  (and  I  dare  say 
 cringy)  part  of  this  interaction  between  the  two  rivals  is  that  Stratton  completely  misfires  (again!) 
 on  Bignon’s  criticisms.  So,  in  a  comical  sense,  Stratton  is  right:  “It’s  not  about  if  God  has 
 ‘morally  sufficient  reasons.’”  202  It’s  about  whether  Stratton  is  question-begging  on  a  totally 
 different issue, which, of course, he fails to address. 

 Given  this,  so  far  as  I  can  tell,  the  only  “passive  cog”  visible  from  my  vantage  point  is  Stratton 
 himself  in  his  redundant  failure  to  engage  properly  with  the  relevant  literature.  Of  course,  I  am 
 being  particularly  poignant,  but  not  without  good  reason.  I  consider  it  philosophically 
 blasphemous  to  neglect  such  a  wealth  of  opposing  resources  in  one’s  defense  of  their  argument; 
 yet,  this  is  precisely  what  Stratton  has  so  wonderfully  accomplished.  It  is  simply  not  true  that 
 determinism  entails  force,  and  therefore  it  is  unequivocally  false  that  determinism  implies  agents 
 in  which  they  possess  passive  participation  in  their  otherwise  dignified  agential  properties  (such 
 as  proper  epistemic  selection  of  true  beliefs).  Stratton  has  failed  at  defending  the  primary 
 incompatibilist  contention  of  manipulation  cases  against  compatibilism,  and  has  equally  failed  at 
 developing  a  sound,  non-question-begging  incompatibilist  strategy  in  order  to  flush  out  the  said 
 contention.  In  hopes  of  responding  to  certain  challenges  (specifically  from  Bignon),  Stratton  has 
 not  only  misfired,  but  has  fired  blanks  ultimately  due  to  his  failed  responses  which  only  further 
 demonstrates his insouciant research in the relevant literature. 

 Guidance  control  has  not  been  shown  to  be  false,  nor  has  it  been  demonstrated  that  it  is 
 necessarily  incompatible  with  determinism.  The  source  condition  of  mechanism  ownership  and 
 the  control  condition  of  moderate  reasons-responsiveness  have  not  been  critiqued  by  Stratton  in  a 
 way  that  first  doesn’t  assume  incompatibilism.  If  these  responses  from  Stratton  are  to  lay  a 
 necessary  foundation  for  his  Freethinking  Argument,  compatibilists  are  not  just  safe,  they  are 
 virtually home-free. 

 4.4 The Freethinking Argument 

 We  now  arrive  at  Stratton’s  Freethinking  Argument;  the  argument  which  I  have  been  leading  up 
 to  for  several  sections.  The  Freethinking  Argument  (FTA)  is  really  a  family  of  arguments  203 

 targeting  naturalism,  while  others  specifically  target  natural  or  divine  determinism.  Each, 
 however, has a “contested premise.” Bignon summarizes the contention: 

 203  “As the author sees it, of all the arguments that have been developed in support of libertarian freedom, there is 
 one that seems to supersede all others. This argument stems from the very  ability  to reason. It appears  to be true that 
 one may argue that human beliefs can be rationally affirmed only if humans possess libertarian freedom. This 
 argument shall be referred to as the  Freethinking  Argument against Naturalism  …” (Stratton,  Mere Molinsim  ,  167). 

 202  Though, I will mention that it seems Stratton himself appeals to ‘morally sufficient reasons’ (or skeptical theism) 
 in order to defend God’s ‘self-imposed limitations.’ See Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 238. 
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 Stratton  formulates  the  same  basic  “free-thinking”  argument  several  times,  with 
 syllogisms  featuring  sometimes  as  many  as  8  steps,  but  we  can  skip  all  the  details, 
 because  in  each  case  the  one  premise  that  Calvinist  determinists  will  reject  is  trivial  to 
 identify:  it’s  always  the  conditional  that  says  something  like  “if  determinism,  then  no 
 knowledge.” 
 It’s  the  premise  called  (A3)  on  page  167:  “If  humans  do  not  possess  libertarian  freedom, 
 then  humans  do  not  possess  the  ability  to  rationally  infer  and  rationally  affirm  knowledge 
 claims” 
 It’s  the  one  called  (C3)  on  page  171:  “If  libertarian  free  thinking  does  not  exist,  then  the 
 process of rationality is illusory” 
 It’s  the  one  called  (D1)  on  page  174:  “If  libertarian  freedom  is  not  possessed  by  humans, 
 then humans cannot rationally affirm knowledge claims”  204 

 The  contested  premise  A  3  is  from  the  Freethinking  Argument  against  Naturalism  (FAAN); 
 premise  C  3  is  from  the  Revised  Freethinking  Argument  (RFA);  premise  D  1  is  from  the 
 Freethinking  Argument’s  “core”  (FAC).  Unless  otherwise  stated,  when  I  refer  to  the  FTA,  I  will 
 hereafter be referring to its core, FAC, due to its simplicity. The complete FAC is as follows: 

 D  1  If  libertarian  freedom  is  not  possessed  by  humans,  then  humans  cannot  rationally 
 affirm knowledge claims. 

 D  2  Some humans can rationally affirm knowledge claims. 
 D  3  Therefore, some humans possess libertarian freedom.  205 

 The  premise  that  Bignon  thinks  ought  to  be  “contested”  is  virtually  the  same  conditional  in 
 Stratton’s  family  of  Freethinking  Arguments  (differing  only  in  variation):  If  determinism  is  true, 
 then  we  cannot  rationally  affirm  or  infer  claims  of  knowledge,  especially  since  our  entire 
 reasoning  process  would  itself  be  determined.  The  contrapositive  of  D  1  is  the  following:  If 
 humans  can  rationally  affirm  knowledge  claims,  then  libertarian  freedom  is  possessed  by 
 humans.  However,  if  libertarian  freedom  is  true,  then  this  entails  indeterminism.  But,  Stratton 
 implies  that  if  determinism  is  true,  then,  via  modus  tollens  ,  libertarian  freedom  is  false;  thus,  D  1  : 
 “If  libertarian  freedom  is  not  possessed  by  humans,  then  humans  cannot  rationally  affirm 
 knowledge claims.” 

 As  stated,  premise  D  1  in  the  FAC  is  highly  controversial.  If  true,  it  entails  not  only  the  falsity  of 
 determinism  but  compatibilism  as  well  (seeing  as  libertarian  freedom  entails  incompatibilism). 
 The  FAC,  then,  is  a  positive  argument  in  favor  of  libertarian  freedom,  and  thus  against 
 determinism  and  compatibilism.  So,  D  1  ought  to  be  rejected  by  both  compatibilists  and 
 determinists (especially (RO) Hard Calvinists who affirm both!). 

 205  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 174. 

 204  Bignon, “Review,” 22-23. Unless otherwise stated, page numbers that appear in Bignon’s quotes from his 
 “Review” will correspond to Stratton,  Mere Molinism  . 



 A Brief Philosophical & Dialectical Inquiry on  Mere  Molinism  |  105 

 I  agree  with  Stratton  that  “[t]he  second  premise  is  one  that  all  wish  to  affirm  (lest  they  affirm 
 their  own  lack  of  rationality,  thus,  the  first  step  of  the  syllogism  must  be  attacked  by  those  who 
 are  determined  to  avoid  the  conclusion,”  (Stratton,  Mere  Molinism  ,  174).  True.  In  order  to  defend 
 premise  (D  1  ),  then,  one  ought  to  expect  several  independent  support  claims  in  defense  of  this 
 premise;  claims  which  do  not  presuppose  the  truth  of  libertarian  freedom,  incompatibilism,  or 
 indeterminism.  So,  if  D  1  is  left  undefended,  then  the  compatibilist  will  reject  it.  And  even  if  D  1  is 
 defended,  the  defense  cannot  be  one  in  which  circles  back  into  the  conclusion  of  libertarian 
 freedom.  We  will  now  turn  to  the  next  section  to  see  how  Stratton  plans  to  defend  D  1  ,  the 
 controversial premise. 

 4.5 Stratton’s 7 Identifiable Support Claims & The Ability to Think Otherwise 

 In  review  of  Mere  Molinism  ,  Bignon  identifies  no  less  than  seven  support  claims  in  defense  of 
 premises  A  3  ,  C  3  ,  and  D  1  .  However,  it  is  noteworthy  to  point  out  that  these  supporting  defenses 
 were  not  necessarily  easy  to  gather  because  Stratton  often  jumbled  them  together  in  Mere 
 Molinism  . Bignon notes, 

 Stratton’s  supporting  claims  are  scattered  all  over  the  chapter,  and  they  are  repeated 
 throughout,  without  much  of  an  attempt  to  sort  them  out  logically.  Accordingly,  I  have  to 
 reorder  that  material  myself,  to  group  related  claims,  and  properly  address  each 
 contention in turn.  206 

 For  the  benefit  of  the  reader,  I  will  point  out  that  Stratton’s  rejoinder  to  Bignon  lacks  the  same 
 logical  structure  that  is  so  wanton  in  Mere  Molinism  .  Seldom  does  Stratton  stay  on  task  in  the 
 rejoinder.  The  rejoinder  is  replete  with  repetitions  of  phrases,  arguments,  and  questions  along 
 with  a  more  than  mild  handful  of  tangential  points  that  ultimately  prove  to  be  either  irrelevant  or 
 question-begging.  Due  to  this  unfortunate  organization,  I  will  be  forced  to  either  break  away 
 from  the  sequence  of  Stratton’s  book  or  rejoinder  (like  Bignon)  and  devote  my  criticism  to  a 
 more  topical  arrangement,  or  remain  committed  to  a  sequential  criticism.  But,  seeing  as 
 Stratton’s  arrangement  of  supporting  defenses  in  his  rejoinder  has  no  better  luck  than  Mere 
 Molinism  ,  and  since  I  have  already  begun  a  topical  criticism  in  Volume  1,  I  will  try  to  continue  to 
 respect  this  sentiment  so  as  to  follow  Stratton’s  “logic”  more  clearly;  that  is,  I  will  try  to  remain 
 topical  in  my  criticism  of  Stratton’s  supporting  defenses.  Nonetheless,  at  times,  the  reader  will 
 see  my  switch  to  a  sequential  approach  in  the  midst  of  a  topical  criticism.  I  thus  notify  the  reader 
 of this strategy moving forward in order for a better read and enthusiastic comprehension. 

 With  that  said,  in  order  to  stay  focused  so  as  to  not  be  as  side-tracked  as  Stratton,  the  strategy  of 
 my  topical  criticism  will  be  to  endorse  Bignon’s  review  of  Mere  Molinism  as  a  philosophical 

 206  Bignon, “Review,” 23. 
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 groundwork  or  diving  board.  I  will  proceed  as  follows:  I  will  quote  the  relevant  parts  of  Bignon’s 
 review,  and  then  I  will  see  what  Stratton  himself  has  responded  to  Bignon  in  his  rejoinder 
 concerning  that  topic.  Afterwards  (or  at  times  in  the  midst  of  the  conversation),  I  will  add  my 
 own  commentary  to  the  dialectic  in  hopes  of  patching  any  holes  created  for  the  compatibilist.  My 
 aim,  then,  is  to  strengthen  Bignon’s  responses  to  Stratton’s  support  claims  by  either  adding  to 
 them  or  referencing  compatibilist  defensive  work  that  has  been  completed  elsewhere  (e.g., 
 Carlson,  Volume  1;  other  compatibilist  works,  etc.).  This,  I  believe,  will  give  maximum 
 implausibility to Stratton’s thesis and “contested premise.” 

 I  begin  with  Bignon’s  list  of  Stratton’s  seven  identifiable  supporting  claims  in  defense  of  the 
 “contested  premise”  D  1  :  “If  libertarian  freedom  is  not  possessed  by  humans,  then  humans  cannot 
 rationally affirm knowledge claims.” 

 From  what  I  can  tell,  Stratton  makes  7  identifiable  claims.  He  says:  1.  that  deliberation 
 requires  free  will  and  it’s  obvious  we  have  libertarian  free  will  when  we  choose  between 
 options,  2.  that  using  rationality  to  refute  his  argument  would  be  self-defeating  as  it 
 would  tacitly  support  the  argument,  3.  that  determinism  removes  our  ability  to  “think 
 otherwise,”  or  our  access  to  alternate  possible  beliefs,  4.  that  on  determinism,  our  beliefs 
 are  not  “up  to  us,”  or  are  “outside  of  our  control,”  or  are  “forced”  on  us,  5.  that  God  on 
 determinism  is  relevantly  analogous  to  a  mad  scientist  controlling  us  and  choosing  our 
 beliefs  for  us  (which  would  exclude  knowledge),  6.  that  on  determinism,  our  cognitive 
 faculties  are  not  aimed  at  truth,  and  7.  that  the  truth  of  “indirect  doxastic  voluntarism” 
 (the  thesis  that  we  are  sufficiently  in  control  of  some  of  our  beliefs  to  be  judged  for  them) 
 requires  our  having  libertarian  free  will.  As  we  will  see,  it’s  a  mixed  bag:  some  of  these 
 are deeply confused, and some of them raise pretty good questions.  207 

 Claim  1  will  be  discussed  in  the  immediately  following  section:  §4.6  Deliberation  &  Liberation 
 Argument.  Claim  2  will  be  discussed  in  §4.9  The  Self-Defeating  Claim.  Claim  3  (the  “ability  to 
 think  otherwise”  or  PAP-T)  has  been  sufficiently  discussed  in  Volume  1.  However,  for  the  sake 
 of  comprehension,  I  will  exegete  Bignon’s  concerns  about  this  claim  in  the  present  section  later. 
 Claim  4,  again,  has  been  sufficiently  discussed  in  the  preceding  section  on  guidance  control, 
 sourcehood,  and  the  charges  of  “passive”  machinery  on  the  part  of  the  determined  agent.  We 
 have  seen  that  this  supporting  claim  of  Stratton’s  is  severely  (and  perhaps  comically)  misguided 
 in  almost  the  worst  of  ways.  Therefore,  I  will  not  continue  to  discuss  Claim  4.  Claim  5  will  be 
 addressed  in  §4.7.  Claim  6  will  be  the  topic  of  discussion  for  §4.10.  Claim  7,  finally,  will  be 
 discussed in §4.11. 

 A  few  comments.  First,  §4.8  on  proper  basicality,  intuition,  and  common  sense  view  of  freedom 
 is  not  listed  as  one  of  Bignon’s  seven  identifiable  support  claims  for  Stratton’s  FTA.  This  is 

 207  Bignon, “Review,” 23. 
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 because  Stratton  scarcely  appeals  to  intuition  and  proper  basicality  of  libertarian  freedom  in 
 Mere  Molinism  .  However,  in  the  rejoinder,  Stratton  tends  to  use  intuition  and  proper  basicality  as 
 a  supporting  claim  in  defense  of  libertarian  freedom  against  Bignon’s  criticisms.  Consequently,  I 
 found  it  necessary  to  include  it  as  one  of  Stratton’s  supporting  claims.  Second,  the  inquisitive 
 reader  will  (maybe)  notice  that  I  have  almost  annoyingly  gone  out  of  my  way  to  jump  from  claim 
 to  claim  while  not  honoring  the  sequence  Bignon  has  set  straight.  For  example,  Claim  1  will  be 
 §4.6,  but  why  is  Claim  2  §4.9?  Claims  3  and  4  have  already  been  discussed,  but  why  is  Claim  5, 
 then, §4.7? And so forth. 

 Well,  as  alluded  to  above,  I  have  tried  to  pattern  my  own  criticisms  after  Bignon’s  sequence  of 
 criticisms,  but  I  found  it  necessary  to  pattern  my  criticisms  in  topical  arrangement  rather  than 
 sequential.  For  example,  the  reason  why  Claim  5  is  §4.7  (instead  of,  say,  a  later  section  in  my 
 arrangement)  is  because  Stratton  begins  to  speak  of  the  “mad  scientist”  thought  experiment  as 
 early  as  page  10  in  his  rejoinder  (a  few  pages  before  he  begins  to  interact  with  Bignon’s  seven 
 identifiable  support  claims  on  page  13).  We  see  Stratton  often  use  his  own  defenses  of  the  FTA 
 (the  very  defenses  critiqued  by  Bignon,  and  soon  to  be  me)  in  defense  of  his  defenses  .  In  order  to 
 defend  the  already  controversial  defenses  in  support  of  the  FTA,  Stratton  regularly  utilizes  the 
 same  controversial  defenses  .  Talk  about  circles!  This  is  ultimately  why  I  chose  the  arrangement 
 of  sections  as  I  did:  I  have  tried  to  follow  Bignon’s  sequential  ordering  as  best  as  possible,  but  in 
 the  rejoinder  Stratton  often  uses  his  already  controversial  defenses  in  defense  of  his  claims  in 
 order  to  support  the  FTA,  and,  as  such,  it  tends  to  get  disorganized.  So,  essentially  the  bookend 
 sections  (§4.6  and  §4.10-11)  follow  Bignon’s  sequential  arrangement,  while  the  middle  sections 
 (§4.7-9)  follow  Stratton’s  (often  suspiciously  off)  topical  arrangement.  My  wish  is  for  the  reader 
 to  understand  the  sentiment  behind  the  present  arrangement  of  sections  in  hopes,  then,  of 
 honoring my diligent quest for a healthy dialectical exchange and philosophical inquiry. 

 Now,  before  closing  this  section,  let  us  briefly  turn  back  to  Claim  3:  “that  determinism  removes 
 our  ability  to  ‘think  otherwise,’  or  our  access  to  alternate  possible  beliefs”.  I  will  note  first, 
 however,  that  Stratton  actually  skips  referencing  or  responding  to  Bignon  on  this  claim.  There 
 could  be  a  number  of  reasons  as  to  why  Stratton  chose  to  opt  out  of  responding  to  Bignon  on  this 
 account,  but  I  think  the  most  likely  reason  is  that  Stratton  probably  thinks  that  the  “ability” 
 question  has  been  adequately  dealt  with  when  he  discusses  the  distinctions  between  “broad”  and 
 “narrow”  ability  (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  2-3).  Another  reason  could  be  that  Stratton  feels  as  if  this 
 claim  of  ability  to  “think  otherwise,  or  PAP-T,  is  literally  ingrained  in  most  of  the  other 
 supporting  claims–so,  to  omit  responding  to  Bignon’s  criticism  in  this  area  may  not  be 
 detrimental  because  Stratton  (I  surmise)  would  technically  be  responding  inadvertently,  or  at 
 least  in  passing,  throughout  the  entirety  of  his  rejoinder.  And  after  reading  the  rejoinder,  this  is 
 evidently  true.  In  any  case,  I  don’t  fault  Stratton  for  choosing  not  to  respond  to  Bignon  on  this 
 score.  However,  as  I  said  above,  I  will  still  choose  to  exegete  Bignon’s  criticism  of  PAP-T’s 
 support of the “contested premise”, D  1  . 
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 Bignon  begins  by  quoting  Stratton  in  Mere  Molinism–  an  almost  obnoxious  amount  of 
 times–where  he  argues  that  in  order  to  be  free  one  must  have  the  ability  to  think  otherwise 
 (Bignon,  “Review,”  25-6).  If  determinism  is  true,  however,  this  ability  to  think  otherwise  is 
 neutered,  thus  we  are  not  free  nor  are  we  to  be  considered  as  rationally  responsible  (or  so  it  is 
 argued  and  defended  by  Stratton).  Here,  Bignon  does  what  I  (more  or  less)  have  done  in  Volume 
 1,  and  that  is  stress  the  importance  regarding  the  distinctions  of  ability.  In  short,  it  does  not 
 follow  that  if  determinism  is  true,  we  do  not  possess  the  ability  to  think  otherwise.  The  problem 
 here  is  not  the  distinctions  between  mental  and  overt  action–  contrary  to  Stratton  –but  rather,  the 
 problem  lies  with  the  distinctions  between  conditional  and  categorical  ability  .  The  former  is 
 compatible  with  determinism  whereas  the  latter  is  not,  and  the  (classical)  compatibilist  will  of 
 course opt for the former as necessary for rational responsibility.  208  As Bignon notes, 

 …  there  is  a  “conditional”  analysis  of  the  ability  to  do  otherwise,  which  has  long  been 
 offered  by  the  so-called  “classical  compatibilists”  and  is  compatible  with  determinism. 
 That  conditional  ability,  I  agree,  is  necessary  to  deliberate  freely:  if  you  couldn’t  choose 
 option  B  even  if  you  wanted  to  ,  then  you’re  not  free  to  choose  between  options  A  and  B 
 (whether  A  and  B  are  actions,  or  simple  belief  affirmations).  That  is  compatible  with 
 determinism.  209 

 But  what  if  Stratton  is  more  inclined  to  press  his  newly  found  dispositional  abilities  (broad/wide 
 and  narrow)?  This  maneuver  also  would  not  work  for  the  reasons  I  have  discussed  previously  in 
 Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.4.3.  Stratton  has  failed  to  show  us  why  broad/wide  ability  is  necessarily 
 incompatible  with  determinism  when  in  fact  Vihvelin–perhaps  the  world’s  foremost  dispositional 
 compatibilist  philosopher  alive  today–argues  specifically  that  the  wide  ability  is  in  fact 
 compatible  with  determinism.  Stratton  has  not  dealt  with  Vihvelin’s  argument,  nor  has  he  shown 
 that the wide ability is incompatible with determinism; he has only  assumed  its incompatibility. 

 In dealing with either the dispositional ability or categorical ability, 

 What  Stratton  would  need  to  do  is  to  support  the  claim  that  a  categorical  ability  to  think 
 otherwise  is  necessary;  that  the  ability  in  question  must  be  interpreted  modally  as  the 
 existence  of  a  possible  world  which  shares  a  strictly  identical  past  up  until  the  moment  of 
 choice,  and  contains  a  different  choice.  Stratton  doesn’t  do  any  of  that.  Instead,  he  jumps 
 from “ability to do otherwise” to “libertarian freedom” just like that.  210 

 I  concur  emphatically.  Now,  as  I  have  already  mentioned  above,  he  does  (in  a  “loose”  sense) 
 “support  the  claim  that  a  categorical  ability  to  think  otherwise  is  necessary”  for  rational 

 210  Ibid. cf. Carlson, Volume 1 §2.4.4, 120n277. 
 209  Ibid., 26. 
 208  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.4.4. 
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 responsibility.  However,  it  is  just  the  case  that  Stratton’s  defenses  of  this  support  of  the 
 categorical  (or  broad)  ability  are  also  his  other  controversial  support  claims  in  need  of  defense 
 themselves!  I  suppose  that  would  not  be  considered  much  support  by  any  philosopher’s  (or 
 theologian’s) imagination, all in all. 

 Let  us  now  turn  to  Stratton’s  Deliberation  &  Liberation  Argument  (the  “cousin”  of  the  FTA).  We 
 will  find  that  this  argument  fails  to  properly  support  the  FTA.  One  of  the  conclusions  of  the 
 Deliberation  Argument  actually  turns  out  to  be  the  contrapositive  of  D  1  ,  the  first  premise  of  the 
 FAC.  So,  if  that  conclusion  is  false,  then  D  1  is  false;  therefore,  the  FAC,  and  by  entailment  the 
 FTA,  are  unsupported.  In  the  next  section,  I  will  try  to  raise  doubt  on  the  Deliberation 
 Argument’s supporting premises for the contrapositive conclusion of D  1  . 

 4.6 Deliberation & Liberation Argument 

 4.6.1 Introduction | A Map of the Territory & Preliminary Definitions 

 Free  will  literature  and  its  intersection  on  rational  deliberation  is  in  abundance.  211  McKenna  and 
 Pereboom summarize well the worry that causal determinism poses to rational deliberation: 

 Whenever  we  deliberate  about  what  to  do,  we  at  least  typically  believe  that  we  have  more 
 than  one  distinct  option  for  which  action  to  perform,  each  of  which  is  available  to  us  in 
 the  sense  that  we  can  or  could  perform  each  of  these  actions.  That  is,  when  we  deliberate, 
 we  believe  in  the  “openness”  of  more  than  one  distinct  option  for  what  to  do.  It  is  often 
 argued  that  belief  in  openness  of  such  a  kind  is  required  for  deliberation,  or  at  least 
 rational deliberation. For example, Peter van Inwagen writes: 

 If  someone  deliberates  about  whether  to  do  A  or  to  do  B,  it  follows  that  his 
 behavior  manifests  a  belief  that  it  is  possible  for  him  to  do  A  –  that  he  can  do  A, 
 that  he  has  it  within  his  power  to  do  A  –  and  a  belief  that  it  is  possible  for  him  to 
 do B.  212 

 The  worry  here  stems  from  the  idea  of  “openness”  in  “more  than  one  distinct  option  for  what  to 
 do.”  So,  “in  any  deliberative  situation,  the  truth  of  determinism  would  rule  out  the  availability  to 

 212  McKenna and Pereboom  , Free Will  , 296; cf. Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  , 105-6. (Quote 
 from van Inwagen,  Essay  , 155) 

 211  For a sampling, see Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency,  and Meaning in Life  , chapter 5; Nelkin,  Making Sense  ,  chapter 
 6; E.J. Coffman, “Deliberation,” in  The Routledge  Companion to Free Will  ; McKenna and Pereboom,  Free  Will  , 
 296-98; Gregg Caruso, “On the Compatibility of Rational Deliberation: Why Deterministic Manipulation is Not a 
 Counterexample,”  The Philosophical Quarterly  Vol.  0, No. 0 2020, 
 http://nebula.wsimg.com/c27e4ce1ee662cbdc87507013c6ef460?AccessKeyId=57C0F200619988621A8D&dispositi 
 on=0&alloworigin=1  ; E.J. Coffman and T. Warfield,  “Deliberation and Metaphysical Freedom,”  Midwest Studies  in 
 Philosophy  29: 2005, 25-44; Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  ,  87-90. 

http://nebula.wsimg.com/c27e4ce1ee662cbdc87507013c6ef460?AccessKeyId=57C0F200619988621A8D&disposition=0&alloworigin=1
http://nebula.wsimg.com/c27e4ce1ee662cbdc87507013c6ef460?AccessKeyId=57C0F200619988621A8D&disposition=0&alloworigin=1
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 us  of  all  but  one  distinct  option  for  what  we  do,”  (Pereboom,  Free  Will,  Agency,  and  Meaning  in 
 Life  ,  106).  Moreover,  “a  belief  required  for  rational  deliberation  would  be  inconsistent  with  an 
 evident  consequence  of  determinism  for  one’s  actions,  and  if  determinism  were  true,  such  a 
 belief  would  be  false,”  (Ibid.).  But,  it’s  actually  worse  in  that  it  is  supposed  that  “a  deliberator 
 who  believed  determinism  and  its  evident  consequences  for  her  actions  would  have  inconsistent 
 beliefs,”  (Ibid.).  Van  Inwagen  claims  that  such  a  deliberator  “who  denies  the  existence  of  free 
 will  must  inevitably,  contradict  himself  with  monotonous  regularity,”  (van  Inwagen,  Essay  ,  160). 
 Of  course,  the  compatibilist  believes  that  we  are  free,  so  van  Inwagen  clearly  means  that  those 
 who  deny  libertarian  free  will  inevitably  fall  prey  to  an  internal  inconsistency  at  a  grueling 
 “monotonous  regularity.”  The  compatibilist  argues  we  are  free  in  a  sense  that  is  compatible  with 
 determinism,  yet  in  the  process  of  rational  deliberation  of  such  a  position,  van  Inwagen  supposes 
 that  the  compatibilist  presupposes  libertarian  freedom  as  they  evaluatively  judge  options 
 (perhaps options that are each of which compatible with one’s nature–a ‘wink’ to Stratton). 

 This  line  of  argumentation  is  particularly  expressive  in  incompatibilist  literature.  213  The 
 philosophers  that  argue  for  the  incompatibility  of  rational  deliberation  and  causal  determinism 
 are known as deliberation-incompatibilists. Their view may be formulated in the following way: 

 Deliberation-Incompatibilism  :  S  ’s  deliberating  and  being  rational  is  incompatible  with 
 S  ’s  believing  that  their  actions  are  causally  determined  by  antecedent  conditions  beyond 
 their control. 

 The  opponents  of  such  a  position  are,  of  course,  deliberation-compatibilists  who  hold  the 
 following view: 

 Deliberation-Compatibilism  :  S  ’s  deliberating  and  being  rational  is  compatible  with  S  ’s 
 believing  that  their  actions  are  causally  determined  by  antecedent  condition  beyond  their 
 control.  214 

 The  proponent  of  Deliberation-Incompatibilism  (DI)  will  argue  that  the  reason  why  causal 
 determinism  poses  a  threat  to  the  rational  deliberation  of  agents  is  precisely  because  the  nature  of 
 determinism  rules  out  (‘blocks  off,’  ‘closes’,  ‘locks  away’,  etc.)  the  very  alternative  possibilities 
 necessary  in  order  to  deliberate.  On  this  view,  an  agent  cannot  possibly  be  said  to  be  a  rational 
 deliberator  while  claiming  to  be  causally  determined;  such  a  view,  it  is  argued,  is  inconsistent  at 
 best,  or  contradictory  at  worse.  In  contrast,  the  opposition  to  (DI)  holds  the  view  known  as 
 Deliberation-Compatibilism  (DC)  which  states  that  rational  deliberation  and  causal 

 214  Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 2; cf. Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  , 106; cf. McKenna  and 
 Pereboom,  Free Will  , 296. 

 213  For a survey on historical incompatibilists who have argued for such a modified thesis of what is called 
 “deliberation-incompatibilism,” see Nelkin,  Making  Sense  , 117-2; cf. Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 169-70,  “Rejoinder, 
 14-6. 
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 determinism  are  in  fact  compatible;  more  specifically,  an  agent  can  rationally  deliberate  without 
 presupposing  metaphysical  categorical  options  accessible  to  the  agent’s  disposal,  thus  not 
 committing oneself to inconsistent or otherwise contradictory beliefs. 

 According  to  (DI)  proponents,  a  “key  feature  of  deliberation…  is  that  we  think  of  ourselves  as 
 having choices among various alternatives” which entails the following thesis: 

 (DA)  Rational  deliberators  must  believe,  in  virtue  of  their  nature  as  rational 
 deliberators, that they have alternatives from which to choose.  215 

 Dana  Kay  Nelkin,  a  chief  advocate  for  (DC),  notes  that  this  ‘Deliberative  Alternatives  Thesis’ 
 (DA) is plausible. She also concedes that 

 [t]he  most  widely  held  view,  I  believe,  is  that  the  alternatives  one  considers  in 
 deliberation  are  believed  to  be  genuine  alternatives  in  the  sense  that  each  is  consistent 
 with  prior  conditions  together  with  the  laws  of  nature.  Having  alternatives  in  this  sense  is 
 incompatible  with  causal  determinism.  The  reason  is  that  causal  determinism  allows  that 
 there is only one possibility consistent with the past and laws of nature.  216 

 Nelkin then proposes a more formal thesis for (DI) which she calls the ‘Indeterministic Thesis’: 

 (I)  Rational  deliberators  who  deliberate  about  an  action  A  must  believe,  in  virtue  of 
 their  nature  as  rational  deliberators,  that  there  exist  no  conditions  that  render 
 either A or not-A inevitable.  217 

 According  to  Nelkin,  the  aim  for  the  deliberation-incompatibilist  is  to  provide  reasons  for  the 
 truth  of  (DI).  In  order  to  generate  the  proper  reasons  (or  rather  intuitions)  that  undergird  (DI), 
 one must appeal to (DA), and then in turn appeal to (I). Therefore, it seems true that 

 1.  (DI) ⇒ (DA)  (deliberation-incompatibilist premise) 
 2.  (DA) ⇒ (I)  (from (1), deliberation-incompatibilist  premise) 
 3.  ∴ (DI) ⇒ (I).  (from (1), (2), hypothetical syllogism) 

 217  Ibid., 121; Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning  in Life  , 106; McKenna and Pereboom,  Free Will  , 297. 
 Personally, I find this thesis a bit misleading because indeterminism by itself does not rule out compatibilism. Even 
 if the indeterminist thesis were true and depending upon how one constructs the thesis, one could technically still 
 hold to deliberation-compatibilism. Traditionally, indeterminism is not a necessary condition for incompatibilist 
 views. Derk Pereboom’s view of hard source incompatibilism, for instance, denies that indeterminism is true. Sam 
 Harris’ view is equally incompatibilist as it entails hard determinism. So, indeterminism is not necessary for 
 incompatibilism. However, given Nelkin’s construction of (I), it is just the case that the indeterministic thesis is  not 
 necessary for (DC) but  is  necessary for (DI). And,  since thesis (I) is necessary for (DI), this makes it incompatible 
 with (DC). 

 216  Ibid., 120. 
 215  Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 120. 
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 The  basic  syllogism  concludes  that  (DI)  entails  the  thesis  (I):  rational  deliberation  is 
 incompatible  with  causal  determinism,  precisely  because  (DI)  entails  the  indeterministic  thesis. 
 The  deliberation-compatibilist  project,  then,  must  present  an  alternative  thesis  to  counter  (I)  in 
 order to negate (DI) via  modus tollens  . The difficulty  is that (I) seems rather plausible. 

 An  agent  who  rationally  deliberates  about  an  action  A  would  then  believe  that  there  exist 
 no  conditions  that  render  either  her  doing  A  or  not-A  inevitable.  But  if  she  also  believed 
 in  determinism  and  its  evident  consequences,  she  would  believe  that  there  do  exist 
 conditions  that  render  either  A  or  not-A  inevitable.  She  would  then  have  inconsistent 
 beliefs. 

 It  does  seem  plausible  that  when  we  deliberate  about  what  to  do,  we  typically 
 presuppose  that  we  have  more  than  one  distinct  option  for  which  action  to  perform,  each 
 of  which  is  available  to  us  in  the  sense  that  we  can  or  could  perform  each  of  these 
 actions.  218 

 Are  there  compatibilist-friendly  resources  from  which  the  advocate  of  (DC)  can  pull  from? 
 Thankfully, there exists epistemic openness instead of mere metaphysical openness. 

 But  the  sense  of  ‘can’  or  ‘could’  featured  in  such  beliefs  might  not  always  or  even 
 typically  be  metaphysical.  It  might  well  be  that  in  some  such  cases,  it  is  epistemic,  and  in 
 many  others  it  is  indeterminate  between  a  metaphysical  and  epistemic  case.  On  certain 
 epistemic  interpretations,  such  beliefs  would  not  conflict  with  a  belief  in  determinism. 
 When  I  am  deliberating  whether  to  do  A,  supposing  I  correctly  believe  determinism  is 
 true,  I  would  not  know  whether  I  will  in  fact  do  A  since  I  lack  the  knowledge  of  the 
 antecedent  conditions  and  laws  that  would  be  required  to  make  the  prediction  based  on 
 these  factors,  not  to  mention  the  time  and  wherewithal.  So  even  if  I  believe  that  it  is 
 causally  determined  that  I  will  not  do  A,  I  might  without  inconsistency  believe  that  it  is  in 
 a sense epistemically possible that I do A, and that I could do A in this epistemic sense.  219 

 Pereboom,  Nelkin,  Dennett,  Kapitan,  and  Caruso  have  all  taken  an  epistemic  account  of  (DC)  to 
 be  plausible  enough  to  provide  an  alternative  thesis  to  (I),  and  thus  to  (DI).  This  account  could 
 allow  an  agent  to  remain  consistent  in  her  belief  that  causal  determinism  is  true  while  also 
 rationally  deliberating  its  truth  because  it  does  not  require  metaphysical  openness  or  alternative 
 possibilities  (i.e.,  (I))  in  order  to  rationally  deliberate.  The  most  prominent  epistemic  account 
 existing  in  the  compatibilist  literature  today  is  probably  Pereboom’s  account  which  amends 
 Tomis  Kapitan’s  view  as  well  as  substantially  adds  to  Nelkin’s  view.  Thus,  Pereboom’s  epistemic 
 openness  account  will  be  the  topic  of  discussion  in  §4.6.4.  But,  there  are  other  (DC)  accounts  of 

 219  Ibid., 107. 
 218  Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  ,  106-7; cf. McKenna and Pereboom,  Free Will  , 297. 
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 rational  deliberation  available,  such  as  metaphysical  accounts  that  posit  a  conditional  sense  of 
 ‘can’  (i.e.,  Bignon’s  PAP  If  ).  220  Accordingly,  I  will  discuss  Bignon’s  conditional  account  of 
 rational  deliberation  in  §4.6.5.  Still,  other  (DC)  views  remain,  such  as  combination  strategies  and 
 nexus  versions.  221  As  interesting  as  these  are,  or  as  fruitful  as  they  may  be,  I  will  refrain  from 
 discussing these accounts for the sake of relevance and space. 

 How  then  should  the  (DC)  and  (DI)  proponents  venture  into  this  debate?  Well,  as  Nelkin 
 suggested, 

 At  this  point,  the  dialectic  can  take  a  number  of  turns,  but  a  natural  way  to  proceed  is  to 
 suggest  that  if  there  is  a  way  of  accounting  for  deliberation  and  its  failure  without 
 attributing  contradictory  beliefs  to  otherwise  rational  people,  we  should  do  so.  The 
 question  that  faces  us,  then,  is  again  whether  there  is  an  alternative  way  of  accounting  for 
 the data.  222 

 The  deliberation-compatibilist  must  propose  an  alternative  account  to  (I),  along  with  certain 
 necessary  (and  hopefully  sufficient)  conditions  for  rational  deliberation  in  order  to  demonstrate 
 the  falsity  of  (I).  Pereboom  proposes  two  such  compatibilist  belief  conditions  (or  epistemic 
 states)  that  satisfy  the  (DC)’s  requirement  for  rational  deliberation:  “One  of  these  specifies  an 
 epistemic  notion  of  openness  for  what  to  do,  and  the  other  is  an  epistemic  condition  on  the 
 efficacy  of  deliberation,”  (Pereboom  ,  Free  Will,  Agency,  and  Meaning  in  Life  ,  107).  Afterwards, 
 Pereboom frames the dialectical exchange between proponents of (DC) and (DI) by claiming that 

 [s]uch  epistemic  requirements  are  proposed  by  traditional  deliberation-compatibilists  as 
 necessary  conditions  on  rational  deliberation.  But  such  compatibilists  do  not  intend  them 
 merely  as  necessary  conditions.  Suppose,  for  instance,  that  a  deliberation  incompatibilist 
 proposed  (I)  as  a  supplement  to  some  compatibilist  necessary  conditions.  The 
 compatibilist  would  not  respond  by  saying  that  because  his  conditions  were  intended  only 
 as  necessary,  his  position  has  not  been  challenged.  Rather,  deliberation-compatibilists 
 maintain  that  together  with  some  other  uncontroversial  necessary  conditions,  their 
 necessary  conditions  will  ordinarily  be  sufficient  for  rational  deliberation.  For  it  is 
 essential  to  their  case  that  in  ordinary  situations,  rational  deliberation  is  possible,  and  that 
 therefore  sufficient  conditions  for  rational  deliberation  are  in  place.  Consequently,  if  an 
 example  were  to  show  that  the  deliberation-compatibilist’s  conditions,  together  with  the 
 uncontroversial  necessary  conditions,  are  not  sufficient  for  deliberation,  the  position 
 would face a serious challenge. 

 However,  to  defeat  deliberation  incompatibilism,  all  that  is  strictly  required  is  a 
 deliberation-compatibilist  sufficient  condition  for  rational  deliberation  that  is  not  also  a 

 222  Ibid., 125. 
 221  Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 135-44. 
 220  Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , chapter 5; Nelkin,  Making  Sense,  132-34. 
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 necessary  condition.  Such  a  condition  would  show  that  an  agent  can  deliberate  while 
 believing  determinism  and  its  evident  consequences  and  being  rational,  which  would  be 
 enough  to  defeat  deliberation-incompatibilism.  This  sort  of  sufficient  condition  could  be 
 extracted  from  a  single  counterexample  that  featured  a  deliberator  who  was  rational  and 
 believed the evident consequences of determinism. 

 [ … ] 

 In  the  dialectic  between  opposing  parties,  the  incompatibilist  first  proposes  that  there  is  a 
 necessary  belief-in-openness  condition  on  rational  deliberation  [i.e.,  (I)].  The 
 compatibilist  responds  by  agreeing,  but  then  arguing  that  this  necessary  condition  can  be 
 understood  in  a  compatibilist  way…  [the  proponent  of  (DC)  should]  proceed  on  the 
 supposition  that  the  provisional  goal  is  to  provide  compatibilist  necessary  conditions  on 
 rational  deliberation  that,  together  with  other  uncontroversial  necessary  conditions,  are 
 sufficient  for  rational  deliberation,  while  keeping  in  mind  that  achieving  this  goal  is  not 
 required for defeating deliberation-incompatibilism.  223 

 What  is  technically,  or  “strictly  required,”  for  the  proponent  of  (DC)  is  to  provide  one  single 
 counter-account  to  (DI)  that  features  an  agent  that  has  sufficiently  rationally  deliberated  while 
 believing  in  the  evident  consequences  of  determinism.  This  allows  the  (DC)  proponent  to  adhere 
 to  the  thesis  of  determinism  while  not  being  regularly  torn  apart  with  inconsistent  or  otherwise 
 contradictory  beliefs.  This  sufficient  counter-account  would  provide  the  (DC)  advocate  a  view 
 that  is  not  prey  to  self-defeat–this  would  be  contrary  to  the  many  complaints  of  incompatibilists 
 (e.g.,  Kant,  Reid,  van  Inwagen,  Craig,  and  of  course,  Stratton).  So,  the  deliberation-compatibilist, 
 technically  speaking,  need  only  provide  one  coherent  account  where  an  ordinary  person  could 
 deliberate  and  believe  determinism,  while  the  deliberation-incompatibilist  must  argue  that  there 
 isn’t  a  single  account  other  than  (I).  The  task  is  much  more  difficult  for  the  incompatibilist, 
 principally.  224  However,  Pereboom’s  “provisional  goal”  is  rather  to  suggest  necessary  conditions 
 for  (DC)  that  in  turn  are  found  sufficient  for  rational  deliberation.  The  (DC)  proponent  must 
 realize  that  their  job  in  the  dialectic  is  not  to  necessarily  provide  sufficient  conditions  for  rational 
 deliberation, but rather  necessary conditions  that  could be considered as sufficient. 

 Now  that  the  dialectic  is  agreed  upon,  and  a  provisional  goal  is  envisaged  for  (DC)  advocates, 
 “[h]ow  should  deliberation  be  characterized  for  the  purposes  of  this  discussion?”  (Pereboom, 
 Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  , 109). 

 224  Thank you to Zachary Reimer for bringing this to my attention. 
 223  Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  ,  108-9. 
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 What  we  in  fact  think  of  as  central  to  deliberation  is  figuring  out  what  to  do  from  among 
 distinct  alternatives  by  considering  and  evaluating  reasons  .  225  So  what  if  we  now,  for  the 
 purposes of this discussion, characterize deliberation as follows? 

 (D)  S  deliberates  just  in  case  S  is  engaged  in  an  active  mental  process  whose  aim 
 is  to  figure  out  what  to  do  from  among  a  number  of  distinct,  i.e.,  mutually 
 incompatible,  alternatives,  a  process  understood  as  one  that  can  (but  need  not) 
 include the weighing and evaluating of reasons for the options for what to do.  226 

 Pereboom  worries  that  deliberation-incompatibilists  would  reject  (D)  (e.g.,  Coffman,  Warfield, 
 van  Inwagen,  and  Searle).  However,  he  argues  that  (D)  is  consistent  with  their  own 
 characterization  of  deliberation  (Pereboom,  Free  Will,  Agency,  and  Meaning  in  Life  ,  110).  Gregg 
 Caruso  has  similar  worries.  He  cautions  that  one  must  not  conflate  rational  deliberation  with 
 deliberation simpliciter  : 

 Deliberation  is  an  essential  component  of  action-guidance.  It  includes  the  ability  to  form 
 and  revise  a  conception  of  how  we  each  wish  to  live,  to  conform  behaviour  to  various 
 goals  and  ends,  and  to  deliberate  among  alternative  means  to  achievement  of  those  ends. 
 It is a process or activity in which one figures out what to do. 

 [ … ] 

 Rational  deliberation,  as  distinct  from  deliberation  simpliciter,  requires  that  in  addition  to 
 the  above,  the  beliefs  salient  to  an  agent’s  deliberation  be  consistent.  That  is,  in  order  to 
 rationally  deliberate  about  whether  to  do  A1  or  A2,  where  A1  and  A2  are  distinct  actions, 
 an  agent  must  not  have  any  inconsistent  beliefs  that  are  salient  to  her  deliberation  about 
 whether  to  do  A1  or  A2  (Cohen  2018:  86).  227  This  means  that  I  cannot  rationally 
 deliberate  about  whether  I  should  walk  home  from  campus  today  or  use  my  powers  of 
 flight and fly, while also believing that I’m human and humans are incapable of flight.  228 

 This  clarifier  is  important  because  deliberation-incompatibilists  (such  as  Stratton)  do  not 
 necessarily  claim  that  one  cannot  deliberate  yet  still  believe  in  the  truth  of  causal  determinism 
 and  its  evident  consequences;  but  rather,  deliberation-incompatibilists  claim  (and  argue)  that  one 

 228  Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 2-3. 

 227  Original citation: Yishai Cohen (2018) “Deliberating in the Presence of Manipulation”,  Canadian Journal  of 
 Philosophy  , 48: 85–105. 

 226  Ibid., 109-110; Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 3. It would seem that Stratton would agree with this definition of 
 deliberation as it is parallel to his own definition of deliberation (Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 170). 

 225  Pereboom’s original footnote: “Figuring out what to do essentially involves an epistemic dimension that is 
 practical in a more robust sense than is essentially involved in, say, merely trying to find out what one will do,” 
 (Pereboom  , Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  ,  109n5) 
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 cannot  rationally  deliberate  yet  still  believe  in  the  truth  of  causal  determinism  and  its  evident 
 consequences. We will see this distinction again in §4.6.3. 

 In  this  subsection,  I  have  landscaped  the  basic  philosophical  terrain  when  approaching  the  topic 
 of  rational  deliberation  and  its  compatibility  with  causal  determinism.  I  have  discussed  each 
 view,  the  main  contention  concerning  rational  deliberation  and  causal  determinism,  the 
 dialectical  framework  when  approaching  the  debate,  and  what  is  dialectically  required  for  the 
 compatibilist.  The  two  opposing  views  are  Deliberation-Incompatibilism  (DI)  and 
 Deliberation-Compatibilism  (DC).  The  former  argues  that  rational  deliberation  is  not  simply 
 incompatible  with  causal  determinism;  rather,  it  claims  one  cannot  rationally  deliberate  and  yet 
 maintain  a  consistent  belief  in  causal  determinism  and  its  evident  consequences.  229  The  latter 
 argues  that  rational  deliberation  is  not  only  compatible  with  causal  determinism,  but  also 
 maintains  a  consistent  belief  structure  within  the  agent’s  epistemic  states.  (DC)  can  propose  two 
 such  compatibilist  epistemic  belief-states:  “epistemic  openness  condition  and  a 
 belief-in-deliberative-efficacy  condition,”  (Pereboom,  Free  Will,  Agency,  and  Meaning  in  Life  , 
 126).  These  conditions,  (DC)  proponents  argue,  are  in  fact  compatible  with  causal  determinism. 
 In  addition,  these  conditions,  if  sufficient  for  rational  deliberation,  wholly  resist  the  charge  of 
 inconsistent  beliefs  on  the  part  of  the  agent  who  rationally  deliberates  and  believes  in  the  truth  of 
 causal  determinism.  Further,  borrowing  from  Pereboom,  I  characterized  a  working  definition  of 
 deliberation.  This  definition  seems  to  align  well  with  contemporary  incompatibilist  definitions  of 
 deliberation  (including  Stratton).  Last,  I  had  warned  that  rational  deliberation  ought  to  remain 
 distinct from deliberation  simpliciter  . This narrows  the scope of debate. 

 I  will  discuss  the  epistemic  compatibilist  conditions  for  rational  deliberation  more  thoroughly  in 
 §4.6.4.  For  now,  let  us  turn  to  see  Stratton’s  argument  for  the  incompatibility  between  rational 
 deliberation  and  causal  determinism.  With  Bignon’s  help,  we  will  see  that  it  remains 
 unsupported. 

 4.6.2 Stratton’s Argument & Bignon’s Response 

 Perhaps  the  greatest  defense  Stratton  argues  in  support  of  the  FTA–and  (DI)  by  extension–is  his 
 Deliberation  &  Liberation  Argument  (hereafter,  DLA).  After  quoting  William  Lane  Craig’s 

 229  The first claim is a compatibility claim whereas the second claim is a self-defeat claim (more on this below). 
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 apparently  famous  “dizzying”  quote  in  favor  of  the  self-defeating  nature  of  determinism,  230 

 Stratton sets up the DLA in the following manner: 

 While  it  seems  intuitively  obvious  that  humans  possess  libertarian  freedom  and  make  real 
 choices  after  deliberating  among  a  range  of  genuinely  available  options  (at  least 
 occasionally),  the  person  who  denies  this  ultimately  must  reject  rationality  and  the 
 knowledge  (justified,  true  belief)  gained  via  the  process  of  rational  inference  and 
 deliberation…  This  is  a  major  problem  for  the  determinist  because  he  cannot  conclude  a 
 model of reality that destroys the method he used to reach the conclusion.  231 

 Stratton  thinks  that  because  libertarian  freedom  is  “intuitively  obvious”,  the  person  who  rejects 
 such  a  claim  must  deny  rational  deliberation.  The  problem  with  this  assertion  is  just  that:  it’s  an 
 assertion  .  First,  libertarian  freedom  has  yet  to  be  shown  as  “intuitively  obvious.”  Instead  of 
 defending  the  claim  that  rationality  entails  libertarian  freedom,  we  see  Stratton  punt  to  an 
 intuition  pump.  Of  course,  as  I  alluded  to  above  during  our  discussion  on  the  Consequence 
 Argument,  intuition  pumps  can  be  helpful  tools  in  order  to  arrive  at  (hopefully)  sound 
 conclusions.  However,  intuition  alone  is  not  the  yellow-brick  road  to  an  argument’s  soundness.  232 

 Second,  it  is  not  true  that  libertarian  freedom  has  a  monopoly  on  “real  choices”  and  a  “range  of 
 genuinely  available  options.”  As  noted  many  times  above,  compatibilists  believe  that  the  choices 
 that  are  made  by  agents  are  real  active  choices  .  Further,  given  guidance  control  and  its  entailing 
 moderately  reasons-responsiveness,  it  is  true  that  one  has  a  “range  of  genuinely  available 
 options”  to  them  while  responding  to  reasons.  This  is  the  regular  or  strongly  receptive  to  reasons 

 232  Again, see §4.8 and its discussion on Stratton’s defense of libertarian freedom via intuition. I will, however, 
 underscore the contention that intuition should not (and I dare say  cannot  ) by itself yield a sound argument.  Now, I 
 think Stratton ultimately agrees, but sadly he does not demonstrate the support of his premises with anything  other 
 than  mere intuition. Intuitions are only as useful  in comparison to  competing intuitions  . And in the  free will 
 literature, there are a plethora of competing intuitions–both from incompatibilists  and  compatibilists. For a quick 
 example that is somewhat related, take God’s existence. Perhaps many people (most?) believe in the existence of 
 God. Perhaps they find God’s existence, in some sense, “intuitively obvious.” But, once one exposes the  specifics  of, 
 say, the Christian God existing as a holy trinity and who also exists with perfect love  and  wrath, perhaps  many 
 people (most?) may choose to  not  believe in the intuition  that God does in fact exist. A God with three Persons in 
 one Being seems  contradictory  , and a God with love  and  wrath may seem  inconsistent  . (cf. Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 
 13). Obviously Stratton and I both hold to the Trinity as well as God’s revealed love and wrath, but that’s my point. 
 The  specific details  of flushing an intuition indeed  matter; however, we do not receive this precious commodity from 
 Stratton concerning the intuition of “free will.” 

 231  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 169. 

 230  Craig’s quote technically implies two claims: 1. Rational deliberation is an  indeterminist  enterprise,  and thus 
 rational deliberation for the  determinist  is self-defeating,  and 2. Rational deliberation is  incompatible  with 
 determinism  because  claim 1 is true. I take it that  the most pertinent claim  to Craig  in his quote is  claim 1 because 
 claim 1 is logically sufficient for the truth of claim 2. But if it can be shown that rational deliberation  is compatible 
 with determinism (the negation of claim 2)  first  ,  then Craig’s claim 1–the self-defeat claim–is false via  modus 
 tollens  . It is for this reason–the embedded self-defeat  claim about the nature of determinism–that I place Craig’s 
 quote in §4.9 instead of the present subsection; to my estimation, it is of less importance than the compatibility 
 claim. Both Stratton and Bignon place Craig’s quote near the DLA in their respective dialectical replies. For the 
 present subsection, however, I will detail only Stratton’s residual thoughts on Craig’s quote, which I take to 
 ultimately entail claim 2–the compatibility claim. 



 COLTON CARLSON  |  118 

 requirement.  These  reasons  are  available  to  the  agent  even  granting  determinism;  however,  all 
 but  one  is  categorically  accessible  to  the  agent.  Determinism  only  denies  categorical  accessibility 
 to  alternative  reasons,  not  categorical  availability  to  alternative  reasons  (i.e.,  regular  receptivity). 
 Third,  Stratton  makes  the  grandiose  claim  that  libertarian  freedom  entails  rational  deliberation 
 because  the  person  who  rejects  rational  deliberation  ultimately  denies  libertarian  freedom.  It  is 
 within this context that Stratton begins his 5-step DLA: 

 B  1  Rationality requires deliberation. 
 B  2  Deliberation requires libertarian freedom (liberation). 
 B  3  Therefore, rationality requires libertarian freedom  (liberation). 
 B  4  Some humans are rational. 
 B  5  Therefore, some humans possess libertarian freedom.  233 

 As  many  philosophers  are  prone  to  do  in  these  types  of  debate,  they  understand  that  defining  key 
 terms  are  not  only  credible  but  necessary.  In  the  last  subsection,  we  discussed  the  short  merits  of 
 Pereboom’s  definition  of  deliberation  (D),  as  well  as  Caruso’s  distinction  between  deliberation 
 and  rational  deliberation.  In  a  similar  spirit,  Stratton  utilizes  the  Webster’s  Dictionary  definition 
 of deliberation: 

 To  weigh  in  the  mind;  to  consider  and  examine  the  reasons  for  and  against  a  measure;  to 
 estimate  the  weight  of  force  of  arguments,  or  the  probable  consequences  of  a  measure,  in 
 order to a choice or decision; to pause and consider.  234 

 Bignon  criticizes  Stratton  for  such  a  definition  because  he  claims  that  it  can  be  accepted  by 
 incompatibilists  and  compatibilists  alike  (Bignon,  “Review,”  23).  Stratton  disagrees:  “Is  that 
 true?  Not  with  the  ‘broad  ability’  (opportunities  to  exercise  various  abilities)  in  which  we  are 
 discussing  in  mind,”  (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  14).  This  is  false.  As  I  have  already  mentioned  in 
 Carlson,  Volume  1,  and  the  present  volume,  libertarians  do  not  own  a  monopoly  on  broad/wide 
 ability to do otherwise. In fact, broad/wide abilities are completely compatible with determinism. 

 Stratton continues in his defense: 

 The  question,  then,  that  The  Deliberation  and  Liberation  Argument  raises  is  this:  “Is  it 
 possible  to  truly  deliberate  without  libertarian  freedom?”  A  person  can  readily  see  how 
 this  creates  a  difficult  dilemma  for  those  who  believe  in  exhaustive  determinism,  because 
 their  philosophy  compels  them  to  reply  that  the  non-rational  laws  of  nature  and  past 
 events,  or  God,  always  exhaustively  determine  a  person’s  considerations,  examinations, 
 and  estimations.  In  other  words,  the  evaluative  thoughts  a  person  may  feel  are  governing 

 234  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 170; Bignon, “Review,” 23;  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 14. 
 233  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 169-70; Stratton, “Rejoinder,”  14. 
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 his  deliberations  are  actually  caused  and  determined  by  things  (or  persons)  external  to 
 him.  He  is  making  no  decision;  it  was  made  for  him!  And  if  that  is  the  case,  then  the 
 person  cannot  rationally  affirm,  justify,  or  provide  any  warrant  that  his  beliefs  are  in  fact 
 true  (including  his  belief  that  determinism  is  true).  It  would  seem,  then,  that  libertarian 
 freedom  is  necessary  if  one  genuinely  is  to  possess  the  ability  to  evaluate  his 
 thoughts/beliefs  and  to  deliberate  in  the  truest  sense.  And  it  would  follow,  then,  that  a 
 person  is  (at  least  occasionally)  free  to  choose  what  he  ultimately  believes  by  way  of  his 
 self-controlled, free thinking.  235 

 This  is  everything  that  Stratton  has  to  say  in  defense  of  the  DLA.  Stratton’s  question:  “Is  it 
 possible  to  truly  deliberate  without  libertarian  freedom?”  The  compatibilist  answer:  yes,  of 
 course  (Bignon,  “Review,”  24).  Deliberation-Incompatibilism  (DI)  hasn’t  been  demonstrated 
 because  the  ‘Indeterministic  Thesis,’  or  (I),  has  failed  to  be  defended  independently.  Therefore, 
 so  far,  there  lies  no  such  “difficult  dilemma  for  those  who  believe  in  exhaustive  determinism.” 
 Compatibilists  may  deliberate  and  not  befall  inconsistency,  especially  absent  a  (well-supported) 
 argument  to  the  contrary.  Stratton  continues  and  says  that  the  “evaluative  thoughts  a  person  may 
 feel  are  governing  his  deliberations  are  actually  caused  and  determined  by  things  (or  persons) 
 external  to  him.”  The  compatibilist  response:  sort  of  true  .  Stratton  is  posing  a  false  dilemma,  but 
 the  problem  is  that  “Calvinists  affirm  both  horns  are  true,”  (Bignon,  “Review,”  24).  According 
 to  Stratton,  horn  A  of  the  dilemma  is  that  the  mechanism  that  governs  one’s  deliberation  is  the 
 agent’s  mechanism,  while  horn  B  of  the  dilemma  is  that  the  mechanism  is  itself  determined  by 
 external  conditions.  But,  how  one  resolves  the  dilemma  is  so  trivial:  compatibilism!  The 
 dilemma  posed  here  works  only  if  one  first  assumes  incompatibilism;  that  is,  the  dilemma  is 
 sound  only  if  one  first  believes  both  horns  cannot  both  be  true  at  the  same  time.  But 
 compatibilism  holds  that  both  horns  are  true  in  their  view,  and  how  that  is  done  is  through 
 Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  notion  of  guidance  control:  the  agent  may  own  the  mechanism  that 
 determines  their  rational  deliberation  while  also  believing  that  same  mechanism  is  itself 
 determined. 

 Elsewhere in a similar fashion, Stratton poses yet another false dilemma for compatibilism: 

 …  determinists  (if  correct)  would  not  have  come  to  their  conclusion  about  determinism 
 based  on  their  intelligence  or  by  choosing  to  examine  the  evidence  to  infer  the  best 
 explanation.  Rather  ,  their  very  conclusion  about  determinism  would  simply  be 
 determined by external factors.  236 

 But,  again,  (substantive)  compatibilists  237  affirm  that  we  have  come  to  conclusions  about  the 
 truth  of  determinism  1.  “based  on  [our  God-given]  intelligence”,  and  2.  “by  choosing  to  examine 

 237  Recall the distinctions between substantive and simple compatibilism. See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.3.2. 
 236  Bignon, “Review,” 24. (emphasis Bignon’s) Quoted from Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 169. 
 235  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 170; Stratton, “Rejoinder,”  15. 
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 the  evidence  to  infer  the  best  explanation”,  while  also  believing  that  3.  our  “intelligence”  and  our 
 “choosing  to  examine  the  evidence”  were  both  determined  .  Therefore,  the  claim  is  a  false 
 dilemma  for  the  compatibilist  ,  and  no,  it  is  not  an  implicit  (or  otherwise  tacit)  validation  of 
 Stratton’s argument either (cf. Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 15). 

 Continuing  Stratton’s  defense  of  (DI)  from  the  above  block  quote,  he  says,  “He  is  making  no 
 decision;  it  was  made  for  him!  And  if  that  is  the  case,  then  the  person  cannot  rationally  affirm, 
 justify,  or  provide  any  warrant  that  his  beliefs  are  in  fact  true  (including  his  belief  that 
 determinism  is  true).”  But  this  is  false.  If  God  determines  person  P  to  make  decision  D  at  time  t  1  , 
 what  doesn’t  follow  at  t  1  is  that  P  didn’t  D.  Of  course,  P  makes  D  because  God  determined  P  to 
 make  D  at  t  1  .  238  And  how  this  process  remains  coherent  is  because  compatibilism  is  true  and  P 
 plausibly  possesses  guidance  control.  P  is  a  real  cause  of  D,  239  and  so  P  actually  made  D  with  his 
 own  moderately  reasons-responsiveness  ,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  that  same  mechanism  has 
 been  determined.  Therefore,  Stratton’s  conditional  conclusion  that  P  “cannot  rationally  affirm, 
 justify,  or  provide  any  warrant  that  his  beliefs  are  in  fact  true  (including  his  belief  that 
 determinism  is  true)”  is  a  complete  and  utter  non-sequitur  .  The  last  bit  of  argumentation  for  the 
 thesis  of  (DI)  from  Stratton  is  simply  a  restatement  of  premise  B  2  (Bignon,  “Review,”  24):  “It 
 would  seem,  then,  that  libertarian  freedom  is  necessary  if  one  genuinely  is  to  possess  the  ability 
 to  evaluate  his  thoughts/beliefs  and  to  deliberate  in  the  truest  sense.”  But  this  statement  is  still 
 undefended! A restatement of a premise is not the same as defending a premise. 

 Thus  far,  (DI)  has  not  been  defended  by  Stratton,  and  the  DLA  does  not  appear  to  be  supported 
 by  independent  reasons  other  than  those  already  imposed  upon  it  by  virtue  of  libertarian 
 freedom. Such a circular validation, I am afraid, is less than satisfying. 

 Stratton responds to Bignon accordingly: 

 To  clarify:  if  God  causally  determines  Sally  to  affirm  a  false  belief,  and  God  (the  same 
 supernatural  deity  of  deception  that  causally  determines  Sally  to  believe  incorrectly)  also 
 causally  determines  exactly  how  Sally  evaluates  and  judges  said  belief,  then  how  can 
 Sally  rationally  affirm  that  her  belief  is  any  good  at  all  or  true?  I’d  love  to  hear  how  one 
 can  accomplish  this  task  without  begging  the  question  (which  would  not  be  a  rational 
 affirmation). 

 And  “I’d  love”  to  respond  to  this  question,  but  unfortunately  this  response  from  Stratton  mirrors 
 his  “Strattonian”  Mad  Scientist  Thought  Experiment.  We  will  consider  the  complete  thought 
 experiment  in  the  relevant  section  below,  but  first,  for  now,  it  suffices  to  say  that  Stratton  cannot 
 utilize  an  unproven  loaded  question  as  a  defense  for  a  crucial  controversial  premise.  Secondly, 

 239  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.5.13, 222n444. 
 238  Recall a similar response against Stratton, Hunter, and Flowers on the concept of “choice.” See §4.1.1. 
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 again,  Stratton  fails  to  understand  positive  and  negative  argumentation.  It  is  Stratton’s  argument 
 that  is  up  for  debate  (i.e.,  the  DLA);  thus,  it  is  his  burden  of  proof.  Compatibilists  cannot  beg  the 
 question  of  an  argument  that  they  do  not  first  already  own.  That’s  ridiculous.  And  no  amount  of 
 burden shifting from Stratton will make it the case either. 

 Bignon  does  claim  that  Stratton  presupposes  that  free  will  is  incompatible  with  determinism 
 (Bignon, “Review,” 23). In response, Stratton says, 

 However,  I  show  the  problem  that  arises  from  exhaustive  determinism.  If  something  other 
 than  you  determines  that  you  affirm  a  false  belief,  then  you  cannot  infer  the  best 
 explanation  or  true  beliefs  (alternative  EJOs  are  blocked  off  and  locked  away  from 
 you—including  the  truth)!  Thus,  unless  you  are  infallible,  you  need  libertarian  freedom 
 (not  being  causally  determined  via  an  external  force)  in  order  to  have  a  broad  ability—the 
 opportunity—to reject bad and false beliefs in favor of better or true beliefs.  240 

 Notice  that  this  response  is  a  red  herring.  The  problem  is  still  that  Stratton  presupposes  (DI),  and 
 this  fact  is  true  regardless  of  whether  “exhaustive”  determinism  is  true.  The  dialectic 
 surrounding  the  nature  of  freedom  (i.e.,  the  compatibility  question)  and  the  theory  of  freedom 
 (i.e.,  the  indeterminism  or  determinism  question)  are  wholly  irrelevant  to  each  other.  Thus, 
 switching  the  dialectic  from  the  former–Bignon’s  initial  concern–to  the  latter–Stratton’s  terminal 
 concern–is  a  non-sequitur  .  So,  the  rest  of  his  response  paragraph  simply  does  not  follow. 
 Compatibilist-determinists  believe  that  evaluative  judgment  options  (EJOs)  are  available  ,  though 
 not  accessible  ,  therefore,  we  believe  that  EJOs  are  not  “blocked  off”  or  “locked  away”  but  rather 
 they are only  closed  . Last, again, the broad/wide  ability is not incompatible with compatibilism. 

 Where  does  this  leave  us?  Well,  Bignon  seems  more  than  content  to  rest  his  case  in  affirmative 
 defense  mode.  He  simply  points  out  errors  in  Stratton’s  supposed  support  claims  for  the  DLA, 
 resolves  a  couple  of  false  dilemmas,  and  then  concludes  by  noting  the  argument’s 
 question-begging  tendencies;  Stratton’s  DLA,  in  turn,  fails  to  support  the  FTA.  And,  technically, 
 this  is  all  that  is  required  for  the  compatibilist  during  negative  argumentation.  But  can  the 
 compatibilist  do  more?  I  think  they  can  and  should  .  In  the  spirit  of  Pereboom  and  Nelkin,  it  is 
 true  that  what  is  needed  to  undercut  (DI)  is  to  identify  formal  or  informal  flaws  in  a  (DI) 
 argument’s  structure  or  supporting  defense.  This  much  Bignon,  I  think,  has  accomplished. 
 However,  this  tactic  only  demonstrates  that  Stratton’s  argument  for  (DI)  is  false,  not  that  (DI)  in 
 general  is  false.  Recall  that  for  Pereboom,  in  order  to  defeat  (DI),  one  must  produce  a 
 counter-account  of  (DI)–namely  (DC);  this  would  demonstrate  the  falsity  of  Stratton’s  DLA  and 
 (DI).  This  tactic,  if  successful,  would  not  only  provide  an  undercutting  defeater  for  DLA,  but  it 
 would  also  provide  a  rebutting  defeater  for  (DI)  in  general.  As  a  result,  Stratton’s  argument  for 
 (DI)  (i.e.,  the  DLA)  would  be  shown  false  in  addition  to  arguments  for  (DI).  And  of  course  if 

 240  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 15. 
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 (DI)  is  false,  then  Stratton’s  DLA  is  false.  If  Stratton’s  DLA  is  false,  then  support  for  the  FTA 
 has considerably diminished. 

 So,  while  defending  (DC)  in  the  light  arguments  in  favor  for–and  accounts  compatible  with–(DI), 
 it  seems  that  such  a  move  is  insufficient  for  its  failure,  though  it  is  necessary.  I  contend,  then, 
 along  with  Pereboom,  that  producing  a  (DC)  account  with  uncontroversial  necessary  conditions 
 for  rational  deliberation–that  are  (hopefully)  in  turn  plausibly  potential  sufficient 
 conditions–ought  to  be  the  primary  tactic  for  the  deliberation-compatibilist.  In  order  to  rebut  (DI) 
 and  not  simply  undercut  (DI),  one  must  produce  a  counter-account.  Such  a  tactic  is  necessary 
 and  sufficient to defeat (DI). 

 As  it  happens,  I  believe  there  are  three  such  rebutting  defeaters  for  (DI).  The  first  (DC)  account 
 is  Caruso’s  Moorean-Style  Proof  for  (DC).  This  will  be  the  topic  of  discussion  in  the  next 
 subsection.  The  second  (DC)  account  I  will  propose  is  Pereboom’s  epistemic  account  on  rational 
 deliberation against (DI). Third, I will discuss Bignon’s conditional (DC) account. 

 4.6.3 Caruso’s Moorean-Style Proof of Deliberation-Compatibilism 

 In  her  book,  Making  Sense  of  Freedom  and  Responsibility  ,  while  defending  a  (DC)  account  of 
 rational deliberation, Nelkin casually observes that a deliberation-compatibilist 

 …  might  be  tempted  to  reject  the  Indeterministic  Thesis  [i.e.,  (I)]  outright  on  the 
 following  grounds:  “there  have  been  plenty  of  determinists  who  [rationally]  deliberate,  so 
 surely  one  need  not  presuppose  that  one’s  actions  are  not  determined  in  order  to 
 [rationally]  deliberate”.  This  sounds  like  a  strong  argument,  but  alas,  there  is  a  possible 
 reply  that  promises  to  extend  the  debate.  Van  Inwagen  avails  himself  of  a  variant  of  this 
 reply…  “Of  course,  there  are  determinists  who  have  [rationally]  deliberated.  But  they 
 must thereby be holders of contradictory beliefs.”  241 

 Nelkin  suggests  that  the  debate  between  deliberation-incompatibilists  and 
 deliberation-compatibilists  could  rightfully  end  sooner  than  one  might  think.  If,  for  instance,  a 
 deliberation-compatibilist  presents  the  obvious  that  there  exists  determinists  who  indeed 
 rationally  deliberate,  then  (DI)  has  failed.  The  central  thesis  of  (DI)  views  is  to  argue  that  there 
 are  no  such  determinists  who  rationally  deliberate  .  So,  if  the  deliberation-compatibilist  points  to 
 at  least  one  such  determinist  who  rationally  deliberates,  then  the  thesis  of  (DI)  is  left  in  a  rather 
 uncomfortably  inchoate  position.  Not  so  fast,  Nelkin  says,  because  there  are  contenders  of  (DI), 
 such  as  van  Inwagen,  that  may  retort  back  and  claim  that  these  said  determinists  do  not  in  fact 
 rationally  deliberate.  These  determinists  may  deliberate  ,  but  they  cannot  possibly  rationally 
 deliberate  (recall  the  distinction  Caruso  made  between  the  two  forms  of  deliberation  in  the 

 241  Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 124. 
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 introductory  subsection).  Rational  deliberation,  it  is  said,  cannot  be  the  case  on  the  part  of 
 determinists because, if they were to do so, they would be “holders of contradictory beliefs.” 

 Gregg  Caruso  disagrees  with  Nelkin’s  imaginary  ‘van  Inwagen  populators’.  In  fact,  he  disagrees 
 because  he  thinks  the  debate  should  end  by  identifying  determinists  who  do  indeed  rationally 
 deliberate.  In  demonstrating  that  this  is  the  case,  Caruso  offers  what  he  calls  a  Moorean-style 
 Proof  of  (DC)  along  with  a  pair  of  supporting  Moorean  facts.  In  addition,  recall  that  I  had  earlier 
 stated  in  §4.6.1  that  (DI)  views  claim  rational  deliberation  and  belief  in  causal  determinism  (and 
 its  evident  consequences)  prove  to  be  inconsistent  actions  at  best,  or  contradictory  at  worst.  (DI) 
 views  have  traditionally  taken  these  two  claims  against  (DC).  But,  as  Alvin  Plantinga  has  argued, 
 a  set  of  propositions  being  contradictory  is  categorically  different  than  a  set  of  propositions  being 
 inconsistent.  242  The  first  claim  against  (DC)  is  the  incompatibility  claim,  which  states  that 
 rational  deliberation  and  belief  in  causal  determinism  are  incompatible.  243  The  second  claim 
 against  (DC)  is  the  self-defeat  claim,  which  states  that  rational  deliberation  and  belief  in  causal 
 determinism  are  self-defeating.  244  I  take  it  that  the  first  claim  (i.e.,  the  incompatibility  claim) 
 entails  an  implicit  inconsistency  charge,  while  the  second  claim  (i.e.,  the  self-defeat  claim) 
 entails an explicit contradictory charge. 

 For  the  remainder  of  this  subsection,  I  will  understand  Caruso's  Moorean-style  Proof  of  (DC)  as 
 an  argument  against  the  first  claim,  or  the  consistency  charge.  He  aims  to  show  that  an  agent’s 
 rational  deliberation  and  belief  in  causal  determinism  do  not  form  an  implicitly  inconsistent  set 
 of  propositions;  that  is,  his  argument  attempts  to  show  that  rational  deliberation  and  causal 
 determinism  remain  an  implicitly  consistent  set.  So,  if  his  argument  is  successful  (and  I  think  it 
 is),  then  he  would  have  shown  that  an  agent’s  rational  deliberation  and  belief  in  causal 
 determinism are in fact  compatible  . The argument is  as follows: 

 The  question  under  consideration  in  this  paper  is  whether  rational  deliberation  is 
 compatible  with  belief  in  causal  determinism.  I  maintain  that  it  is.  And  in  support  of  that 
 claim I offer the following simple argument: 

 (1)  If  S  can  rationally  deliberate  among  distinct  actions  A1.  .  .  An  and  believe  that 
 their  actions  are  causally  determined  by  antecedent  conditions  beyond  their 
 control,  then  deliberation-compatibilism  is  correct—i.e.,  S  ’s  deliberating  and 

 244  See the earlier footnote for a quick analysis of Craig's “dizzying” quote in §4.6.2. Again, I will refrain from 
 discussing self-defeating claims (or contradictory claims) until §4.9. 

 243  I emphasize “belief” here because the  actual  truth  of causal determinism is not important. What is important is 
 one’s  belief  in the  potential  truth of causal determinism.  That is, (DI) claims that even if causal determinism is  false  , 
 yet if one still  believes  that their rational deliberations  are (or could be) causally determined, then they either commit 
 themselves to inconsistency or  contradiction. Caruso  seems to follow this type of emphasis in his proof as well. 

 242  Plantinga,  God, Freedom, and Evil  ,  12-14, 16-17 for  an analysis on contradictory claims, 24-25 for an analysis on 
 consistency claims. I will reply upon Plantinga’s distinctions while assessing the self-defeat claim in §4.9. For now, I 
 will borrow Plantinga’s terminology of “explicit contradiction” and “implicit inconsistency”. 
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 being  rational  is  compatible  with  S  ’s  believing  that  their  actions  are  causally 
 determined by antecedent conditions beyond their control. 
 (2)  S  can  rationally  deliberate  among  distinct  actions  A1.  .  .  An  and  believe  that 
 their  actions  are  causally  determined  by  causal  conditions  beyond  their  control. 
 [In fact, I did both this morning!] 
 (3)  Therefore,  deliberation-compatibilism  is  correct—i.e.,  S  ’s  deliberating  and 
 being  rational  is  compatible  with  S  ’s  believing  that  their  actions  are  causally 
 determined by antecedent conditions beyond their control.  245 

 For  Caruso,  this  is  a  strong  argument–  contrary  to  Nelkin’s  preliminary  assessment.  If  this 
 argument  is  successful,  it  would  show  that  (DI)  is  false  because  a  person  can  rationally  deliberate 
 and  still  believe  in  determinism  (along  with  its  evident  consequences);  the  conclusion  would 
 demonstrate the thesis of (DC) pragmatically. So, how should we assess Caruso’s proof? 

 Well,  premise  (1)  is  safe  because  it  is  definitionally  the  thesis  of  (DC).  So,  in  order  for  the 
 deliberation-incompatibilist  to  deny  the  conclusion  (DC),  or  (3),  they  must  turn  their  guns  on 
 premise (2). In defense of premise (2), Caruso provides a pair of what he calls  Moorean facts  : 

 As  proof  of  premise  (2),  the  crucial  premise,  I  offer  the  following  pair  of  Moorean 
 facts  —facts I take to be more certain than any philosophical  arguments to the contrary: 

 (a)  I  rationally  deliberated  this  morning  about  what  to  wear.  [I  weighed  multiple 
 options,  considered  the  weather,  what  I  would  be  doing,  who  I  might  see,  what 
 looked best, and ultimately decided on the outfit I’m currently wearing.] 
 (b)  I  believed  then  and  believe  now  that  my  actions  are  causally  determined  by 
 antecedent conditions beyond my control. 

 I  maintain  that  (a)  and  (b)  together  with  the  argument  from  modus  ponens  above  provide 
 a  Moorean-style proof of deliberation-compatibilism  .  246 

 Caruso realizes that these two facts are considered controversial; nonetheless, he is confident: 

 While  I  contend  that  premise  (2)  is  obvious  from  the  fact  that  I  did  both  this 
 morning—i.e.,  I  engaged  in  an  active  mental  process  aimed  at  figuring  out  what  to  wear 
 while  also  believing  in  causal  determinism—deliberation-incompatibilists  will  deny 
 premise  (2)  and  replace  my  modus  ponens  with  a  modus  tollens.  Of  course,  they  will 
 provide  arguments  for  why  we  should  reject  (2),  but  the  question  at  hand  is  whether  the 
 arguments  they  provide  are  strong  enough  to  overcome  my  two  Moorean  facts.  For 

 246  Ibid. 
 245  Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 3. 
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 instance,  they  could  argue  that  I’m  simply  mistaken  about  my  belief  in  causal 
 determinism.  That  is,  while  I  may  believe  that  I  believe  that  my  actions  are  causally 
 determined  by  antecedent  conditions  beyond  my  control,  I  don’t  really  believe  what  I 
 believe that I believe  .  247 

 The  pair  of  Moorean  facts  (Mf)  that  Caruso  appeals  to  are  convincing.  It  seems  quite  certain  that 
 determinists  (including  myself)  deliberate  throughout  our  day.  Just  now,  I  have  deliberated  about 
 whether  I  should  write  this  sentence.  This  is  (Mf)(a).  In  addition  to  (Mf)(a),  it  remains  equally 
 certain  that  I  may  believe  my  rational  deliberation  about  which  sentence  to  write  was  causally 
 determined  by  antecedent  conditions  beyond  my  (categorical  or  regulative)  control  [i.e.,  God’s 
 eternally  divine  efficacious  decree].  This  is  (Mf)(b).  These  two  facts  when  positioned  adjacent  to 
 each  other  do  not  seem  to  pose  a  strong  contradiction,  nor  do  they  pose  an  obvious 
 incompatibility–they  seem  certainly  compossible  .  Of  course,  the  deliberation-compatibilist  may 
 only  argue  this  far.  (Mf)(a)  and  (Mf)(b)  seem  compatible,  and  thus  avoid  any  implicit 
 inconsistency  . 

 Caruso  thinks  that  (Mf)(a)  and  (Mf)(b)  are  at  least  implicitly  consistent  facts.  He  further  thinks 
 that  these  two  facts  are  non-mutually  exclusive  on  the  basis  of  the  obvious  fact  that  he  as  a 
 determinist  has  in  fact  rationally  deliberated.  He  takes  these  facts  “to  be  more  certain  than  any 
 philosophical  arguments  to  the  contrary.”  Now,  a  deliberation-incompatibilist  may  retort  back 
 and  say  that  he  is  “simply  mistaken  about  [his]  belief  in  causal  determinism.”  This  concern  is 
 reminiscent  of  Stratton’s  when  he  claims  that  the  “evaluative  thoughts  a  person  may  feel  are 
 governing  his  deliberations  are  actually  caused  and  determined  by  things  (or  persons)  external  to 
 him,”  (Stratton,  Mere  Molinism  ,  170).  Perhaps  Stratton  could  claim  here  that  Caruso  doesn’t 
 “really  believe  what  [he]  believe[s]  that  [he]  believe[s]  .”  Or,  perhaps  Stratton  could  goad  and 
 argue  that  (Mf)(a)  and  its  corresponding  mechanism  was  not  thoroughly  produced  by  (Mf)(b), 
 that  Caruso  is  mistaken  in  his  assessment  of  the  supposed  compatibility  and  implicit  consistency 
 between  the  two  (Mf)s.  Van  Inwagen  would  be  sympathetic  to  this  rebuttal.  Caruso,  however, 
 responds to such charges: 

 Such  a  move,  however,  is  bound  to  fail  for  (at  least)  two  main  reasons.  First,  to  simply 
 assume  I  must  be  mistaken  about  (b)  because  it’s  obviously  impossible  to  believe  in 
 determinism  and  rationally  deliberation  at  the  same  time,  would  be  to  beg  the  question 
 against  the  deliberation-compatibilist  and  assume  the  very  thing  that  is  under  dispute. 
 Secondly,  while  it  may  be  possible  for  one  to  believe  that  P  without  also  believing  that 
 one  believes  that  P  ,  it  is  not  at  all  clear  that  the  opposite  is  the  case.  That  is,  to  believe 
 that one believes that P  would appear sufficient for  one to  believe that P  .  248 

 248  Ibid. 
 247  Ibid., 4. 
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 I  personally  do  not  find  Caruso’s  first  reason  convincing.  It  is  his  argument  for 
 deliberation-compatibilism.  So,  I  don’t  see  how  the  deliberation-incompatibilist  could  be 
 accused  of  question-begging  if  they  were  to  say  that  (Mf)(b)  is  impossible.  I  agree  that  the  truth 
 of  (Mf)(b)  is  the  (Mf)  under  dispute,  but  it  is  Caruso  that  must  show  that  the  truth  of  (Mf)(b)  is 
 more  plausible  than  its  falsity.  Now,  as  I  mentioned  before,  I  do  take  it  that  (Mf)(b)  is  true  by  the 
 very  empirical  fact  that  I  rationally  deliberate  and  yet  I  also  believe  in  determinism.  This  is 
 basically what Caruso concludes for his second reason, and for that reason, I can agree. 

 Caruso  mentions  yet  another  reason  as  to  why  a  deliberation-incompatibilist  may  have  doubts 
 about premise (2): 

 The  more  promising  approach,  and  the  one  taken  by  most  deliberation-incompatibilists,  is 
 to  argue  that  while  I  may  have  deliberated  about  what  to  wear  this  morning,  I  did  not 
 rationally  deliberate.  That’s  because  rational  deliberation  requires  that  I  have  no 
 inconsistent  beliefs  salient  to  my  deliberation,  yet  belief  in  determinism  is  inconsistent 
 with  a  necessary  condition  for  rational  deliberation:  the  belief  in  the  openness  of 
 options.  249 

 I  am  yet  again  in  agreement  with  Caruso.  I,  too,  find  this  approach  to  be  much  more  promising 
 for  the  deliberation-incompatibilist  to  seek  their  teeth  in  order  to  deny  premise  (2).  This  approach 
 denies  (Mf)(a)  instead  of  (Mf)(b).  The  denial  of  (Mf)(a)  will  prove  to  the 
 deliberation-incompatibilist  to  be  less  bold  than  the  denial  of  (Mf)(b),  but  no  less  argumentative 
 in  force.  A  convincing  defense  of  the  denial  (or  acceptance)  of  (Mf)(b)  proves  to  be  one  that 
 terminates  in  a  dialectical  stalemate–perhaps  due  to  the  inquisitiveness  of  the  claim,  which  only 
 proves  to  regurgitate  mere  ‘seemings’  and  ‘intuitions’.  However,  an  apt  denial  of  (Mf)(a)  may 
 not  reach  the  same  titular  demise.  So,  in  order  to  avoid  such  a  rebuttal,  Caruso  offers  a  “coherent 
 account  of  how  one  can  rationally  deliberate  and  believe  in  causal  determinism  without 
 inconsistency,” (Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 4); thus, vindicating (Mf)(a). 

 Is  the  deliberation-compatibilist  worse  off  by  appealing  to  Caruso’s  Moorean-style  Proof  ?  I  don’t 
 think  so.  Though  (Mf)(b)  is  only  defensible  via  intuitive  conceivability,  it  seems  rather  difficult 
 for  a  deliberation-incompatibilist  to  awkwardly  (or  perhaps  assertively)  deny  someone  else’s  own 
 belief  of  a  proposition.  Clearly,  the  person’s  own  belief  in  proposition  p  is  prima  facie  more 
 justified  than  someone  else’s  denial  of  p  .  And  if  the  deliberation-incompatibilist  chooses  to  deny 
 (Mf)(a)  instead  on  the  grounds  that  the  determinist  would  be  explicitly  inconsistent–instead  of 
 merely  implicitly  inconsistent–then  I  think  they  deserve  a  response.  That  is  not  to  say  that  the 
 (DI)  proponent  is  right  about  the  falsity  of  (Mf)(a);  it  is  only  to  say  that  it  should  be  defended 
 forthrightly  by  deliberation-compatibilists  via  demonstrating  exactly  how  one  can  rationally 

 249  Ibid. 
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 deliberate  while  believing  in  causal  determinism  without  being  inconsistent.  This  is  done  by 
 appealing to Pereboom’s account of epistemic openness and deliberative efficacy. 

 While  Caruso’s  proof  does  not  give  the  deliberation-compatibilist  everything  in  an  argument,  it 
 does  demonstrate–at  the  very  least–that  rational  deliberation  and  belief  in  causal  determinism  are 
 not  implicitly  inconsistent  .  This  is  so  because  a  determinist  can  seemingly  hold  to  both  Moorean 
 facts–and  believe  both  to  be  true–without  implicitly  denying  either  fact  (i.e.,  the  truth  of  each  fact 
 is  plausibly  more  probable  than  their  falsity).  We  will  see  in  the  next  subsection  an  exposition  of 
 Pereboom’s  epistemic  openness  account  of  (DC).  This  account  will  not  only  demonstrate  the 
 coherency  Caruso’s  proof  needs  in  order  to  secure  his  two  Moorean  facts,  but  it  will  also  serve  to 
 show that (DC) fails to satisfy the more pertinent (DI) accusation of  explicit inconsistency  . 

 4.6.4 Rational Deliberation & Epistemic Openness | Pereboom 

 As  we  have  seen,  “[o]ne  way  that  compatibilists  have  responded  to  the 
 deliberation-incompatibilist  is  by  claiming  that  rational  deliberation  requires  only  a  belief  in  an 
 epistemic  kind  of  openness–for  example,  a  belief  that  one  has  more  than  one  option  for  what  to 
 do  relative  to  what  one  believes,  presumes,  or  knows,”  (Pereboom,  Free  Will,  Agency,  and 
 Meaning  in  Life  ,  110).  In  the  following  exposition  on  the  epistemic  conditions  in  favor  of  (DC),  I 
 will  follow  Caruso’s  lead  and  guidance.  He  contends  that  Pereboom  presents  the  best 
 contemporary account of (DC) and its entailing epistemic openness conditions, 

 …  since  they  plausibly  deliver  a  coherent  way  of  making  sense  of  the  relevant  epistemic 
 notions  of  openness  and  deliberative  efficacy  while  at  the  same  time  avoiding  some  of  the 
 more well-known counterexamples that have plagued other extant accounts.  250 

 Pereboom formulates his  epistemic openness  condition  in the following manner: 

 (EO)  In  order  to  deliberate  rationally  among  distinct  actions  A1.  .  .  An,  for  each  Ai,  S 
 cannot  be  certain  be  [sic]  of  the  proposition  that  she  will  do  Ai,  nor  of  the  proposition  that 
 she  will  not  do  Ai;  and  either  (a)  the  proposition  that  she  will  do  Ai  is  consistent  with 
 every  proposition  that,  in  the  present  context,  is  settled  for  her,  or  (b)  if  it  inconsistent 
 with some such proposition, she cannot believe that it is.  251 

 In addition, Perboom quickly realizes that the proposition (a) might need a bit more nuance: 

 251  Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  ,  113; Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 128; Cf. Caruso, “On the 
 Compatibility,” 6, n2. I follow after Caruso’s relabeling of the principle to (EO)–  Epistemic Openness 
 condition–from Pereboom’s original label (S) for consistency’s sake. Also, “[i]t is worth noting that this view also 
 focused on decisions, rather than actions, as occupying the central role of deliberative alternatives. The objects of 
 deliberation are decisions about acting, then, not actions,” (Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 129). Therefore,  A  1  …A  n  are 
 supposed to entail rationally deliberative  decisions  . 

 250  Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 5-6; Pereboom,  Free  Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  , chapter 5. 
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 First, what is it for a proposition to be settled for an agent? Here is my proposal: 

 (Settled)  A  proposition  is  settled  for  an  agent  just  in  case  she  believes  it  and 
 disregards  any  uncertainty  she  has  that  it  is  true,  e.g.,  for  the  purpose  of 
 deliberation.  252 

 The  first  piece  of  the  epistemic  openness  (EO)  condition  maintains  that  in  order  for  S  to 
 rationally  deliberate  among  a  set  of  mutually  exclusive  options  {A  1  ,  A  2  ,  A  3  ,  …,  A  n  ,  ∀(A  i  )},  S 
 cannot  be  certain  that  he  will  A  i  ,  nor  of  the  proposition  she  will  ~A  i  .  For  example,  Caruso,  when 
 peering  through  his  closet  in  the  morning,  cannot  be  epistemically  certain  that  he  will  choose  a 
 blue  shirt  (i.e.,  A  1  )  over  a  red  shirt  (i.e.,  A  2  );  253  this  would  count  as  an  instance  of  epistemic 
 openness.  Thus  far,  it  is  not  required  to  presuppose  metaphysical  (i.e.,  indeterminate,  or  (I)) 
 openness in order to be ‘open’ to rationally deliberate. 

 Pereboom  further  formulates  two  additional  clauses  that  help  strengthen  how  S  intends  to 
 rationally  deliberate  (D)  while  still  remaining  neutral  to  causal  determinism.  Clause  (a)  entails 
 what  happens  when  S  chooses  to  do  A  i  and  that  action  is  “consistent  with  every  proposition 
 that…  is  settled  for  her.”  Pereboom  argues  that,  in  order  for  S  to  choose  A  i  ,  the  deliberative 
 decision  must  be  consistent  with  every  proposition  that  is  (Settled)  in  her  cognitive  deliberative 
 faculties.  And  A  i  is  (Settled)  for  S  when  S  believes  A  i  to  be  true  and  “disregards  any  uncertainty 
 she  has  that  it  is  true.”  That  is,  A  i  remains  plausibly  more  true  than  false  for  S;  more  formally,  A  i 
 lacks any epistemic defeater for S. As a result of this epistemic state, A  i  becomes (Settled) for S. 

 So much for clause (a). What about clause (b)? 

 Clause  (b)  is  required  because  although  there  may  be  certain  cases  in  which  I  can 
 rationally  deliberate  about  whether  to  do  Ai  even  if  in  fact  my  doing  Ai  is  inconsistent 
 with  a  proposition  I  regard  as  settled  in  that  context,  ‘it  is  crucial  that  I  then  not  believe 
 that  it  is  inconsistent’—since,  ‘if  I  did  believe  this,  it’s  intuitive  that  I  couldn’t  rationally 
 deliberate about whether to do A’ (2014: 114).  254 

 And  as  Pereboom  contends,  in  (Settled),  the  “right  notion  of  belief  to  suppose  here  is 
 dispositional,  as  opposed  to  requiring  an  occurrent  belief,”  (Pereboom,  Free  Will  ,  Agency,  and 
 Meaning  in  Life  ,  114).  I  will  take  it  that  Pereboom’s  usage  of  ‘dispositional’  is  compatible  with 
 Vihvelin’s  dispositional  analysis  (or  PAP  Disp  ;  see  Carlson,  Volume  1  §  2.4.3,  107n259).  S  would 

 254  Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 6. Quote from Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  , 114. 

 253  Of course, if Caruso is uncertain of choosing A  1  this entails by definition that he is equally uncertain of choosing 
 ~A  1  . And ~A  1  entails A  2  ⋁ A  3  ⋁ … A  n  . Caruso would  be uncertain of all contrary actions, and thus, he would be 
 uncertain of all contradictory actions as well. This shows that my quick example is compatible with (EO). 

 252  Ibid., 113; Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 129. 
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 possess  the  intrinsic  disposition  to  believe  A  i  as  well  as  the  opportunity  to  believe  A  i  (i.e.,  there 
 was nothing preventing her from believing A  i  such  as epistemic impediments, obstacles, etc.). 

 Pereboom  then  attempts  to  test  (EO)  and  the  dispositional  principle  (Settled)  against  a 
 counterexample presented by Randolph Clarke. Let’s call this case (E): 

 Imagine  that  Edna  is  trying  to  decide  where  to  spend  her  vacation  this  year.  She  mentions 
 this  fact  to  her  friend  Ed,  who,  as  it  happens,  is  in  possession  of  information  that  Edna 
 does  not  yet  have.  Ed  knows  that  Edna  will  soon  learn  that  she  can,  with  less  expense 
 than  she  had  expected,  visit  her  friend  Eddy  in  Edinburgh.  And  given  what  Ed  knows 
 about  Edna  and  her  other  options,  he  knows  that  after  she  learns  of  this  opportunity,  she 
 will  eventually  decide  to  take  it.  However,  Ed  is  a  playful  fellow,  and  he  doesn’t  tell  Edna 
 all  of  this.  He  tells  her  only  that  he  knows  that  she  will  eventually  learn  something  that 
 will persuade her to spend her vacation with Eddy in Edinburgh. 

 …  [Edna]  knows,  let  us  suppose,  that  whenever  Ed  says  anything  of  this  sort,  he 
 is  right.  She  believes  then,  with  justification,  that  she  will  spend  her  vacation  in 
 Edinburgh.  255 

 Perebooms responds to (E) case: 

 Condition  [(EO)]  together  with  (Settled)  plausibly  deliver  the  desired  result  for  cases  like 
 Clarke’s  and  cases  like  Nelkin’s.  Edna  is  not  certain  of  the  proposition  that  she  will  go  to 
 Edinburgh,  or  of  the  proposition  that  she  will  not  go  to  Edinburgh  [the  first  requirement 
 of  [(EO)].  Moreover,  there  is  no  proposition  she  believes  and  about  which  she  disregards 
 any  uncertainty  she  has  that  is  inconsistent  with  either  of  these  propositions  [clause  (a)]. 
 As  a  result,  that  she  performs  either  of  these  actions  is  consistent  with  every  proposition 
 that is settled for her in the present context [(Settled)].  256 

 And in order to defend the plausibility of clause (b) in (EO), Pereboom gives two examples: 

 But  I  am  unable  deliberate  [sic]  about  whether  or  not  to  float  out  of  the  window,  even 
 though  I  am  not  certain  that  I  will  not  do  so.  For  since  the  purposes  of  deliberation  I  do 
 disregard  any  uncertainty  I  have  that  I  will  not  float  out  of  the  window  (because  I 
 disregard  any  uncertainty  I  have  that  I  cannot  float  out  of  the  window),  the  proposition 
 that  I  will  is  inconsistent  with  a  proposition  that  is  settled  for  me  in  the  present  context, 
 and I believe this, at least in a dispositional sense. 

 I  am  also  unable  to  deliberate,  for  example,  in  another  type  of  case…  I  am  unable 
 to  deliberate  about  whether  or  not  I  will  now  drop  everything  to  become  a  mercenary  in 

 256  Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  ,  114. 

 255  Randolph Clarke, “deliberation and Beliefs About One’s Abilities,”  Pacific Philosophical Quarterly  73 (1992), 
 108. Cf. Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 127; Pereboom,  Free  Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  , 111. 
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 Africa,  despite  not  being  certain  that  I  will  not  do  so.  But  my  dropping  everything  to 
 become  a  mercenary  in  Africa  is  inconsistent  with  a  proposition  I  believe  and  about 
 which  in  the  present  context  I  disregard  any  uncertainty  I  have,  i.e.,  that  I  will  not  now 
 drop  everything  to  become  a  mercenary  in  Africa,  and  again  I  believe  this,  at  least  in  a 
 dispositional  sense.  So  [(EO)]  together  with  (Settled)  can  explain  why  I  cannot  deliberate 
 in this context.  257 

 The  exposition  of  clause  (a)  along  with  the  defense-testing  of  clause  (b)  and  (Settled)  against  (E) 
 provide sound reason to conclude that (EO) together with (Settled) demonstrate a 

 …  successful  compatibilist  account  of  rational  deliberation–a  compatibilist  necessary 
 condition,  that  together  with  the  uncontroversial  necessary  conditions,  is  sufficient  for 
 rational  deliberation–then  agents  who  satisfy  [(EO)]  and  believe  that  determinism  and  its 
 evident  consequences  are  true  should  be  capable  of  rational  deliberation.  In  particular, 
 they should be able to deliberate without having inconsistent beliefs.  258 

 I  would  like  to  take  a  brief  pause  and  make  a  few  comments.  Recall  that  there  are  essentially  two 
 ways  to  press  the  thesis  of  (DI)  against  (DC):  1.  Implicit  inconsistency,  and  2.  Explicit 
 contradiction.  That  is,  (DC)  is  false,  it  is  argued  by  deliberation-incompatibilists,  because  it 
 either  entails  an  implicit  inconsistency,  or  an  explicit  contradiction.  The  first  charge  entails  that 
 rational  deliberation  given  causal  determinism  is  incompatible,  while  the  second  charge  entails 
 that  rational  deliberation  given  causal  determinism  is  self-defeating.  For  the  purposes  of  the 
 present  section  on  Stratton’s  DLA,  thus  far,  I  have  contended  against  the  first  charge  only.  Now, 
 what  we  have  seen  is  that  Pereboom’s  (EO)  and  (Settled)  conditions  for  epistemic  openness  on 
 rational  deliberation  prove  the  first  charge  against  (DC)  is  false:  (DC)  views  are  not  only 
 implicitly consistent  , but they are also proven to  be  explicitly consistent  . 

 Caruso  tried  to  garner  the  intuition  that  (DC)  provides  no  such  implicit  inconsistency  by  arguing 
 for  his  Moorean-style  Proof  of  (DC).  I  believe  he  was  successful  because  his  two  Moorean  facts 
 (Mf)(a)  and  (Mf)(b)  are  not  obviously  mutually  exclusive.  Nonetheless,  we  have  found  that  this 
 is  a  weak  intuition.  Although  Caruso’s  Moorean-style  Proof  successfully  rebuts  (DI),  it  only  does 
 so  if  his  two  Moorean  facts  are  accepted.  But,  absent  a  coherent  (DC)  account  that  plausibly 
 grants  uncontroversial  necessary  conditions  that  in  turn  provide  sufficient  conditions  for  rational 
 deliberation  (i.e.,  that  satisfies  the  definition  of  rational  deliberation,  or  (D)),  the 
 deliberation-incompatibilist  could  just  as  easily  reject  Caruso’s  Moorean  facts  on  the  count  that 
 the  two  facts  are  not  shown  to  be  explicitly  inconsistent.  Thus,  we  are  in  need  of  a  coherent 
 account  of  (DC)  that  plausibly  demonstrates  the  explicit  consistency  of  such  Moorean  facts.  As  it 
 happens,  Pereboom  has  given  such  a  coherent  account  of  (DC),  and  it  relies  upon  an  epistemic 

 258  Ibid., 116. 
 257  Ibid. 
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 sense  of  ‘can’  rather  than  a  metaphysical  sense  of  ‘can’.  (DC)  advocates  argue  that  (EO)  is  all 
 that  is  necessary  for  rational  deliberation,  and  something  like  the  ‘Indeterministic  Thesis’  (I)  is 
 not necessary. As Caruso explains, 

 It  is  exactly  this  epistemic  sense  of  ‘can’  or  ‘could’  that  was  implicit  in  my 
 Moorean-style  proof,  since  when  I  deliberated  this  morning  about  what  to  wear,  although 
 I  may  have  been  causally  determined  to  decide  as  I  did,  I  was  neither  certain  that  I  would 
 pick  shirt∗  (∗the  shirt  I’m  currently  wearing),  nor  certain  that  I  would  not.  Furthermore, 
 the  proposition  that  I  would  choose  shirt∗  was  consistent  with  every  other  proposition 
 that  was  settled  for  me  in  the  context  of  my  deliberation.  (EO)  therefore  provides  a 
 plausible  understanding  of  the  kind  of  epistemic  openness  required  for  rational 
 deliberation,  and  in  no  way  conflicts  with  the  belief  that  one’s  actions  are  causally 
 determined by antecedent conditions beyond their control.  259 

 Both  Pereboom  and  Caruso  conclude  that  (EO)  and  (Settled)  provide  the 
 deliberation-compatibilist  an  account  that  demonstrates  the  explicit  consistency  of  rationally 
 deliberating  while  believing  in  causal  determinism  (and  its  evident  consequences).  So,  the  first 
 charge  from  (DI)  proponents  against  (DC)  has  been  successfully  refuted  :  (DC)  has  not  been 
 shown  to  be  implicitly  inconsistent  nor  has  it  been  shown  to  be  explicitly  inconsistent.  On  the 
 contrary,  Caruso’s  Moorean-style  Proof  demonstrates  the  implicit  consistency  of  (DC),  while 
 Pereboom’s  epistemic  openness  conditions  of  (EO)  and  (Settled)  demonstrate  the  explicit 
 consistency of (DC). 

 Now,  a  temptation  could  prop  up  at  this  point  to  suggest  the  work  of  the 
 deliberation-compatibilist  as  complete–(DC)  has  shown  conditions  necessary  (and  possibly 
 sufficient)  for  a  coherent  account  of  the  compatibility  of  rational  deliberation  and  causal 
 determinism  without  inconsistency.  This  temptation,  however,  must  be  resisted.  Nelkin  helps 
 frame the problem a bit more clearly: 

 Defenders  of  the  Indeterministic  Thesis  can  always  agree  that  some  epistemic  conditions 
 are  correct,  without  their  being  sufficient.  For,  by  themselves,  they  don’t  rule  out  a 
 commitment  to  indeterminism  as  an  additional  condition.  So  consider  the  following  case: 
 Suppose  that  I  am  deliberating  about  whom  to  vote  for  in  an  upcoming  presidential 
 election–Obama  and  McCain,  say.  Suppose  further  that  voting  for  each  (and  deciding  to 
 vote  for  each)  is  consistent  with  all  that  I  regard  as  settled…  But  now  I  learn  that  an  evil 
 neuroscientist  is  going  to  take  things  into  his  own  hands,  and  make  me  decide  to  vote  for 
 the  candidate  he  favors  on  election  day.  Can  I  deliberate  about  which  decision  to  make? 
 Presumably  not.  But  why  not?  It  seems  important  that  in  this  case  I  see  any  potential 
 deliberation  of  mine  as  cut  off  from  my  decision.  If  I  don’t  think  that  my  deliberation  will 

 259  Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 6. 
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 be  efficacious,  then  it  seems  that  I  can’t  deliberate–even  if  in  some  important  epistemic 
 sense  it  is  open  to  me  to  decide  to  vote  for  any  of  the  three  candidates.  To  be  genuinely 
 open  for  me  ,  it  seems  I  must  think  that  my  deliberation  will  be  connected  to  my  decision 
 in  the  right  way.  What  I  think  is  not  captured  here  is  the  idea  of  efficacy  between 
 deliberation and decision.  260 

 Nelkin  suggests  that  even  if  the  (DC)  defender  were  to  propose  (EO)  and  (Settled)  as  necessary 
 for  rational  deliberation,  it  still  may  not  be  sufficient.  The  reason  is  because  the  agent’s  rational 
 deliberation  must  be  efficacious  for  her  in  order  for  (EO)  and  (Settled)  to  be  truly  grounded:  “if  I 
 do  not  believe  my  decision  will  issue  in  action,  I  cannot  deliberate,”  (Nelkin,  Making  Sense  , 
 131).  After  all,  the  (DI)  proponent  might  posit  (I)  as  the  efficacious  condition  along  with  (EO) 
 and  (Settled).  If  this  were  the  case,  then  (DC)  hasn’t  proven  their  case  because  rational 
 deliberation  would  be  incompatible  with  causal  determinism.  What  is  more  interesting  is  that 
 Nelkin’s  suggestion  seems  to  be  at  odds–unbeknownst  to  her–to  blockage  Frankfurt-style  cases 
 (B-FSCs).  261  If  my  own  rational  deliberation  does  not  first  preempt  a  possible  evil 
 neuroscientist's  counterfactual  intervention,  then  I  cannot  be  seen  as  a  rational  deliberating  agent 
 because  it  is  not  my  own  rational  deliberation  which  “cuts  off”  other  alternatives  by  labeling 
 them  as  (Settled);  it  would  be  the  evil  neuroscientist’s  rational  deliberation  by  virtue  of  his 
 counterfactual  intervention  in  the  alternative  sequence.  This  is  a  problem!  In  B-FSCs  such  as 
 Mele  and  Robb’s  (B)  case,  Bob  is  supposed  to  preempt  the  deterministic  neural  process  P  with 
 his  indeterministic  neural  process  x  .  It  is  this  type  of  preemption–known  as  occurrent 
 preemption–that  tries  to  elicit  the  intuition  that  Bob  is  rationally  responsible  for  deciding  to  steal 
 Ann’s  car  because  it  is  his  own  rational  deliberative  process  x  that  ‘makes’  the  decision. 
 However,  this  process  x  must  still  be  efficacious  for  Bob;  otherwise,  x  would  not  properly 
 occurrently preempt  P  , thus rendering Bob’s rational  deliberation as alien. 

 McKenna and Pereboom likewise agree with Nelkin: 

 A  deliberation-compatibilist  might  propose,  for  instance,  that  to  deliberate  rationally 
 between  distinct  actions  A  and  B,  what’s  key  is  that  the  deliberator  can’t  be  certain  that 
 she  will  do  A  and  can’t  be  certain  that  she  will  do  B.  However,  some 
 deliberation-compatibilists  don’t  think  that  this  is  enough.  The  reason  is  that  there  is  a 
 type  of  situation,  first  brought  to  our  attention  and  illustrated  by  van  Inwagen,  in  which 
 an  agent  who  satisfies  such  an  epistemic  openness  condition  would  still  be  incompatible 
 of rational deliberation.  262 

 Van Inwagen illustrates the problem of lacking deliberative efficacy in his counterexample: 

 262  McKenna and Pereboom,  Free Will  , 297; cf. Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life,  116. 
 261  Carlson, Volume 1 §2.5.14. 
 260  Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 129-30. (emphasis added on  “cut off”) 
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 One  cannot  deliberate  about  whether  to  perform  a  certain  act  unless  one  believes  it  is 
 possible  for  one  to  perform  it.  (Anyone  who  doubts  that  this  is  indeed  the  case  may  find  it 
 instructive  to  imagine  that  he  is  in  a  room  with  two  doors  and  that  he  believes  one  of  the 
 doors  to  be  unlocked  and  the  other  door  to  be  locked  and  impassible,  though  he  has  no 
 idea  which  is  which;  let  him  then  attempt  to  imagine  himself  deliberating  about  which 
 door to leave by.)  263 

 As  Bignon  notes,  “[f]or  a  mere  parenthetical  comment,  van  Inwagen’s  story  is  in  fact  rather 
 complex  and  somewhat  under-explained,”  (Bignon,  Excusing  Sinners  ,  89).  This  may  be  right; 
 however,  one  thing  is  clear:  the  agent  in  van  Inwagen’s  story  satisfies  (EO)  and  (Settled),  though 
 doesn’t  seem  to  rationally  deliberate  unless  the  agent  first  presupposes  (I).  264  Concerning  van 
 Inwagen’s  parenthetical,  Nelkin  contends  that  this  successfully  demonstrates  the  limitations  of 
 (EO): 

 While  it  seems  that  I  can  deliberate  about  which  door  to  decide  to  try  to  open  and  even 
 which  door  handle  to  decide  to  jiggle,  if  I  know  one  of  them  to  be  locked  and  impassible, 
 it  also  seems  that  I  cannot  deliberate  about  which  door  to  open  –or  even  which  door  to 
 decide  to open.  265 

 Pereboom adds to Nelkin’s dialectical concern for (DC): 

 But  I  am  neither  certain  that  I  will  open  door  #  1  [sic],  nor  that  I  will  not,  and  the  same 
 for  my  opening  door  #2;  and  my  opening  door  #1  is  consistent  with  what  is  settled  for  me 
 in  the  sense  specified,  as  is  my  opening  door  #2.  Thus  [van  Inwagen’s]  example  poses  a 
 threat  to  [(EO)]  together  with  (Settled)  as  a  compatibilist  account  for  beliefs  required  for 
 deliberation. 

 265  Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 130; cf. Pereboom,  Free Will,  Agency, and Meaning in Life  , 116; McKenna and Pereboom, 
 Free Will  , 297-98; Caruso, “On the Compatibility,”  7. 

 264  Interestingly, Stratton quotes Koons and Pickavance to support the idea that epistemic openness (EO) is not 
 enough for rational deliberation (Stratton,  Mere Molinism  ,  177-8). In fact, their objection is similar to van Inwagen’s 
 two-door case. I think their response, however, fails here because their primary worry is that (EO) does not grant 
 deliberative efficacy  in the way (I) supposedly does.  But, if such a condition is amended to (EO), then I think their 
 complaint wholly dissolves. As it turns out, Pereboom grants such an amendment. If true, then this statement of 
 Stratton’s is false: “To summarize, if [libertarian] free thinking does not exist, then a person does not possess 
 epistemic ability  to assess or evaluate his or her  thoughts and beliefs,” (Stratton,  Mere Molinism  ,  179; emphasis 
 added). If Pereboom’s conditions for rational deliberation are correct, then a person  does  possess epistemic  ability to 
 evaluatively judge their options, thoughts, and beliefs. 

 263  Van Inwagen,  Essay  , 154; cf. Pereboom,  Free Will,  Agency, and Meaning in Life  , 116; Nelkin,  Making  Sense  , 
 130-31; McKenna and Pereboom,  Free Will  , 297; Caruso,  “On the Compatibility,” 6; Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  ,  89. 
 See also van Inwagen,  Essay  , 19: “Anyone who rejected  free will could not consistently deliberate about future 
 courses of action. This is so, I shall argue, owing simply to the fact that one cannot deliberate without believing that 
 the things about which one is deliberating are things it is possible for one to do.” By “free will,” van Inwagen of 
 course means “  libertarian  free will.” 
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 What’s  more,  if  an  agent  believed  determinism  and  its  consequences,  then  in  any 
 deliberative  situation  she  would  believe  that  all  but  one  option  for  what  to  do  was  closed 
 off;  “locked  and  impassible,”  so  to  speak  (although  she  would  ordinarily  not  have  a  belief 
 about  which  one  was  not  closed  off).  If  in  the  example  one  cannot  deliberate  about  which 
 door  to  open,  and  one  believed  determinism  and  its  consequences,  then  it  seems  that  one 
 would  never  be  able  to  deliberate  about  what  to  do.  A  compatibilist  account  would  need 
 to  explain  why  rational  deliberation  is  not  possible  in  the  two-door  case,  but  nonetheless 
 possible for the determinist.  266 

 These  concerns  from  McKenna,  Pereboom,  and  Nelkin  reveal  that  what  is  additionally  required 
 for  (EO)  is  the  agent’s  belief  in  their  own  deliberative  efficacy  .  As  Caruso  says,  “That  is,  rational 
 deliberators  must  believe  that  for  each  of  the  options  for  action  under  consideration,  deliberation 
 about  it  would,  under  normal  conditions,  be  efficacious  in  producing  the  choice  for  that  action 
 and  the  action  itself,”  (“On  the  Compatibility,”  7).  267  So,  Pereboom  and  Caruso  contend  that 
 under  ordinary  deterministic  conditions,  the  agent’s  rational  deliberation  will  be  efficacious  in 
 producing  the  decision  or  “choice  for  that  action”  as  well  as  the  “action  itself.”  Caruso  goes  on  to 
 explain that 

 [t]his  is  not  the  case,  however,  in  the  normal  case  of  determinism.  That  is,  unlike  the 
 two-door  case,  when  a  determinist  is  deliberating  under  ordinary  doxastic  circumstances, 
 he  can,  upon  proper  reflection,  form  the  true  belief  that  his  deliberation  makes  a 
 difference  with  respect  to  which  action  he  performs.  So  there  is  an  explanation  for  why 
 the  agent  cannot  rationally  deliberate  in  the  two-door  case  that  does  not  apply  to  ordinary 
 doxastic scenarios in which a determinist deliberates.  268 

 Pereboom  and  Nelkin’s  concern  appears,  then,  to  be  resolved  upon  a  sufficient  formulation  of  a 
 deliberative  efficacy  principle.  Whatever  the  principle,  it  must  be  “plausibly  distinct  from 
 openness–having  more  than  one  option  from  which  to  choose,”  (Pereboom,  Free  Will,  Agency, 
 and  Meaning  in  Life  ,  117).  A  successful  deliberative  efficacy  principle  would  solve  van 
 Inwagen’s  two-door  case  by  demonstrating  a  relevant  difference  between  the  agent  deliberating 
 about  which  door  to  leavy  by  and  ordinary  doxastic  circumstances  and  conditions  given  the  truth 
 of  causal  determinism.  After  considering  formulations  from  Kaptian  along  with  concerns  from 

 268  Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 7. 

 267  “ … rational deliberation requires a belief in the efficacy of deliberation: rational deliberators must believe that 
 for each of the options for action under consideration, deliberation about it would, under normal conditions, be 
 efficacious in producing a choice for that action and the action itself. The key insight is that it is not the absence of a 
 belief in openness that would preclude deliberation about which door to open. Rather, what precludes such 
 deliberation is that given the agent’s belief that one of the two doors is locked, if she is rational she will believe that 
 her deliberation would not ultimately be efficacious for her opening of one of the doors,” (Pereboom,  Free Will, 
 Agency, and Meaning in Life  , 116-7). 

 266  Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  , 116; cf. McKenna and Pereboom,  Free Will  , 298; Caruso, 
 “On the Compatibility,” 7. 
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 Clarke,  Pereboom  proposes  one  such  deliberative  efficacy  principle  compatible  with  causal 
 determinism: 

 (DE)  In  order  to  rationally  deliberate  about  whether  to  do  A1  or  A2,  where  A1  and  A2 
 are  distinct  actions,  an  agent  must  believe  that  if  as  a  result  of  her  deliberating  about 
 whether  to  do  A1  or  A2  she  were  to  judge  that  it  would  be  best  to  do  A1,  then,  under 
 normal  conditions,  she  would  also,  on  the  basis  of  this  deliberation,  do  A1;  and  similarly 
 for A2.  269 

 Regarding  van  Inwagen’s  two-door  case,  Caruso  explains  just  how  important  it  is  to  add  (DE)  to 
 (EO)–the addition of (DE), indeed, makes the deliberative difference: 

 The  important  thing  to  note  is  that  while  (DE)  is  not  met  by  the  agent  in  the  two-door 
 situation,  it  is  satisfied  by  someone  in  an  ordinary  deliberative  situation  in  which  they 
 believe  that  determinism  is  true  and  that  they  therefore  have  only  one  possibility  for 
 decision  and  action—but  they  do  not  know  which.  Hence,  (DE)  avoids  van  Inwagen’s 
 counterexample  while  making  sense  of  the  belief  in  deliberative  efficacy  under  ordinary 
 doxastic  circumstances  in  which  a  determinist  deliberates.  If  an  agent  believes  that 
 because  determinism  is  true  they  cannot  either  do  A1  or  A2  on  the  basis  of  deliberation, 
 but  they  do  not  know  which,  they  can  still  meet  condition  (DE):  for  they  might  still 
 rationally  believe  that  if  they  were  to  judge  doing  A1  best,  they  would  do  A  on  the  basis 
 of deliberation, and similarly for A2.  270 

 (DE)  demonstrates  that  S  in  normal  deliberative  doxastic  circumstances–even  granting  the  truth 
 of  causal  determinism–may  still  rationally  deliberate  about  whether  to  choose  A  i  ,  and  that 
 rational  deliberation  makes  the  explanatory  difference  between  the  epistemic  range  of  options 
 available  to  S  and  the  reason  for  why  S  chooses  A  i  on  the  basis  of  that  rational  deliberation.  All 
 of  this  is  compatible  with  S  being  causally  determined  to  believe  in  determinism  and  S’s  rational 
 deliberation  to  choose  A  2  ,  say,  instead  of  A  1  .  Last,  (EO),  (Settled),  and  (DE)  are  compatible  with 
 Caruso’s  Moorean-style Proof  of (DC): 

 Returning  to  my  Moorean-style  proof  of  deliberation-compatibilism,  we  can  now  say  that 
 (EO)  and  (DE),  together  with  other  uncontroversial  conditions  necessary  for  rational 
 deliberation,  provide  a  plausible  and  coherent  account  of  how  I  can  deliberate  about  what 
 to  wear  and  believe,  without  inconsistency,  that  my  actions  are  causally  determined  by 
 antecedent  conditions  beyond  my  control.  Rational  deliberation  only  requires  epistemic 
 openness  and  an  epistemic  condition  on  the  efficacy  of  deliberation,  neither  of  which 

 270  Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 8; cf. McKenna and Pereboom,  Free Will  , 298. 

 269  Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  , 118-9; cf. Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 7. Nelkin and 
 Kaptian have suggested similar deliberative efficacy principles. See Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 142; Tomis  K. Kapitan, 
 “Modal Principles in the Metaphysics of Free Will,”  Philosophical Perspectives  , 10: 436. 
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 conflict  with  believing  in  causal  determinism.  So,  when  I  engaged  in  an  active  mental 
 process  aimed  at  figuring  out  what  to  wear  this  morning,  my  deliberation  in  no  way 
 conflicted  with  my  belief  in  causal  determinism,  since  I  satisfied  the  epistemic  openness 
 condition (EO) and the deliberative-efficacy condition (DE).  271 

 As Pereboom concludes, 

 Rational  deliberation  plausibly  requires  satisfaction  of  both  an  epistemic-openness 
 condition  and  a  belief-in-deliberative-efficacy  condition…  [(EO)]  together  with  (Settled), 
 and  (DE)  appear  not  to  be  vulnerable  to  objections  that  have  been  raised  against  other 
 compatibilist  proposals  for  the  beliefs  required  for  deliberation,  and  this  in  turn  provides 
 reason  to  think  that  a  [(DI)],  for  example,  a  version  that  incorporates  condition  (I),  can  be 
 successfully resisted.  272 

 Deliberation-Incompatibilism  has  thereby  been  refuted  :  Caruso’s  Moorean-style  Proof  of  (DC) 
 demonstrates  the  implicit  consistency  of  S’s  rational  deliberation  while  believing  in  causal 
 determinism  (with  its  evident  consequences).  Pereboom’s  epistemic  openness  condition  (EO) 
 together  with  a  “belief-in-deliberative-efficacy  condition”  (DE)  equally  provide  a  sound 
 refutation  of  (DI)  in  demonstrating  a  coherent  account  of  (DC)  with  explicit  consistency  . 
 Therefore, Stratton’s DLA positively fails as a supporting defense claim for the FTA.  273 

 4.6.5 Rational Deliberation & Conditional Openness | Bignon 

 The  defender  of  (DC)  could  technically  rest  their  case  with  Caruso’s  Moorean-style  Proof  and 
 Pereboom’s  epistemic  openness  and  deliberative  efficacy  conditions.  Although  I  find  both  of 
 these  accounts  to  be  thoroughly  defensible  and  plausible  in  order  to  defeat  (DI),  I  also  find 
 conditional  openness  to  be  particularly  effective  in  showing  (DI)  to  be  intuitively  misguided. 
 Guillaume  Bignon  gives  us  such  a  conditional  account  of  (DC).  Granted,  Bignon’s  conditional 
 (DC)  account  cannot  sufficiently  ground  rational  deliberation–as  compared  to  Pereboom’s 
 epistemic  (DC)  account  which  does  ground  rational  deliberation  while  positing  necessary  and 
 plausibly  sufficient  conditions.  Bignon’s  conditional  account  still  demonstrates  that  (I)  is  not 
 necessary  for  rational  deliberation;  thus,  Bignon’s  conditional  (DC)  account  still  shows  (DI)  to 
 be false because it remains unnecessary for rational deliberation. 

 273  Caruso defends against a more recent criticism of (DC) coming from Yishai Cohen. See the remainder of “On the 
 Compatibility,” 8-19 where Caruso shows the failure of Cohen’s “Four-Case Deliberative-Manipulation Argument” 
 against (DC). 

 272  Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  ,  126. 
 271  Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 8. 
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 Let  us  begin  by  wondering  whether  conditional  analyses  of  deliberative  openness  are  indeed 
 worth  it  in  the  first  place.  While  it  is  true  that  some  philosophers  argue  for  a  plausible  conditional 
 analysis,  274  others remain unconvinced. Derk Pereboom,  for example, writes, 

 A  different  sort  of  deliberation-compatibilism  incorporates  compatibilist-friendly 
 metaphysical  readings  of  “it  is  within  S’s  power  to  do  each  of  A  and  B,”  or  “it  is  possible 
 for  S  to  do  each  of  A  or  B,”  or  “S  has  the  ability  to  do  each  of  A  and  B.”  One  motivation 
 for  preferring  the  epistemic  route  instead  is  the  thread  of  the  Consequence  Argument 
 against  any  metaphysical  interpretations  of  these  claims,  given  determinism…  Another  is 
 that  typical  compatibilist  metaphysical  analyses  of  these  notions  are  conditional  on  the 
 following model: 

 S  can  do  otherwise  just  in  case  if  S  had  chosen  otherwise,  then  S  would  have  done 
 otherwise. 

 Roderick  Chisholm  and  van  Inwagen  have  argued  quite  convincingly  that  such  analyses 
 are  implausible  (Chisholm  1964,  van  Inwagen  1983  [  Essay  ]:  114-26).  A  related  claim,  for 
 which  I  will  argue,  is  that  openness  is  a  categorical  and  not  a  conditional  notion.  The  idea 
 is  that  to  deliberate  rationally,  it  must  be  open  in  some  sense  that  the  actions  I  deliberate 
 about  are  actions  that  I  perform,  but  not  merely  on  the  supposition  that  some  condition  is 
 satisfied.  Opting  for  an  epistemic  condition  can  realize  this  desideratum.  A 
 deliberation-compatibilism  that  avoids  metaphysical  readings  of  these  claims,  and  instead 
 advocates epistemic conditions, is thus in some respects advantageous.  275 

 Is  Pereboom  correct  that  compatibilist  metaphysical  readings  of  rational  deliberation  ought  to  be 
 avoided?  Well,  first,  I  think  Pereboom  is  wrong  in  suggesting  that  the  Consequence  Argument 
 necessarily  proves  such  conditional  analyses  are  in  fact  a  fool’s  errand.  276  Secondly,  epistemic 

 276  Recall §4.2.2-3; Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , chapter  5; Ferenc Huoranszki,  Freedom of the Will: A Conditional 
 Analysis  (New York, NY: Routledge, 2011). 

 275  Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  ,  107-8. 

 274  For example, see Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 132-34 where she suggests a conditional analysis on rational 
 deliberation. However, on such an analysis, she concludes the following: “Now I think that something like [the 
 conditional analysis] might be on the right track as a necessary condition on deliberation, although there may be 
 reasons for thinking it too strong. But even if it, or some suitably modified version of it, captures a necessary 
 condition on deliberation, it isn’t clear that it captures all there is to the idea of deliberative alternatives. Could there 
 be situations in which [the conditional analysis] is met, despite the fact that we seem to lack genuine deliberative 
 alternatives? Could I believe, for example, that were there good reasons for me to fly out of the window, I could find 
 them, and decide and act on those reasons, without my taking flying out of the window to be a genuine deliberative 
 alternative? If so, then while [the conditional analysis] might give an informative necessary condition on being a 
 deliberative alternative, it does not seem to tell the whole story. More seems needed.” As we will see, Bignon 
 essentially agrees with Nelkin’s assessment in that he finds the conditional  necessary  for rational deliberation, 
 though it remains insufficient probably because indeed “it does not seem to tell the whole story” (134).  Kadri 
 Vihvelin is another philosopher who has actually defended conditional analysis against top incompatibilist critics 
 such as Robert Kane and Roderick Chisholm; see Vihvelin,  Causes  , 196-208. 
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 accounts  of  rational  deliberation  need  not  remain  mutually  exclusive  to  metaphysical  (i.e., 
 conditional)  accounts.  While  some  conditional  analyses,  I  believe,  are  sound,  others  have  been 
 shown  to  be  faulty;  I  suppose  it  depends  upon  how  the  philosopher  wishes  to  incorporate  such  an 
 analysis  in  the  interpretation  of  rational  deliberation  (cf.  Bignon,  Excusing  Sinners  ,  96).  And 
 third,  I  think  Pereboom  perhaps  concludes  the  failure  of  the  conditional  analysis  as  an  account 
 for  rational  deliberation  not  because  it  isn’t  necessary  ,  but  rather  because  he  thinks  it  isn’t 
 sufficient  .  But  recall  earlier  that  Pereboom  utilized  a  dispositional  analysis  in  order  to  defend  his 
 (Settled)  condition  in  (EO).  I  concluded  then  what  I  will  conclude  now:  Pereboom’s  dispositional 
 analysis  is  compatible  with  Vihvelin’s  dispositional  analysis,  or  PAP  Disp  .  If  this  is  the  case,  then 
 PAP  Disp  entails  PAP  If  (or  the  conditional  analysis).  277  Thus,  Pereboom,  I  contend,  must  affirm  the 
 necessity  of  at  least  something  resembling  a  simple  conditional  analysis  in  order  for  his  epistemic 
 account  to  ground  rational  deliberation.  It  seems,  then,  that  Pereboom  affirms  the  necessity  of 
 PAP  If  for  rational  deliberation  while  denying  its  sufficiency  to  ground  such  deliberative  volitions. 
 And if this is true, then Pereboom is in agreement with Bignon. 

 After  a  lengthy,  comprehensive  defense  of  PAP  If  against  the  Consequence  Argument,  Bignon 
 responded  to  a  number  of  potential  criticisms  of  the  conditional  analysis  (Bignon,  Excusing 
 Sinners  ,  91-98).  For  example,  such  critics  object  that  PAP  If  is  not  sufficient  for  moral 
 responsibility.  And  if  moral  responsibility  entails  rational  responsibility,  278  it  seems  that  PAP  If  is 
 not  sufficient  for  rational  responsibility  either,  thus  vindicating  Pereboom’s  complaint.  Bignon, 
 however, argues that this complaint is misguided. 

 The  problem  with  this  objection,  however,  is  that  it  is  true  but  irrelevant.  Why  should  one 
 worry  here  about  this  kind  of  sufficiency?  What  claim  or  principle  are  incompatibilist 
 writers  contending  against?  The  PAP  If  maintains  that  it  is  necessary  to  have  the 
 conditional  ability  to  do  otherwise  if  wanted,  but  it  never  said  that  this  was  sufficient  . 
 Daniel  SPeak  objects  that  the  “truth  of  the  relevant  conditional  does  not  actually  suffice 
 for  ability.”  But  this  was  never  part  of  the  claim.  The  PAP  If  tells  us  only  that  moral 
 responsibility  entails  the  conditional  ability  to  do  otherwise;  it  does  not  conversely  tell  us 
 that  the  conditional  ability  to  do  otherwise  alone  entails  moral  responsibility.  It  tells  us 
 that  if  a  person  could  not  do  otherwise  even  if  his  inner  desires  had  inclined  him  to  do  so, 
 then  he  lacks  moral  responsibility;  but  the  PAP  If  says  nothing  about  anything  else  that 
 may jointly be required for securing moral responsibility.  279 

 If  the  compatibilist  is  particularly  a  leeway  compatibilist,  and  thus  committed  to  a  metaphysical 
 reading  of  rational  deliberation,  then  it  would  seem  that  Bignon’s  PAP  If  is  indeed  compatible 
 with  (EO).  As  long  as  the  interested  leeway  compatibilist  denies  the  sufficiency  of  PAP  If  for 

 279  Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 97. 
 278  Ibid., §2.4.2. 
 277  Carlson, Volume 1 §2.4.4. 
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 moral  (or  rational)  deliberation,  then  Pereboom’s  epistemic  account  of  (EO)  and  (DE)  remain 
 compatible with conditional analyses of rational deliberation. 

 The  deliberation-compatibilist  must  show  that  the  categorical  analysis  is  not  necessary  for 
 rational  deliberation,  while  the  conditional  analysis  is  necessary  for  rational  deliberation.  How, 
 then,  should  a  deliberation-compatibilist  argue  for  the  necessity  of  the  conditional  analysis  on 
 rational  deliberation?  More  specifically,  “does  one’s  rational  deliberation  presuppose  one’s  belief 
 in  one’s  categorical  ability  to  do  otherwise?”  (Bignon,  Excusing  Sinners  ,  87).  Bignon  begins  his 
 defense of PAP  If  as necessary for rational deliberation  by framing the (DI) contention: 

 It  is  sometimes  argued  that  the  very  act  of  decision-making  by  rational  deliberation 
 betrays  a  belief  in  one’s  ability  to  do  otherwise.  One  does  not  deliberate  about  options 
 that  are  known  to  be  impossible,  we  are  told;  so  deliberation  itself  is  put  forward  as 
 evidence  of  one’s  belief  in  one’s  categorical  ability  [PAP  All  ]  to  choose  this  or  that 
 option.  280 

 In response to the (DI)’s ‘Indeterministic Thesis’ (or (I)), Bignon writes: 

 The  problem  with  this  argument  is  that  for  rational  deliberation  no  less  than  for  moral 
 judgments,  what  is  known  to  be  necessary  is  a  conditional  ability  to  choose,  not  a 
 categorical  one.  What  matters  is  that  we  believe  that  the  options  before  us  would  be 
 accessible  if  we  were  to  choose  them.  Certainly,  no  one  ever  deliberates  about  options 
 that would be impossible  even if one were to choose  them  . 

 The  (DI)  entails  the  necessary  condition  (I),  which  states  that  in  order  to  rationally  deliberate, 
 one  must  believe  one’s  deliberations  are  categorically  accessible;  that  is,  (I)  entails  PAP  All  . 
 Bignon  appeals  to  PAP  If  here.  It  doesn’t  seem  true  to  say  that  we  can  rationally  deliberate  all 
 things  considered  ,  even  the  evidence  ;  it  is  rather  true  that  “we  believe  that  the  options  before  us 
 would  be  accessible  if  we  were  to  choose  them,”  or  that  we  believe,  say,  A  1  over  A  2  after 
 rationally  deliberating  A  1  as  the  best  option  or  as  true  given  the  evidence  .  The  options  are 
 epistemically  available  –or,  as  Pereboom  would  contend,  epistemically  categorically 
 available–but  that  is  a  far  cry  from  saying  the  options  are  categorically  accessible  .  These 
 deliberative  options  {A  1  ,  A  2  ,  …  ,  A  n  ,  for  each  A  i  }  may  remain  categorically  epistemic  as 
 280  Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 88. Of course, this contention  is mainly one that is rooted in indeterminism itself, and 
 we know this because (DI) views ultimately entail the ‘Indeterministic Thesis’, or (I). As Bignon notes, “[The 
 argument] is one that is no longer strictly about incompatibilism; it is one for indeterminism,” (Ibid., 81-8). I would 
 also like to add on a rather personal note that Bignon’s section on rational deliberation is truly impressive. As far as I 
 can tell, Bignon does not cite the leading deliberation-compatibilists (e.g., Nelkin, Dennett, Kapitan, Pereboom)  in 
 order to arrive at his conclusions. And this certainly isn’t due to poor scholarship; rather, he arrives at his conclusion 
 that rational deliberation doesn’t require one’s belief in the categorical ability to think otherwise  on  his own  , 
 independently  . Now, this conclusion isn’t particularly  impressive,  per se  . However, it  is  impressive that  Bignon, 
 without quoting or relying upon other philosopher’s works, has included similar vocabulary, terminology, 
 objections, and  arguments  to suggest skepticism on  the categorical ability to think otherwise. 



 COLTON CARLSON  |  140 

 necessary  for  rational  deliberation;  that  much  deliberation-compatibilists  agree.  To  say  that  the 
 options  are  categorically  epistemic  is  to  say  that  they  are  available  to  the  agent,  and  to  say  that 
 the  options  are  categorically  metaphysical  is  to  say  that  they  are  accessible  to  the  agent. 
 However,  it  has  not  been  shown  by  deliberation-incompatibilists  that  those  same  deliberative 
 options  must  be  seen  as  categorically  metaphysical  without  first  presupposing  (I),  and  thus 
 without  first  presupposing  PAP  All  .  So,  the  deliberation-compatibilist  can  maintain  categorical 
 epistemic  availability  (e.g.,  Pereboom’s  (EO),  (Settled),  and  (DE))  without  committing  to 
 categorical  metaphysical  accessibility  (or  PAP  All  ).  And,  if  they  were  pressed  to  hold  to  a 
 metaphysical  accessibility,  the  (DC)  advocate  could  simply  put  forward  PAP  If  (  conditional 
 metaphysical accessibility  ) in the place of PAP  All  . 

 Recall van Inwagen’s two-door case: 

 One  cannot  deliberate  about  whether  to  perform  a  certain  act  unless  one  believes  it  is 
 possible  for  one  to  perform  it.  (Anyone  who  doubts  that  this  is  indeed  the  case  may  find  it 
 instructive  to  imagine  that  he  is  in  a  room  with  two  doors  and  that  he  believes  one  of  the 
 doors  to  be  unlocked  and  the  other  door  to  be  locked  and  impassible,  though  he  has  no 
 idea  which  is  which;  let  him  then  attempt  to  imagine  himself  deliberating  about  which 
 door to leave by.)  281 

 Regarding this case, Bignon says the following: 

 The  incompatibilist  contention  at  hand  is  that  deliberation  entails  a  belief  in  one’s 
 categorical–not  merely  conditional–ability  to  perform  the  action  that  one  is  deliberating 
 about. In order to support that, van Inwagen would need to put forward a story in which: 

 1.  The agent lacks a belief in his categorical ability to perform an action, 
 2.  The agent does not deliberate, 

 and  , 
 3.  The  reason  why  he  does  not  deliberate  is  that  he  lacks  a  belief  in  his  categorical 

 ability to perform the action. 

 None  of  the  available  candidates  for  an  action  present  in  (or  in  the  neighborhood  of)  van 
 Inwagen’s story satisfies these three conditions.  282 

 According  to  (DI),  rational  deliberation  entails  (I),  which  then  entails  PAP  All  by  definition.  So, 
 Bignon’s  point  is  this:  given  (DI),  in  order  to  rationally  deliberate,  one  must  possess  PAP  All  ,  and 
 if  one  cannot  rationally  deliberate,  it  is  because  one  lacks  a  belief  in  his  PAP  All  ,  or  categorical 

 282  Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 89. 
 281  Van Inwagen,  Essay  , 154. 
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 metaphysical  accessibility  to  choose  which  door  to  leave  by.  Van  Inwagen  must  present,  Bignon 
 argues,  a  story  that  satisfies  all  three  claims.  In  addition,  it  is  plausibly  necessary  for  Stratton 
 himself  to  put  forward  such  a  case  that  satisfies  each  of  Bignon’s  claims  in  order  to  properly 
 defend  premise  B  2  of  the  DLA.  These  claims  represent  the  crux  of  (DI),  namely  (I),  and  therefore 
 PAP  All  . Without such a story, the crux of (DI) remains  defenseless. Bignon continues: 

 Let  us  consider  first  the  exact  deliberation  mentioned  by  van  Inwagen,  a  deliberation 
 “about  which  door  to  leave  by.”  This  would  mean  deliberation  about  the  actions  “leaving 
 through  door  A,”  or  “leaving  through  door  B.”  The  agent  knows  that  either  door  may  be 
 locked,  so  he  lacks  a  belief  in  his  categorical  ability  to  leave  through  either  of  them.  But 
 then  again,  he  also  lacks  a  belief  in  his  conditional  ability  to  do  so:  knowing  that  either 
 door  may  be  locked,  he  does  not  believe  that  he  would  leave  through  either  door, 
 conditionally,  if  only  he  chose  to  do  so  .  His  choice  would  be  insufficient;  to  succeed,  the 
 door  would  also  have  to  happen  to  be  unlocked.  Why  then  couldn’t  his  lack  of 
 conditional  ability  be  the  reason  why  he  does  not  deliberate,  given  that  compatibilists 
 agree  wholeheartedly  that  a  belief  in  this  sort  of  ability  is  necessary  for  rational 
 deliberation?  The  story  does  not  say,  and  hence  it  fails  to  discriminate  between 
 conditional  and  categorical  abilities,  which  is  to  say,  it  fails  to  support  indeterminism 
 [(I)].  283 

 Bignon  takes  van  Inwagen’s  story  by  synthesizing  it.  The  agent  knows  either  door  A  or  door  B  to 
 be  locked  and  impassible,  and  because  of  this  he  lacks  PAP  All  to  leave  through  either  door.  So, 
 does  this  mean  that  van  Inwagen’s  story  satisfies  Bignon’s  claims?  Put  differently,  does  the  agent 
 in  question  fail  to  deliberate  because  he  lacks  PAP  All  to  leave  through  either  door  A  or  door  B? 
 Not  obviously  so.  As  Bignon  contends,  the  agent  could  be  lacking  PAP  If  –the  conditional 
 ability–rather  than  PAP  All  –the  categorical  ability.  This  could  be  a  reason  for  why  the  agent  fails 
 to  deliberate;  the  agent  lacks  PAP  If  not  PAP  All  (contrary  to  (DI)  proponents  and  (I)).  And  since 
 Bignon  argues  that  PAP  All  entails  PAP  If  ,  284  it  is  wholly  plausible  that  if  the  agent  lacks  PAP  If  that 
 is  the  reason  for  why  he  fails  to  rationally  deliberate:  “knowing  that  either  door  may  be  locked, 
 he  does  not  believe  that  he  would  leave  through  either  door,  conditionally,  if  only  he  chose  to  do 
 so  .”  More  formally,  if  agent  S  has  two  doors  at  his  disposal,  namely,  A  and  B,  and  S  knows  that 
 either  A  or  B  could  be  locked,  it  can  be  said  that  he  lacks  a  categorical  ability  to  leave  through 
 the  doors,  but  Bignon  goes  onto  to  say  that  S  could  also  have  lacked  a  conditional  ability  and 
 that  could  be  the  plausible  reason  why  S  does  not  have  the  categorical  ability.  Van  Inwagen’s 
 narrative  argument,  then,  fails  to  distinguish  between  the  metaphysical  analyses,  and 
 consequently,  so  does  Stratton’s  argument  .  Both  van  Inwagen  and  Stratton  fail  to  support  (I)  as 
 necessary  for  rational  deliberation.  So,  the  initial  intuition  that  posits  (I)  is  misplaced. 
 Deliberation-incompatibilists  are  correct  in  that  categorical  epistemic  availability  is  indeed 

 284  Ibid., 94-5. 
 283  Ibid. 
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 necessary,  but  they  are  wrong  to  transfer  this  same  categorical  to  metaphysical  accessibility  ;  all 
 that is necessary, it seems, is a  conditional metaphysical accessibility  . 

 But  Bignon  is  not  content  in  his  conclusion  because  a  deliberation-incompatibilist  could  argue 
 for  a  sort  of  ‘rational  flicker  of  freedom’  285  where  the  “action  under  consideration  now  becomes 
 ‘  attempting  to  leave  through  door  A,’  or  ‘  attempting  to  leave  through  door  B,’”  (Bignon, 
 Excusing  Sinners  ,  90).  Following  Stratton,  286  let’s  call  this  type  of  ‘categorical  ability  to  think’  or 
 ‘categorical ability to will’ or ‘attempt’ “PAP-T”. 

 In  that  case,  the  agent  does  possess  [PAP  If  ]  to  do  either:  regardless  of  their  possibly  being 
 locked,  the  agent  knows  that  he  would  attempt  to  open  door  A  if  he  wanted  to  try,  and  he 
 would  attempt  to  open  door  B  if  he  wanted  to  try.  And  yet  again,  we  all  agree  that  he  will 
 probably  not  deliberate  about  these  two  options  either,  contemplating  their  being  locked 
 or  unlocked.  But  is  it  because  he  lacks  a  belief  in  his  [PAP-T]  to  perform  either  action? 
 Not  at  all.  287  The  reason  why  it  would  be  vain  to  deliberate  about  those  is  that  he  doesn’t 
 know  which  door  is  locked,  and  thus  as  far  as  he  knows  ,  whichever  door  he  picks  will 
 have  the  exact  same  outcome.  As  far  as  he  knows,  choosing  one  or  the  other  makes  no 
 difference.  That  is  why  no  deliberation  takes  place  [as  opposed  to  lacking  PAP  All  , 
 contrary  to  van  Inwagen].  The  point  of  deliberation  is  to  weigh  different  outcomes  based 
 on  our  best  knowledge  of  what  would  follow  in  each  case,  our  knowledge  of  what 
 difference  the  choice  would  make  in  the  world.  If  we  lack  knowledge  of  any  difference 
 between  two  options  before  us,  we  will  not  deliberate  about  them  indeed,  but  then 
 nothing  will  follow  about  our  belief  in  any  [PAP-T]  (or  lack  thereof)  to  choose  one  or  the 
 other. Nothing interesting will follow about the nature of our free will.  288 

 The  agent  could  possess  PAP-T  insofar  as  S  would  try  or  attempt  to  open  A  if  he  had  wanted  .  But 
 it  seems  that  this  isn’t  PAP-T  after  all,  but  rather  PAP  If  .  What  is  interesting  here  is  that  the 
 ‘rational  flicker’  is  actually  the  conditional  !  The  categorical  could  be  present;  however,  it  is  vain 
 for  S  to  deliberate  about  either  door  because  S  “doesn’t  know  which  door  is  locked,  and  thus  as 
 far  as  he  knows  whichever  door  he  picks  will  have  the  exact  same  outcome.”  Thus,  S’s 
 categorical  attempt  or  will  to  open  door  A  or  B  is  simply  futile,  and  therefore  not  necessary,  as 
 each  outcome  is  equally  likely.  So,  the  reason  why  S  does  not  deliberate  is  because  the  pertinent 
 information  (i.e.,  about  which  door  is  truly  unlocked)  is  epistemically  unavailable  to  S,  not 
 because  S  possesses  a  lack  of  PAP-T,  interpreted  categorically.  S  simply  does  not  possess  enough 
 epistemic  evidence  available  in  order  to  invoke  his  reason  to  choose  categorically  (PAP-T).  But  a 
 lack  of  that  –PAP-T–by  itself  does  not  conclude  that  S  does  not  rationally  deliberate.  Rather,  S 

 288  Ibid., 90. 

 287  Original footnote: “As a matter of fact, if his free will is libertarian, then he  does  have the categorical  ability to 
 perform either action: he categorically  can  attempt  to open door A or door B,” (Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  ,  90n67). 

 286  Stratton, “Freethinking Needs the PAP!”,  https://freethinkingministries.com/freethinking-needs-the-pap/  . 
 285  Recall ‘flickers of freedom’ in Carlson, Volume 1 §2.5.3, §2.5.5-7. 

https://freethinkingministries.com/freethinking-needs-the-pap/
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 lacks  rational  deliberation  because  S  lacks  “knowledge  of  any  difference  between  two  options”; 
 therefore  S  does  not  rationally  deliberate  about  A  and  B  indeed.  So,  as  Bignon  contends, 
 “nothing  will  follow  about  our  belief  in  any  [PAP-T]  (or  lack  thereof)  to  choose  one  or  the  other. 
 Nothing  interesting  will  follow  about  the  nature  of  our  free  will.”  S  will  not  rationally  deliberate, 
 then,  when  any  decision,  say  A  i  ,  is  epistemically  equally  likely,  or  if  A  i  is  somehow  epistemically 
 unavailable.  S  does  not  rationally  deliberate  in  his  attempting  to  choose  door  A  or  door  B  not 
 because  he  lacks  PAP-T,  but  because  he  lacks  the  necessary  epistemic  evidence  in  order  to  make 
 an  informed  decision  which  rationally  justifies  his  selection  of  either  door.  Last,  it  is  noteworthy 
 to  mention  that  Bignon’s  “point  of  deliberation”  is  parallel  to  Pereboom’s  definition  of  rational 
 deliberation  (D)  as  articulated  above.  And  since  Stratton  himself  has  a  similar  definition  of 
 rational  deliberation  from  Webster’s,  it  should  be  clear  that  Stratton  cannot  simply  waive 
 Bignon’s conclusion here. 

 But  now  let’s  suppose  that  S  is  epistemically  informed  that  one  of  the  doors  is  actually  unlocked, 
 say,  A.  Would  S  categorically  deliberate  about  going  through  (physically  leaving)  door  B?  Would 
 S  even  possess  a  categorical  rational  flicker  of  attempting  to  deliberate  about  going  through  B? 
 Obviously,  no:  “He  would  no  longer  deliberate  about  leaving  through  door  [B]  because  he  could 
 not  open  it  even  if  he  wanted  ,”  (Bignon,  Excusing  Sinners  ,  90).  If  a  deliberation-incompatibilist 
 says  that  S  could  in  fact  rationally  deliberate  (categorically)  about  going  through  B  instead  of  A, 
 then  how  would  S  be  rational  given  the  information  that  he  now  has  epistemic  availability  to?  He 
 knows  that  door  A  is  unlocked  and  door  B  is  locked,  so  why  would  S  rationally  deliberate  about 
 proceeding  to  open  door  B?  It  seems  that  S  would  not  be  rational  in  deliberating  about  B,  yet 
 what  is  shown  is  not  the  categorical  PAP-T  but  the  conditional  .  If  S’s  reasons  would  have  been 
 different,  then  S  would  have  thought  differently,  or  in  another  way,  if  S  deliberated  differently 
 through  a  strongly  receptive  ,  yet  weakly  reactive  moderately  reasons-responsive  mechanism  in  an 
 understandable  way,  then  S  would  have  thought  differently.  We  can  say,  in  short,  given  the 
 conditional  ability  is  shown  to  be  necessary  for  rational  deliberation–because  without  it,  one 
 cannot  rationally  deliberate–S’s  belief  in  X  could  have  been  otherwise  if  S’s  evidence  would 
 have  been  otherwise.  If  any  deliberation-incompatibilist  objects  to  this,  then  the  natural  question 
 would  be  what  grounds  beliefs,  or,  metaphysically,  what  grounds  reasons?  Any  belief  or 
 deliberative  volition  A  i  can  be  considered  as  rationally  arbitrary  if  it  is  not  first  molded  or 
 conditioned  upon  the  evidence.  Now,  if  PAP  If  is  shown  to  be  necessary  for  rational  deliberation, 
 then  this  severely  undermines  (I).  It  seems  we  can  only  rationalize  given  available  epistemic 
 options,  not  simply  because  we  have  all  available  options  that  are  present.  So,  rational 
 deliberation  entails  PAP  If  to  “think”  or  “reason”  otherwise,  not  categorical  PAP-T.  Thus,  (DI) 
 arguments fail to properly support the intuition of (I). 

 As Bignon concludes, 
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 Compatibilists  wholeheartedly  affirm  the  necessity  of  that  sort  of  ability  and  possibility 
 [i.e.,  PAP  If  ],  but  from  it,  the  necessity  of  a  categorical  ability  simply  does  not  follow  and 
 hence intuitions about rational deliberation offer no support for the indeterminist view. 

 In  conclusion,  once  the  equivocation  between  abilities  is  uncovered,  we  see  that  a 
 categorical  ability  is  incompatible  with  determinism  but  not  shown  to  be  necessary  for 
 rational  deliberation,  while  a  conditional  ability  is  necessary  for  rational  deliberation  but 
 perfectly compatible with determinism.  289 

 4.6.6 The “Oughts & Thoughts” Argument 

 Before  closing  the  present  section,  it  might  be  helpful  to  see  a  corollary  argument  from  Stratton 
 that  helps  support  the  DLA  in  a  way  that  has  not  yet  been  thoroughly  discussed.  Recall  Stratton’s 
 DLA: 

 B  1  Rationality requires deliberation. 
 B  2  Deliberation requires libertarian freedom (liberation). 
 B  3  Therefore, rationality requires libertarian freedom  (liberation). 
 B  4  Some humans are rational. 
 B  5  Therefore, some humans possess libertarian freedom.  290 

 As  we  have  seen,  Stratton’s  intuitive  support  for  B  2  seems  to  be  severely  lacking.  Not  only  can 
 deliberation-compatibilists  appeal  to  epistemic  openness  (EO)  and  deliberative  efficacy  (DE),  but 
 they  may  also  appeal  to  a  metaphysical  openness,  such  as  the  conditional  analysis  (PAP  If  ).  Both 
 of  these  options  are  compatible  with  determinism.  Moreover,  in  the  case  of  epistemic  openness, 
 Pereboom  argues  that  (EO)  and  (DE)  are  not  only  necessary  conditions,  but  also  sufficient 
 conditions  for  rational  deliberation.  In  order  for  Stratton  to  defend  premise  B  2  of  the  DLA,  it 
 seems  he  is  in  need  of  something  a  bit  stronger  than  a  handful  of  false  dilemmas  and  intuition 
 (see  §4.6.2).  Perhaps  the  infamous  ‘Ought  Implies  Can’  maxim  may  do  the  trick.  291  This  maxim 
 has  had  a  rich  history  of  debate,  and  it  helps  that  it  garners  strong  intuitive  plausibility.  But,  as 
 Nelkin notes, 

 The  Ought-Implies-Can  principle  has  often  been  taken  to  have  the  status  of  an  axiom,  a 
 fundamental  principle  that  supports  other  principles,  but  not  in  need  of  further  support 
 itself…  While  I  do  not  rule  out  the  possibility  of  an  explanatory  rationale  for  the 
 principle,  the  ones  on  offer  are  insufficient,  and  their  failure  is  at  least  suggestive  of  the 
 idea that the principle is indeed axiomatic, in the sense that it is fundamental.  292 

 292  Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 108. 

 291  The maxim has its roots in modernity following Kant’s categorical imperatives, and has recently been renewed to 
 the spotlight perhaps by Frankfurt himself. See Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 99n1. 

 290  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 169-70; Stratton, “Rejoinder,”  14. 
 289  Ibid. 
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 This  seems  right  to  me.  Although  the  maxim  is  often  championed  as  an  essential  axiom  when 
 assigning  moral  praise  or  blame–most  notably  by  incompatibilists–I  think  it  is  false  because 
 “explanatory  rationale  for  the  principle”  is  insufficient.  However,  I  will  concede,  along  with 
 Nelkin,  that  the  failure  of  the  maxim  is  “at  least  suggestive  of  the  idea  that  the  principal  is  indeed 
 axiomatic.”  In  the  context  of  philosophical  theology,  for  instance,  I  think  the  maxim–if 
 interpreted  categorically  –fails  at  producing  explanatory  power,  but  its  failure  there  will  help 
 display the real suggestive axiomatic intuition: PAP  If  . 

 Before  detailing  Stratton’s  use  of  the  maxim  as  a  potential  support  for  the  DLA,  it  will  be 
 beneficial  to  undergo  a  basic  derivation  of  the  maxim;  what  it  is  and  what  it  entails  before  we  see 
 how  it  is  essentially  defended  by  Stratton.  I  begin  with  Harry  Frankfurt’s  derivation  of  PAP,  but 
 slightly modified in order to accommodate Stratton’s PAP-T: 

 The  Principle  of  Alternate  Possibilities  (PAP-T):  A  person  is  rationally  responsible  for 
 her thought only if she can think otherwise than she thinks.  293 

 Why  should  we  be  tempted  to  accept  PAP  All  ,  or  rather  PAP-T,  in  the  first  place?  Well,  PAP-T 
 seems  to  be  entailed  by  the  ‘Ought  Implies  Can’  maxim  (hereafter,  OIC).  Let’s  divide  PAP-T  into 
 various components: 

 PAP-T  praise  : S is  praiseworthy  for thinking A  i  only  if  she can think otherwise than A  i  . 
 PAP-T  blame  : S is  blameworthy  for thinking A  i  only  if  she can think otherwise than A  i  . 

 The  OIC  may  be  divided  into  constitutive  parts  as  well,  one  concerning  active  thoughts,  and  the 
 other  concerning  ‘omissions’  or  ‘refrainings’  of  thought–arguably,  we  are  rationally  responsible 
 for omissions and active thoughts: 

 OIC  actions  : S ought to  think A  i  only if  she can think  A  i  . 
 OIC  omissions  : S ought to not  think A  i  only if  she  can refrain from thinking A  i  . 

 Now, it seems very plausible that 

 (1) S is blameworthy for thinking A  i  only if  she ought  to not think A  i  . 

 And by adding the OIC  omissions  principle, we receive  the following: 

 (2) OIC  omissions  : S ought to not think A  i  only if  she can refrain from thinking A  i  . 
 (3) Not thinking A  i  constitutes thinking otherwise  than A  i  . 

 293  Original formulation of PAP found in Frankfurt, “Alternate Possibilities and Moral Responsibility,” 1. 
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 This entails: 

 (4) PAP-T  blame  : S is blameworthy for thinking A  i  only  if  she can think otherwise than A  i  .  294 

 “For  if  S  is  blameworthy  for  having  [thought  A  i  ],  then  S  could  have  refrained  from  [thinking] 
 what  she  in  fact  [thought];  or,  in  other  words,  she  could  have  [thought]  otherwise,”  (Nelkin, 
 Making  Sense  ,  101).  So,  the  OIC  principle  seems  to  entail  a  part  of  the  PAP.  And  Frankfurt 
 rejects,  on  the  basis  of  Frankfurt-style  cases,  not  just  the  PAP  as  a  whole,  but  also  each  of  its 
 parts.  So  it  seems  that  Frankfurt  is  committed  to  rejecting  the  OIC  principle,  or  at  least 
 OIC  omissions  .  Since  the  OIC  maxim  (i.e.,  specifically  OIC  omissions  )  is  itself  strongly  supported  by  our 
 intuitions,  this  is  a  significant  consequence  of  Frankfurt’s  argument,  if  it  is  sound.  The  reason 
 why  this  is  significant  is  because  PAP  blame  is  so  intuitive,  but  it  seems  only  intuitive  because 
 OIC  omissions  is  intuitive.  So,  the  issue  is  if  OIC  simpliciter  is  intuitive,  then  PAP-T  simpliciter  is 
 equally intuitive. 

 At  this  point,  Nelkin  sides  with  Frankfurt  by  positing  an  asymmetrical  thesis  that  argues  an 
 ability  to  do  otherwise  in  order  to  assign  blameworthiness  is  necessary,  but  such  an  ability  to  do 
 otherwise  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  assign  praiseworthiness  (Nelkin,  Making  Sense  ,  101).  I 
 disagree;  however,  the  details  of  such  a  disagreement  escape  the  scope  of  this  volume.  295 

 Nevertheless,  I  side  with  Bignon  in  that  not  only  does  (2)  OIC  omissions  entails  (4)  PAP-T  blame  ,  OIC 
 entails  PAP-T  simpliciter  .  Further,  I  think  the  maxim  and  the  principle,  respectively,  are 
 philosophically  and  practically  synonymous;  that  is,  they  are  equivalent.  In  what  follows,  let  P 
 stand  for  my  given  S:  an  agent  who  “performs  a  morally  significant  [thought]  A”,  and  A  stand 
 for  a  “  morally  significant”  thought  equivalent  to  my  given  A  i  ;  that  is,  A  “could  be  either 
 [rationally]  good  or  [rationally]  evil.  Let  us  suppose  that  A  is  rationally  evil,  but  the  present 
 analysis is unaffected by this supposition, as it applies to both cases symmetrically [ … ] 

 Conversely,  let  us  now  suppose  that  [rational]  responsibility  requires  the  ability  to  [think] 
 otherwise,  and  that  P  ought  to  [think]  “not-A.”  If  P  ought  to  [think]  “not-A,”  then  P  has  a 
 [epistemic]  duty  to  [think]  “not-A.”  Such  a[n  epistemic]  duty  presumably  entails  that  P  is 
 [rationally]  responsible  for  his  choice  as  to  whether  he  will  [think]  A  or  “not-A,”  because 
 if  P  were  not  [rationally]  responsible  for  it,  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  place  a[n 
 epistemic  ]  duty  on  P  to  [think]  “not-A.”  From  P’s  [rational]  responsibility  and  the 

 295  See Fischer and Ravizza,  Responsibility and Control  ,  145-50. While the present cited section only speaks on a 
 symmetrical thesis regarding omissions and actions, I am confident that a similar formula may be constructed in 
 order to defend a symmetrical thesis regarding praiseworthy and blameworthy actions. 

 294  I borrow this analysis on the maxim from Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 100-101. Although I have changed the  maxim to 
 incorporate  thoughts  instead of mere overt actions  (in order to accommodate Stratton’s PAP-T), the basic derivation 
 is the same as Nelkin’s. Also, Nelkin uses a past participle of ‘can’ in her derivation because if the OIC is true, “then 
 we can also apply it to the past. So we can say that: if S ought to have done  a  , then she could have done  a  ,” (Ibid., 
 100). 
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 presupposed  principle  of  alternative  possibility,  it  follows  that  P  could  [think]  otherwise 
 than  he  did;  he  could  [think]  otherwise  than  “not-A,”  which  is  to  say  that  P  can  [think]  A. 
 This  shows  that  if  [rational]  responsibility  entails  the  ability  to  [think]  otherwise,  then 
 ought pimples can. The PAP entails the maxim. 

 Hence,  the  two  directions  of  the  entailment  are  established  on  this  understanding, 
 and  we  have  thus  equivalence  between  the  principle  of  alternate  possibilities  and  the 
 maxim “ought implies can.”  296 

 Nelkin  has  shown  that  OIC  omissions  entails  PAP  blame  ,  while  Bignon  has  shown  “PAP  entails  the 
 maxim,”  or  OIC.  297  But,  if  OIC  is  equivalent  to  PAP  on  the  grounds  that  Bignon  has  argued,  then 
 “they  also  both  lend  themselves  to  the  same  equivocation  clarified  above  with  respect  to 
 ‘ability,’”–namely,  the  equivocation  between  PAP  All  [-T]  and  PAP  If  (Bignon,  Excusing  Sinners  , 
 77). As Bignon continues to say, 

 The  unqualified  “can”  in  “ought  implies  can”  can  be  interpreted  either  conditionally  or 
 categorically,  just  as  it  could  in  the  phrase  “can  do  otherwise”  of  the  PAP.  Accordingly, 
 the  maxim  must  follow  my  above  conclusions  regarding  the  PAP:  the  maxim  must  be 
 seen  as  compatibilist  and  true  if  “can”  is  understood  conditionally,  and  incompatibilist 
 but  false  (or  at  least  so  far  unproven)  if  “can”  is  understood  categorically.  The 
 equivocation  between  conditional  and  categorical  abilities  is  the  same  as  that  identified 
 above.  298 

 Now  that  the  equivocation  has  been  uncovered  (yet  again),  and  that  a  basic  derivation  of  the 
 maxim  has  been  introduced,  along  with  its  necessary  entailments,  we  can  begin  to  see  how 
 Stratton defends the OIC. Stratton hints at the maxim a few times in  Mere Molinism  : 

 The  process  of  rationality  ,  or  simply  reasoning  ,  does  not  imply  that  one  has  a  certain  set 
 of  beliefs.  Rather,  unlike  belief  or  knowledge,  the  process  of  rationality  denotes  the 
 mental  steps  one  takes  when  trying  to  decide  what  he  should  believe  or  which 
 propositions  he ought  to affirm.  299 

 “Does  a  person  possess  the  ability  to  reject  irrational  thoughts  and  beliefs  in  favor  of 
 rational  thoughts  and  beliefs”?  What  is  interesting  about  this  question  is  that  it  assumes 
 that  the  one  who  is  asked  has  the  ability  to  choose  among  a  limited  range  of  options 

 299  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 168. 
 298  Ibid., 77. 

 297  Granted, Nelkin did not show OIC  simpliciter  to entail  PAP  simpliciter  . Nonetheless, I think it can be shown  (see 
 Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 76). Nelkin’s interest was  to only show one  part  of OIC (i.e., omissions) to  entail PAP in 
 order to demonstrate (and thus generate the intuition of) her asymmetrical thesis (i.e., alternative possibilities 
 regarding  blame  , not  praise  ). I note this. However,  if a symmetrical thesis is true, as Bignon assumes (as do I), then 
 it is more than highly plausible that OIC entails PAP in  all parts  (blame  and praise  , in omissions  and  actions  ). 

 296  Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 76. I heavily bracketed  Bignon’s quote in order to account for Straton’s PAP-T. 
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 which  are  consistent  with  his  or  her  nature.  So,  simply  taking  part  of  this  exercise 
 supports the concept of libertarian freedom.  300 

 But  more  interestingly,  Stratton  actually  gives  an  explicit  argument  for  the  maxim.  He  names  it 
 The Oughts and Thoughts Argument  (hereafter, OTA): 

 X  1  If  naturalistic  or  divine  determinism  is  true,  then  libertarian  free  will  (LFW)  does 
 not exist. 

 X  2  If  LFW  does  not  exist,  then  libertarian  free  thinking  (LFT)  does  not  exist  (the 
 ability to think otherwise). 

 X  3  If  LFT  does  not  exist,  then  moral  oughts  about  our  thoughts  (and  following 
 actions)  are  illusory  (as  it  would  be  impossible  to  ever  think  otherwise  about 
 anything). 

 X  4  Moral oughts about our thoughts (and following  actions) are not illusory. 
 X  5  Therefore, LFT exists. 
 X  6  Therefore, LFW exists. 
 X  7  Therefore, both naturalistic and divine determinism  are false. 

 Premise  X  1  is  definitional,  and  premise  X  2  is  a  libertarian  premise–arguably  just  as  definitional  as 
 X  1  .  If  (libertarian)  freedom  of  action  does  not  exist,  then  it  seems  rather  clear  that  (libertarian) 
 freedom  of  will  does  not  exist.  Contrapositively,  if  (libertarian)  freedom  of  will  exists,  then, 
 again,  it  seems  rather  clear  that  (libertarian)  freedom  of  action  exists.  The  leeway  compatibilist 
 may  also  grant  this  much  in  their  own  analysis  of  freedom  (see  Vihvelin,  Causes  ).  As  a 
 compatibilist,  then,  I  will  most  certainly  reject  premise  X  3  ,  while  accepting  premise  X  4  .  First,  the 
 premise  is  plainly  false  on  compatibilist  grounds.  If  (leeway)  compatibilism  is  true,  then  it 
 remains  possible  that  an  agent  can  think  otherwise.  Second,  it  is  not  true  that 
 determinists–arguably  soft  determinists–do  not  find  these  thoughts  somehow  mystically  illusory. 
 If  hard  determinism  is  true,  that  of  Sam  Harris’s  view,  then  yes,  this  follows.  But,  even  so,  that  is 
 hard  naturalistic  determinism,  not  soft  naturalistic  determinism.  And  since  Stratton  does  not 
 necessarily  classify  which  view  he  has  in  mind  when  articulating  premise  X  1  ,  premise  X  3  remains 
 dubious due to the lack of information. 

 But,  let’s  not  get  too  ahead  of  ourselves  because  perhaps  Stratton  has  good  reasons  for  such  a 
 construction or lack of helpful information.  301  Stratton  begins his defense of the OTA as follows: 

 If  all  thoughts  are  ultimately  caused  and  determined  by  something  or  someone  beyond 
 human  control,  then  humanity  is  not  responsible  for  their  thoughts  or  any  action  that  is  as 
 a  result  of  a  certain  thought.  This  is  a  problem,  however,  since  human  action–at  least  the 

 301  Spoiler! He does not. 
 300  Ibid., 175. (emphasis added) 
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 actions  for  which  a  person  is  deemed  morally  responsible–seem  to  follow  from  his 
 thoughts.  302 

 Stratton’s  first  line  of  defense  breaks  because  he  equivocates  on  “control.”  Obviously,  Stratton  is 
 taking  “control”  to  mean  “regulative  control,”  not  “guidance  control.”  But  that  is  to  beg  the 
 question  against  source  compatibilists.  And,  as  I  have  shown  in  §4.3.4,  Stratton’s  critiques 
 against  guidance  control  fail.  So,  the  equivocation  stands.  It  is  not  true  that  “humanity  is  not 
 responsible  for  their  thoughts  or  any  action  that  is  as  a  result  of  a  certain  thought”  if  guidance 
 control  is  true.  Stratton  has  failed  to  understand  the  locus  of  control  in  this  comment.  As  a  result, 
 no  such  supposed  problem  exists,  especially  for  the  compatibilist.  Stratton  continues  to  defend 
 OIC by quoting perhaps one of the greatest living theistic philosophers of mind, J.P. Moreland: 

 Now,  when  it  comes  to  morality,  it  is  hard  to  make  sense  of  moral  obligation  and 
 responsibility  if  determinism  is  true.  They  seem  to  presuppose  freedom  of  the  will.  If  I 
 ought  to  do  something,  it  seems  to  be  necessary  to  suppose  that  I  can  do  it,  that  I  could 
 have  done  otherwise,  and  that  I  am  in  control  of  my  actions.  No  one  would  say  that  I 
 ought  to  jump  to  the  top  of  a  fifty-floor  building  and  save  a  baby,  or  that  I  ought  to  stop 
 the  American  Civil  War  in  this  present  year,  because  I  do  not  have  the  ability  to  do 
 either.  303 

 Though  my  respect  for  Moreland  is  high,  what  is  truly  remarkable  about  this  quote  from  him  is 
 that  it  positively  does  nothing  to  refute  nor  undercut  (leeway)  compatibilism;  thus,  Stratton’s  use 
 of  the  quote  positively  does  nothing  to  defend  the  rather  strong  libertarian-incompatibilist 
 reading  of  the  “ought  implies  can”  maxim–  contrary  to  what  Stratton  posits!  In  one  sense,  I  agree 
 with  Moreland  that  it  is  especially  “hard  to  make  sense  of  moral  obligation  and  responsibility  if 
 determinism  is  true,”  if  one  first  comes  to  the  table  with  incompatibilist  presuppositions;  yet,  this 
 is  exactly  what  we  see  in  Moreland’s  quote  and  Stratton’s  use  of  the  quote.  I  also  agree  that 
 moral  obligation  and  responsibility  “presuppose  freedom  of  the  will.”  But,  that  does  not  mean 
 that  it  necessarily  entails  incompatibilist  “freedom  of  the  will.”  I  agree  further  that  if  “I  ought  to 
 do  something,  it  seems  to  be  necessary  to  suppose  that  I  can  do  it,  that  I  could  have  done 
 otherwise,  and  that  I  am  in  control  of  my  actions.”  Again,  at  the  risk  of  vain  repetition,  the 
 compatibilist  agrees  with  all  of  this.  Compatibilists  agree  that  the  OIC  is  true  conditionally  (or 
 dispositionally);  (leeway)  compatibilists  agree  that  they  could  have  done  otherwise; 
 compatibilists  agree  that  we  are  in  control  of  our  actions–it  is  only  the  case  that  this  sense  of 
 control  is  not  regulative.  Finally,  I  find  Moreland’s  use  of  illustrations  to  defend  PAP  All 

 particularly  amusing  as  they  virtually  map  Bignon’s  illustrations  to  defend  PAP  If  .  The 
 compatibilist  agrees  that  “[n]o  one  would  say  that  I  ought  to  jump  to  the  top  of  a  fifty-floor 
 building  and  save  a  baby,”  not  because  PAP  All  is  necessary  for  responsibility,  but  rather  because 

 303  Ibid. (Quoted from J.P. Moreland,  The Soul: How We  Know Why It’s Real and Why It Matters  [Chicago: Moody, 
 2014], 129.) 

 302  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 270. 
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 PAP  If  is  necessary:  the  reason  why  no  one  would  say  I  ought  to  jump  to  the  top  of  the  building 
 and  save  a  baby  is  because  I  couldn’t  do  otherwise  even  if  I  had  wanted  to  .  The  reason  why  I  am 
 not  held  responsible  for  stopping  the  American  Civil  War  in  this  present  year  is  not  “  because  I 
 do  not  have  the  [categorical]  ability”  to  stop  it–although,  I  agree  that  we  do  not  have  such  an 
 ability  given  the  context–but  rather  because  I  couldn’t  stop  the  war  even  if  I  had  wanted  to  .  I  lack 
 PAP  All  because  I lack PAP  If  . None of this “ability”  discussion occurred in  Mere Molinism  .  304 

 Stratton  continues  to  say  that  if  “one  ought  to  think  one  way,  instead  of  another,  then  it  seems  the 
 thinker  is  free  in  a  libertarian  sense  to  choose  among  a  range  of  alternative  thoughts,  each  of 
 which  is  compatible  with  the  agent’s  nature,”  (  Mere  Molinism  ,  270).  False.  All  that  follows  is 
 that  the  agent  is  free  to  choose  among  a  range  of  alternative  thoughts.  But,  moderate 
 reasons-responsiveness  handles  this  worry  quite  nicely:  strongly  receptive  yet  weakly  reactive  to 
 reasons.  The  range  or  set  of  alternative  thoughts  are  available  to  the  agent  regardless  of 
 incompatibilism  or  compatibilism;  that  is,  the  range  or  set  of  alternative  thoughts  exist  and  are 
 available  to  the  agent  in  incompatibilism  as  they  are  in  compatibilism.  It  is  only  the  case  that  the 
 range  or  set  of  thoughts  are  categorically  inaccessible  to  the  agent  given  compatibilism.  We  need 
 not  be  strongly  reactive  to  reasons  in  order  to  be  rationally  responsible–contrary  to  Stratton. 
 Additionally,  Pereboom’s  (EO),  (Settled),  and  (DE)  conditions  sufficient  for  rational  deliberation 
 remain  compatible  with  an  agent  being  receptive  to  such  a  set  of  deliberative  reasons  for  or 
 against  A  i  .  Again,  there  is  positively  nothing  in  this  statement  of  Stratton’s  that  conclusively 
 provides  evidence  for  incompatibilist  freedom  .  The  problem,  then,  is  that  Stratton  needs  to 
 provide  incompatibilist  support  for  premise  X  3  without  begging  the  question  of  incompatibilism. 
 It is his argument, and therefore on his shoulders to bear the burden of proof. 

 Stratton  ends  his  defense  of  the  OTA  by  his  own  admission  that  this  “seems  to  make  sense”  and 
 that  the  Apostle  Paul  seems  to  have  also  had  a  similar  rationale  by  commanding  “believers  to 
 take  their  thoughts  captive  to  obey  Christ  (2  Cor  10:5),  before  bad  thinking  takes  them  captive 
 (Col  2:8)”  (  Mere  Molinism  ,  270-71).  The  type  of  freedom  or  liberty  Stratton  is  detailing  here  is 
 the  liberty  of  contradiction  (i.e.,  CON;  see  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.4.10).  Stratton  claims  that 
 believers  ought  to  take  their  thoughts  captive  such  that  they  can  categorically  think  good 
 thoughts  over  bad  thoughts  (i.e.,  CON  PAP-All  )–note  the  OIC  maxim  and  PAP  All  .  But  of  course,  one 
 needn’t  interpret  CON  categorically  ;  one  could  interpret  CON  conditionally  (i.e.,  CON  PAP-If  ). 
 Stratton has yet to reach beyond the equivocation. 

 Here  is  the  point:  if  a  Christian  rejects  human  libertarian  freedom  to  choose  or  not  to 
 choose,  then  how  can  he  be  held  morally  or  rationally  responsible  for  behaving  the  only 

 304  See Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 74-5 for reference  to illustrations demonstrating the necessity of PAP  If  for moral 
 responsibility. What is amazing is that this section from Bignon is literally immediately  preceding  his  discussion on 
 OIC. 
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 way  he  was  created  to  think,  act,  believe,  or  behave?  Deterministic  Calvinism  cannot 
 sufficiently answer this question.  305 

 Can  it  though?  [Insert  Thor  meme  here]  I  mean,  it’s  not  as  if  OIC  was  sufficiently  defended 
 against  compatibilist  interpretations  of  OIC  in  the  first  place.  Most  assuredly, 
 Calvinist-determinists  do  have  an  answer,  and  I  think  they  can  sufficiently  answer.  How  can  we 
 be  held  morally  or  rationally  responsible  for  behaving  the  only  way  we  were  created  to  think,  act, 
 believe, or behave? 

 First,  the  question  is  a  loaded  question  as  it  assumes  incompatibilism,  hence  the  conclusion  is 
 motivated.  The  motivated  reasoning  I  am  referring  to  lies  in  the  phrase  “behaving  the  only  way 
 he  was  created  to  think…”  There  is  indeed  one  option  accessible  to  the  agent  at  any  time  t  given 
 the  truth  of  Calvinist-determinism,  but  the  incompatibilist  contention  lodged  in  this  short  phrase 
 seems  to  be  one  which  permeates  the  claim  that  there  is  one  option  available  to  the  agent  at  any 
 time  t  .  But,  as  we  have  seen  above,  this  is  false.  Options  are  available  to  the  determinist;  it  is 
 only  the  case  that  all  are  inaccessible  save  one:  the  choice  the  agent  actually  makes.  So,  yes  ,  we 
 are  determined  to  “think,  act,  believe,  or  behave”  in  the  exact  way  God  has  determined  for  us  to 
 “think,  act,  believe,  or  behave,”  but  this  doesn’t  mean  that  God  could  not  have  determined  us  to 
 “think,  act,  believe,  or  behave”  differently.  Since  there  remains  an  availability  of  options  given 
 the  truth  of  determinism,  the  implied  connotation  (or  rather  temptation)  that  we  have  only  one 
 way  to  “think,  act,  believe,  or  behave”  must  be  rejected.  Here,  I  am  also  thinking  specifically  of 
 the  hallmark  distinctions  between  the  necessity  of  the  consequence  and  the  necessity  of  the 
 consequent.  306  Second,  pick  any  one  of  the  compatibilist  theories  of  responsibility  on  the  market 
 and  it  would  sufficiently  answer  Stratton’s  question.  But,  seeing  as  Stratton  did  not  discuss  any 
 of  the  compatibilist  theories  on  the  market,  his  question  should  be  seen  as  virtually  irrelevant,  a 
 non  sequitur  .  One  such  theory  that  I  have  already  taken  time  to  discuss  in  the  present  volume  is 
 guidance  control,  and  since  Stratton’s  objections  to  guidance  control  have  utterly  failed,  I 
 sincerely  doubt  that  the  audacious  claim  of  his  will  bite  the  Calvinist-determinist  hard.  Third,  as 
 Cameron  Bertuzzi  of  YouTube’s  Capturing  Christianity  so  often  quips,  “Questions  are  not 
 arguments.”  Stratton  still  owes  compatibilists  an  argument  for  why  the  mere  truth  of  OIC  must 
 positively negate determinism. Premise X  3  of the OTA  is still left undefended. 

 Perhaps  the  compatibilist  could  go  even  further  by  endorsing  a  theologically  motivated  rebutting 
 defeater  against  X  3  ,  particularly  against  Stratton’s  use  of  CON  to  label  “liberty”  in  “libertarian 
 free  thinking”  (LFT).  Stratton  demonstrates  that  he  has  CON  PAP-All  in  mind  when  he  says 
 “libertarian  freedom  to  choose  or  not  to  choose  .”  But  how  can  an  unregenerate  sinner  possess  the 
 libertarian  freedom  to  choose  or  not  to  choose  Christ  without  entailing  some  variety  of 
 Pelagianism?  307  In  Mere  Molinism  ,  Stratton  has  suggested  that  the  unregenerate  can  only 

 307  Ibid., §3.3-5. 
 306  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.2.7. 
 305  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 271. 
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 categorically  think  of  sinful  options.  308  Yet,  here  is  the  problem:  i  f  one  ought  to  have  pure 
 thoughts  concerning  Christ,  yet  cannot  because  they  are  unregenerate,  how  are  they  responsible 
 for  their  impure  thoughts?  The  compatibilist  can  flip  Stratton’s  question  back  to  him:  “…  how 
 can  [one]  be  held  morally  or  rationally  responsible  for  behaving  the  only  way  [one]  was  created 
 to  think,  act,  believe,  or  behave?”  The  agent  in  question  would  be  in  possession  of  original  sin 
 obtained  from  Adam’s  fall,  and  God  supposedly  created  this  agent  knowing  that  they  could  not 
 categorically  think  pure  thoughts  about  Him.  Did  God  create  this  agent  possessing  the  class  of 
 sinful  thoughts?  If  so,  then  how  can  the  agent  be  held  rationally  responsible  even  under  Stratton’s 
 view?  The  agent  could  not  categorically  think  pure  thoughts  about  Christ,  and  it  seems  that  this 
 liberty  of  thought  (i.e.,  CON  PAP-All  )  is  necessary  for  rational  responsibility  under  Stratton’s  view: 
 “human  libertarian  freedom  to  choose  or  not  to  choose.”  But  the  agent  under  consideration 
 cannot  help  but  to  choose  only  sinful  thoughts  given  original  sin!  Of  course,  one  could  deny 
 original  sin,  but  denying  such  a  doctrine  has  consequences  seeing  as  it  is  firmly  held  by  orthodox 
 Christianity.  Or,  one  could  instead  accept  original  sin,  but  doing  so,  I  think,  leads  to  the  truth  of 
 compatibilism  because  although  one  does  not  possess  CON  PAP-All  they  remain  rationally 
 responsible. 

 To  see  this  a  bit  more  clearly,  recall  from  Volume  1  that  I  had  argued  the  liberty  of  contrariety 
 (CTR)  entails  the  liberty  of  contradiction  (CON).  What  this  means  in  the  present  context  is  that  if 
 CTR  is  necessary  for  rational  responsibility,  then  it  follows  that  CON  is  equally  necessary  for 
 rational  responsibility.  But,  given  Stratton’s  claim  that  an  agent  P  may  only  have  the  class  set  of 
 sinful  thoughts  available  to  her  during  her  unregenerate  state  {S  1  ,  S  2  ,  S  3  ,  …  ,  S  m  ;  for  each  S  i  },  P 
 categorically  cannot  be  in  possession  of  the  class  set  of  righteous  thoughts  {R  1  ,  R  2  ,  R  3  …  ,  R  n  ; 
 for  each  R  i  }.  If  P  does  not  possess  categorical  accessibility  to  contradict  her  own  sinful  thoughts 
 (i.e.,  “take  their  thoughts  captive  to  obey  Christ,”  as  Stratton  suggests),  309  then  CON  PAP-All  is  false; 
 that  is,  the  categorical  liberty  to  contradict  one’s  thought  is  not  necessary  for  rational 
 responsibility  given  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  original  sin.  And  if  the  categorical  liberty  to 
 contradict  one’s  thought  is  not  necessary  for  rational  responsibility,  neither  is  the  categorical 

 309  I understand that in Stratton’s original quote he said that the Apostle Paul commands  believers  “to  take their 
 thoughts captive to obey Christ…” However, given the plethora of times Stratton has said that we ought to 
 (libertarianly) choose to love God or “obey epistemic duties” he makes it very clear that the liberty of contradiction 
 is what he has in mind. But, in those same quotes, there is no distinction between believers and unbelievers. So, I 
 take it that Stratton is either sloppy in his work if he really does mean to say that only  believers  possess CON while 
 unbelievers do not, or that the distinction between believers and unbelievers is irrelevant. And since the former 
 position maintains very little obvious coherency regarding responsibility, action theory, and the nature of our 
 freedom, I will take it that Stratton affirms the latter. 

 308  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 164: “For example, perhaps one may contend that an unregenerate sinner does not 
 possess the ability (left to his or her own devices) to do anything that is ‘spiritually good.’ However, that does not 
 rule out the unregenerate sinner’s ability to choose among a range of bad options that are each consistent with his 
 sinful nature. He is free to rob the bank or to rob the liquor store… and merely  think  about robbing  the bank, robbing 
 the liquor store…” (emphasis added) I understand that Stratton is entertaining a sort of hypothetical here in response 
 to a supposed contention. Nonetheless, I find his harmonization between the compatibility of Mere Molinism and 
 Reformed Theology to significantly  depend  upon this  mere hypothetical. If so, then this hypothetical is  necessary 
 for his case in  Mere Molinism  . 
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 liberty  of  contrary  thought  .  This  does  not  mean  that  we  simply  reject  freedom  in  our  thoughts 
 and  deny  premise  X  4  of  the  OTA;  as  the  Apostle  Paul  would  equally  say,  “By  no  means!”  or 
 “God  forbid!”  (Romans  6:2).  We  can  still  hold  to  X  4  if  compatibilism  is  true  ,  yet  deny  X  3  because 
 the  “moral  oughts  about  our  thoughts”  do  not  entail  CON  PAP-All  given  the  truth  of  original  sin.  So, 
 Stratton  has  to  either  deny  original  sin  or  become  a  compatibilist.  Here’s  to  hoping  he  chooses 
 the latter!  310 

 Returning  to  the  OTA  and  Deliberation-Incompatibilism  ,  it  should  be  clear  that  Stratton  has  not 
 even  begun  to  defend  the  OTA.  If  the  OTA  is  undefended,  and  perhaps  shown  false  with  a  simple 
 analysis  of  theological  action  (or,  rather  thought)  theory,  then  it  follows  that  Stratton  cannot 
 escape  the  deliberation-compatibilist  views  in  the  abyss  of  the  OIC  maxim. 
 Deliberation-compatibilists  agree  with  the  maxim,  and  they  agree  that  rational  deliberation 
 arguably  entails  the  maxim.  Since  Stratton  has  not  shown  (DI)  to  be  true  on  the  basis  of  the  OIC 
 maxim,  he  has  thus  failed  at  producing  a  viable  argument  in  defense  of  (DI).  Since  his  defense  of 
 (DI) fails, his DLA fails. If his DLA fails, so much for his FTA. 

 4.6.7 Conclusion | Evaluative Judgment Options? 

 As  I  close  this  section  of  Stratton’s  Deliberation  &  Liberation  Argument  (DLA),  I  wish  to  take  a 
 moment  to  pin-point  one  of  Stratton’s  rhetorical  strategies  while  recently  defending  the 
 argument:  “evaluating  judgment  options”  (EJOs);  see  Stratton,  “Rejoinder”.  This  strategy 
 involves  the  use  of  implementing  vocabulary  into  the  argument  such  that  it  (supposedly)  renders 
 incompatibilist  intuitions  to  the  forefront  of  the  interlocutor.  After  adventuring  through  the 
 arguments  for  (DI)  and  (DC),  seeing  Pereboom’s  epistemic  openness  view,  Caruso’s 
 Moorean-style  Proof  ,  and  Bignon’s  conditional  analysis  of  rational  deliberation,  I  think  it  is  safe 
 to  say  that  such  a  incompatibilist  tactic  does  not  work  and  will  not  work.  The  (DC)  advocate  will 
 assume  that  agents  have  EJOs,  it  is  only  the  case  that  these  EJOs  need  not  entail  CON  PAP-All 

 because  no  successful  (DI)  argument  has  been  given  for  the  contrary,  including  Stratton’s  own 
 DLA. 

 Additionally  Stratton  has  tried  to  suggest  that  indeterminism  somehow  grants  a  mystical  “level 
 of  control”  to  the  agent  that  would  otherwise  not  be  available  given  the  truth  of  determinism.  But 
 this  is  so  trivial.  Obviously,  it  is  true  that  the  agent  who  rationally  deliberates  has  control  over 
 their  EJOs.  But  that  is  not  the  debate.  The  debate  lies  not  in  whether  Stratton  has  a  level  of 
 control  for  rational  deliberation,  but  rather  which  level  is  indeed  necessary  for  rational 
 deliberation:  guidance  control  or  regulative?  Epistemic  categorical  openness  or  metaphysical 
 categorical  openness?  That  is  the  question.  Stratton  has  failed  to  discuss  this  most  relevant 
 question  concerning  the  compatibility  of  rational  deliberation  and  causal  (or  divine)  determinism, 

 310  See Carlson, Volume 1 §3.5.2 for more discussion on a similar reply. 
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 and  positing  a  vocabulary  usage  of  “EJOs”  does  absolutely  nothing  to  discharge  such  a  horrific 
 failure. 

 I  will  finally  end  this  lengthy  section  with  a  summary  of  (DC)  by  Pereboom,  and  then  a 
 concession by libertarian philosopher and apologist Richard Swinburne. Pereboom writes: 

 First,  it’s  generally  accepted  that  given  causal  determinism,  there  remains  a  sense  in 
 which  how  an  agent  deliberates  makes  a  difference  to  how  she  decides,  which  in  turn 
 makes  a  difference  to  the  future.  Suppose  you  promise  to  help  a  friend  clean  up  his  yard, 
 but  you  consider  breaking  your  promise  and  doing  something  more  enjoyable  instead. 
 But  upon  deliberation  –  thinking  of  and  weighing  reasons  for  each  option  –  you  decide  to 
 keep  the  promise  and  help  the  friend.  Imagine  also  that  it  was  causally  determined  that 
 you  deliberated  as  you  did  and  decided  to  keep  the  promise  and  that  as  a  result  your 
 friendship  wasn’t  impaired  and  instead  benefited  from  it.  It  is  still  true  that  had  you 
 deliberated  differently,  you  would  have  decided  to  break  the  promise,  and  your  friendship 
 would  have  been  impaired.  In  this  sense,  your  deliberation  made  a  difference  to  your 
 decision,  which  made  a  difference  to  the  state  of  your  friendship.  This  sort  of 
 difference-making  control  can  be  contrasted  with  what  Eddy  Nahmias  calls  bypassing  – 
 that  “our  rational,  conscious  mental  activity  is  bypassed  in  the  process  of  our  making 
 decisions  and  coming  to  act”  (Nahmias  2011,  556).  311  Bypassing  would  occur,  for 
 example,  if  a  neuroscientist  caused  you  to  make  a  decision  by  direct  neural  stimulation 
 without  any  deliberation  on  your  part.  But  causal  determination  does  not  entail  bypassing, 
 since  causally  determined  deliberation  can  make  a  difference  to  how  you  decide  and 
 act.  312 

 To  be  blunt,  the  only  reason  I  see  an  incompatibilist  (e.g.,  Stratton)  complain  about 
 Deliberation-Compatibilism  is  if  they  honestly  think  that  causal  determinism  entails  a  sort  of 
 “bypassing”  of  human  agential  properties  such  as  rational  deliberation.  But,  of  course,  one  only 
 comes  to  this  conclusion  if  one  first  assumes  Deliberation-Incompatibilism  .  Determinism  by 
 itself  does  not  rule  out  human  agential  properties  such  as  rational  deliberation  because 
 determinism  by  itself  does  not  entail  the  bypassing  of  “our  rational,  conscious  mental  activity”; 
 thus,  we  come  to  the  “process  of  our  making  decisions  and  coming  to  act”  on  our  own  ,  by  our 
 own  moderately  reasons-responsive  mechanism  .  This  is  why  rational  deliberation  is  compatible 
 with  causal  (or  divine)  determinism.  The  (DI)  view  has  yet  to  crack  the  substantial  argumentative 
 force  (DC)  provides  for  rational  deliberation;  the  (DI)  view  simply  remains  inchoate.  As  Richard 
 Swinburne, who remains a formidable  opponent  to compatibilism  in general, notes, 

 312  Derk Pereboom,  Free Will  (Cambridge: Cambridge University  Press, 2022), 41-42. For more on “bypassing” and 
 the location of determinism, as well as the determining mechanism, see Carlson, Volume 1 §2.2.5. 

 311  More discussion on Nahmias’ awesome work on experimental philosophy and intuition will be surveyed in §4.8. 
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 It  has  been  argued  that  any  argument  for  determinism  would  be  self-defeating.  For 
 suppose  a  scientist  discovers  an  apparently  cogent  argument  for  determinism.  He  will 
 conclude  that  he  has  been  caused  to  believe  that  his  argument  is  cogent.  But  when  we 
 discover  of  people  that  they  are  caused  to  hold  beliefs–e.g.  as  a  result  of  the  way  they 
 were  educated,  or  of  subjection  to  drugs–we  do  not  regard  them  as  having  a  rationally 
 justified  belief.  To  be  rational  in  adopting  a  belief  we  have  to  do  so  freely,  i.e.  uncaused, 
 the  argument  goes.  So  no  one  can  ever  be  justified  in  believing  determinism  to  be  true. 
 For  one  who  believes  determinism  to  be  true  must  believe  his  belief  to  be  caused  and  so 
 unjustified.  […]  This  argument  has,  I  believe,  no  force  at  all.  The  mere  fact  that  our 
 beliefs  are  caused  is  no  grounds  for  holding  them  unjustified.  Exactly  the  reverse.  I 
 argued  in  Chapter  7  that  to  the  extent  that  we  regarded  them  as  uncaused  or  self-chosen, 
 we  could  not  regard  our  beliefs  as  moulded  by  the  facts  and  so  likely  to  be  true.  The  point 
 is  rather  that  if  we  see  some  belief  to  be  caused  by  a  totally  irrelevant  factor  (e.g.  a  belief 
 that  I  now  am  being  persecuted  being  caused  by  something  irrelevant  in  my  upbringing) 
 then  we  rightly  regard  it  as  unjustified.  But  a  belief  that  determinism  is  true  could  be  both 
 caused and justified, if caused by relevant factors, e.g. hearing relevant arguments.  313 

 4.7 The “Strattonian” Mad Scientist Thought Experiment 

 Recall the ‘core’ of the Freethinking Argument (FAC): 

 D  1  If  libertarian  freedom  is  not  possessed  by  humans,  then  humans  cannot  rationally 
 affirm knowledge claims. 

 D  2  Some humans can rationally affirm knowledge claims. 
 D  3  Therefore, some humans possess libertarian freedom.  314 

 As  I  have  previously  mentioned,  the  contested  premise  is  D  1  .  We  have  seen  Stratton's  claim  that, 
 given  determinism,  our  choices  amount  to  force  and  that  our  beliefs  are  not  ‘up  to  us.’  I  have 
 defended  against  this  support  claim  by  expositing  guidance  control  and  showing  that  Stratton  has 
 failed  to  properly  critique  it  or  lobby  incompatibilist  arguments  against  it  (§4.3).  We  have  also 
 seen  that  Stratton  has  tried  to  defend  D  1  by  virtue  of  rational  deliberation  and  the  ‘ought  implies 
 can’  maxim.  I  concluded  that  such  reasons  for  (DI)  fail  (§4.6).  The  next  supporting  claim  that 
 Stratton  brings  to  the  table  in  order  to  defend  the  FAC’s  D  1  is  actually  a  thought  experiment.  He 
 describes  this  thought  experiment  more  than  a  few  times  in  Mere  Molinism  and  in  his  rejoinder 
 to  Bignon.  Here,  I  will  be  thorough  and  proceed  to  quote  every  known  instance  or  written 
 depiction  of  Stratton’s  illustration  in  the  high  hopes  that  forsaking  brevity  will  produce  clarity 
 and charity. In  Mere Molinism  , we see the following  description: 

 314  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 174. 

 313  Richard Swinburne,  The Evolution of the Soul  (Revised  Edition) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986), 
 chapter 13n2. (emphasis added); cf. Anderson, “Is Calvinism Unlivable?” 
 https://www.proginosko.com/2018/12/is-calvinism-unliveable/#fn-3553-2  . 

https://www.proginosko.com/2018/12/is-calvinism-unliveable/#fn-3553-2
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 Suppose  a  mad  scientist  exhaustively  controls  (causally  determines)  all  of  Smith’s 
 thoughts  and  beliefs  all  the  time,  including  Smith’s  thoughts  about  his  own  beliefs  and 
 Smith’s  beliefs  about  his  thoughts.  The  mad  scientist  causally  determines  exactly  what 
 Smith  thinks  of  and  exactly  how  Smith  thinks  about  it.  This  also  would  include  the  next 
 words that will come from Smith’s mouth. 

 Now  consider  this  rhetorical  question:  “How  could  Smith  (not  the  mad  scientist) 
 rationally  affirm  the  current  beliefs  in  his  head  as  good,  bad,  better,  the  best,  true  or 
 probably  true  without  begging  the  question”?  This  is  an  impossible  task  because  any 
 answer  Smith  might  give  would  not  be  “up  to  him”  but  up  to  the  mad  scientist.  This  again 
 illustrates  a  good  reason  to  believe  that  causal  determinism  is  incompatible  with  rational 
 inference  or  reason-based  knowledge.  This  is  the  case  because  if  the  mad  scientist  is 
 replaced  with  “physics  and  chemistry,”  “God,”  or  anything  else,  then,  one  has  the  exact 
 same  rationality  problems  but  for  different  reasons.  After  all,  if  something  or  someone 
 other  than  Smith  causally  determines  Smith  to  affirm  a  false  belief,  then  it  would  be 
 impossible for Smith to infer or affirm a better or true belief.  315 

 In the rejoinder to Bignon, we (more or less) see the same illustration: 

 The  point  of  what  some  have  called  the  “  Strattonian  Mad  Scientist  Thought  Experiment” 
 is  to  demonstrate  that  if  something  or  someone  else  is  always  causally  determining  all  of 
 your  beliefs  all  the  time,  then  you  stand  in  no  epistemic  position  to  know  if  your  thoughts 
 and  beliefs  are  any  good—let  alone  true.  In  fact,  an  undercutting  defeater  (against  the 
 reliability  of  the  view)  stands  against  the  view.  All  you  can  do  is  assume  your  beliefs 
 (which  would  not  be  based  upon  your  guidance/thinking  and  are  not  “up  to  you”)  are 
 good  or  true,  but  those  assumptions  are  not  even  up  to  you—something  or  someone  else 
 causally  determined  you  to  commit  this  fallacious  error  (and  the  “how”  of  this  causal 
 determinism is irrelevant). It is simply not your fault. 

 With  this  in  mind,  suppose  a  mad  scientist  exhaustively  controls  (causally 
 determines)  all  of  Sally’s  thoughts  and  beliefs  all  the  time.  316  This  includes  exactly  what 
 Sally  thinks  of  and  about  and  exactly  how  Sally  thinks  of  and  about  it.  All  of  Sally’s 
 thoughts  about  her  beliefs  and  all  of  Sally’s  beliefs  about  her  thoughts  are  caused  and 
 determined  by  the  mad  scientist.  All  evaluations  and  judgements  [sic]  Sally  assumes  are 
 up  to  her  ,  are  actually  causally  determined  by  the  nefarious  neurosurgeon.  This  also 
 includes the next words that will form in Sally’s head and come out of her mouth. 

 316  Original footnote: “Thoughts include: intuitions, ‘seemings,’ evaluations, assessments, judgements, etc. If it 
 helps, we can even suppose that the scientist created ‘android Sally,’” (Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 10n21). No, it doesn’t 
 help, by the way; as we will see, positing an android Sally is equally as fallaciously question-begging as the question 
 itself. 

 315  Ibid., 173-74. 
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 Question:  How  can  Sally  (not  the  mad  scientist)  rationally  affirm  the  current 
 thoughts  and  beliefs  in  her  head  as  good,  bad,  better,  the  best,  worse,  the  worst,  true, 
 false,  probably  true,  or  probably  false  (note  the  range  of  alternative  options)  without 
 begging the question? 

 This  seems  to  be  an  impossible  task  for  a  “passive  cog.”  And  replacing  the 
 nefarious  neurosurgeon  with  a  deity  of  deception  does  not  magically  make  this  big 
 problem  disappear.  Since  begging  the  question  is  logically  fallacious,  anything  Sally 
 claims  to  think  or  know  is  not  based  upon  justification,  but  rather,  logical  fallacies.  Any 
 argument  based  on  a  logical  fallacy  is  no  argument  at  all.  This  is  one  reason  to  affirm 
 premise [D  1  ] of the FreeThinking [Core].  317 

 Now,  following  after  Stratton  himself,  I  will  choose  to  call  Stratton’s  illustration  in  support  of  D  1 

 as  the  “Strattonian”  Mad  Scientist  Thought  Experiment  (as  per  the  title  of  this  subsection).  But, 
 there  is  a  word  of  caution  here:  I  claim  the  title  of  “Strattonian”  not  because  the  illustration  is 
 novel,  exciting,  or  challenging  to  the  compatibilist  such  that  it  deserves  to  be  referenced  with  the 
 creator’s  name  out  of  honor  or  respect.  Rather,  I  will  choose  to  continue  in  calling  it  the 
 “Strattonian”  thought  experiment  because  I  actually  want  it  to  have  the  opposite  effect;  that  is,  I 
 so  wish  the  reader  to  know  who  the  developer  of  this  thought  experiment  was,  so  that  they  will 
 not  forget  just  how  terrible  the  experiment  is.  That  way,  the  reader  will  always  be  able  to 
 reference  that  it  was  Stratton  who  developed  such  an  awful  thought  experiment.  The 
 “Strattonian”  thought  experiment  should  not  be  known  for  how  distinctively  good  it  is,  but  rather 
 for  how  distinctively  bad  it  is.  And,  as  Zachary  Reimer  insists,  “rationality-undermining 
 manipulators  and  responsibility-undermining  manipulators  predate  Stratton's  birth,  not  to 
 mention  his  philosophical  investigation.  His  is  distinctive  by  how  bad  it  is  rather  than  by  either 
 being  a  case  of  manipulation  or  by  employing  a  mad  scientist.”  318  That  aside,  let  us  dig  into 
 whether this support claim actually defends D  1  , and  thus the FAC. 

 Concerning  this  so-called  “Strattonian”  Mad  Scientist  Thought  Experiment  (hereafter,  ‘Mad 
 Scientist’), I will begin by quoting Bignon’s review of the experiment in full: 

 The  problem  is  that  Stratton  doesn’t  tell  us  how  the  scientist  does  that.  Does  the 
 scientist’s  contraption  make  our  beliefs  non-reason-responsive?  If  he  just  shoves  beliefs 
 in  our  brains  with  electrodes  regardless  of  the  evidence  coming  our  way,  then  of  course 
 that  makes  our  cognitive  faculties  unreliable  and  removes  warrant  for  our  beliefs,  but 
 then  that  makes  it  relevantly  disanalogous  to  the  normal  compatibilist  case  where  God 
 determines  our  beliefs  in  ways  that  leave  our  cognitive  faculties  reasons-responsive.  And 
 conversely,  if  whatever  the  scientist  does  isn’t  breaking  the  connection  between  our 
 beliefs  and  the  reasons  and  evidence  coming  our  way,  then  why  think  it’s  impeding  on  the 

 318  In personal correspondence while reviewing an early draft of this volume. 
 317  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 10-11. 
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 reliability  of  our  cognitive  faculties  to  detect  the  truth?  All  Stratton  says  is  that  our  beliefs 
 would  not  be  “up  to  us,”  but  “up  to  the  mad  scientist”  (p.173).  I  already  pointed  out  that 
 “up-to-us-ness”  need  not  be  exclusive  in  that  way  [i.e.,  sourcehood  need  not  entail 
 efficient  sourcehood  ],  which  makes  this  disjunction  a  false  dilemma  at  least  when  it 
 comes to God.  319 

 Bignon’s  first  stab  at  the  Mad  Scientist  is  to  mention  the  crucial  compatibilist  distinction  between 
 varying  causal  or  determinative  mechanisms.  I  agree  with  Bignon  that  if  the  Mad  Scientist  “just 
 shoves  beliefs  in  our  brains  with  electrodes  regardless  of  the  evidence,”  then  clearly  we  are  not 
 morally  responsible,  nor  are  we  rationally  responsible,  in  the  desert  sense.  The  compatibilist  may 
 agree  with  the  libertarian  in  this  matter.  But,  it  must  be  said  that  compatibilists  do  not  affirm  that 
 the  determiner  of  the  determining  mechanism  “just  shoves  beliefs  in  our  brains”  resulting  in 
 manipulated  cognitive  faculties  thus  leading  to  false  theological  affirmations,  for  instance.  In  the 
 theistic  compatibilist  schema,  God  determines  through  the  locus  of  our  agency  and  that  includes 
 determining  through  our  cognitive,  or  otherwise  rational,  deliberative  processes.  As  the  theory  of 
 guidance  control  suggests,  God  may  very  well  determine  through  a  determinative  moderate 
 reasons-responsiveness  that  is  both  strongly  receptive  to  a  range  of  reasons  and  weakly  reactive 
 to  that  said  range  of  reasons.  That  is,  God  determines  through  a  determinative  mechanism  that 
 follows  the  evidence  which  then  results  in  true  or  false  beliefs.  If  this  is  true,  then  Stratton’s  Mad 
 Scientist  thought  experiment  fails  as  it  remains  strongly  disanalogous  to  theological 
 determinism.  320  The  relevant  difference  is  that  God  determines  through  our  wills,  while  the  Mad 
 Scientist  supposedly  determines  against  our  wills.  The  Mad  Scientist,  then,  fails  to  establish  a 
 strong  analogy  and  a  proper  internal  critique  against  compatibilism;  consequently,  it  fails  to 
 support D  1  of FAC. 

 Of course, Stratton has responded. In his rejoinder, he argues the following: 

 The  “normal  cases,”  on  Bignon’s  EDD  view,  is  that  all  humans—including  all  Christians 
 and  “elect”  Calvinists—are  causally  determined  to  affirm  and  advance  false  theological 
 beliefs.  This  is  because  on  Bignon’s  EDD  view,  human  belief  (even  Christian  belief)  is 
 not  always  aimed  at  true  belief  formation—it  is  always  aimed  at  the  center  of  “the  deity 
 of  deception’s”  will.  And,  apparently,  given  the  peripheral  disagreements  between 
 academic  peers  who  both  affirm  Calvinism  (not  to  mention  the  multitude  of  Christian 
 scholars  who  reject  Calvinism),  God  causally  determines  even  the  “elect”  to  affirm  false 
 beliefs. That’s the normal cases on EDD.  321 

 This  misses  the  dialectic  that  Bignon  is  trying  to  capture,  and  because  of  this  unfortunate  mishap, 
 Stratton  misses  Bignon’s  very  clever  elucidation  of  determining  mechanisms.  I  can  agree  with 

 321  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 27. 
 320  I take it that Stratton is pressing the strong analogy here, instead of a weak analogy. See §4.3.3. 
 319  Bignon, “Review,” 29. 
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 Stratton  that  given  divine  determinism,  all  humans  are  “determined  to  affirm  and  advance  false 
 theological  beliefs.”  Given  the  truth  of  divine  determinism,  this  is  considered  a  “normal  case.”  322 

 But  pointing  this  out  makes  no  difference  to  the  dialectic  because  even  Bignon  would  agree  with 
 this  claim;  Stratton  is  pointing  out  the  obvious.  Now,  I  fully  understand  that  Stratton  thinks  that 
 this  just  is  the  problem  (i.e.,  being  “determined  to  affirm  and  advance  false  theological  beliefs”), 
 but  the  problem  that  Stratton  thinks  is  the  problem  isn’t  the  problem  if  compatibilism  is  true  in 
 the  first  place.  If  compatibilism  is  true,  moreover  if  guidance  control  is  true,  then  an  agent  may 
 be  considered  rationally  responsible  (i.e.,  deserve  blame  for  their  affirming  and  advancing  false 
 theological  beliefs)  even  though  the  agent  is  determined  via  a  determinative  moderate 
 reasons-responsiveness  mechanism  .  The  mechanism  ,  guidance  control  envisages,  is  the  pertinent 
 claim  to  whether  compatibilism  is  true  not  just  being  “determined  to  affirm  and  advance” 
 varying beliefs. The  how  an agent is determined matters  to whether we hold them responsible. 

 Stratton  then  switches  defense  claims  to  the  “aiming  at  truth”  defense  in  the  second  half  of  the 
 paragraph,  so  I  will  reserve  my  critique  of  that  claim  until  §4.10.  However,  along  with  this  idea 
 of  “aiming  at  truth”,  I  would  like  to  add  that  what  is  particularly  interesting  is  Stratton’s 
 conclusion:  “…  the  how  of  exhaustive  causal  determinism  is  irrelevant.  EDD  is  EDD,”  (Stratton, 
 “Rejoinder,”  27).  As  I  have  explained  elsewhere,  323  this  statement  is  question-begging  against  the 
 compatibilist.  Certainly  the  compatibilist,  as  I  have  shown  above,  cares  very  deeply  about 
 varying  determinative  mechanisms.  That  is  to  say,  according  to  compatibilism,  the  how  most 
 assuredly  does  matter.  While  some  determinative  mechanisms  undermine  (moral  or  rational) 
 responsibility,  others  do  not;  the  Mad  Scientist,  for  instance,  does  eliminate  rational 
 responsibility  because  it  circumvents  the  agent’s  deliberative  processes  which  would  normally  be 
 obtained  and  utilized  by  the  agent  (formally,  not  efficiently)  in  the  actual  sequence  of  events  (or 
 “normal  cases”  of  determinism).  The  compatibilist  can  and  does  agree  with  the  libertarian 
 concerning  the  conclusion  of  the  Mad  Scientist,  albeit  for  different  reasons.  This  said,  it  does 
 seem  that  Stratton  tries  to  give  a  positive  reason  for  why  he  comes  to  this  conclusion  in  the 
 rejoinder.  Though  I  will  deal  with  the  full  “aiming  at  truth”  claim  later,  let  us  then,  for  now,  grant 
 Stratton a voice in the matter and listen to his concern. 

 In  defense  of  such  a  radical  statement  against  obvious  compatibilist  views,  Stratton  says  that 
 “Bignon  should  see…  that  he  has  another  undercutting  defeater  to  his  own  belief  which  is 
 impossible  to  rationally  affirm”:  the  Dominion  Voting  Machine  illustration  (Stratton, 
 “Rejoinder,”  27).  Stratton  argues  that,  through  such  an  illustration,  “if  the  programmer  of  a 
 system  is  untrustworthy,  then  the  system  itself  is  not  reliable  (even  if  it  is  typically  trustworthy). 
 That  is  to  say,  as  soon  as  a  nefarious  programmer  is  affirmed,  the  reliability  of  the  system  is 
 called  into  question,”  (“Rejoinder,”  18).  Stratton  goes  on  to  vociferate  the  Calvinist-determinist 

 323  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.2.5. 

 322  Surely a charitable interpretation of Bignon’s use of “normal cases” entails Fischer and Ravizza’s use of the 
 “actual sequence of events” flushed out in Frankfurt-cases. This helps connect Bignon’s leeway compatibilism (i.e., 
 conditional ability) to Fischer and Ravizza’s sourcehood compatibilism (i.e., the theory of guidance control). 
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 representation  of  God  as  a  “deity  of  deception,”  324  a  “divine  false  prophet,”  and  even  a  “god  of 
 mischief”  akin  to  Marvel  Comics’  Norse  god  Loki.  325  All  these  claims  are  extremely  colorful,  but 
 no  doubt  distract  the  honest  inquisitor  from  establishing  Stratton’s  real  argument  hidden  within 
 the concatenation of picayune name-calling. 

 According  to  Stratton,  the  idea  is  easy  enough:  if  God  determines  false  beliefs  even  if  He 
 determines  via  a  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism,  God  is  untrustworthy;  for  “EDD  is 
 EDD;  the  how  is  irrelevant.”  It  doesn’t  matter–for  Stratton–how  God  determines  or  which 
 determinative  mechanism  He  chooses  to  determine  agents  because  God  is  still  determining  the 
 agents  to  “affirm  and  advance  false  theological  beliefs.”  Stratton  says  that  if  the  determiner  is 
 untrustworthy,  then  the  mechanism  is  not  reliable.  Fair  enough.  But,  then  the  contrapositive  is 
 logically  true  as  well:  if  the  mechanism  is  reliable  ,  then  the  determiner  is  trustworthy  .  Of  course, 
 the  Calvinist-determinist  thinks  God–the  determiner–  is  trustworthy  ,  so  the  issue  lies  in  whether  a 
 determining  mechanism  can  indeed  be  reliable  .  If  one  can  show  a  determining  mechanism  is 
 reliable, then one shows the determiner of the mechanism is trustworthy.  326 

 How  do  we  go  about  testing  whether  a  mechanism  is  indeed  reliable?  I  think  there  are  essentially 
 two  ways.  The  first  way  to  test  a  mechanism  is  by  seeing  which  sequence  produces  the 
 mechanism.  For  instance,  in  a  Frankfurt-style  case,  Fischer  and  Ravizza  think  that  the 
 moderately  reasons-responsiveness  mechanism  is  testable  by  virtue  of  it  residing  in  the  actual 
 sequence  of  events  (i.e.,  “normal  cases”  of  determinism  counterfactually  dependent  upon 
 evidence),  instead  of  the  alternative  sequence  where  the  “mad  scientist”  is  said  to  causally 
 determine  the  agent  via  direct  manipulation  (i.e.,  shoving  “beliefs  in  our  brains  with  electrodes 
 regardless  of  the  evidence  coming  our  way”).  In  other  words,  the  first  way  to  test  the  mechanism 
 is  to  see  whether  it  has  been  tampered  with  under  ordinary  deliberative  circumstances.  Given  the 
 actual  sequence  of  events,  it  does  not  seem  as  if  the  mechanism  is  tampered  with  as  it  would  be 
 in  the  alternative  sequence  of  events.  Therefore,  the  mechanism  may  be  said  to  be  reliable. 

 326  Stratton seems to agree in ibid., 17: “The word ‘reliable’ in this sense is meant to convey something to the effect 
 of ‘being trustworthy to consistently allow  the agent  to reach true beliefs.’” The emphasis is original to Stratton, and 
 its emphasis suggests (at least to me) that a mechanism is trustworthy when it allows the agent to  efficiently  and 
 categorically  reach true beliefs. But, this is to  beg the question against compatibilism. Frankfurt-cases, such as (B), 
 allow for the agent to be a robust citadel of deliberative first-person processes (i.e., Bob in (B)  owns  his  deliberative 
 process or moderately reasons-responsiveness mechanism). “The agent” is not synonymous to efficient causal 
 sourcehood, nor is it synonymous with categorical leeway to reach true beliefs. Presumably, and arguably, all that is 
 necessary for a person to be considered a robust agent is that they are moderately reason-responsive, and own their 
 determative mechanism. This much has been defended plenty in the above relevant sections, specifically §4.3. 
 Stratton elsewhere has stated that, “If our cognitive faculties are not always aimed at truth, then in some sense they 
 are not reliable,” (Ibid., 14). This suggests that it is the  evidence  , or “being aimed at truth,” that  is necessary for a 
 mechanism producing a belief to be considered, or accurately labeled, as “reliable.” I agree, and, again, I will defend 
 this in §4.10. 

 325  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 18. 

 324  See also, Stratton, “God is NOT a Deity of Deception,” 
 https://freethinkingministries.com/god-is-not-a-deity-of-deception/  .  I will specifically address this claim about God 
 being a “deity of deception”–given the truth of determinism–in Volume 3 §5.4. 

https://freethinkingministries.com/god-is-not-a-deity-of-deception/
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 Secondly,  we  may  test  a  mechanism  by  realizing  that  in  the  “normal  cases”  or  “actual  sequence 
 of  events,”  God  determines  via  a  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism  that  is 
 counterfactually  dependent  upon  the  range  of  reasons  in  which  we  are  strongly  receptive,  but 
 weakly  reactive,  to  evidence.  That  is  to  say,  this  “mechanism,”  then,  does  not  seem  too  unreliable 
 because  it  follows  or  tracks  evidence  .  If  one  wishes  to  test  a  mechanism,  one  would  need  to  see  if 
 it  “tracks  the  evidence.”  I  contend  that  a  moderately  reasons-responsiveness  mechanism  does 
 track the evidence; that is, the mechanism is aimed at truth.  327 

 Granted,  not  all  mechanisms  are  reliable  ,  but  a  moderately  reasons-responsive  mechanism  does 
 not  appear  to  be  obviously  unreliable:  1.  It  does  not  interfere  with  normal  deliberative  processes 
 because  it  resides  in  the  actual  sequence  of  events,  and  2.  It  tracks  the  objective  evidence  for 
 beliefs  being  either  true  or  false  in  that  same  actual  sequence.  328  Therefore,  it  does  not  seem 
 plausibly  true  that  the  determinative  mechanism  of  moderate  reasons-responsiveness–the  kind  of 
 responsiveness  Bignon  no  doubt  has  in  mind–is  indeed  unreliable.  But,  as  Stratton  has  argued,  if 
 the  unreliability  of  a  mechanism  is  necessary  for  a  determiner  to  be  untrustworthy,  then  it  follows 
 that  if  a  mechanism  is  reliable  ,  then  the  determiner  is  trustworthy  .  Guidance  control 
 demonstrates  that  such  reasons-responsiveness  mechanisms  do  exist,  and  are  therefore  reliable. 
 God,  then,  in  theistic  compatibilism,  may  be  considered  a  trustworthy  determiner  because  He 
 does  not  interfere  with  normal  deliberative  processes  of  agents,  329  nor  does  He  determine  the 
 agent  in  a  manner  that  fails  to  track  objective  evidence  in  order  to  rationally  infer  or  affirm 
 theological  beliefs.  So,  Stratton’s  pontificated  name-calling  of  the  Calvinist-determinist 
 representation  of  God,  as  well  as  his  “Dominion  Voting  Machine”  illustration,  remain 
 unjustified. The Mad Scientist, then, is equally unjustified  a fortiori  . 

 Indeed,  there  remain  a  few  more  issues  with  the  Mad  Scientist.  Recall  Stratton’s  basic  depiction 
 of the illustration: 

 Now  consider  this  rhetorical  question:  “How  could  Smith  (not  the  mad  scientist) 
 rationally  affirm  the  current  beliefs  in  his  head  as  good,  bad,  better,  the  best,  true  or 
 probably  true  without  begging  the  question”?  This  is  an  impossible  task  because  any 
 answer  Smith  might  give  would  not  be  “up  to  him”  but  up  to  the  mad  scientist.  This  again 
 illustrates  a  good  reason  to  believe  that  causal  determinism  is  incompatible  with  rational 
 inference  or  reason-based  knowledge.  This  is  the  case  because  if  the  mad  scientist  is 
 replaced  with  “physics  and  chemistry,”  “God,”  or  anything  else,  then,  one  has  the  exact 
 same  rationality  problems  but  for  different  reasons.  After  all,  if  something  or  someone 

 329  I have Bignon’s “God-given-ness” principle in mind here. See Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , chapter 3; cf.  Carlson, 
 Volume 1 §2.3.4-5. 

 328  Perhaps one could synthesize the two tests by simply saying that the mechanism is reliable because it does not 
 interfere with the process of deliberating the objective evidence. 

 327  I assume this to be true in the present subsection. I will come back to this contention later in §4.10 when I address 
 Stratton’s claim of “aiming at truth,” as stated above. 
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 other  than  Smith  causally  determines  Smith  to  affirm  a  false  belief,  then  it  would  be 
 impossible for Smith to infer or affirm a better or true belief.  330 

 I  have  already  discussed  many  of  the  major  problems  the  Mad  Scientist  represents  within  this 
 quote  (i.e.,  “up-to-us-ness”,  “impossibility  to  infer  or  affirm  a  better  or  true  belief”,  charges  of 
 “question-begging”,  etc.)  either  in  Volume  1  or  above  in  the  relevant  sections.  What  remains  to 
 be  discussed  is  the  question  itself:  “How  could  Smith  (not  the  mad  scientist)  rationally  affirm  the 
 current  beliefs  in  his  head…  ?”  I  suppose  by  now  the  answer  is  rather  trivial:  Smith  can 
 rationally  affirm  the  current  beliefs  in  his  head  because  deliberation-compatibilism  is  true,  and 
 the  mechanism  which  produces  such  deliberative  processes  does  not  interfere  with  the  objective 
 evidence,  but  rather  works  to  obtain  the  status  of  the  evidence  whether  it  is  true  or  false.  331  But 
 this  answer  only  answers  the  question  after  the  surrounding  assumptions  that  have  produced  such 
 a  question  have  been  eradicated.  So,  thus  far,  I  have  only  critiqued  Stratton’s  assumptions 
 surrounding  the question; now, I would like to critique  the assumptions  within  the question itself. 

 My  penultimate  critique,  then,  is  that  the  Mad  Scientist  is  in  fact  a  fallaciously  loaded  question. 
 A Saylor Academy article on loaded questions suggests the following definition and analysis: 

 A  loaded  question  or  complex  question  fallacy  is  a  question  that  contains  a  controversial 
 or unjustified assumption (such as, a presumption of guilt). 

 Aside  from  being  an  informal  fallacy  depending  on  usage,  loaded  questions  are 
 often  used  as  a  rhetorical  tool:  the  question  attempts  to  limit  direct  replies  to  serve  the 
 questioner's  agenda.  A  traditional  example  is  the  question,  “Have  you  stopped  beating 
 your  spouse?”  Whether  the  respondent  answers  yes  or  no,  they  will  admit  to  having  a 
 spouse and having beaten them sometime in the past. 

 The  facts  are  presupposed  by  the  question,  and  a  form  of  entrapment  in  this  case, 
 because  it  narrows  the  respondent  to  a  single  answer,  and  the  fallacy  of  many  questions  is 
 committed.  The  fallacy  relies  on  context  for  its  effect:  the  fact  that  a  question  presupposes 
 something  does  not  make  the  question  fallacious  in  itself.  The  question  becomes 

 331  A mutual friend is David Pallmann. I consider Pallmann to be an enormously influential autodidact regarding 
 online religious epistemological debate. Concerning Stratton’s Mad Scientist, he writes–in an unpublished review of 
 Stratton’s “Rejoinder”–something similar to Bignon and I’s response, though he approaches the question more so 
 epistemologically: 

 Bignon appears to be suggesting something very similar to what I suggested in my own review, namely that 
 justification depends on evidence of which the subject is directly aware. So let me turn to answer the 
 question, “How can Sally rationally affirm the current thoughts and beliefs in her head as good, bad, better, 
 the best, worse, the worst, true, false, probably true, or probably false without begging the question?” Basic 
 beliefs are not inferred, but are immediately justified. There is no determination to be made regarding 
 which belief is good, better, or best because these beliefs come to us directly. And notice that even if these 
 beliefs are forced on us by a mad scientist, we are still directly aware of their justification. Hence they 
 remain justified under any circumstance provided our awareness of them remains intact. So I think an 
 answer is needed to Bignon’s reply here. 

 More will be discussed about justification, basic beliefs, and awareness in §4.8. 

 330  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 173-74. 



 A Brief Philosophical & Dialectical Inquiry on  Mere  Molinism  |  163 

 fallacious  when  the  person  does  not  necessarily  agree  with  some  of  these 
 presuppositions.  332 

 A  consequence  of  a  loaded  question  fallacy  is  a  “self-sealing  argument”  or  “self-sealing 
 defense.”  Michael  Withey  defines  a  “self-sealing  argument”  as  an  argumentative  strategy  that 
 produces an informal fallacy: 

 Proponent  A  asserts  a  substantive  claim  P  ,  such  that  no  evidence  can  count  against  P  ,  or 
 that  no  opponent  may  raise  an  objection  to  it.  [  …  ]  A  substantive  claim  which  its 
 proponent  presents  in  a  way  that  admits  of  no  refutation,  either  by  preventing  any 
 evidence  from  counting  against  it,  or  by  automatically  dismissing  the  objections  of  an 
 opponent  .  333 

 Withey  states  that  if  one  makes  a  “substantive  claim”  then  the  claim  by  definition  could  be  false; 
 the  claim  is  not  necessarily  true  (Withey,  Mastering  ,  171-72).  However,  proponents  of  a 
 “self-sealing  argument”  or  defense  reject  that  their  argument  is  ‘open.’  That  is  to  say,  proponents 
 of  such  a  defense  strategy  ought  to  be  accused  of  closed  reasonsing  ,  instead  of  open  reasoning  . 
 An  open-reasoned  defense  could  be  true  or  false,  whereas  a  closed-reasoned  defense  cannot  be 
 false  ; the “self-sealing argument” is a tactic which  rejects falsifiability. 

 It  is  clear  to  me  that  the  Mad  Scientist  is  a  loaded  question  camouflaged  in  circular  reasoning,  334 

 which  is  synonymous  with  closed  reasoning.  The  question  virtually  eliminates  the  compatibilist  a 
 “way  out”  of  the  question.  The  self-sealing  nature  of  the  question  renders  it  impossible  for  the 
 compatibilist  to  respond  without  appearing  guilty  because  it  is  asked  in  such  a  way  as  to  corner 

 334  The Saylor Academy article defends the idea that a loaded question fallacy ought to be distinguished from a 
 question-begging fallacy. I affirm this much. However, it remains true that  if  a loaded question fallacy  is committed, 
 it then  entails  a question-begging fallacy because  the truth of the conclusion is still  presupposed  in the question 
 itself–which, of course, the interlocutor will usually disagree with such a presumption. 

 333  Michael Withey,  Mastering Logical Fallacies: The  Definitive Guide to Flawless Rhetoric and Bulletproof Logic 
 (Berkeley, CA: Zephyros Press, 2016), 171. 

 332  “Loaded Question,”  PH102 Introduction to Critical Thinking and Logic  (Saylor Academy), 
 https://learn.saylor.org/mod/page/view.php?id=21600&forceview=1#:~:text=A%20loaded%20question%20or%20co 
 mplex,%2C%20a%20presumption%20of%20guilt  ). The article  goes on to say that the proper way to defend against 
 such a charge is as follows: 

 A common way out of this argument is not to answer the question (such as with a simple "yes" or "no"), but 
 to challenge the assumption behind the question. To use an earlier example, a good response to the question 
 "Have you stopped beating your spouse?" would be "I have never beaten my spouse." This removes the 
 ambiguity of the expected response, therefore nullifying the tactic. However, the asker is likely to respond 
 by accusing the one who answers of dodging the question. 

 This much I have done already regarding the Mad Scientist. I have stripped any ambiguity by challenging the 
 assumption presumed around the production of such a question; ambiguity such as the charges of 
 “question-begging” on the part of the determinist, “up-to-us-ness”, and “impossibility to affirm or infer beliefs”. I 
 have thereby nullified the tactic. So, we will see if Stratton accuses me of “dodging the question.” The honest reader, 
 however, will see that I have certainly  not  dodged  the question. (cf. “Loaded Question”,  YourLogicalFallacyIs  , 
 https://yourlogicalfallacyis.com/loaded-question  :  “You asked a question that had a presumption built into it so that it 
 couldn't be answered without appearing guilty.”) 

https://learn.saylor.org/mod/page/view.php?id=21600&forceview=1#:~:text=A%20loaded%20question%20or%20complex,%2C%20a%20presumption%20of%20guilt
https://learn.saylor.org/mod/page/view.php?id=21600&forceview=1#:~:text=A%20loaded%20question%20or%20complex,%2C%20a%20presumption%20of%20guilt
https://yourlogicalfallacyis.com/loaded-question
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 the  compatibilist  into  accepting  (either  directly  or  indirectly)  Stratton’s  own  presuppositions.  335 

 But,  if  one  frames  a  question  in  such  a  way  as  to  render  the  interlocutor  guilty  no  matter  how 
 they  answer  the  question,  then  it  follows  that  the  question  is  fallacious;  that  is  by  definition  a 
 loaded question fallacy enclosed by a self-sealing argumentative strategy. 

 Taking a similar analysis from the Saylor Academy article, consider the following questions: 

 1. Do you beat your wife? 
 2. Have you stopped beating your wife? 

 While  both  questions  remain  ‘yes  or  no’  questions,  question  1  is  an  open  question,  allowing  the 
 interlocutor  to  give  reasoning  for  why  they  disagree  or  agree  with  the  question.  Question  1  is  not 
 circular  as  it  doesn't  assume  the  interlocutor's  guilt  in  beating  their  wife.  It  could  be  either  true  or 
 false  .  In  contrast,  question  2  is  circular  as  it  assumes  the  interlocutor's  guilt  in  beating  their  wife 
 embedded  within  the  question  itself.  Of  course  the  interlocutor  would  respond  (presumably,  and 
 hopefully!)  by  saying  they  have  never  beaten  their  wife,  so  the  question  is  irrelevant.  But,  if  the 
 arguer  is  bent  on  showing  that  the  interlocutor  is  in  fact  a  wife-beater,  then  they  will  continue  to 
 press  in  and  argue  that  they  do  in  fact  beat  their  wife;  the  arguer  will  “dismiss  you  as  a  heretic,  a 
 neurotic…”  (Withey,  Mastering  ,  172).  Question  2  is  closed  reasoning  in  this  sense,  and  therefore 
 remains  question-begging  as  it  is  a  form  of  self-sealing  loaded  questioning;  it  assumes  the  guilt 
 of the interlocutor without  independently  establishing  such guilt. 

 Of  course,  Stratton’s  Mad  Scientist  is  not  formulated  such  that  it  can  only  be  answered  with  a 
 simple  ‘yes  or  no’,  quite  unlike  the  wife-beating  questions  above.  For  sure,  this  much  is  true. 
 However,  there  are  still  only  two  responses  one  could  give  to  Stratton’s  Mad  Scientist  and  that  is 
 either  a  concession  of  libertarian  freedom  or  a  concession  of  irrationality  (i.e.,  a  denial  of 
 justified  true  belief).  So,  it  could  be  formulated  such  that  “libertarian  freedom”  is  the  “yes” 
 response  while  “irrationality”  is  the  “no”  response.  336  In  this  way,  Stratton  is  still  formulating  a 
 question  that  is  loaded  because  it  cannot  be  answered  unless  one  first  assumes  Stratton’s  own 

 336  In fact, Stratton  has  argued this almost verbatim: 
 “Does  a  person  possess  the  ability  to  reject  irrational  thoughts  and  beliefs  in  favor  of  rational  thoughts  and 
 beliefs”?  What  is  interesting  about  this  question  is  that  it  assumes  that  the  one  who  is  asked  has  the  ability 
 to  choose  among  a  limited  range  of  options  which  are  consistent  with  his  or  her  nature.  So,  simply  taking 
 part  of  this  exercise  supports  the  concept  of  libertarian  freedom.  Further,  if  a  person  answers  “Yes”  to  the 
 above  question,  then  he  simultaneously,  tacitly  affirms  libertarian  freedom  and  affirms  his  ability  to  choose 
 between  options  consistent  and  compatible  with  his  nature.  But,  if  he  answers  “No,”  then  it  appears  that  his 
 noetic  structure  has  been  damaged  and  his  cognitive  faculties  are  not  functioning  properly.  (Stratton,  Mere 
 Molinism  , 175; cf. §4.6.6) 

 335  We see evidence of this during Bignon and Stratton’s video interactions. If Bignon claimed to have an answer to 
 the Mad Scientist, Stratton would respond by saying something like, “Ah! Wait! Is that Guillaume Bignon answering 
 or the Mad Scientist!” This may be the reason why Stratton feels the need to add the parenthetical in his question: 
 “How could Smith  (not the mad scientist)  …” The idea  is that Bignon cannot ever produce a non-guilty answer to 
 the question without  first presupposing  Stratton’s  own presupposition  (i.e., libertarian free will);  cf. Bignon, 
 “Review,” 27; see video links to the interaction between Stratton and Bignon in Carlson, Volume 1 §1.1. 
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 predetermined  assumptions.  This  makes  the  Mad  Scientist  a  form  of  fallaciously  closed 
 reasoning;  as  such,  it  certainly  does  not  foster  a  good  defense  of  D  1  .  If  true,  the  FAC  (and  FTA 
 by extension) fails. 

 Before  closing  this  subsection,  I  wish  to  end  with  considering  a  final  rejoinder  from  Stratton  in 
 response.  Perhaps  Stratton  is  not  concerned  with  whether  determinism  is  itself  the  problem. 
 Indeed,  perhaps  Stratton  means  to  say  that  the  risk  of  being  determined  eliminates  true  rational 
 alternatives  even  in  the  actual  sequence,  and  that  is  why  the  “how”  is  irrelevant.  The  fact  that 
 there  is  a  counterfactual  intervener  (i.e.,  Stratton’s  supposed  Mad  Scientist)  does  not  fend  off  the 
 intuition  that  the  agent  in  the  actual  sequence  is  still  at  risk  of  being  directly  and  locally 
 manipulated  or  determined.  337  This  is  an  interesting  rejoinder,  and  one  that  is  certainly 
 reminiscent  of  ‘blockage  Frankfurt-cases’  discussed  in  §4.3.4;  however,  this  “risk”  argument 
 nonetheless  fails.  Even  if  libertarianism  were  true,  that  alone  does  not  grant  the  fact  that  we  are 
 not  at  risk  of  being  manipulated  or  determined.  The  risk  of  being  manipulated  is  just  as  true 
 given  compatibilism  in  the  actual  sequence  as  it  is  given  libertarianism  in  the  actual  sequence, 
 especially  if  an  omnipotent  God  exists;  a  God  who  has  the  power  to  determine  agents.  Think  of 
 Saul  in  the  Bible,  or  Pharaoh,  Nebuchadnezzar.  The  risk  or  potential  of  manipulation  is  not  to  be 
 equated  with  the  actuality  of  being  manipulated.  Given  a  compatibilist  scheme,  though  the 
 counterfactual  intervener  is  present  in  the  actual  sequence  of  events,  he  is  not  active  ,  and  this  is 
 true  even  if  libertarianism  were  true.  Indeterminism,  then,  should  not  be  considered  as  a  magic 
 way  out  of  dealing  with  the  fact  that  we  could  be  manipulated;  the  mere  risk  of  manipulation 
 remains even if libertarianism is true.  338 

 338  Another incompatibilist argument that is related to the “risk” argument is what Vihvelin calls “The No Inner 
 Commander Argument.” It argues something like, “If determinism were true, then an evil brain scientist might be 
 able to control not just my body, but also my innermost thoughts and desires so I think and want whatever he wants 
 me to think and want. But this is impossible, so determinism  must be false  ,” (Vihvelin,  Causes  , 141-42). This  is 
 certainly reminiscent of Stratton’s Mad Scientist. The “evil brain scientist” would be able to control or determine 
 everything about the agent’s thoughts and choices, but then it wouldn’t be the  agent  who is rationally  affirming or 
 inference knowledge claims; it is the “evil brain [mad] scientist.” While Stratton may think that this Mad Scientist 
 illustration is a good one, Vihvelin, however, does not think so: 

 As stated above, the argument is clearly not a good one. It is a kind of Transcendental Argument for the 
 claim that, somehow or other, determinism is, and  must be  , false in a way that makes it possible for  us to 
 have the free will we actually have. But the main premise of the argument is undefended and seems highly 
 questionable: that the free will we actually have renders us immune from a certain kind of manipulation. 
 (Vihvelin,  Causes  , 142) 

 Vihvelin thinks that this argument could also be called the “You Can’t Take My Free Will Away from Me” argument 
 because if the Mad Scientist “causally determines Smith to affirm a false belief, then it would be impossible for 
 Smith to infer or affirm a better or true belief,”  because  it is the  Mad Scientist  who is actually doing  the rational 
 affirming;  not  Smith (Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 174).  The idea is that no matter how hard the Mad Scientist 
 determines Smith to think,  that  fact alone would never  diminish Smith’s intrinsic property of “free will”; the ability 
 to  think  otherwise. In this argument, Vihvelin suggests  that if determinism is true, then there would be “No Inner 
 Commander” or, in Stratton’s words, the thing that we call the “I” would vanish. This relates to the “risk” argument 
 because “it renders us  vulnerable  in a certain kind  of way, and to have free will, on this conception, is, precisely, not 

 337  Recall that I do not find manipulation and determinism to be equivalent nor analogous. I only suggest an 
 equivalence here in order to attempt a potentially accurate rejoinder from incompatibilists. That is, I am internally 
 critiquing their rejoinder by assuming its premises, one of the premises being “determinism is analogous or 
 equivalent to manipulation.” 
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 The  Freethinking  Argument  is  still  undefended,  and  its  most  controversial  premise  (D  1  )  is  not  in 
 a  better  position  than  when  we  had  started.  We  have  four  more  supporting  defense  claims  to 
 discuss  before  closing  on  the  philosophical  arguments  of  Mere  Molinism.  We  now  turn  to 
 Stratton’s use of “proper basicality” or “intuition” in order to defend D  1  . 

 4.8 Proper Basicality, Intuition, & Common Sense View of Libertarian Freedom 

 There  are  a  number  of  places  where  Stratton  appeals  to  the  proper  basicality  and  the  intuitive 
 nature  of  libertarian  freedom  as  a  supporting  defense  of  D  1  ,  the  contested  premise  in  the  FAC. 
 Additionally,  we  see  Stratton  claim  that  libertarian  freedom  seems  to  be  the  “common  sense” 
 view  of  the  folk.  339  Each  of  these  three  defense  claims  could  be  considered  as  a  varying  type  of 
 immediate  philosophical  perception,  and  each  technically  has  a  different  home  in  the  branches  of 
 philosophy.  340  Before  detailing  exactly  what  Stratton  says  about  each,  and  where  he  says  it,  it  is 
 probably  best  to  define  the  three  terms:  proper  basicality,  intuition,  and  common  sense.  I  will 
 start with perhaps the easiest of them all: common sense. 

 4.8.1 Definitions 

 Merriam-Webster  defines  “common  sense”  as  a  “sound  and  prudent  judgment  based  on  a  simple 
 perception  of  the  situation  or  facts.”  The  Stanford  Encyclopedia  of  Philosophy  calls  “common 
 sense”  as  “common  (or  mutual)  knowledge”  defined  in  the  following  manner:  “  A  proposition  A 
 is  mutual  knowledge  among  a  set  of  agents  if  each  agent  knows  that  A  .  Mutual  knowledge  by 

 340  For instance, “common sense” is often located in the philosophy of social science or ethics; however, it does have 
 some ties with metaphysics (i.e., philosophy of mind and perception). “Intuition”, while it technically belongs to the 
 branch of metaphysics, is applied heavily in epistemological settings such as ascertaining immediate perceptual 
 evidence. Intuition is also found (and tested) in the branch of experimental philosophy. Last, “proper basicality” is 
 usually located in the epistemology debate, utilized as a strict term by foundationalists in order to denote 
 non-inferential beliefs (i.e., beliefs that cannot be inferred from other beliefs). 

 339  The “folk” has been a term coined by philosophers in order to designate the view of “laymen.” These laymen, or 
 lay people, are ordinary people who are generally not considered professional philosophers. At the very least, 
 laymen are those who do not philosophize regularly or consistently about such philosophical quandaries or puzzles. 

 to be vulnerable in this way,” (Ibid., 144). That is, in order to have free will, one must  not  be at a “risk” of being 
 manipulated or determined by an “evil brain [mad] scientist.” The incompatibilist suggestion is that if one had free 
 will, not only would the “risk” of being manipulated be eliminated, but also that one would be able to exercise this 
 innate property of the will in order to “figure out” whether or not one is indeed manipulated. But this will not work. 
 As we have seen, vulnerability is true under libertarianism as it is under compatibilism. And also, as Vihvelin notes: 

 For the key premise of the argument is that determinism has the consequence that  no one ever has the 
 ability to do otherwise  . What’s needed, as I have pointed out many times already, is an argument in defense 
 of that premise. So far–and this argument is no exception–we have encountered nothing but intuition. 
 (Ibid., 147-48) 

 I agree with Vihvelin that the “No Inner Commander” argument fails to support incompatibilism in any robust sense. 
 From this argument, a few things are clear: 1. Stratton utilizes  transcendental  principles in order to defend  D  1  (the 
 “self-sealing” argumentative strategy demonstrates this quite well) and 2. Stratton utilizes  intuition  which has been a 
 huge driver in his supporting claims. I will discuss (1) in §4.9, and (2) in §4.8. 
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 itself  implies  nothing  about  what,  if  any,  knowledge  anyone  attributes  to  anyone  else.”  341  A 
 “common  sense”  view  of  freedom,  then,  has  the  most  basic  idea  of  first-level  understanding 
 concerning  what  freedom  actually  requires.  Common  sense  seems  to  suggest  that  it  is  I  who 
 decided  to  write  the  present  volume  reply  to  Stratton,  and  it  is  I  who  could  have  done  other  than 
 write  the  present  volume  reply  to  Stratton.  So,  in  order  to  be  considered  “free”  in  writing  this 
 reply  to  Stratton,  it  would  have  to  be  I  who  is  the  author.  Additionally,  it  would  have  to  be  the 
 case  that  I  could  have  done  otherwise  in  order  to  be  relevantly  or  significantly  free  (i.e.,  I  could 
 have  refrained  from  writing).  And  this  “sense”  is  almost  universally  shared  as  mutual  knowledge 
 among  any  “set  of  agents.”  Thus,  it  is  argued,  or  at  the  very  least  surmised,  that  this 
 commonsensical  view  of  “freedom”  is  “libertarian  freedom”  because  the  conditions  necessary 
 for  this  freedom  appear  to  be  libertarian.  This  idea  of  “common  sense”–that  I  am  the  source  of 
 my  actions  and  that  I  could  have  done  or  thought  otherwise  –inevitably  leads  to  the  idea  of  this 
 kind of “freedom” as being “intuitive.” That is, common sense of  p  entails an intuition of  p  . 

 Intuition,  contrary  to  common  sense,  can  be  difficult  to  explain.  342  The  Oxford  Dictionary  defines 
 intuition  as  “the  ability  to  understand  something  immediately,  without  the  need  for  conscious 
 reasoning.”  Adam  Feltz  defines  intuition  as  a  “term  of  art  in  philosophy…  Here,  an  intuition  is 
 just  a  response  to  the  types  of  scenarios  described  in  [free  will  literature],”  (Feltz,  “Folk 
 Intuitions,”  The  Routledge  Companion  ,  473n1).  I  tend  to  understand  intuition  as  a  sui  generis 
 state.  That  is,  intuition  is  an  “  occurrent  propositional  attitude,  variously  characterized  as  one  in 
 which  a  proposition  occurrently  seems  true…  in  which  a  proposition  is  presented  to  the  subject 
 as  true…  or  which  pushes  the  subject  to  believe  a  proposition,”  (Pust,  “Intuition”).  Taking  this 
 definition, an intuition would be roughly defined as a mere “seeming”: 

 [A6]  S  has the intuition that  p  if and only if it  seems to  S  that  p  .  343 

 Pust  continues  to  discriminate  between  the  sense  of  intuition  that  is  both  (1)  rational,  and  (2) 
 intellectual in nature: 

 [A9]  S  has  the  rational  intuition  that  p  if  and  only  if  either  [A]  (1)  it  intellectually 
 seems  to  S  that  p  and  (2)  if  S  were  to  consider  whether  p  is  necessarily  true,  it  would 
 intellectually  seem  to  S  that  necessarily  p  ,  or  [B]  it  intellectually  seems  to  S  that 
 necessarily  p  .  344 

 344  Ibid. 
 343  Ibid. 

 342  To see this, one need only peruse the many definitions considered in the following  Stanford  article: Pust,  Joel, 
 "Intuition",  The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy  (Summer 2019 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL  = 
 <  https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2019/entries/intuition/  >.  Note one of Pust’s general intuitions, [G3], in §2.3: 
 “  S  performs act  A  freely only if  S  could have done  otherwise.” 

 341  Vanderschraaf, Peter and Giacomo Sillari, "Common Knowledge",  The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 
 (Fall 2021 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = 
 <  https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2021/entries/common-knowledge/  >. 

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2019/entries/intuition/
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2021/entries/common-knowledge/
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 Crudely,  this  formulation  of  intuition  describes  not  only  a  categorical  event  in  which  agent  S 
 intellectually  considers  proposition  p  ,  but  also  a  dispositional  event  in  which  S  intellectually 
 stimulates  p if S were  to consider  p  . In other words, 

 [A9]  …  requires  a  single  occurrent  conscious  psychological  state  in  rational  intuition  and 
 distinguishes  that  state  from  physical  intuitions  while  allowing  that  a  naïve  agent  might 
 have  a  rational  intuition  even  though  not  currently  deploying  the  concept  of  metaphysical 
 necessity.  It  also  does  not  require  that  a  possibility  intuition  involve  an  occurrent  iterated 
 modal content.  345 

 This  definition  of  intuition  [A9]  accounts  for  not  only  professional  philosophers  who  consistently 
 consider  and  reflect  whether  propositions  are  indeed  rationally  intuitive,  but  it  also  accounts  for 
 the  laymen  or  “folk”–those  agents  who  do  not  consistently  consider  or  reflect  whether 
 propositions  are  rationally  intuitive.  Furthermore,  [A9]  allows  for  the  case  in  that  if  the  layman 
 were  to  consider  or  reflect  on  p  ,  then  he  could  also  find  p  rationally  intuitive  via  metaphysical 
 necessity  or  intellectual  seemings.  We  see  here  that  intuition  is  not  only  a  philosopher’s  cognitive 
 reflective  device;  it  is  the  cognitive  reflective  device  available  to  laymen  as  well.  This  type  of 
 intuition [A9] could be equivalent to an agent’s immediate introspection. 

 For  the  purposes  of  this  reply,  I  will  adopt  Pust’s  [A9]  definition  of  (rational)  intuition.  Tying 
 common  sense  notions  of  believing  p  with  [A9],  then,  seem  to  suggest  that  “common  sense”  is 
 the  immediate  prima  facie  coherence  of  p  ,  while  the  rational  intuition  described  in  [A9]  is  the 
 immediate  prima  facie  seeming  of  p  ,  but  only  upon  introspection.  Alternatively,  common  sense 
 suggests  a  story  that  p  coheres  at  face-value,  while,  in  contrast,  rational  intuition  suggests  a  story 
 that  p  seems  at  face-value.  Though  these  two  technical  terms  may  not  look  all  that  related,  they 
 are  indeed.  The  relevant  similarity  is  evidence  .  To  see  this,  Pust  further  distinguishes  between  an 
 intuition that is intuit  ed  and an intuition that is  intuit  ing  . 

 To  say  that  the  intuition  that  p  is  treated  as  evidence  might  be  to  claim  that  the  fact  that  a 
 person  has  an  intuition  is  taken  to  serve  as  some  kind  of  evidence  (the  intuit  ing  )  or  it 
 might  be  to  claim  that  the  propositional  content  of  the  intuition  (the  intuit  ed  )  is  treated  as 
 the evidence. 

 [ … ] 

 Hence,  the  view  that  intuitions  are  treated  as  evidence  in  philosophy  is  best  thought  of  as 
 the  view  that,  with  respect  to  many  core  questions  of  philosophy,  our  justification  for 
 believing  an  answer  consists  (at  least  substantially)  in  our  having  suitable  intuitions.  It 

 345  Ibid. 
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 does  not  follow  that  all  explicit  philosophical  reasoning  can  be  properly  represented  as 
 beginning  with  propositions  stating  that  we  have  intuitions  of  various  sorts  (that  route  is 
 self-defeating  and  incapable  of  accounting  for  justification  by  reasoning).  Put  simply,  the 
 view  is  that  the  occurrence  of  an  intuit  ing  is  taken  to  provide  the  person  in  whom  it 
 occurs  with  prima  facie  justification  for  believing  the  intuit  ed  .  Alternatively,  it  holds  that 
 S  ’s  having  an  intuition  that  p  prima  facie  justifies  S  in  believing  that  p  .  Given  a  capacious 
 view  of  evidence,  then,  both  the  intuiting  and  the  intuited  are  treated  as  evidence,  the 
 occurrence  of  the  former  being  treated  as  prima  facie  non-inferential  justification  for 
 accepting  the  latter  and  the  latter  as  a  potential  inferential  justification  for  further 
 propositions.  346 

 A  couple  things.  First,  the  distinction  between  intuit  ing  and  intuit  ed  is  one  that  connects  intuition 
 with  justification.  Roughly,  intuit  ing  is  the  intuition  that  says,  “If  I  have  an  intuition  of  p  ,  then 
 this  counts  as  prima  facie  noninferential  justification  for  believing  p  (and  further  propositions 
 that  depend  on  p  ).”  Intuit  ed  ,  on  the  other  hand,  is  the  intuition  that  says,  “If  I  have  an  intuition  of 
 p  ,  then  this  counts  as  potential  inferential  justification  for  believing  q  .”  Second,  Pust  thinks  that 
 our  philosophical  arguments  cannot  “be  properly  represented  as  beginning  with  propositions 
 stating  that  we  have  intuitions  of  various  sorts”,  that  is,  intuition  alone  cannot  justify 
 philosophical  reasoning.  347  However,  this  is  not  to  say  that  intuition  is  not  necessary  nor  is  it  to 
 say  that  intuition  is  not  pragmatically  malleable  while  constructing  an  argument;  it  is  only  to  say 
 that  intuition  is  not  sufficient  for  robust  argumentation,  but  it  remains  a  useful  tool  for  abduction. 
 Third,  Pust’s  distinctions  of  intuition  are  compatible  with  a  number  of  definitions  for  evidence  in 
 the  epistemological  literature.  So,  I  will  take  it  that  the  following  definition  of  evidence  is 
 compatible with both intuit  ing  and intuit  ed  : 

 Evidence  consists  of  a  person’s  awareness  of  good  reasons  or  grounds  that  imply  that  the 
 propositional  content  of  the  belief  is  true  (or  likely  to  be  true)…  For  these  reasons, 
 evidence  requires  that  a  subject  is  aware  of  it  and  that  it  indicates  the  truth  of  the 
 proposition  for  which  it  is  evidence.  In  sum,  this  account  of  evidence  entails  that  for  a 
 belief  to  be  justified,  a  person  must  be  aware  of  good  reasons  or  grounds  that  support  the 
 truth of the belief.  348 

 So,  if  one  has  evidence  for  p  ,  this  means  that  the  agent  is  directly  or  perhaps  introspectively 
 aware  of  the  reasons  that  p  .  If  S  is  aware  of  good  (independent)  reasons  that  support  the  truth  of 
 p  ,  then  S  is  justified  in  believing  p  .  How  does  this  relate  to  intuitions?  Well,  if  one  has  an 
 intuit  ing  evidence  for  p  ,  then  it  may  serve  as  justificatory  evidence  for  the  intuit  ed  q  .  It  is  argued 
 that  if  p  is  intuitive,  it  is  a  good  reason  to  support  the  truth  of  p  ;  the  intuition  of  p  provides 

 348  John M. DePoe, “Classical Evidentialism,” in  Debating  Christian Religious Epistemology  , 16. 
 347  Recall that this was one of my initial responses to Stratton’s  Deliberation & Liberation Argument  .  See §4.6.2. 
 346  Ibid. 
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 evidence  for  grounding  the  truth  of  p  .  And,  in  turn,  the  grounding  of  p  would  provide  a 
 foundation  for  q  . 

 With  this  in  mind,  I  think  Stratton  argues  both  the  intuit  ing  and  the  intuit  ed  as  evidence  for 
 libertarian-incompatibilism.  Stratton  starts  by  taking  an  intuit  ing  intuition:  the  fact  that  a  person 
 has  an  intuition  of  p  is  evidence  for  p  .  Given  the  present  context,  p  ,  for  example,  could  be  the 
 proposition  that  “if  God  causally  determines  one  to  judge  an  argument  as  “bad”…  ,  then  one 
 should  not  be  held  responsible  (in  a  desert  sense)  for  what  God  has  causally  determined  (in  one 
 way  or  another),”  (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  7).  Stratton  further  argues  that,  on  the  basis  of  that 
 intuit  ing  ,  because  p  is  intuitive,  q  seems  justified;  that  is,  p  is  inferentially  justified  evidence  for 
 q  because  p  is  noninferentially  justified  (i.e.,  properly  basic).  Thus,  q  is  intuit  ed  ;  we  actually  see 
 this  in  defense  of  the  Freethinking  Argument.  We  have  seen  in  §4.2.1  that  Stratton  had  used  the 
 Consequence  Argument  (  p  )  as  intuit  ing  evidence  for  his  Freethinking  Argument  (  q  ):  “the 
 occurrence  of  an  intuit  ing  [the  Consequence  Argument]  is  taken  to  provide  the  person  in  whom  it 
 occurs with  prima facie  justification for believing  the intuit  ed  [the Freethinking Argument].” 

 Now,  I  have  already  begun  to  entertain  the  epistemological  landscape  a  bit,  so  precise  definitions 
 are  in  order.  Basic  belief  (or,  noninferential  belief)  and  properly  basic  belief  (or,  justified  basic 
 belief)  are  strict  terms  that  are  used  in  epistemological  contexts  concerning  the  noetic  structure  of 
 belief, specifically surrounding classical foundationalism and evidentialism. 

 Foundationalists  distinguish  between  basic  and  nonbasic  beliefs.  Basic  beliefs  are  those 
 that  are  not  based  on  argument  or  inference  from  other  beliefs,  which  comprise  the 
 foundations  of  a  person’s  noetic  structure  from  which  other  beliefs  can  be  based.  Properly 
 basic  beliefs  have  the  requirement  that  they  must  meet  the  appropriate  standards  for 
 justification or knowledge without argument or inference from other beliefs.  349 

 As Christian epistemologist John M. DePoe explains, 

 Since  noninferentially  justified  beliefs  provide  the  foundation  for  the  whole  system  of 
 beliefs  to  possess  justification  and  knowledge,  it  is  important  that  these  basic  beliefs  are 
 nonarbitrarily  tethered  to  truth.  For  this  reason,  classical  foundationalists  depart  from 
 other  varieties  of  foundationalism  by  maintaining  that  basic  beliefs  must  be  incorrigible. 
 To  say  that  a  belief  is  incorrigible  means  that  the  subject  stands  in  an  uncorrectable 
 position  with  respect  to  the  truth  of  that  belief…  Incorrigible  beliefs  are  impervious  to 
 falsehood,  which  guarantees  a  connection  to  truth  at  the  most  basic  level  of  belief  in 
 classical foundationalism.  350 

 350  DePoe, “Classical Evidentialism,” 17. 

 349  John M. DePoe and Tyler Dalton McNabb, “Introduction to Religious Epistemology,” in  Debating Christian 
 Religious Epistemology  , 4. 
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 DePoe  seems  to  think  that  in  order  for  a  belief  to  be  properly  basic,  it  must  possess 
 incorrigibility.  This  requirement  allows  such  beliefs  to  be  “impervious  to  falsehood,”  which  then 
 allows  S  to  build  upon  these  necessary  foundations  (via  nonbasic  or  inferential  beliefs)  in  order 
 to  “possess  justification  and  knowledge.”  But  then  what  about  justification?  DePoe  contends  that 
 the  theory  of  direct  acquaintance  secures  both  “the  subject’s  awareness  of  his  evidence”  and 
 “how the connection to truth is guaranteed throughout inferential links” which justify belief  p  : 

 Direct  acquaintance,  according  to  Bertrand  Russell,  occurs  when  a  person  stands  in  a 
 ‘direct  cognitive  relation  to  the  object,  i.e.  when  [the  subject  is]  directly  aware  of  the 
 object  itself.’  [  …  ]  While  direct  acquaintance  itself  is  not  a  kind  of  knowledge  or 
 justified  belief,  it  can  serve  as  the  basis  for  knowledge  or  justified  belief.  Loosely, 
 following  Richard  Fumerton’s  analysis,  I  take  epistemic  justification  for  any  belief,  p  ,  to 
 consist  of  a  person  having  three  direct  acquaintances:  (i)  direct  acquaintance  with  his 
 grounds  for  believing  that  p  is  the  case,  (ii)  direct  acquaintance  with  the  thought  that  p  is 
 the  case,  and  (iii)  direct  acquaintance  with  the  truth-bearing  relationship  that  holds 
 between  a  persons’  grounds  for  believing  that  p  is  the  case  and  the  person’s  thought  that  p 
 is the case.  351 

 DePoe then summarizes his account of “classical evidentialism”: 

 Evidentialism  affirms  that  beliefs  are  justified  when  they  are  adequately  supported  by 
 evidence  and  evidence  consists  of  a  person’s  awareness  of  good  reasons  that  support  a 
 belief’s  truth.  Foundationalism  maintains  that  some  beliefs  are  basic  (justified 
 noninferentially),  and  classical  foundationalism  holds  that  properly  basic  beliefs  must  be 
 incorrigible.  Direct  acquaintance  provides  the  means  by  which  subjects  can  be  aware  of 
 the nonarbitrary connection to truth that is necessary for a belief to be justified.  352 

 So,  basic  beliefs  are  not  the  same  as  properly  basic  beliefs.  The  former  may  be  justified  or 
 unjustified.  If  they  are  justified,  then  these  beliefs  are  called  ‘properly’  basic  beliefs.  Basic 
 beliefs  provide  a  foundation  for  other  inferential  beliefs  to  be  justified.  These  beliefs  also  allow 
 the  subject  to  be  tethered  to  the  objective  truth.  But  this  is  not  to  say  that  properly  basic  belief 
 and  justification  for  that  belief  are  equivalent.  Justification  comes  through  the  subject’s 
 awareness  of  such  reasons  for  belief,  and  their  guaranteed  nonarbitrary  connection  to  truth, 
 which  is  located  via  direct  acquaintance  with  the  belief.  With  these  mild  definitions  in  mind,  let 
 us  turn  to  Stratton’s  claims  of  each  of  these  epistemological  supports.  I  will  begin  with  proper 
 basicality. 

 352  Ibid., 18. 
 351  Ibid., 17-8. (original brackets) 
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 4.8.2 Epistemological Analysis of Proper Basicality  353 

 Stratton  appeals  more  to  proper  functionalism  in  order  to  ground  libertarian  freedom  rather  than 
 proper  basicality  .  354  However,  there  remains  a  few  instances  where  Stratton  appeals  to  proper 
 basicality, particularly in defense of libertarian freedom to  think  otherwise (PAP-T): 

 To  quickly  fly  over  [the  Proper  Functionalist  Argument  for  Libertarian  Freedom],  it 
 seems  properly  basic  to  affirm  that  if  one  does  not  possess  the  ability  to  reject  incoherent 
 thinking  in  favor  of  coherent  thinking,  then  something  has  gone  terribly  wrong  with  his 
 or  her  cognitive  faculties…  If  one  does  not  possess  this  ability,  then  he  or  she  stands  in  no 
 position to know if he or she should disagree with this premise or not. 

 Be  that  as  it  may,  it  is  a  properly  basic  belief  that  at  least  some  humans  do  possess 
 the ability to make these evaluative and rational judgments.  355 

 It  is  clear  that  Stratton  thinks  that  the  ability  to  think  otherwise  is  a  ‘properly  basic  belief.’ 
 Moreover,  it  is  clear  that  the  type  of  ability  he  has  in  mind  is  the  categorical  ability  .  This  kind  of 
 ability  is  drawn  out  by  none  other  than  the  liberty  of  contradiction  (CON  PAP-T  ).  356  This  liberty,  or 
 freedom,  entails  the  categorical  ability  to  contradict  true  beliefs  over  false  beliefs  (or  vice  versa); 
 the  liberty  to  categorically  “reject  incoherent  thinking  in  favor  of  coherent  thinking.”  So,  we  can 
 aptly deduce that Stratton thinks CON  PAP-T  is a properly  basic belief. 

 In his rejoinder to Bignon, Stratton is a bit more forwardly precise with his claims: 

 To  be  clear,  I  do  believe  that  the  principle  of  alternative  possibilities  (PAP)  is  a  properly 
 basic  belief  (not  to  mention  sourcehood  libertarian  freedom).  That  is  to  say,  one  is 
 justified  or  warranted—apart  from  argument—in  believing  that  someone  or  something 
 else  is  not  causally  determining  all  of  one’s  thoughts  all  the  time,  and  that  they  possess  an 

 356  Recall the formal definition of CON  PAP-T  in Carlson,  Volume 1 §2.5.6:  “CON  PAP-T  : an agent is free with  respect to 
 deliberative process  A  at time  t  only if she has rationally  significant  alternative possibilities, that is, possesses  the 
 categorical liberty of contradiction.” 

 355  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 175. 

 354  See his Proper Functionalist Argument for Libertarian Freedom (Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 175), and the  Revised 
 Proper Functionalist Argument (Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 31); also found here: Stratton, “Proper Function & 
 Libertarian Freedom,” 
 https://freethinkingministries.com/dissertation-deletions-proper-function-libertarian-freedom/  .  I will not tread the 
 deep waters of proper functionalism primarily because it is not necessary for my purposes. I will instead place my 
 full conviction on Jonathan Thompson’s response to Stratton’s proper functionalist argument. There is nothing 
 intrinsic to proper functionalism that necessarily entails the incompatibility of free will and determinism. See J. 
 Nehemiah Thompson, “A Friendly Critique of Tim Stratton’s Proper Functionalist Argument for Libertarian 
 Freedom,” 
 https://www.academia.edu/44363471/A_Friendly_Critique_of_Tim_Strattons_Proper_Functionalist_Argument_for_ 
 Libertarian_Freedom  ). 

 353  In trying to map out this section, I owe many thanks to my good friend David Pallmann (and yes, his name is 
 actually spelled correctly! [inside joke]). His pristine intellect and almost endless advice on epistemological debates 
 has proven most useful. 

https://freethinkingministries.com/dissertation-deletions-proper-function-libertarian-freedom/
https://www.academia.edu/44363471/A_Friendly_Critique_of_Tim_Strattons_Proper_Functionalist_Argument_for_Libertarian_Freedom
https://www.academia.edu/44363471/A_Friendly_Critique_of_Tim_Strattons_Proper_Functionalist_Argument_for_Libertarian_Freedom
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 opportunity  to  exercise  an  ability  to  choose  between  an  alternative  range  of  options  each 
 of  which  is  compatible  with  one’s  nature  at  a  given  moment  (in  the  actual  world).  It  is 
 properly  basic  to  believe  that  all  of  one’s  thoughts  are  not  causally  determined  by  a  deity 
 of  deception.  It  is  properly  basic  to  believe  that  every  time  one  affirms  a  false  belief,  they 
 had an opportunity to exercise an ability to infer a better and true belief.  357 

 Here  we  find  a  straightforward  concession  that  Stratton  thinks  not  only  is  PAP  properly  basic, 
 but  also  that  ‘sourcehood  libertarian  freedom’  is  properly  basic.  While  I  find  the  term 
 ‘sourcehood  libertarian  freedom’  to  be  redundant  and  misused,  Stratton  may  have  a  point.  To  be 
 clear,  I  am  not  conceding  that  libertarian  freedom  is  properly  basic.  I  am  however  conceding  that 
 it  may  be  warranted–apart  from  argument–that  “someone  or  something  else  is  not  causally 
 determining  all  of  one’s  thoughts  all  the  time,  and  that  they  possess  an  opportunity  to  exercise  an 
 ability  to  choose  between  an  alternative  range  of  options  each  of  which  is  compatible  with  one’s 
 nature at a given moment (in the actual world).” A few words are in order. 

 First,  I  am  not  saying  that  determinism  is  not  properly  basic,  nor  am  I  saying  that  determinism  is 
 properly  basic.  I  am  simply  noting  that  how  Stratton  phrased  the  statement  ,  I  am  inclined  to 
 agree.  That  is,  I  too  seem  to  find  it  plausibly  possible  that  “someone  or  something  else  is  not 
 causally  determining  all  of  [my]  thoughts  all  the  time.”  What  I  mean  is  that  I  find  it  plausible  that 
 God  is  not  directly,  locally  implanting,  or  otherwise  shoving  thoughts  and  beliefs  in  my  mind 
 constantly  second  after  second.  I  take  it  that  this  is  what  Stratton  means  by  “causally 
 determines.”  But,  the  problem  here  is  that,  technically,  the  divine  determinist  (specifically  the 
 theological  substantive  compatibilist)  can  agree  with  Stratton’s  statement  as  constructed.  Divine 
 determinism  does  not  (nor  does  theological  compatibilism)  claim  that  God  just  shoves  beliefs  in 
 our  mind–  regardless  of  evidence  and  reasons-responsiveness–and  that  that  is  how  He 
 providentially  determines  His  human  creation.  Given  this,  Stratton’s  statement  here  may  be 
 accepted even on compatibilist-determinist premises. 

 Second,  the  determinist  may  also  find  it  properly  basic  that  they  “possess  an  opportunity  to 
 exercise  an  ability  to  choose  between  an  alternative  range  of  options…”  This  is  what  Vihvelin’s 
 wide  ability  has  accomplished,  as  well  as  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  regular  reasons-receptivity 
 requirement  satisfies;  as  we  have  seen,  both  of  these  views  are  compatible  with  determinism.  The 
 determined  agent  does  possess  the  wide  ability  to  choose  between  alternative  options,  and  those 
 options  do  exist  (i.e.,  options  are  available  )  because  they  provide  regular  reasons-receptivity  to 
 the  agent  under  consideration.  So,  I  can  find  the  existence  of  “alternative  options”  and  its 
 “range”  as  ‘properly  basic’  even  if  I  believe  in  compatibilist-determinism  (i.e.,  ‘substantive’  or 
 ‘soft’  determinism).  The  substantive  compatibilist  agrees  it  is  wholly  possible  that  it  is  “properly 
 basic  to  believe  that  every  time  one  affirms  a  false  belief,  they  had  an  opportunity  to  exercise  an 

 357  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 8. 
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 ability  to  infer  a  better  and  true  belief.”  This  is  the  case  if  Vihvelin’s  dispositional  analysis 
 (PAP  Disp  ) is true. Again, these conditions are compatible with determinism.  358 

 Third,  I  too  am  allowed  (as  a  thorough-going  compatibilist-determinist)  to  believe  that  it  is 
 “properly  basic  to  believe  that  all  of  one’s  thoughts  are  not  causally  determined  by  a  deity  of 
 deception.”  Again,  Stratton  has  purposely  phrased  the  statement  in  a  way  that  pumps  the 
 intuition:  “Of  course,”  one  might  exclaim,  “I  am  not  ‘causally  determined  by  a  deity  of 
 deception’!”  Well,  the  theistic  compatibilist-determinist  agrees  !  They  too  do  not  believe  God  is 
 strongly  (or  weakly)  analogous  to  a  ‘deity  of  deception,’  and,  as  such,  they  too  may  find  it 
 plausible  that  it  is  properly  basic  to  believe  that  they  are  not  determined  by  such  a  nefarious 
 deity.  But,  the  point  is  that  if  one  starts  with  such  an  assumption  (i.e.,  that  God  is  analogous  to  a 
 deity  of  deception),  then  one  will  conclude  the  justified  intuition  (and  the  basic  belief)  that  they 
 are  not  ‘causally  determined’  by  that  mad  deity.  Compatibilist  are  free  to  agree  with  this 
 conclusion. 

 There  are  a  couple  more  instances  where  Stratton  appeals  to  libertarian  freedom  being  properly 
 basic: 

 To  be  clear:  Many  (most?)  people  seem  to  think  that  libertarian  freedom  is  properly 
 basic  …  359 

 I  contend  that  it’s  a  properly  basic  belief  that  “at  least  some  humans  do  possess  the  ability 
 to make these evaluative and rational judgments” ([Stratton,  Mere Molinism  ,] p.175)  360 

 To  sum  up,  we  have  seen  that  Stratton  thinks  CON  PAP-T  is  properly  basic,  but  only  in  virtue  of 
 libertarian  freedom  being  properly  basic.  361  In  Mere  Molinism  ,  as  well  as  in  “Rejoinder,”  it 
 appears  that  this  is  one  way  in  which  Stratton  defends  the  controversial  premise  of  FAC,  D  1  :  he 
 appeals  to  the  proper  basicality  of  libertarian  freedom.  If  D  1  is  properly  basic,  it  would  seem  that 
 we  have  independent  reason  to  accept  such  a  premise,  and  if  we  accept  D  1  ,  the  FAC  appears  to  be 
 sound. What is the compatibilist to make of these claims? 

 361  Recall that libertarian freedom must entail the  categorical  liberty of contradiction  (i.e., CON  PAP-All  ). This  is true 
 for  freedom of will  as it is for  freedom of action  .  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.4.12-13. 

 360  Ibid., 20. (emphasis added) 
 359  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 13. (emphasis added) 

 358  My quick response here, of course, assumes leeway compatibilism. I concede this much. I also understand that, 
 technically, guidance control does  not  entail any  alternative possibilities, dispositional or conditional. See Taylor 
 Cyr, “Semicompatibilism: No Ability to Do Otherwise Required,”  Philosophical Explorations  20 (3): 308-321 
 (2017),  https://philpapers.org/archive/CYRSNA.pdf  .  If Cyr’s argument is correct, then it “undermines Christopher 
 Evan Franklin’s recent claim that  everyone  thinks  that an ability to [think] otherwise is necessary for free will and 
 moral responsibility,” (308). And, if this is correct, then I fail to see how “the ability to think otherwise” is indeed 
 properly basic. Also, see Swenson and Cyr, “Moral Responsibility without General Ability”  Philosophical  Quarterly 
 (2019); Simon Kittle, “Does Everyone Think the Ability to Do Otherwise is Necessary for Free Will and Moral 
 Responsibility?”  Philosophia  47, 1177–1183 (2019). 

https://philpapers.org/archive/CYRSNA.pdf
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 In  order  to  appreciate  where  Stratton  fails  in  his  claim  that  libertarian  freedom  is  indeed  properly 
 basic,  we  must  first  return  to  our  definitions.  A  key  part  of  DePoe’s  (internalist)  Classical 
 Evidentialist  view  is  that  “properly  basic  beliefs  must  be  incorrigible.”  As  we  have  seen,  Stratton 
 arguably  holds  that  intuit  ing  evidence  prima  facie  noninferentially  justifies  the  Consequence 
 Argument,  and  then,  in  turn,  produces  what  appears  to  be  intuit  ed  evidence  for  justified  belief  in 
 the  soundness  of  the  Freethinking  Argument.  What  is  important,  then,  are  the  claims  of  the 
 Consequence  Argument.  Recall  that  the  argument  says  that  determinism  is  incompatible  with 
 free  will  because  it  precludes  the  ability  to  do  otherwise.  This  ability  to  do  otherwise  could  also 
 be  cashed  out  in  terms  of  freedom  of  will  ,  instead  of  merely  freedom  of  action  (i.e.,  determinism 
 precludes  the  ability  to  think  otherwise).  Seeing  as  the  liberty  of  contrariety  entails  the  liberty  of 
 contradiction,  the  Consequence  Argument  would  catastrophically  rule  out  the  liberty  of 
 contradiction,  and  that  is  supposedly  necessary  for  “free  will”  or  “free  thinking”  (or  so  it  is 
 argued by Stratton and his “free-thinklings”). 

 This  is  significant  because  this  allows  us  to  see  the  vital  relationship  Stratton  paints  (perhaps, 
 unintentionally)  between  intuition  and  proper  basicality.  On  intuition,  there  is  an  isolated 
 instance  in  his  book  where  Stratton  briefly  appeals  to  intuition  while  defending  libertarianism: 
 “While  it  seems  intuitively  obvious  that  humans  possess  libertarian  freedom  and  make  real 
 choices  after  deliberating  among  a  range  of  genuinely  available  options…”  (Stratton,  Mere 
 Molinism  ,  169,  emphasis  added;  cf.  §4.6.2).  362  Recall  the  discussion  on  common  sense  and 
 intuition.  Belief  p  is  commonsensical  only  if  S  finds  p  intuitive,  that  is,  if  it  seems  to  S  that  p  . 
 Also consider Pust’s definition of a rational intuition once more: 

 [A9]  S  has  the  rational  intuition  that  p  if  and  only  if  either  [A]  (1)  it  intellectually 
 seems  to  S  that  p  and  (2)  if  S  were  to  consider  whether  p  is  necessarily  true,  it  would 
 intellectually  seem  to  S  that  necessarily  p  ,  or  [B]  it  intellectually  seems  to  S  that 
 necessarily  p  .  363 

 At  its  core,  then,  S  has  an  intuition  if  and  only  if  it  seems  to  S  that  p  .  Thus,  we  can  arguably 
 deduce  that  Stratton–upon  rational  introspection–finds  libertarian  freedom  intuitive  because  it 

 363  Pust, “Intuition,” in  The Stanford Encyclopedia of  Philosophy  . 

 362  Stratton mentions intuition more than this, however, in his rejoinder to Bignon. The problem is that whenever he 
 mentions intuition, generally, it is usually meant as a jab to compatibilists (see, for example, Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 
 7). Specifically, consider the following footnote: 

 However, if human intuition is also always causally determined by God, then the only reason Bignon 
 judges or “intuits” that humans do not possess the libertarian freedom to think and judge is only because 
 God causally determines him to possess this intuition, while God causally determines others to think, judge, 
 and “intuit” otherwise. (Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 23n42) 

 Of course I find this kind of rhetoric amateur. All this footnote suggests is that all things are determined by God, 
 including intuitions. Why, yes, obviously; that  is  the informal definition of determin  ism  . So, whether  this comeback 
 was truly meant as a comeback or an explanatory entailment of determinism, I fail to see the relevance. A mere 
 definition is not a rejoinder, and, in addition, determinists are not in need of an explanation to  their own view  . 
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 seems  to  Stratton  that  libertarian  freedom  (and  its  necessary  entailments)  is  true.  After 
 configuring  the  definition  of  intuition,  I  then  considered  how  to  account  for  evidence  in  such  an 
 analysis.  I  argued  that  Stratton  plausibly  starts  with  an  intuit  ing  intuition:  the  fact  that  a  person 
 has  an  intuition  of  p  is  evidence  for  p  .  We  can  say  that  p  is  the  propositional  belief  that  “if  God 
 causally  determines  one  to  judge  an  argument  as  “bad”…,  then  one  should  not  be  held 
 responsible  (in  a  desert  sense)  for  what  God  has  causally  determined  (in  one  way  or  another),” 
 (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  7).  This  propositional  belief  p  is  incompatibilism.  For  Stratton,  then,  if 
 incompatibilism  p  is  true  because  it  is  intuitive,  q  seems  justified;  that  is,  p  is  inferentially 
 justified  evidence  for  q  because  p  is  noninferentially  justified  (i.e.,  properly  basic)–the 
 propositional  belief  q  being,  say,  “we  are  not  causally  determined.”  Thus,  q  is  intuit  ed  .  This 
 analytic  story  plausibly  demonstrates  how  Stratton  comes  to  the  belief  q  (i.e.,  we  are  not  causally 
 determined)  and  that  p  (i.e.,  incompatibilism)  is  a  properly  basic  belief.  Further,  we  see  that  it  is 
 this  driving  work  of  intuition  that  functions  as  the  noninferential  justification  for  other  beliefs. 
 With  all  this  background  information  in  mind,  I  would  like  to  now  suggest  that  the 
 epistemological  view  Stratton  implicitly  argued  when  appealing  to  proper  basicality  and  intuition 
 as defense of D  1  is  not  classical evidentialism, but  rather  phenomenal conservatism  . 

 Christian  epistemologists  Logan  Paul  Gage  and  Blake  McAllister  formulate  Phenomenal 
 Conservatism (PC) accordingly: 

 (Phenomenal  Conservatism):  If  it  seems  to  S  that  p  ,  then,  in  the  absence  of  defeaters,  S 
 thereby has at least some degree of justification for believing that  p  .  364 

 According to this epistemological view, 

 PC  extends  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  to  everything  that  seems  true  to  us.  For  example, 
 intuitions  ,  introspections  ,  perceptions,  and  memories  are  all  different  types  of  experiences 
 in  which  something  seems  true.  PC  says  that  all  of  these  experiences–these 
 “seemings”–are capable of justifying basic beliefs.  365 

 Gage  and  McAllister  contend  that  “PC  is  a  principle  of  noninferential  justification,”  that  is,  if  S 
 has  the  intuition  (the  “seeming”)  that  in  order  to  be  free  one  needs  the  ability  to  do  (or  think) 
 otherwise,  then  for  S  ,  this  proposition  is  noninferentially  justified;  S  “immediately  [has] 
 justification  for  believing  this,”  (Gage  and  McAllister,  “Phenomenal  Conservatism,”  63).  PC, 
 then,  appears  to  be  compatible  with  Pust’s  intuit  ing  intuition.  This  “seeming”  of  p  (i.e.,  that 
 PAP-T  seems  to  be  true)  likewise  appears  to  “provide  positive  reasons  for  belief”  in 
 indeterminism (Ibid.). In short, 

 365  Ibid. (emphasis added) 
 364  Gage and McAllister, “Phenomenal Conservatism” in  Debating Christian Religious Epistemology  , 63. 
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 [w]hat  PC  claims  is  that  seemings  can  serve  as  the  ultimate  source  of  justification  for 
 those  beliefs.  [  …  ]  PC  is  a  thesis  about  internalist  [  prima  facie  ]  justification.  It  says  that 
 when  something  seems  true  to  you,  and  you  have  no  reason  to  think  that  this  experience 
 is  misleading,  then,  from  your  perspective,  it  is  sensible  for  you  to  believe  it.  [  …  ]  All 
 that  matters  for  internist  justification  is  whether,  from  the  first-person  perspective,  it 
 makes  sense  to  believe  something  when  it  seems  true  and  one  has  no  reason  to  doubt  it. 
 In  such  conditions,  we  think  belief  is  justified.  After  all,  what  else  are  we  supposed  to 
 believe but what seems true from our perspective?  366 

 PC  claims  that  if  an  intuition  (i.e.,  “seeming”)  provides  S  with  noninferential  justification  for  p  , 
 then  p  is  a  properly  basic  belief  for  S  .  This  means  that  the  intuit  ing  intuition  is  justifying  S  ’s 
 belief  that  p.  In  contrast,  we  have  seen  that  Classical  Evidentialism  argues  that  some 
 noninferential  beliefs  include  belief  corresponding  to  perceptions  or  simple  analytic  truths  (i.e., 
 laws  of  logic,  etc.).  These  beliefs  are  incorrigible  but  not  justified  because  of  their  incorrigibility. 
 Rather  they  are  noninferentially  justified  in  virtue  of  direct  acquaintance.  Accordingly,  Classical 
 Evidentialists  contend  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  a  properly  basic  belief  and  justification 
 for  that  belief;  PC  seems  to  share  the  same  sentiment.  367  But  with  these  differences  aside,  we  see 
 that  both  PC  and  Classical  Evidentialism  share  an  internalist  view  of  justification.  A  first-person 
 epistemological  perspective  is  necessary  for  S  to  be  justified  in  believing  that  p  .  But,  even 
 granting this similarity, compared to Classical Evidentialism, PC may have the upper-hand. 

 Classical  Evidentialists  might  suggest  that  we  initially  trust  only  those  seemings  whose 
 content  is  incorrigible,  or  unmistakable  in  some  way;  all  others  must  be  proven  reliable 
 before  we  base  beliefs  on  them.  This  would  mean  that  only  a  few  rational  and 
 introspective judgments could be properly basic.  368 

 This  epistemological  structure,  Gage  and  McAllister  contend,  would  “result  in  pervasive 
 skepticism  about  matters  of  common  sense,  both  in  principle  and  in  fact,”  (Ibid.).  It  would  lead 
 to  skepticism  in  principle  because  “no  such  argument  is  good  enough  to  justify  the  supreme  level 
 of  confidence  we  place  in  those  common-sense  beliefs,”  (Ibid.).  These  “beliefs”  Gage  and 
 McAllister  are  referring  to  are  beliefs  concerning  “the  existence  of  the  external  world,  “the 
 existence  of  other  minds,”  and  “the  reality  of  the  past,”  (Ibid.).  However,  I  am  sure  one  could 
 squeeze  the  belief  in  freedom  to  do  or  think  otherwise,  or  to  make  evaluative  judgment  options, 

 368  Ibid., 65. 

 367  In fact, as Gage and McAllister note: “There is a lot of agreement between Classical Evidentialism and the 
 Phenomenal Conservative approach we have defended. Both are internalist. Both are evidentialist. Both are 
 foundationalist. Both claim that properly basic beliefs are justified by evidence from a certain kind of mental state… 
 Our disagreement lies mostly at the foundations. DePoe claims that properly basic beliefs must be incorrigible–the 
 sort about which you can’t be mistaken–while [PC] allow anything that seems true to be properly basic in the 
 absence of defeaters,” (Gage and McAllister, “A Phenomenal Conservative Response to Classical Evidentialism,” 
 34). I will return to this disagreement later. 

 366  Ibid., 64-5. 
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 in  this  set  of  “common-sense  beliefs.”  Classical  Evidentialism  would  lead  to  skepticism  in  fact 
 because 

 even  if  there  is  a  good  argument  from  incorrigible  propositions  for,  say,  the  existence  of 
 the  external  world,  ordinary  people  do  not  actually  base  their  beliefs  on  this  sort  of 
 argument.  It  just  seems  that  there  is  an  external  world  and  people  believe  it…  we  must 
 allow  the  perceptual  seeming  that  there  is  an  external  world  to  immediately  justify 
 belief.  369 

 Classical  Evidentialism  appears  to  be  left  bereft,  unsuitable  for  an  appropriate  epistemic  noetic 
 structure  of  justification.  Alas,  I  believe  the  proper  epistemological  theory  of  justification  ought 
 to  be  Classical  Evidentialism.  The  first  reason  for  this  admission  is  that  PC  severs  the  connection 
 to  truth,  thereby  forsaking  any  substantial  analysis  of  evidence  and  how  such  evidence 
 determines  our  beliefs.  As  we  will  see,  seemings  may  be  necessary  for  noninferential 
 justification  ,  but  it  fails  to  provide  a  proper  noetic  structure  for  knowledge  .  Put  more  succinctly, 
 while  seemings  may  be  necessary  for  justification,  they  fail  to  be  sufficient  for  knowledge.  My 
 second  objection  to  PC  will  be  that  even  if  PC  were  granted,  it  doesn’t  solve  the  problem  of 
 competing  hypotheses,  or  alternative  intuitions.  My  third  objection  is  that  PC  is,  in  fact, 
 compatible  with  determinism  (or  “EDD”).  Last,  PC  is  incompatible  with  Stratton’s  own  defenses 
 of  incompatibilism.  I  will  begin  with  the  first  objection:  PC  lacks  an  objective  connection  to 
 truth. 

 According  to  DePoe,  a  proper  theory  of  epistemic  justification  must  first  provide  a  subjective 
 requirement  and  an  objective  requirement.  The  subjective  requirement  states  that  it  must  be  the 
 subject’s  first-person  perspective  in  “ascertaining  the  truth  of  one’s  beliefs,”  (Ibid.);  that  is,  only 
 an  internalist  account  of  justification  satisfies  the  subject’s  being  internally  aware  of  true 
 beliefs.  370  Despite  this  commonality,  DePoe’s  “concern  with  PC  is  that  it  fails  to  provide  a  theory 
 of  justification  that  satisfies  an  objective  connection  to  truth,”  (“A  Classical  Evidentialist 
 Response to PC,” in  Debating Christian Religious Epistemology  ,  82). 

 Do  seemings  provide  any  intrinsic,  nonarbitrary  connection  to  truth  for  the  beliefs  that 
 they  accompany?  I  don’t  see  any  reason  to  think  that  these  psychological  states  inherently 
 provide  any  link  to  true  beliefs.  It  is  possible,  after  all,  to  have  false  beliefs  that  seem 
 true.  Seemings,  in  and  of  themselves,  have  no  tie  to  truth.  For  instance,  I  cannot  reliably 

 370  I will give a more formal definition of internalism and its competing view, externalism, later in §4.10. For now, I 
 find that the locations of such epistemic justification to be irrelevant in the present subsection as both PC and 
 Classical Evidentialism affirm internalism. That is, in the present subsection, I am more focused on the differences 
 between the views and not their similarities. 

 369  Ibid., 66. 
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 determine  whether  a  painting  is  a  forgery  or  the  testimony  of  an  eyewitness  is  true  just  by 
 trusting what seems to be the case to me.  371 

 DePoe  goes  on  to  argue  that  “[n]ot  only  do  seemings  fail  to  indicate  true  beliefs  consistently,  but 
 seemings  also  often  accompany  false  beliefs,”  (Ibid.).  The  primary  issue  here  is  that  PC  does  not 
 provide  a  strong  enough  connection  to  objective  truth.  While  S  may  be  noninferentially  justified 
 in  believing  p  because  it  seems  to  S  that  p  ,  it  is  nevertheless  the  case  that  S  does  not  objectively 
 know  whether  p  is  true  or  false.  All  that  follows  for  PC  is  that  S  is  justified  in  her  belief  that  p 
 because  it  seems  to  S  that  p  .  It  does  not  follow  that  S  knows  that  p  .  This  is  a  huge  misgiving  from 
 the PC view. As DePoe explains, 

 [s]ince  seemings  inherently  are  neither  reliably  tethered  to  true  beliefs  nor  are  they  averse 
 to  false  beliefs,  it  implies  that  these  psychological  states  cannot  possess  the  intrinsic 
 truth-indicative  character  that  PC  requires.  Taken  by  themselves,  seemings  have  no 
 penchant  for  truth  or  aversion  for  falsehood.  Consequently,  a  system  of  beliefs  founded 
 only  upon  seemings  will  have  no  objective  connection  to  truth  and  thereby  is  not  a  sound 
 theory of epistemic justification.  372 

 The  seemings  that  PC  provides  the  agent  do  not  tell  S  that  p  is  objectively  true  or  false.  As  such, 
 they  cannot  provide  S  with  knowledge  that  p  .  If  a  seeming  does  not  provide  S  with  objective 
 knowledge  that  p  ,  how,  then,  can  p  be  utilized  as  evidence  for  another  belief,  say,  q  ?  In  other 
 words,  how  can  the  intuit  ing  p  do  the  justificatory  work  of  providing  evidence  for  the  intuit  ed  q 
 if  p  does  not  first  provide  S  with  objective  knowledge  that  p  is  true?  The  concoction  of  PC  fails 
 to  appropriate  a  system  which  faithfully  ties  the  agent  to  objective  truth.  Granted,  PC  allows  for 
 the  first-person  subjective  perspective  in  S  ’s  epistemic  justification.  It  allows  for  S  to  be 
 subjectively  aware  of  good  reasons  to  believe  q  because  p  just  seems  to  be  true.  However,  “[j]ust 
 because  sometimes  seemings  are  caused  by  one’s  awareness  of  good  reasons  to  believe 
 something  is  true,  it  does  not  mean  that  seemings  themselves  are  good  reasons  to  believe 
 something  is  true,”  (DePoe,  “A  Classical  Evidentialist  Response  to  PC,”  83).  Consequently,  PC 
 fails to provide any substantive evidential force; the intuition of  p  cannot serve as evidence for  q  . 

 In  the  case  of  Stratton,  then,  the  intuit  ing  p  (i.e.,  the  Consequence  Argument)  cannot  be  used  as 
 noninferential  justificatory  evidence  for  the  intuit  ed  q  (i.e.,  the  Freethinking  Argument).  Just 
 because  Stratton  has  a  seeming  belief  that  p  does  not  mean  that  that  is  a  good  reason  to  believe  p  . 
 Therefore,  I  personally  fail  to  see  how  p  is  properly  basic;  I  fail  to  see  how  the  categorical  ability 
 to  think  otherwise,  or  to  libertarianly  evaluatively  judge  options,  ought  to  be  considered  as  a 
 properly  basic  belief.  If  this  is  the  case,  then  premise  D  1  of  the  FAC  fails  to  be  defended  properly. 
 A mere intuition of CON  PAP-T  cannot serve as evidence  for D  1  . 

 372  Ibid., 83. 
 371  DePoe, “A Classical Evidentialist Response to PC,” in  Debating Christian Religious Epistemology  , 82. 
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 DePoe concludes his criticism of PC: 

 It  is  a  backward  epistemic  theory  that  advises  that  what  seems  to  be  true  is  justified.  The 
 proper  role  of  an  epistemic  theory  is  to  provide  evaluative  principles  that  determine  when 
 a  person  is  justified  in  believing  what  seems  to  be  true  or  when  a  person  should  believe 
 what  does  not  seem  to  be  true.  Simply  conferring  some  degree  of  epistemic  justification 
 on  all  seemings  without  some  account  of  how  these  psychological  states  have  an  intrinsic 
 connection  to  truth  constitutes  a  theory  of  justification  where  the  basic  source  of 
 justification is groundless.  373 

 I  agree  wholeheartedly  with  DePoe’s  assessment.  However,  not  all  agree.  While  Gage  and 
 McAllister  acknowledge  DePoe’s  criticism,  they  fear  it  is  irrelevant.  They  first  critique  DePoe  in 
 his  analysis  of  evidence.  According  to  Gage  and  McAllister’s  understanding  of  epistemic 
 justification,  “evidence  for  p  can  be  understood  as  something  that  indicates  the  truth  of  p  to  the 
 subject.  Thus,  a  proposition  is  justified  for  a  subject  if  it  is  permissible  to  believe  given  all  of  that 
 person’s  evidence,”  (Gage  and  McAllister,  “PC:  A  Response  to  Critics,”  101-2).  Gage  and 
 McAllister continue: 

 …  the  heart  of  PC  is  just  this:  when  p  seems  true  to  somebody,  that  person  thereby  has 
 some  indication  of  p  ’s  truth.  Even  more  simply,  seemings  indicate  the  truth  of  their 
 content–the  stronger  the  seeming,  the  more  strongly  the  content  is  indicated  to  be  true.  It 
 follows  that,  if  p  seems  true,  then  p  will  be  on-balance  indicated  to  be  true  unless  there  is 
 something  in  one’s  broader  evidence  to  counter  this.  PC  captures  this  implication  by 
 saying that  p  is justified in the absence of defeaters.  374 

 They formulate the idea of intuit  ing  intuition (i.e.,  seemings) with evidence in the following way: 

 PC  E  If  it  seems  true  to  S  that  p  ,  then  S  thereby  has  some  evidence  for  p  (the  strength  of 
 that evidence being proportional to the strength of the seeming).  375 

 What  could  be  considered  a  viable  Classical  Evidentialist  rejoinder  to  such  a  claim?  Well,  for 
 one,  I  think  it  should  be  granted  that  PC  provides  a  non-circular  view  of  justification.  In  addition, 
 the  principle  PC  E  provides  a  nice  formulation  of  how  intuition  and  justificatory  evidence  could 
 be  had  in  one’s  noetic  structure  of  beliefs.  For  example,  according  to  PC  E  ,  if  it  seems  true  to 
 Stratton  that  PAP-T,  then  Stratton  has  some  evidence  for  PAP-T.  And  if  this  strength  of  seeming 
 is  weighty  enough,  then  it  would  in  turn  mean  that  Stratton  has  some  weighty  evidence  for 
 PAP-T–more importantly, he may have substantial evidence for the truth of D  1  . 

 375  Ibid. 
 374  Gage and McAllister, “PC: A Response to Critics,” 102. 
 373  Ibid., 84. 
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 These  concessions  aside,  the  main  problem  I  have  with  PC  E  has  to  do  with  these  “weights.”  How 
 would  one  objectively  know  if  these  “weights”  of  seemings  (i.e.,  the  strength  of  seemings)  are  in 
 fact  proportional  to  one’s  evidence?  It  seems  to  me  that  these  weights  or  strengths  of  seemings 
 are  wholly  arbitrary,  and  thus  not  connected  to  objective  truth  .  In  fact,  if  Stratton  does  adhere  to 
 PC  E  in  order  to  defend  D  1  ,  I  would  find  it  absolutely  ironic  in  that  it  would  seem  that  his  own 
 critique  against  epistemic  reliabilism  would  equally  pertain  to  PC  E  .  On  reliabilism,  Stratton 
 quotes Elliott Crozat: 

 According  to  reliabilism,  one’s  belief  is  justified  iff  produced  by  a  reliable  psychological 
 process.  But  what  exactly  is  a  reliable  psychological  process?  The  standard  answer  is  that 
 a  reliable  process  is  one  which  is  truth-conducive.  But  what  does  it  mean  for  a  process  to 
 be  truth-conducive?  Again,  the  standard  answer  is  that  the  process  is  truth-conducive 
 insofar  as  it  usually  produces  true  beliefs.  Now,  consider  a  further  question:  how  often 
 must  a  process  produce  true  beliefs  in  order  to  qualify  as  truth-conducive?  100%  of  the 
 time?  That  would  reduce  reliabilism  to  a  form  of  externalist  infallibilism,  which 
 undercuts  the  reliabilist’s  motivations  to  avoid  infallibilism  and  skepticism.  99%  of  the 
 time?  That  seems  too  strict.  75%  of  the  time?  That  seems  arbitrary.  Why  exactly  75%? 
 Why  not  74%,  or  76%,  or  some  other  frequency?  Indeed,  any  specific  frequency  greater 
 than 50% and less than 100% seems arbitrary.  376 

 It  is  clear  to  me  that  PC  E  entails  a  sort  of  epistemic  reliabilism,  where  “one’s  belief  is  justified  [if 
 and  only  if]  produced  by  a  reliable  psychological  process.”  Moreover,  it  seems  equally  clear  that 
 PC  E  is  truth-conducive  as  it  tends  to  produce  true  beliefs  over  false  ones.  If  S  has  a  seeming  that 
 p  ,  then  S  has  some  evidence  for  the  truth  of  p  because  seemings,  PC  proponents  contend,  are  not 
 necessarily  errant;  that  is,  seemings  often  have  and  do  land  on  true  beliefs.  Thus,  if  PC  E  is  true, 
 we  can  conclude  that  S  has  some  evidence  for  the  truth  of  p  because  the  seeming  is  reliable  .  But, 
 if  PC  E  entails  reliabilism,  then  Crozat’s  critique  punches  it  full-force!  Crozat’s  critique  is  that 
 reliabilism  entails  an  epistemological  theory  that  fails  to  produce  a  proper  truth-conducive 
 mechanism  because  reliabilism  instead  entails  that  one’s  true  beliefs  are  arbitrarily  produced; 
 meaning,  the  psychological  process  is  unreliable  .  In  the  exact  same  way,  I  contend,  PC  E  fails. 
 While  one  can  agree  that  PC  E  allows  for  S  ’s  seeming  to  provide  some  evidence  for  the  truth  of  p  , 
 S  cannot  truly  know  whether  p  is  objectively  conducive  to  truth  because  the  seeming  is  too 
 unreliable  and  subjective.  The  psychological  process  that  S  uses  in  order  to  land  on  p  (i.e.,  the 
 “seeming”  that  p  )  remains  wholly  unreliable  precisely  because  there  is  no  objective  gauge  to 
 measure  its  nonarbitrary  connection  to  truth.  PC  E  entails  a  process,  or  psychological  state,  that  is 
 unreliable  for  landing  on  evidence;  thus,  the  strength  of  seemings  remain  too  arbitrary  in  order 
 for  S  to say conclusively that she  knows  that  p  . 

 376  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 17. (Quote from  Elliott Crozat, “Are Your Belief Forming Faculties Reliable?” 
 https://freethinkingministries.com/are-your-beliefforming-faculties-reliable/  ). 

https://freethinkingministries.com/are-your-beliefforming-faculties-reliable/
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 This  brings  us  back  to  the  “connection  to  truth”  rejoinder.  Gage  and  McAllister  now  wish  to 
 engage  DePoe’s  worry  that  PC  fails  to  provide  an  adequate  connection  to  truth.  They  contend 
 that  “[j]ustification,  properly  understood,  doesn’t  intend  to  provide  any  guarantee  of  truth  or 
 objective  reliability,”  contrary  to  DePoe’s  objection  (Gage  and  McAllister,  “PC:  A  Response  to 
 Critics,” 102). They go on to note a formulation to satisfy this worry: 

 The  Objective  Connection  to  Truth  –Necessarily,  a  justified  belief  is  true  or,  at  least, 
 objectively reliable.  377 

 Presumably,  this  is  a  principle  that  DePoe  would  agree  to.  According  to  Gage  and  McAllister, 
 justification  for  p  has  historically  been  synonymous  to  having  good  evidence  for  p  ,  and 
 “following  your  evidence  was  thought  to  guarantee  the  reliability  of  your  belief,”  (Gage  and 
 McAllister,  “PC:  A  Response  to  Critics,”  103).  They  then  argue  a  tu  quoque  strategy  against  this 
 notion  of  “objective  connection  to  truth.”  While  it  may  be  true  that  seemings  are  often 
 misleading  and  do  not  guarantee  an  objective  connection  to  truth,  the  same  is  true  for  carefully 
 following  evidence  . 

 All  of  your  current  evidence  (for  things  beyond  the  incorrigible)  is  logically  compatible 
 with  any  number  of  skeptical  scenarios,  such  as  the  possibility  that  you  are  being 
 deceived  by  an  evil  demon.  And  if  you  are  in  such  a  skeptical  scenario,  then  your  beliefs 
 will  neither  be  true  nor  objectively  reliable…  It  follows  that  no  matter  how  carefully  you 
 follow  your  evidence,  you  can  still  be  in  error–gross  error,  in  fact.  In  order  for  you  to 
 reach the truth, the world has to cooperate. 

 Thus,  it  turned  out  that  the  assumption  accompanying  justification  was  false. 
 Justification  does  not  guarantee  that  one’s  beliefs  are  objectively  reliable.  It  is  no 
 objection  to  PC,  then,  that  seemings  can  be  misleading.  Evidence  can  be  misleading. 
 Justification, history has taught us, just doesn’t come with guarantees of truth.  378 

 Gage  and  McAllister  seem  to  think  that  Classical  Evidentialism  is  no  better  off  than  PC  because 
 both  views  cannot  guarantee  their  view  of  justification  a  nonarbitrary  connection  to  truth. 
 According  to  PC,  seemings  can  be  misleading,  sure,  and  according  to  Classical  Evidentialism,  so 
 can  carefully  following  the  evidence  .  The  problem  with  this  response  is  that  it  fails  to 
 acknowledge  direct  acquaintance.  As  noted  in  §4.8.1,  “[d]irect  acquaintance  provides  the  means 
 by  which  subjects  can  be  aware  of  the  nonarbitrary  connection  to  truth  that  is  necessary  for  a 
 belief  to  be  justified,”  (DePoe,  “Classical  Evidentialism,”  18).  Moreover,  Gage  and  McAllister’s 

 378  Ibid. I suppose if Gage and McAllister are correct here, then  no one  possesses knowledge because  no  one  would 
 possess justified  true  belief. We are all just “guessing”  by trying our best and hoping to land on “seemings” that hit 
 “true” beliefs. This is the epitome of firing blindly. This would indeed hurt Stratton’s defense as he himself appeals 
 to the “justified true belief” model of knowledge (see Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 174). 

 377  Gage and McAllister, “PC: A Response to Critics,” 103. 
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 response  fails  to  criticize  the  incorrigibility  requirement  for  properly  basic  beliefs;  in  fact,  they 
 acknowledge  that  incorrigibility  escapes  common  skeptical  scenarios  (i.e.,  Descartes’  evil 
 demon)!  379  For  the  Classical  Evidentialist,  properly  basic  beliefs  remain  incorrigible,  and  that 
 lays  the  foundation  for  S  to  be  directly  acquainted  with  p  .  It  is  this  process  that  allows  for  S  to  be 
 justified  in  believing  that  p  .  So,  it  is  not  true  that  Classical  Evidentialism  is  no  better  off  than  PC 
 because  Classical  Evidentialism  allows  S  a  connection  to  truth  nonarbitrarily  via  direct 
 acquaintance.  S  may  have  justification  due  to  S  ’s  direct  acquaintance  that  p  ,  and  not  due  to  a 
 mere  seeming;  therefore,  Gage  and  McAllister’s  response  fails  as  a  proper  tu  quoque  .  In  sum,  the 
 proper  noetic  structure  for  epistemic  justification  must  be  where  proper  basic  beliefs  remain 
 incorrigible.  380  So much for the first objection. 

 Turning  to  the  second  objection,  let’s  say  that  I  am  completely  wrong  about  this  conclusion.  Let’s 
 further  suppose  that  PC  is  the  correct  epistemological  view  of  justification  and  that  Classical 
 Evidentialism  has  it  wrong.  Suppose  it  is  false  that  properly  basic  beliefs  necessitate 
 incorrigibility,  and,  instead,  they  necessitate  a  proper  “seeming.”  Does  this  rescue  the  PC 
 proponent?  Does  this  help  salvage  the  defensive  support  for  premise  D  1  of  FAC?  I  don’t  think  so. 
 Even  if  one  were  to  grant  PC,  it  still  doesn’t  solve  the  problem  of  competing  hypotheses.  Recall 
 the basic formulation of PC: 

 (Phenomenal  Conservatism):  If  it  seems  to  S  that  p  ,  then,  in  the  absence  of  defeaters,  S 
 thereby has at least some degree of justification for believing that  p  .  381 

 Notice  that  an  integral  piece  of  this  definition  is  the  phrase  “in  the  absence  of  defeaters.”  Well,  I 
 contend  that  a  competing  hypothesis  is  a  potential  defeater.  In  other  words,  if  Stratton  wishes  to 
 use  the  Consequence  Argument  and  its  hidden  premise  of  leeway  (i.e.,  PAP)  in  order  to  generate 
 an  intuit  ing  intuition  pump  for  a  substantive  evidential  defense  of  the  Freethinking  Argument, 
 then  he  cannot  do  so  by  appealing  to  PC.  The  reason  for  this  is  because  there  remains 
 “defeaters”  for  libertarian-incompatibilist  intuitions,  namely  compatibilist  intuitions  .  The 
 problem  is  that  incompatibilist  intuitions  can  be  defeated  by  virtue  of  compatibilist  intuitions 
 accounting  for  the  same  set  of  data.  Granted,  this  may  be  only  an  undercutting  defeater,  but  it  is  a 
 defeater  nonetheless,  and  therefore  it  functions  as  a  counterexample  against  the  very  definition  of 
 PC.  So,  granting  PC  for  the  sake  of  argument,  Stratton  (or  any  incompatibilist  pumping  intuitions 
 for  that  matter)  may  indeed  be  justified  for  believing  PAP-T  if  it  seems  to  Stratton  that  PAP-T. 
 However,  once  there  enters  a  competing  hypothesis  or  an  alternative  account  of  data  (e.g.,  an 
 alternative  account  to  incompatibilist  thought-experiments),  PAP-T  now  becomes  unjustified  . 

 381  Gage and McAllister, “Phenomenal Conservatism” in  Debating Christian Religious Epistemology  , 63. 

 380  Given this conclusion, it is then simply dubious to argue that the Consequence Argument is an incorrigible belief. 
 If we can doubt this absurd conclusion, then it does not appear that the hidden assumption embedded within the 
 Consequence Argument (i.e., PAP) is as properly basic as Stratton may think it is. 

 379  Granted, Gage and McAllister critique DePoe’s foundation of incorrigibility using a counterexample called 
 “Unlucky”; see “A Phenomenal Conservative Response to Classical Evidentialism,” in  Debating Christian  Religious 
 Epistemology  , 35. At this time, I find their critique  unconvincing. 
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 And  seeing  as  there  are  empirically  many  compatibilist  that  do  possess  alternative  intuitions 
 accounting  for  alternative  explanations,  I  take  it  that  PAP-T  is  evidently  unjustified  for  the 
 proponent  of  PC.  If  this  is  true,  what  business  does  Stratton  have  in  appealing  to  the  “seemings” 
 or proper basicality of PAP-T in order to defend D  1  of the FAC? 

 As  we  have  seen,  mere  seeming  is  not  a  guarantee  of  truth.  Therefore,  p  cannot  be  a 
 noninferentially  justified  belief  because  noninferential  beliefs  lack  corrigibility,  and  if  there  are 
 competing  hypotheses  for  such  an  intuition,  then  the  intuition  is  said  to  be  corrigible  .  Because  I 
 find  classical  evidentialism  is  true,  or  at  least  more  epistemically  plausible  than  PC  in  order  to 
 account  for  epistemic  justification,  I  can  actually  justify  these  competing  intuitions  or  seemings;  I 
 can  justify  these  alternative  compatibilist  hypotheses  because  I  am  directly  acquainted  to  them 
 given  the  data  and  evidence.  Stratton,  without  an  appeal  to  direct  acquaintance,  cannot  ultimately 
 know  if  his  appeal  to  the  categorical  ability  to  evaluatively  judge  options  is  objectively  true.  He 
 can only trust a “seeming” that PAP-T is true. 

 The  third  objection  to  Stratton’s  defense  of  PAP-T  by  use  of  appealing  to  “seemings”  is  that 
 “seemings”  themselves  are  compatible  with  determinism.  More  generally,  PC  itself  is  compatible 
 with  determinism.  If  God  determined  S  to  have  a  seeming  that  p  ,  then  S  is  justified  (at  least  to 
 some  degree)  in  believing  p  .  That  is  all  that  PC  requires  for  justification:  a  seeming  that  p  .  PC 
 does  not  have  a  stake  in  the  metaphysical  debate  concerning  freedom,  determinism,  or 
 indeterminism.  As  such,  it  does  not  matter  if  S  comes  to  her  seeming  that  p  via  determinism  or 
 indeterminism.  It  remains  true  in  either  view  that  it  seems  to  S  that  p  ;  therefore,  I  am  justified  in 
 my  belief  that  p  .  And  according  to  Stratton,  “at  a  minimum…  reason-based  knowledge  is  defined 
 as  ‘justified  true  belief,’”  (Stratton,  Mere  Molinism  ,  174).  Well,  given  PC,  if  it  seems  to  S  that  p  , 
 then  S  is  justified  (at  least  to  some  degree)  for  believing  that  p  ;  this  is  true  even  if  S  ’s  seeming 
 that  p  was in fact determined. 

 This  brings  me  to  my  fourth  and  final  objection:  Stratton’s  own  defenses  are  incompatible  with 
 PC.  Notice  in  the  above  paragraph,  according  to  Stratton,  “reason-based  knowledge  is  defined  as 
 ‘justified  true  belief.’”  Well,  PC  has  the  “justified”  part  as  well  as  the  “belief”  part.  However,  I 
 fail  to  see  how  it  necessarily  possesses  the  “true”  part  as  seemings  themselves  are  not  a  guarantee 
 to  objective truth  . As Gage and McAllister point out: 

 The  fact  of  that  matter  is  that  we  initially  trust  in  the  testimony  of  our  introspective 
 seemings  for  no  other  reason  than  that  their  content  feels  true  to  us…  In  a  nutshell,  if  it  is 
 rational  to  believe  in  the  content  of  some  seemings  just  because  that  content  feels 
 true–something  that  must  be  the  case  if  we  are  to  rationally  believe  anything–then  it 
 should  be  rational  to  believe  in  the  content  of  any  seeming  whose  content  similarly  feels 
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 true.  Thus,  consistency  demands  that  we  trust  all  seemings  to  a  degree  proportional  to  the 
 strength of their assertive phenomenal character. And this is just what PC maintains.  382 

 According  to  Gage  and  McAllister,  seemings  provide  noninferential  (prima  facie)  justification 
 for  S  for  belief  p  if  it  seems  true  to  S  that  p  .  No  where  does  PC  engage  the  debate  regarding 
 “reason-based  knowledge”  and  no  where  do  they  contend  that  seemings  entail  an  objective 
 connection  to  truth;  in  fact,  as  we  have  seen  above,  they  wholly  acknowledge  that  seemings  can 
 be  misleading  !  But  this,  in  turn,  is  strange  because  Stratton’s  rudimentary  defense  and  discussion 
 of  inferential  knowledge  certainly  entails  the  classical  tripartite  definition:  justified  true  belief. 
 So,  the  problem  is  that  Stratton  is  not  able  to  advocate  for  PC  on  the  sole  basis  that  his  own 
 defenses  of  knowledge  repel  it.  Moreover,  notice  that  Gage  and  McAllister  also  recognize  that 
 PC  entails  a  view  that  “introspective  seemings”  and  their  entailed  content  just  “  feels  true  to  us.” 
 Yet,  at  the  same  time,  we  see  Stratton  complain  against  determinists  for  believing  in  a  similar 
 feeling  or  seeming:  “In  other  words,  the  evaluative  thoughts  a  person  may  feel  are  governing  his 
 deliberations  are  actually  caused  and  determined  by  things  (or  persons)  external  to  him,” 
 (Stratton,  Mere  Molinism  ,  170).  383  But,  if  PC  is  correct,  then  quite  honestly,  it  doesn’t  matter  if 
 the  determinist  “feels”  that  they  are  governing  his  own  deliberations.  If  PC  is  correct,  then  S  is 
 justified  in  believing  that  she  is  the  governor  of  her  deliberations  because  it  seems  true  to  S  that 
 p  . 

 Stratton continues to make this point for me: 

 One  can  happen  to  hold  true  beliefs;  however,  if  one  does  not  possess  justification  for  a 
 specific  belief,  his  belief  does  not  qualify  as  a  knowledge  claim.  And  if  a  person  cannot 
 freely  infer  the  best  explanation  (from  within  a  range  of  multiple  possible  competing 
 explanations),  then  he  has  no  justification  that  his  belief  really  is  the  best  explanation. 
 Without  justification,  reason-based  knowledge  goes  down  the  drain.  All  that  remains  is 
 fallacious, question-begging assumptions.  384 

 Yes,  exactly,  and  this  applies  perfectly  to  PC.  On  PC,  one  just  so  happens  to  “hold  true  beliefs.” 
 As  Gage  and  McAllister  state,  we  can  only  “do  our  level  best  to  believe  according  to  our 
 evidence,”  (“Phenomenal  Conservatism,”  65).  What  does  it  mean  for  a  person  to  “freely  infer  the 
 best  explanation”?  Does  it  mean  to  try  his  “level  best  to  believe  according  to  our  evidence”?  It 
 certainly  seems  so.  If  correct,  then  if  Stratton’s  defense  of  justification  is  compatible  with  PC, 
 and  if  PC  is  compatible  with  determinism,  then  it  follows  that  Stratton’s  own  defense  of 

 384  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 174. 

 383  And again, “[i]f one is causally determined to be metaphysically closed off and locked away from an alternative 
 range of EJOs, then one possesses no opportunity to evaluate otherwise and cannot do his due diligence to infer the 
 best explanation among competing hypotheses (even though it subjectively  feels  as if the agent does  this). Moreover, 
 if it is impossible for a so-called agent to judge otherwise, how can the agent know, justify, or rationally affirm that 
 he or she should not have judged otherwise?” (Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 21) 

 382  Gage and McAllister, “Phenomenal Conservatism,” in  Debating Christian Religious Epistemology  , 66-7. 
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 justification  is  compatible  with  determinism;  that  is,  Stratton’s  defense  of  justification  is 
 incompatible  with his own FTA. 

 Perhaps  Stratton  could  argue  that  one  needs  to  be  more  careful  with  their  “seeming.”  In  other 
 words,  one  needs  to  add  a  “carefulness”  condition  of  some  sort  to  their  view  of  justified  true 
 belief.  My  response  is  simple:  it  fails  because  it  still  doesn’t  solve  the  problem  of  connection  to 
 an  arbitrary  seeming  nonarbitrarily  to  objective  truth.  PC  doesn’t  allow  for  true  belief;  it  only 
 allows  for  justified  belief.  Granted,  DePoe  quips  that  PC  is  not  entirely  mutually  exclusive  to 
 careful  thinking.  Unfortunately,  though,  this  doesn’t  help  Stratton’s  case  very  much.  Even  after 
 the  PC  advocate  adds  a  “carefulness”  condition  regarding  S  ’s  “seeming”,  that  still  doesn’t 
 connect  one  to  truth  objectively  because  the  “carefulness”  condition  is  in  need  of  a  nonarbitrary 
 connection  to  truth  (DePoe,  “A  Classical  Evidentialist  Response  to  PC,”  83).  This  is  against 
 Stratton’s  own  admonition  for  one  to  utilize  one’s  indeterminism  in  order  to  be  more  “reflective” 
 or  “careful” in assessing deliberative options.  385 

 Interestingly,  Gage  and  McAllister  allude  to  this  carefulness  criterion  by  citing  Descartes:  “...  so 
 long  as  one  carefully  followed  the  evidence,  one  could  never  be  mistaken!”  (Gage  and 
 McAllister,  “PC:  Response  to  Critics,”  103).  But,  here,  Gage  and  McAllister  are  demonstrating 
 the  insufficiency  of  Descartes'  modern  carefulness  criterion.  We  see  the  problem  once  more. 
 Even  if  PC  is  true,  it  is  incompatible  with  Stratton’s  own  defense  of  indeterminism  as  located  in 
 the  process  of  obtaining  inferential  knowledge.  Taken  together–PC  and  Stratton’s  own  defense  of 
 D  1  –even  Stratton  wouldn’t  have  justification  for  his  own  reflective  “carefulness”  of  “intuit  ing  ” 
 his  seeming  that  p  !  To  be  clear,  PC  is  not  incompatible  with  indeterminism,  nor  is  it  incompatible 
 with  determinism,  but  rather  it  is  incompatible  with  how  Stratton  defends  indeterminism  against 
 determinism  regarding  noninferential  justification  resulting  in  inferential  knowledge.  If  Stratton 
 advocates  for  PC,  he  too  would  be  alongside  the  determinists  trying  his  “level  best”  at  securing 
 truth. 

 So  Stratton  reads  as  a  Classical  Evidentialist  but  defends  D  1  as  a  Phenomenal  Conservatist.  This 
 seems  to  be  a  classic  Motte  and  Bailey  fallacy.  When  pressed  on  the  evidentialist  position, 
 Stratton  retreats  in  defending  FTA  via  PC.  Therefore,  I  cannot  see  how  Stratton  can  advocate  for 
 PC.  If  true,  I  fail  to  see  how  libertarian  freedom  can  be  intuitive  or  properly  basic  in  the  sense 
 Stratton argues. 

 385  “It seems that people typically reject the idea that something or someone other than them (what one refers to as 
 ‘I’) is ultimately responsible for and causally determining all of their thoughts, evaluations, assessments, and 
 judgements (the ‘powers of reflective self-control’),” (Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 11; cf. Ibid., 3n11, 23, 20, 20n7). 
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 4.8.3 Experimental Analysis of Intuition 

 We  now  turn  to  an  experimental  analysis  of  intuition.  Stratton  claims  that  not  only  is  libertarian 
 properly  basic,  but  commonsensical  and  intuitive;  specifically,  it  is  the  common  sense  view 
 because  it  is  intuitive.  We  saw  in  the  last  subsection  that  libertarian  freedom  fails  to  be  properly 
 basic  on  the  account  that  seemings  are  insufficient  to  ground  such  a  noninferential  belief;  they 
 remain  corrigible.  Or,  alternatively,  libertarian  freedom’s  supposed  intuition  failed  to  be  defended 
 epistemologically  .  In  this  subsection,  we  will  examine  whether  libertarian  freedom  (or 
 incompatibilism  in  general)  and  its  accompanied  intuition  may  be  defended  experimentally  .  We 
 will find that it cannot. 

 I  begin  with  compatibilist  Michael  McKenna  on  the  issue  of  intuition.  Stratton  himself  has 
 quoted  McKenna  in  his  rejoinder  to  Bignon  in  order  to  defend  libertarian  intuitions.  With  an 
 appropriate amount of context, it is as follows: 

 At  the  risk  of  repeating  myself,  humans  typically  sense  (it’s  the  “common  sense  view”) 
 that  something  or  someone  else  is  not  causally  determining  exactly  how  one  thinks  and 
 evaluates.  It’s  intuitive  that  determinism/compatibilism  (at  least  in  the  EDD  sense)  is 
 false.  Indeed,  Fisher  and  Ravizza  note  that  “we  naturally  think  that  there  are  .  .  .  various 
 paths  genuinely  open  to  us  .  .  .  we  think  of  ourselves  as  frequently  having  alternative 
 possibilities.”  Michael  McKenna  is  a  compatibilist  who  pulls  no  punches  regarding  his 
 own view: 

 Compatibilism  is  not  an  intuitive  thesis  through  and  through.  It  is  an  odd  view 
 that  does  after  all  bump  up  against  some  of  our  intuitions.  Anyone’s  experience 
 teaching  the  free  will  problem  in  an  introductory  philosophy  class  confirms  the 
 point.  It  is  only  to  be  expected  that  at  points  compatibilism  winds  up  looking  a  bit 
 embarrassed when exposed in nothing but its underwear.  386 

 A  couple  of  things.  First,  we  must  ask  if  it  is  indeed  true  whether  libertarian  freedom  is  the 
 “common  sense  view.”  As  I  have  noted  above,  if  libertarian  freedom  is  commonsensical,  then 
 this  tags  on  a  most  primal  intuition.  So,  if  the  compatibilist  can  show  that  incompatibilism  is  not 
 intuitive  in  the  sense  that  libertarians  are  so  wont  to  suggest,  then  it  would  follow  that 
 libertarianism  is  not  the  “common  sense  view.”  Second,  I  obviously  agree  with  Fischer  and 
 Ravizza  here  in  that  “we  naturally  think  that  there  are…  various  paths  genuinely  open  to  us.” 
 But,  at  the  risk  of  repeating  myself  ,  Fischer  and  Ravizza  are  speaking  of  the  availability  or 
 existence  of  options,  not  the  accessibility  of  options.  The  former  is  compatible  with  determinism 
 via  strong  epistemic  receptivity,  while  the  latter  is  incompatible  with  determinism  because  it 

 386  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 19. (Quoted from Michael McKenna, “Resisting the Manipulation Argument: A 
 Hard-Liner Takes It on the Chin,”  Philosophy and Phenomenological  Research  Vol. 89, No. 2 (September 2014), 
 482. 



 COLTON CARLSON  |  188 

 implies  strong  reactivity,  instead  of  mere  weak  reactivity;  of  course,  this  strong  reactivity  is 
 antithetical  to  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  moderate  reasons-responsive  view.  So,  Stratton’s  quoting 
 Fischer  and  Ravizza  here  virtually  does  nothing  to  support  this  incompatibilist  intuition  (but  I 
 nonetheless  appreciate  the  appeal  to  compatibilists  instead  of  incompatibilists  in  the  attempt). 
 Third,  the  McKenna  quote  is  actually  rather  powerful  as  it  records  the  fact  that  even  a 
 state-of-the-art  compatibilist  thinks  compatibilism  is  unintuitive.  Can  Stratton  use  this  quote  in 
 order  to  tip  the  scales  toward  the  claim  that  incompatibilism  is  more  intuitive  than 
 compatibilism? I don’t think so, primarily because Stratton cut the quote prematurely. 

 McKenna  goes  on  to  say  the  following  about  incompatibilism  directly  after  the  portion  Stratton 
 quoted: 

 But  it  is  a  mistake  to  draw  a  conclusion  against  compatibilism  for  this  sort  of  reason. 
 Incompatibilism  exposed  in  nothing  but  its  tidy  whities  is  no  prettier;  it  too  leads  to 
 counter-intuitive results. So, in the end, we need to weigh costs.  387 

 I  take  it  that  Stratton’s  goal  in  the  above  defense  of  common  sense  libertarianism  is  to  show  that 
 incompatibilism  is  indeed  the  more  intuitive  view,  and  he  tries  to  accomplish  this  by  quoting 
 compatibilists  themselves  defending  such  a  claim.  But,  as  I  have  shown,  neither  the  Fischer, 
 Ravizza,  nor  McKenna  quote  conclusively  prove  that  they  themselves  think  that  incompatibilism 
 is  more  intuitive  than  compatibilism.  Fischer  and  Ravizza  do  not  think  that  mere  categorical 
 access  to  such  alternatives  are  necessarily  intuitive  ;  rather,  they  think  the  existence  of  such 
 options  are  intuitive.  And  yes,  although  I  disagree  with  him,  McKenna  thinks  that  compatibilism 
 is  a  tough  pill  to  swallow,  resulting  in  its  unintuitive  attraction.  However,  that  fact  alone  does  not 
 entail  that  he  also  thinks  that  incompatibilism  is  more  intuitive;  he  plainly  says  that 
 incompatibilism  is  “no  prettier”  as  “it  too  leads  to  counter-intuitive  results”!  Stratton  cannot 
 appeal  to  compatibilists,  then,  in  order  to  defend  his  intuitive  support  claim  for  D  1  ; 
 compatibilists,  thus  far,  do  not  agree  with  him  that  incompatibilism  is  more  intuitive  than 
 compatibilism.  In  other  words,  “it  is  a  mistake  [for  Stratton]  to  draw  a  conclusion  against 
 compatibilism”  by  appealing  to  the  supposed  unintuitive  nature  of  compatibilism.  We  can  only 
 “weigh costs.” 

 Moving  forward,  I  now  wish  to  begin  our  analysis  on  some  of  the  current  experimental 
 philosophy  done  on  “folk  intuitions”  or  “common  sense  views.”  Dialectical  debates  surrounding 
 the  problem  of  free  will  and  determinism  usually  turn  on  whether  a  position  yields  innate 
 intuitive plausibility. As compatibilist experimental philosopher Eddy Nahmias notes, 

 387  Michael McKenna, “Resisting the Manipulation Argument: A Hard-Liner Takes It on the Chin,”  Philosophy and 
 Phenomenological Research  Vol. 89, No. 2 (September  2014), 482-3. 
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 It  is  often  called  “the  problem  of  free  will  and  determinism,”  as  if  the  only  thing  that 
 might  challenge  free  will  is  determinism,  and  as  if  determinism  is  obviously  a  problem. 
 The  traditional  debates  about  free  will  have  proceeded  accordingly.  Typically, 
 incompatibilists  about  free  will  and  determinism  suggest  that  their  position  is  intuitive  or 
 commonsensical,  such  that  compatibilists  have  the  burden  of  showing  how,  despite 
 appearances,  the  problem  of  determinism  is  not  really  a  problem.  Compatibilists,  in  turn, 
 tend  to  proceed  as  if  showing  that  determinism  is  not  a  problem  thereby  shows  that  we 
 have free will, as if determinism is the only thing that might threaten free will.  388 

 In  fact,  libertarian  Robert  Kane  suggests  that  compatibilism  is  not  the  “folk”  view  of  freedom,  or 
 at least it is not the way “ordinary people” think about freedom: 

 In  my  experience,  most  persons  resist  the  idea  that  free  will  and  determinism  might  be 
 compatible  when  they  first  encounter  it.  The  idea  that  determinism  might  be  compatible 
 with  free  will  looks  at  first  like  a  “quagmire  of  evasion,”  as  William  James  called  it,  or  a 
 “wretched  subterfuge”  as  Kant  called  the  compatibilism  of  Hobbes  and  Hume.  If 
 compatibilism  is  to  be  taken  seriously  by  ordinary  persons,  they  have  to  be  talked  out  of 
 this  natural  belief  in  the  incompatibility  of  free  will  and  determinism  by  means  of 
 philosophical arguments.  389 

 Certainly  Stratton  would  cheer  at  this  assertive  conviction.  390  The  problem,  however,  is  that  it  is 
 only an assertion. Nahmias goes on to 

 present  and  discuss  evidence  from  a  variety  of  studies  that  suggests  that  incompatibilism 
 is  not  particularly  intuitive.  Most  people  do  not  have  to  be  talked  out  of  incompatibilism 
 but  rather  talked  into  it.  This  provides  some  reasons–though  certainly  not  decisive 
 reasons–to think that compatibilism is true.  391 

 In fact, Nahmias  argues  that 

 the  reason  incompatibilism  about  free  will  and  determinism  appears  to  be  intuitive  is  that 
 determinism  is  often  and  easily  mis  understood  to  involve  these  distinct  threats  to  free 

 391  Nahmias, “Intuitions,” 556. 

 390  “Yes, it does seem intuitively obvious to me and, I think, to most people. Surely, if you ask the average person if 
 all of their thoughts and beliefs are determined by a mad scientist they will look at you as if you’re crazy. If you tell 
 them to replace the mad scientist with a deity of deception (even if he has ‘morally sufficient reasons’), they will 
 continue to give you the same look. If you replace this deity with physics and chemistry, the glare typically 
 continues,” (Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 16). As I will soon make evident, Stratton’s phraseology here intentionally 
 conjures the incompatibilist intuition. In other words, Stratton is mischaracterizing determinism for the sake of 
 painting indeterministic incompatibilism more intuitive. 

 389  Kane,  Contemporary  , 12-13; cf. Nahmias, “Intuitions,”  555. 

 388  Eddy Nahmias, “Intuitions about Free Will, Determinism, and Bypassing,” in  The Oxford Handbook of Free Will 
 (2e), edited by Robert Kane, 555. 
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 will–threats  that  suggest  that  our  rational,  conscious  mental  activity  is  bypassed  in  the 
 process of our making decisions and coming to act.  392 

 Notice  that  Nahmias  has  “rational,  conscious  mental  activity”  in  mind  when  pondering  whether 
 determinism  is  truly  a  threat  to  our  freedom.  Again,  there  is  no  doubt  that  this  is  exactly  what 
 Stratton  has  in  mind  when  he  considers  determinism;  he  is  unequivocally  vocal  in  the  fact  that 
 determinism  (or  “EDD”)  is  a  threat  to  our  freedom  primarily  because  it  rules  out  our  freedom  to 
 think  otherwise,  to  weigh  the  pros  and  cons,  or  to  carefully  and  reflectively  evaluate  or  judge 
 options  to  be  better,  true,  false,  worse,  etc.  Nahmias  argues  that  determinism,  properly 
 understood,  does  not  “bypass”  our  cognitive,  rational  deliberative  faculties.  Further,  he  argues 
 that  the  incompatibilist  intuition  is  generated  only  when  determinism  is  understood  as  mere 
 “bypassing”  of  these  rational  deliberative  faculties.  This  makes  Nahmias’  experimental 
 philosophy  on  the  subject  of  incompatibilist  intuition  worth  reading  and  digesting.  If  he  is  right, 
 then  compatibilists  about  free  will  and  determinism  are  vindicated  as  determinism  would  not 
 pose  a  threat  to  our  freedom;  determinism  would  only  pose  a  threat  to  our  freedom  if  it  bypassed 
 our  will  to  make  decisions.  The  evidence  Nahmias  presents,  then,  “helps  to  explain  why  it  seems 
 that  people  have  incompatibilist  intuitions  when  in  fact  they  do  not,”  (Nahmias,  “Intuitions,” 
 558).  And,  of  course,  theistic  compatibilism  could  go  further  to  suggest  that  God,  who  has  the 
 particular  power  to  determine  agents  internally  –without  violating  teleological  agency–does  not 
 fall prey to this hypothesized problem of bypassing.  393 

 These  counter  experimental  studies  were  carried  out  by  Nahmias,  Stephen  Morris,  Thomas 
 Nadelhoffer,  and  Jason  Turner  (Ibid.).  They  designed  the  studies  to  challenge  the  idea  that 
 ordinary  people  come  to  the  problem  of  free  will  and  determinism  debate  with  preloaded 
 incompatibilist  intuitions.  In  order  to  challenge  such  a  claim,  they  presented  “three  different 
 scenarios  describing  determinism  and  asked  participants  about  agent’s  free  will  and 
 responsibility  in  them,”  (Ibid.).  The  first  scenario  described  LaPlacean  determinism,  the  second 
 described  genetic  determinism,  and  the  third  described  determinism  in  terms  of  van  Inwagen’s 
 famous  “rollback”  argument.  What  these  philosophers  found  was  a  “statistically  significant 
 majority  of  participants  responded  that,  despite  the  deterministic  nature  of  the  universe 
 [described  in  each  of  the  three  scenarios],”  the  agents  described  in  the  scenarios  actually  have 

 393  See Carlson, Volume 1 §2.2.5, 2.3.5. I would like to reiterate here my own conviction that intuition is often 
 helpful when motivating certain philosophical theses or arguments. Thus far in the present volume, I have not 
 criticized Stratton (or any incompatibilist for that matter) for simply wanting to claim intuition in defense of their 
 view. Currently, I have only ever claimed that intuitions are helpful tools in order to  prima facie  parse out  false 
 beliefs from true beliefs. Compatibilists themselves are free to appeal to intuition in their defense of compatibilist 
 freedom. But, even granting this caveat, a problem still stands: a rather large driver of our initial intuitions about the 
 supposed problem of determinism has to do with the “  way  people consider the potential problem of determinism 
 ‘when they first encounter it,’” which then, in turn, “may depend largely on how this first encounter is 
 orchestrated  ,” (Nahmias, “Intuitions, 557; emphasis  added). 

 392  Ibid. 
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 free  will  and  are  morally  responsible  (Ibid.,  560).  What  this  shows  is  that  ordinary  people  do  not 
 necessarily have the “incompatibilist intuition,” (Pereboom,  Living Without Free Will  , 89). 

 With  this  information  in  mind,  Nahmias’  team  hypothesized  that  the  reason  why  people  may 
 have  an  incompatibilist  intuition  is  because  they  think  that  determinism  necessarily  bypasses  our 
 deliberative  efficacy  or  the  locus  of  personality  or  agency.  So,  Nahmias  thinks  that  “depending 
 on  how  one  describes  determinism,  people  can  be  surprisingly  disposed  to  interpret  it  to  involve 
 such  bypassing,”  (Ibid.,  561).  I  think  this  is  right.  If  incompatibilists  (e.g.,  Stratton)  define 
 determinism  in  such  a  way  as  to  goad,  prick,  illicit  or  otherwise  sic  negative  emotions  when  one 
 first  encounters  determinism,  then  of  course  incompatibilism  would  seem  true!  The  problem  is, 
 however,  that  such  incompatibilist  definitions  of  determinism  often  involve  bypassing  the  agent’s 
 agency  being  determined.  But,  why  think  that  determinism  necessarily  ,  by  definition,  bypassess 
 one’s  agency?  Moreover,  why,  then,  have  the  incompatibilist  intuitions  been  wrong  for  so  long? 
 Nahmias  develops  an  “error  theory”  for  incompatibilists  in  order  to  explain  this  phenomenon;  it 
 is called  bypassing  . He writes, 

 Whether  an  agent  is  free  and  responsible  depends  crucially  on  whether  her  decisions  and 
 actions  are  the  result  of  processes  that  go  “through”  her,  rather  than  “around”  her,  and 
 more  specifically,  whether  they  go  through,  or  around,  the  relevant  processes  within  her. 
 In  general,  an  agent’s  mental  states  and  events–her  beliefs,  desires,  or  decisions–are 
 bypassed  when  the  agent’s  actions  are  caused  in  such  a  way  that  her  mental  states  do  not 
 make  a  difference  to  what  she  ends  up  doing.  One  way  to  understand  this  idea  is  that  the 
 agent  would  end  up  doing  what  she  does  regardless  of  what  she  had  thought  or  wanted  or 
 decided.  394 

 I  contend  that  the  idea  of  “processes  that  go  ‘through’  [the  agent],  rather  than  ‘around’  [the 
 agent]”  is  not  only  compatible  with  compatibilism,  it  is  the  very  heart  of  compatibilism. 
 Elsewhere  I  have  argued  that  the  determining  mechanism  matters,  395  and  so  how  one  is 
 determined  matters  .  This  statement  by  Nahmias  honors  these  claims.  In  addition,  recall  that 
 Bignon  himself  has  argued  such  a  claim  rather  clearly.  396  It  is  simply  not  true,  then,  that 
 determinism  simpliciter  (or,  to  be  specific  to  our  current  purposes,  substantive  compatibilism  ) 
 entails  that  “the  agent  would  end  up  doing  what  she  does  regardless  of  what  she  had  thought  or 
 wanted  or  decided.”  The  agent’s  rational  deliberations  are  conditioned  upon  the  evidence  in  a 
 deterministic  world.  And,  as  we  have  seen  above  with  our  epistemological  analysis  concerning 
 Phenomenal Conservatism, this is apparently fine to grant, even  if  determinism is true. 

 396  Bignon,  Excusing Sinners  , 23; cf. Carlson, Volume  1, §2.2.5, 58. 
 395  Carlson, Volume 1, §2.2.5, 2.5.13-14; Volume 2, §4.3. 

 394  Nahmias, “Intuitions,” 561. Nahmias’ original footnote at the end of this paragraph is equally enlightening: 
 “Bypassing might help to explain the intuitive appeal of conditional analyses of the ability to do otherwise. Such 
 analyses say that if the agent had thought, wanted, or decided differently, then she would have acted otherwise, 
 which entails that bypassing is false if we take bypassing to mean that the agent would have done what she did 
 regardless  of what she had thought, wanted, or decided,”  (Ibid., 561n9). 
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 Nahmias  explains  that  this  supposed  incompatibilist  “error  theory”  allows  the  compatibilist  to 
 explain  the  initial–or  so-called  prima  facie  –incompatibilist  intuition  regarding  the  free  will 
 debate  for  most  ordinary  “folk”  people,  while  also  shifting  the  burden  back  onto  the 
 incompatibilist.  This  is  done  by  pointing  out  relevant  differences  between  bypassing  and 
 determinism. 

 Bypassing  also  seems  to  be  a  particularly  intuitive  threat  to  free  will  and  responsibility.  It 
 seems  to  drive  the  intuition  that  one  is  not  free  or  responsible  if  one  is  coerced  or 
 constrained,  in  which  case  one  has  to  do  something  even  though  one  does  not  want  to  do 
 it  or  believes  that  one  should  not  do  it…  Bypassing  may  also  be  the  worry  behind 
 fatalism,  interpreted  as  the  view  that  certain  things  will  happen  no  matter  what  one 
 decides  or  tries  to  do.  Oedipus  will  end  up  sleeping  with  his  mother  no  matter  how  he 
 might try to avoid this fate.  397 

 Determinism  does  not  entail  coercion,  constraint,  force,  puppetry,  robotic  automatons,  nor 
 fatalism.  Nahmias  thinks  that  these  worries,  or  consequences,  only  stem  from  the  assumption  that 
 determinism  entails  bypassing  .  Yes,  fatalism  bypasses  our  agency,  but  only  because  it  entails  a 
 determinism  that  circumvents  our  agency  instead  of  reforming  our  agency.  398  Determinism  itself 
 lacks these features. As Nahmias continues to note, 

 My  suspicion  is  that  what  drives  many  people  who  see  determinism  as  a  threat  to  free 
 will  and  moral  responsibility  is  (a)  their  strong  intuition  that  bypassing  precludes  freedom 
 and  responsibility  and  (b)  their  interpretation  of  determinism  as  entailing  bypassing.  If 
 this  suspicion  is  corroborated,  then  it  would  provide  an  “error  theory”  to  explain  away 
 apparent  incompatibilist  intuitions,  because  (b)  is  mistaken  and  (a)  does  not  support 
 incompatibilism.  Determinism  is  the  thesis  that  a  complete  description  of  the  past  state  of 
 the  universe  and  the  laws  of  nature  [or  God’s  decree]  logically  entails  a  complete 
 description  of  all  later  states  of  the  universe,  or  (not  equivalently)  that  everything  that 
 happens  has  sufficient  prior  causes.  Determinism  does  not  entail,  nor  should  it  be  taken  to 
 men,  that  a  person’s  beliefs,  desires,  and  decisions  make  no  difference  to  what  happens, 
 or  that  certain  things  will  happen  even  if  the  past  had  been  different,  or  regardless  of  what 
 one  tried  to  do.  On  the  contrary,  determinism,  suggests  that  what  happens  later  depends 
 on  what  happens  earlier;  which  actions  actually  occur  depends  on  which  beliefs,  desires, 
 and  decisions  actually  occur  [in  the  actual  sequence  of  events],  at  least  assuming  that 
 beliefs,  desires,  and  decisions  are  not  causally  epiphenomenal.  Determinism  alone  does 
 not  entail  epiphenomenalism  (the  causal  irrelevance  of  mental  states  and  processes)  nor 

 398  Recall Thaddeus Williams’ principles of Heart Circumvention and Heart Reformation in Carlson, Volume 1, 
 §2.2.5. 

 397  Nahmias, “Intuitions,” 562. 
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 does  it  entail  fatalism  (interpreted  as  the  view  that  certain  events  must  happen  even  if 
 earlier events–e.g., one’s decisions–had been different).  399 

 Nahmias  then  measures  the  determining  mechanism  as  the  method  of  bypassing  in  order  to  see  if 
 bypassing  one’s  agency  is  indeed  the  “error  theory”  hypothesized.  His  team  found  that  when  the 
 way  one  is  determined  lends  itself  to  a  determining  mechanism  that  seems  to  bypass  or 
 circumvent  agency,  the  ordinary  folk  participants  in  their  study  tended  to  excuse  the  agents  in  the 
 deterministic  scenarios.  However,  when  the  way  one  is  determined  lends  itself  to  a  determining 
 mechanism  that  seems  to  account  for  their  agency  via  reasons-responsiveness,  deliberative 
 efficacy,  etc.,  the  ordinary  folk  participants  in  their  study  tended  to  blame  the  agents  in  the 
 deterministic  scenarios;  this,  Nahmias  found,  to  be  true  by  an  alarmingly  strong  positive 
 correlation coefficient (Ibid., 567). 

 These  results  are  plausibly  interpreted  to  support  the  proposed  error  theory  for  apparent 
 incompatibilist  intuitions:  It  is  not  that  people  found  the  determinism  involved  in  the 
 scenarios  to  be  incompatible  with  free  will–most  did  not–it  is  rather  that  people  found  the 
 mechanism  in  the  scenarios  to  be  incompatible  with  free  will  because  it  primes  bypassing 
 intuitions  (though  much  less  so  when  bypassing  intuitions  are  dampened  by  consideration 
 of  specific  agents  and  decisions.  The  deterministic  elements  in  all  scenarios  were 
 identical. 

 [ … ] 

 Our  main  prediction  was  that  a  participant’s  judgments  about  free  will  and  responsibility 
 would  inversely  correlate  with  his  or  her  judgments  about  these  bypassing  questions. 
 That  is,  the  more  one  interpreted  a  description  of  determinism  to  involve  bypassing,  the 
 less  one  would  attribute  free  will,  responsibility,  and  blame  to  the  agents,  and  conversely, 
 the  less  one  interpreted  a  description  of  determinism  to  involve  bypassing,  the  more  one 
 would  attribute  free  will,  responsibility,  and  blame  to  the  agents.  We  were  surprised  by 
 how strongly the result supported this prediction.  400 

 Nahmias’  team  also  predicted  that  people  were  more  likely  to  judge  abstract  cases  as  involving 
 bypassing  than  concrete  cases.  Basically,  abstract  cases  involve  scenarios  which  leave  out 
 detailed  information  such  as  the  name  of  specific  agents,  decisions,  and  actions;  hence,  the 
 nomenclature  of  the  abstract  .  In  contrast,  concrete  cases  are  scenarios  which  are  presented  to  the 
 ordinary  folk  that  involve  specific  agent’s  names,  their  detailed  decisions  (however  insignificant) 
 as  well  as  their  possible  thought  process  leading  up  to  such  an  action.  Such  cases  were  predicted 

 400  Ibid., 565-6. 
 399  Nahmias, “Intuitions, 562. 
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 to  not  be  the  problem;  that  is,  concrete  cases  were  hypothesized  to  be  cases  in  which  ordinary 
 folk judged the agents in the case to be morally responsible and free. 

 Furthermore,  the  effect  that  the  abstract  descriptions  of  determinism  had  on  people’s 
 judgments  about  free  will  and  responsibility  was  mediated  by  whether  or  not  they  took 
 the  description  to  involve  bypassing…  that  is,  whether  or  not  someone  took  the  scenario 
 to  rule  out  free  will  and  moral  responsibility  was  primarily  caused  by  whether  or  not  they 
 read the scenario to involve bypassing (see Nahmias and Murray, 2010). 

 These  results  further  support  the  error  theory  for  apparent  incompatibilist 
 intuitions.  Because  determinism  does  not  in  fact  entail  bypassing–e.g.,  determinism  does 
 not  mean  that  agent’s  desires,  beliefs,  and  decisions  have  no  effect  on  what  they  do–these 
 studies  suggest  that  it  is  when  people  misunderstand  determinism  that  they  are  likely  to 
 see  it  as  incompatible  with  free  will.  Conversely,  when  people  properly  understand  that 
 determinism  does  not  mean  that  one’s  mental  activity  makes  no  difference  to  what 
 happens  (i.e.,  that  determinism  does  not  entail  epiphenomenalism  or  fatalism),  they  tend 
 not to take it to rule out free will or responsibility.  401 

 Nahmias concludes that there are at least two things that we can learn from his research: 

 First,  depending  on  how  determinism  is  described,  people  often  express  apparent 
 incompatibilist  intuitions,  interpreting  determinism  as  a  threat  to  free  will  because  they 
 misinterpret  it  to  involve  bypassing.  These  intuitions  help  to  explain  the  tendency  to  treat 
 compatibilism  as  counterintuitive…  [Second],  the  evidence  suggests  that  people  are  more 
 likely  to  express  compatibilist  intuitions–and  are  less  likely  to  make  bypassing 
 errors–when  they  are  considering  concrete  cases  rather  than  abstract  cases,  presumably 
 because  they  are  primed  to  take  the  intentional  stance  and  the  participant  stance  towards 
 the  agent  in  question.  My  own  view  is  that  the  intuitions  that  are  most  relevant  to  debates 
 about  free  will  and  moral  responsibility  are  not  those  that  are  generated  when  people  are 
 considering  abstract  cases  in  a  more  theoretical  or  detached  way,  but  instead  those  that 
 are  generated  when  people  are  considering  specific  agents  and  actions,  thus  engaging  in 
 “theory  of  mind”  capacities  (though  not  when  considering  agents  or  actions  so  abhorrent 
 that they engage emotional biases).  402 

 The  experimental  study  that  Nahmias,  Morris,  Nadelhoffer,  and  Turner  has  presented  demands  a 
 response,  particularly  a  response  from  incompatibilists  who  demand  that  their  view  is  the 
 common  sense  “folk”  view  (e.g.,  Stratton).  It  is  simply  false,  given  the  sheer  amount  of  data  that 
 Nahmias’  team  has  collected,  that  libertarian-incompatibilism  is  the  “intuitive”  view.  If  a  view 
 being  commonsensical  entails  the  same  view  to  be  intuitive,  then  it  follows  that  if  libertarianism 

 402  Ibid., 571. 
 401  Nahmias, “Intuition,” 567-8. 
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 lacks  intuition,  it  also  lacks  common  sense  via  modus  tollens  .  Given  Nahmias’  research,  I 
 conclude  that  libertarian  freedom  is  neither  intuitive  nor  commonsensical.  It  is  only  intuitive  or 
 commonsensical  if  one  first  presents  a  deterministic  scenario  that  involves  bypassing  .  But  then, 
 this  case  is  not  one  in  which  substantive  compatibilists  themselves  must  affirm;  in  fact,  the  very 
 heart  of  compatibilism  rejects  bypassing!  Compatibilist  can  agree  with  their  incompatibilist 
 interlocutors  that  if  determinism  necessarily  entails  bypassing  (or  Heart  Circumvention,  to  use 
 Williams’  terms),  then  yes,  incompatibilism  is  intuitive.  The  problem  is  that  determinism  does 
 not  necessarily  entail  that  the  agent’s  rational  deliberative  processes  are  bypassed.  Therefore,  the 
 incompatibilist  has  attached  their  intuition  on  something  that  compatibilists  themselves  do  not 
 even advocate for nor espouse. 

 Other  philosophers  have  more  or  less  concluded  what  Nahmias  has  concluded;  that  is,  concrete 
 cases  are  relatively  more  reliable  in  order  to  generate  positive  intuition  claims,  and  that 
 determinism  need  not  entail  a  bypassing  of  the  agent’s  mental  deliberative  activity.  In  his  recent 
 book,  The  Challenges  of  Divine  Determinism  ,  Peter  Furlong  considers  a  manipulation  argument 
 from  Katherine  Rogers.  This  argument,  Rogers  suggests,  is  different  from  other  manipulation 
 cases  for  the  precise  reason  that  it  is  concrete  ,  instead  of  merely  abstract.  403  This,  she  thinks,  may 
 add  to  the  reliability  of  the  incompatibilist  intuition  concerning  divine  determinism.  Her  case  is 
 as follows: 

 Say  that  murder  is  wrong  and  that  God  has  commanded  you  not  to  commit  murder  on 
 pain  of  punishment…  Suppose  that  the  punishment  involved  is  a  long  period  of  suffering, 
 equivalent  to  a  life  sentence  without  parole–the  sort  of  punishment  which  is  standard  in 
 our  society  today.  And  now  suppose  that  God  directly  causes  in  you  a  choice  to  commit 
 murder,  which  [divinely  determined]  your  subsequently  committing  murder.  Do  you 
 deserve  that  God  should  punish  you?  Surely  not!  But  why  not?  Because  He  made  you 
 choose  to  murder!  Could  our  intuition  be  driven  by  repugnance  at  God  himself  punishing 
 you  for  what  He  made  you  do?  God  is,  by  hypothesis,  perfectly  just.  If  you  deserve  to  be 
 punished,  He  ought  to  punish  you.  But  allow  that  the  punishment  will  not  be  done  by 
 God,  but  by  human  agents.  Still,  God  made  you  choose,  and  so  it  seems  that  you  do  not 
 deserve to be punished.  404 

 Furlong  calls  this  scenario  Case  I*.  Rogers  thinks  that  divine  determinism  is  not  simply  like 
 manipulation,  but  rather  is  manipulation.  405  And  so,  Rogers  contends  that  her  case  against  divine 

 405  Jerry Walls has a similar conviction: “Now theological determinism, I want to suggest, is not only the most 
 metaphysically majestic account of manipulation ever devised, but all the more interesting because it is not put 
 forward as a mere hypothetical example, but rather as a sober proposal believed by many philosophy sophisticated 
 persons. And while some theological determinists may object to the term ‘manipulation,’ the notion that a supremely 
 powerful and intelligent being ‘from all eternity did by the most wise and holy counsel of his own will freely and 
 unchangeably ordain whatsoever comes to pass’ including human choices, qualifies as a paramount instance of 

 404  Quoted in Furlong,  The Challenges of Divine Determinism  ,  74. (brackets original to Furlong) 
 403  She has Derk Pereboom’s “Four Case” Manipulation Argument in mind here. 
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 determinism  (and  I  suppose  substantive  compatibilism  as  well)  is  a  reliable  indicator  that 
 determinism  is  false  because  it  necessarily  elicits  the  relevant  incompatibilist  intuition  against 
 compatibilist-determinism.  If  her  case  is  correct,  then  what  she  would  have  shown  is  that 
 intuition  may  be  used  as  an  intuit  ing  evidential  piece  in  one’s  defense  after  all,  thereby 
 vindicating  (wholly  or  in  part)  the  Freethinking  Argument.  But,  does  this  case  against 
 compatibilist-determinism  succeed?  I  do  not  think  so,  and  Furlong  (an  incompatibilist  )  seems  to 
 think it fails as well. 

 As  we  will  see,  Furlong  thinks  that  Rogers  has  (perhaps  unintentionally)  mis  understood  what 
 determinism  entails,  and  this  is  evident  in  her  construction  of  the  case  by  using  words  such  as 
 “make”.  This  idea  is  parallel  to  Nahmias’  research  surveyed  above.  Secondly,  Furlong  seems  to 
 think  that  when  we  use  strong  language  in  positing  a  case–e.g.,  “murder”,  “suffering”, 
 “punishment”–this  tends  to  misplace  our  initial  (supposedly)  unbias  intuitions;  that  is,  utilizing 
 strong  language  in  a  case  against  a  view  can  often  paint  the  case  as  psychologically  harmful  in 
 such  a  way  as  to  almost  guarantee  a  positive  intuitive  pull  toward  your  own  view,  and  a  negative, 
 emotive  intuitive  pull  against  the  opposing  view.  Furlong  thinks  we  ought  to  avoid  such  language 
 by  gutting  the  intensity  by  maintaining  as  much  ordinary  language  as  possible  in  order  to  secure 
 compatibilist-friendly  semantics.  406  Third,  Furlong  thinks  that  although  Case  I*  presents  a  more 
 concrete  case  than,  say,  Pereboom’s  “Four  Case”  Manipulation  Argument  by  appealing  directly 
 to  intuition  against  divine  determinism,  it  nonetheless  fails  to  be  properly  concrete  enough  for 
 divine  determinists  to  happily  accept  it.  So,  the  determinist,  Furlong  suggests,  should  work  to 
 weaken  the  intuition  presented  in  Rogers’  case  by  at  least  developing  a  competing  case  that  is 
 evidently  more  concrete  and  less  abstract  than  the  one  Rogers  presents.  This  would  allow  the 
 determinist  to  accept  such  a  case  while  rejecting  Rogers’  case,  which,  then,  in  turn  would  allow 
 them  to  reject  the  posited  incompatibilist  intuition.  There  is,  however,  some  necessary 
 groundwork to lay before presenting such a competing case. As Furlong says, 

 The  first  thing  to  notice  about  agents  in  divinely  determined  worlds  is  that  we  must 
 assume  that  they  meet  all  compatibilist-friendly  conditions  of  moral  responsibility.  Thus, 
 we  should  consider  them  to  have  a  rich  and  thoughtful  mental  lives.  They  deliberate 
 about  how  to  act,  and  their  deliberations  include  moral  reasons.  They  believe  that  their 
 deliberation  and  choices  lead  to  their  actions,  and  they  are  right  in  believing  this.  Rogers 
 notes  that  we  must  be  careful  not  to  paint  manipulators  as  thin  and  bizarre  [in  order  to 
 avoid  the  ‘abstract’  charge],  but  we  must  be  careful  in  how  we  think  of  the  manipulated 

 406  Recall that this is necessary because manipulation cases tend to be  reductio ad absurdum  arguments.  In other 
 words, manipulation cases tend to be arguments that argue against a view  internally  . If true, then the  premises of the 
 view must first be adopted, systematized, and  assumed  in the case in order for it to produce a healthy  convincing 
 argument. See §4.3.3 in the present volume for more details. 

 manipulation as the term is used in the current discussion,” (Wall, “One Hell of a Problem for Christian 
 Compatiiblists,” 84 in  Free Will & Theism  , edited  by Timpe and Speak). 
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 agents  as  well,  for  it  is  tempting  to  imagine  the  agents  of  manipulation  cases  as  life-less 
 sprites.  407 

 This  statement  from  Furlong  is  extremely  telling.  Not  only  does  he  suggest  the  same  dialectical 
 strategy  that  has  been  suggested  in  previous  sections  above  (specifically  §4.3.3),  but  he  also 
 mentions  that  agents  living  in  a  deterministic  world  must  be  seen  as  deliberators  who  believe 
 their  own  deliberations  about  such  moral  decisions  are  efficacious  .  These  are  exactly  Pereboom’s 
 conditions  for  rational  deliberation:  Epistemic  Openness  (EO)  and  Deliberative  Efficacy  (DE). 
 Finally,  Furlong  points  out  that  while  Rogers  may  have  made  her  case  less  abstract  from  other 
 traditional  manipulation  cases  in  the  sense  that  her  determiner  is  concretely  God,  her  case  still 
 runs  into  other  problems  regarding  the  determined  agents  ,  specifically  in  how  they  are 
 determined  or  necessitated.  As  any  well-read  compatibilist  ought  to  know,  this  distinction  could 
 make or break any posited manipulation case. 

 In  this  spirit,  then,  let’s  consider  a  more  fully  fleshed-out  case  with  a  more  ordinary 
 [concrete] agent. 

 Case I**: Jonathan lives in a divinely determined world, and is relevantly similar to 
 fully developed humans living in nondetermined worlds. He matured both 
 intellectually and morally in the normal way. For example, he learned as a child that 
 some acts are unjust, or dishonest, or cowardly, and others are just, or honest, or 
 courageous. Jonathan was encouraged to act in these virtuous ways, and often did so, 
 although he sometimes failed to live up to these standards – standards that were 
 initially set by others, but came to be self-imposed. When he failed to live up to his 
 obligations, he felt guilty and attempted to make up for what he had done. Jonathan 
 rightly believes that his actions are divinely determined, but also believes that this fact 
 does not alter his own responsibility for his actions [i.e., he believes in  substantive 
 compatibilism  ]. 

 After a particularly long day at work, Jonathan is eager to get home when his wife calls 
 and asks him to stop at the bank on his evening commute. Jonathan rudely agrees 
 before hanging up on her. This action is not typical for Jonathan, but it is not widely 
 out of character either. Later than [sic] night, Jonathan apologizes, accepting 
 responsibility for his rudeness and admitting that he deserved the blame his wife 
 elevated at him.  408 

 Furlong’s  basic  strategy  against  Case  I*  (or  any  direct  appeal  to  intuition  against  divine 
 determinism)  is  three-fold:  1.  Defensively  point  out  what  is  wrong  with  the  analogous  case  by 
 revealing  relevant  differences  between  the  analogous  case  and  divine  determinism,  409  2. 

 409  This is more or less Bignon’s defense against manipulation arguments. See §4.3.3, and Carlson, Volume 1 §2.3.4. 
 408  Ibid., 77. 
 407  Furlong,  The Challenges of Divine Determinism  , 76-7. 
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 Offensively  weaken  the  initial  incompatibilist  intuition  by  “further  detailing  the  case  to  closely 
 align  with  [divine  determinist’s]  preferred  views  of  divine  causality  and  the  relationship  between 
 creation  and  the  creator,”  (Furlong,  The  Challenges  of  Divine  Determinism  ,  76),  and  3.  With  Step 
 2  in  mind,  the  divine  determinist  should  question  the  reliability  of  incompatibilist  intuitions  in 
 the  first  place  (and  this  last  step  is  relevantly  similar  to  Nahmias’  hypothesizes  “error  theory”  for 
 incompatibilist  intuitions).  Furlong  begins  his  assessment  of  Case  I**  by  following  Step  1  of  his 
 strategy.  During  this  step,  Furlong  defensively  reveals  no  less  than  five  relevant  differences 
 between  Rogers’  supposed  concrete  case  of  divine  determinism  and  his  own  competing  concrete 
 case of divine determinism (i.e., Case I**). Let’s begin by considering his first prong. 

 Furlong  thinks  that  Jonathan  in  his  Case  I**  is  relevantly  different  than  the  agent  in  Case  I*.  In 
 fact,  Furlong  argues  that  our  intuitions  about  Jonathan’s  lack  of  moral  (and  rational) 
 responsibility  ought  to  be  generally  weaker  than  the  agent’s  lack  of  moral  (and  rational) 
 responsibility  in  Case  I*.  He  notes  at  least  five  key  differences  between  Case  I**  and  Rogers’ 
 Case I*. 

 First,  Jonathan  is  described  in  ways  that  makes  clear  his  similarity  to  ordinary  humans 
 and  pushes  out  ideas  that  manipulated  agents  are  little  more  than  robots  obeying  orders. 
 Second,  Case  I**  concerns  a  third  party,  while  Case  I*  concerned  ourselves;  our  own 
 desire  for  exculpation  (for  murder,  no  less,  which  of  course  we  wouldn’t  have  committed 
 if  not  for  divine  determinism!)  may  be  pushing  us  to  absolve  ourselves  in  Case  I*.  Third, 
 Jonathan  understands  the  causal  underpinnings  of  his  actions  and  accepts  them;  nothing 
 in  Case  I*  suggests  a  parallel.  Fourth,  the  action  performed  by  Jonathan  is  much  more 
 ordinary  than  the  murder  in  Case  I*,  and  also  described  in  such  a  way  that  relates  to  his 
 own  agency.  Fifth  and  finally,  the  wrong  action  in  Case  I*  is  far  more  serious  than  that  of 
 Case I**, which likely leads us to err on the side of innocence in the former.  410 

 Furlong  goes  on  to  detail  each  of  the  relevant  differences.  The  first  of  the  five  differences  allows 
 us  to  see  that  “manipulation  cases  may  illicitly  prime  our  intuitions  by  falsely  suggesting  that 
 manipulated  agents  are  mindless  machines,”  (Furlong,  The  Challenges  of  Divine  Determinism  , 
 78).  The  problem  is  that  “this  difference  should  make  our  intuitions  more  closely  track  the  details 
 of  the  case,”  instead  of  simply  waving  incompatibilist  rhetoric  around  the  first  chance  one  gets 
 (Ibid.).  The  second  distinction  guarantees  that  our  “intuitions  are  not  guided  by  either  mere 
 self-interest  or  a  conviction  that  divine  determinism  works  in  such  a  way  that  agents  act  against 
 their  characters  and  considered  views,”  (Ibid.).  This  distinction  is  important  to  note  here  because 
 it  is  often  the  case  that  incompatibilists  will  argue  that  given  the  truth  of  determinism  (or 
 compatibilism  for  that  matter),  the  agent’s  character  is  bypassed  or  circumvented  .  Nothing  could 
 be  further  from  the  truth,  as  Nahmias’  research  demonstrates:  determinism  need  not  entail  that 
 agents act  against  their own characters. To assert  differently is question-begging. 

 410  Furlong,  The Challenges of Divine Determinism  , 77-8. 
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 The  third  feature  is  also  important  because  it  allows  for  us  to  see  Jonathan  as  a  real  agent,  with 
 real  deliberative  choices,  with  real  consequences,  and  who  sees  himself  as  a  real  rationally  and 
 morally responsible agent. 

 The  absences  of  such  a  belief  in  Case  I*  might,  however,  improperly  color  our  intuitions. 
 Keeping  the  agent  in  Case  I*  in  the  dark  about  divine  determinism  may  have  the  effect  of 
 convincing  us  on  some  level  that  the  agent  is  not  really  acting  at  all  –  that  the  only  true 
 cause  of  action  is  God.  By  pointing  to  Jonathan’s  belief,  we  are  forced  to  recognize  that  it 
 is  possible  for  agents  to  believe  themselves  to  be  responsible  in  spite  of  their  belief  in 
 divine  determinism,  which  forces  us  to  at  least  take  seriously  the  presupposition  that  they 
 are  agents.  Moreover,  whether  divine  determinism  is  true  or  not,  there  are  people  like 
 Jonathan  who  both  believe  in  divine  determinism  and  believe  that  they  are  responsible  for 
 their  actions  [e.g.,  Bignon,  Preciado,  and  myself!].  Thus,  such  a  detail  calls  attention  to 
 the rich internal life of agents that is possible in divinely determined worlds.  411 

 It  should  be  glaringly  obvious  that  Furlong’s  relevant  difference  here  is  completely  contradictory 
 to  Stratton’s  defense  of  the  Freethinking  Argument.  Stratton  argues  that  if  determinism  is  true, 
 there  is  no  deliberative  agent  making  decisions  as  “decisions  were  made  for  him”.  412  But  this  is 
 false,  and  Case  I**  allows  us  to  see  a  relevantly  different  concrete  case  of  true,  ordinary,  normal 
 case  determinism,  one  in  which  secures  agential  freedom  in  a  robust  and  significant  sense.  This 
 one  difference  allows  us  to  see  just  how  far  Stratton  has  failed  to  engage 
 compatibilist-determinism  at  its  utter  finest.  This  difference  from  Furlong  also  allows  us  to 
 connect  the  dots  from  Caruos’  Moorean-style  Proof  and  rational  deliberation-compatibilism. 
 Caruso’s  proof  coupled  with  Furlong’s  analysis  on  a  plain  case  of  normal  determinism  shows  us 
 that  the  truth  of  divine  determinism  and  an  agent’s  rational  responsibility–along  with  their  taking 
 responsibility  (i.e., guidance control)–are  not  mutually  exclusive. 

 The  fourth  difference,  that  Jonathan’s  action  is  much  more  ordinary  and  described  so  that 
 it  relates  to  his  own  agency,  might  also  suggest  that  our  intuition  in  Case  I**  is  more 
 reliable  than  our  intuition  in  Case  I*.  In  general,  we  seem  to  trust  our  intuitions  about 
 ordinary  things  more  than  those  about  extraordinary  ones.  Moreover,  Case  I**  describes 
 Jonathan’s  ordinary  action  in  a  way  that  seems  continuous  with  his  own  agency.  In  Case 
 I*,  there  is  no  discussion  of  how  the  choice  to  murder  arose,  other  than  it  was  caused  by 
 God.  But  the  divine  determinist  will  deny  that  this  is  the  whole  story,  and  may  reasonably 

 412  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 173: “These thoughts are not up to that which one refers to as the ‘I’ but to things other 
 than the self, that is, to the forces of nature or God. Thus, the thing called ‘I’ is left with no epistemic grounds to 
 rationally affirm a current mental state. At best, the self on any deterministic view is reduced to a mere bag of 
 beliefs–none of which are up to the bag!” Or, better yet, “He is making no decision; it was made for him!” (Ibid., 
 170). 

 411  Ibid., 78. 
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 suggest  that  the  omission  of  any  connection  between  this  choice  and  the  murderer's  own 
 deliberation  unfairly  primes  us  for  the  “not  guilty”  intuition.  One  might  worry  that  Case 
 I**  unfairly  primes  us  for  the  “guilty”  intuition,  but  I  don’t  think  this  is  so.  The  case  as 
 presented  notes  both  that  he  is  determined  to  act  as  he  does  and  that  his  action  is 
 connected with his own character and behavior.  413 

 I  contend  that  Stratton’s  “Mad  Scientist”  unfairly  premises  us  for  the  “not  guilty”  intuitions  by 
 front-loading  incompatibilist  intuitions  into  the  thought-experiment.  But,  of  course,  as  I  noted  in 
 that  section  above  on  the  “Mad  Scientist”,  and  as  I  noted  in  the  relevant  sections  on  guidance 
 control,  there  is  more  to  the  story.  Compatibilists  will  contend  that  the  how  one  came  to  be 
 divinely  determined  matters  to  the  agent’s  deliberative  character.  This  is,  truly,  the  purpose  of 
 developing  the  theory  of  guidance  control,  specifically  in  the  actual  sequence  .  To  rule  this  out  by 
 simply  retorting,  “Big  deal!  The  agent  is  still  determined  if  ‘EDD’  is  true!”  completely  misses  the 
 entire  dialectical  exchange.  When  Stratton  uses  intense  language  such  as  “force”,  “cause”, 
 “make”,  “compel”,  “  not  up  to  him”,  “  nefarious  neurosurgeon”,  “  Mad  Scientist”,  “  passive  cog”, 
 etc.  it  is  that  language  that  actually  unfairly  primes  the  interlocutor  into  a  loaded  question  that 
 tends  to  accept  an  incompatibilist  position  on  the  thought-experiment  itself.  In  other  words, 
 Stratton’s  “manipulation”  cases  only  work  as  intuition  pumps  for  incompatibilism  because  he 
 first  presupposes  incompatibilist  semantics  that  necessarily  entail  the  fact  that  determinism  is 
 synonymous  with  bypassing  or  the  circumvention  of  agential  deliberative  efficacy.  Again, 
 nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth  as  compatibilist-determinism  does  not  entail  any  of  these 
 unfortunate  consequences.  Therefore,  Stratton  cannot  possibly  appeal  to  incompatibilist 
 intuitions  on  the  matter  of  manipulation  cases  specifically  because  he  has  failed  to  produce  a 
 case which paints compatibilism in a fair light. 

 Furlong  ends  his  first  prong  by  considering  a  fifth  and  final  relevant  difference  between  Case  I** 
 and  Case  1*.  He  suggests  “an  error  theory  for  our  willingness  to  adjust  our  criteria  of 
 responsibility  based  upon  the  severity  of  the  offense  Our  practices  of  holding  people  responsible 
 become  harmful  in  proportion  to  the  gravity  of  the  offense  to  which  they  respond,”  (Ibid.,  79). 
 So,  Furlong  thinks,  that  when  Case  I*  presents  a  case  of  murder,  it  primes  our  intuitions  in  the 
 “not  guilty”  or  “excused”  category,  whereas  in  Case  I**  (a  normal  case  of  ordinary  determinism, 
 with  an  ordinary  action  such  as  rudeness)  primes  our  intuitions  in  the  “guilty”  or  “not  excused” 
 category.  What  does  this  mean  for  the  current  analysis  of  divine  determinism?  It  means  that 
 when  evaluating  or  judging  intuitions,  we  ought  to  be  careful  in  assessing  which  actions  we 
 choose  to  include  in  our  thought-experiments  because  different  actions  may  result  in  varying 
 intuitions.  414  If  this  is  true,  then  Stratton’s  initial  incompatibilist  intuition  is  unreliable  (along 
 with  Rogers’  own  intuition  about  Case  I*,  of  course).  If  Stratton’s  incompatibilist  intuition  is  left 

 414  Yes, I purposely included Stratton’s libertarian buzzwords in this conclusion (e.g., “evaluating”, “judgment”, 
 “careful”). I did this to show that libertarians do  not  have a monopoly on such words. 

 413  Ibid., 79. 
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 unreliable,  then  he  by  definition  cannot  rely  upon  such  an  intuition  as  a  defensive  support  claim 
 for the contested premise D  1  of the Freethinking Argument. 

 While  Furlong’s  first  pronged  reply  is  to  defensively  provide  the  unreliability  of  incompatibilist 
 intuition,  his  second  pronged  reply  is  to  offensively  provide  a  detailed  case  to  suitably  weaken  the 
 incompatibilist  intuition  garnered  by  Case  I*.  He  does  this  by  simply  adding  to  Case  I**  specific 
 details  of  “divine  causality  and  the  relationship  between  creation  and  the  creator,”  (Ibid.,  80).  In 
 this  new  case,  Furlong  points  out  a  number  of  things  that  divine  determinists  are  committed  to:  1. 
 God’s  providential  power  and  sustaining  hand  in  the  creation  of  Jonathan,  2.  God’s  determining 
 Jonathan’s  acting  ,  instead  of  God  simply  determining  Jonathan  to  act,  and  3.  The  Authorial 
 Model  of  Providence.  The  details  of  such  an  account  escape  the  scope  of  the  present  project; 
 however,  it  can  be  said  that  Furlong’s  “goal  is  to  fill  out  the  case  in  such  a  way  that  the  initial 
 intuition  might  be  weakened,”  (Ibid.,  81).  He  agrees  that  some  philosophers  (particularly 
 incompatibilists  ones)  will  still  disagree,  so  he  suggests  that  we  move  onto  his  third  pronged 
 reply  in  response  to  manipulation  intuitions  against  compatibilism.  This  reply  is  to  call  into 
 question the very reliability of intuitions concerning Case I**. 

 It  has  been  controversial,  for  example,  whether  philosophers  do  rely  on  intuitions, 
 whether  they  should  do  so,  and  whether  their  intuitions  are  more  reliable  than  those  of 
 nonphilosophers.  Certain  contested  positions  within  these  debates  may  be  of  help  to 
 divine  determinists  in  formulating  their  reply  to  direct-intuition  cases  like  the  one  under 
 consideration:  After  all,  if  philosophers  shouldn’t  be  appealing  to  intuitions,  then 
 manipulation  cases  cannot  even  get  off  the  ground).  Nevertheless,  I  suggest  a  different 
 reply.  Even  if  philosophers  do  appeal  to  intuitions  (as  seems  clear),  are  right  to  do  so,  and 
 generally  produce  reliable  intuitions,  there  are  reasons  to  decrease  our  credence  in  the 
 reliability of intuitions elicited from Case I**.  415 

 Furlong  thinks  that  though  we  ought  to  use  intuitions  to  perhaps  set-up  arguments,  discuss 
 introductory  questions  or  concerns  in  a  philosophical  debate,  and  to  engage  the  relevant 
 literature,  he  still  thinks  that  we  ought  to  equally  be  cautious.  Granting  all  this,  however,  the 
 intuitions  surrounding  a  Case  I**  ought  to  decrease  our  credibility  in  the  reliability  of  our  own 
 incompatibilist intuitions. 

 Divine  determinism,  even  if  true,  does  not  reveal  itself  in  our  everyday  experience.  For 
 this  reason,  our  direct  intuitions  about  it,  although  not  completely  worthless,  should  not 
 be  trusted  as  much  as  other,  more  ordinary  intuitions.  This  does  not  suggest  that 
 reasoning  about  God  in  general  or  divine  determinism  in  particular  is  off-limits.  Instead, 

 415  Ibid., 81. (emphasis added) 
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 it  means  that  intuitions  immediately  concerning  divine  determinism  deserve  limited 
 confidence  .  416 

 Therefore,  I  contend  that  Stratton  cannot  simply  posit  incompatibilist  intuitions  into  the  debate 
 without  strategic  defense.  These  “intuitions  concerning  divine  determinism  deserve  limited 
 confidence  .”  Libertarian  freedom  has  not  been  shown  to  be  the  ‘folk’  view;  it  has  not  been 
 shown  to  be  the  ‘commonsensical  view  of  freedom’;  it  has  not  been  shown  to  be  more  ‘intuitive’ 
 than  compatibilism.  None  of  those  conclusions  follow.  Given  Nahmias’  research,  Furlong’s 
 analysis,  and  the  epistemological  underpinnings  of  defending  an  argument  via  intuition,  we  are 
 now  in  a  position  to  clearly  see  that  Stratton  still  has  yet  to  properly  defend  the  FTA’s  contested 
 premise  (D  1  ).  In  order  to  appeal  to  intuition  in  defense  of  D  1  ,  Stratton  must  first  offer  an 
 alternative  explanation  (or  potential  error  theory)  to  the  competing  compatibilist  hypotheses 
 regarding intuition in the free will debate; thus far, Stratton has not done so. 

 I  will  end  the  current  section  on  intuition  by  suggesting  yet  another  “error  theory”  for 
 incompatibilists: motivated reasoning. To this we now turn. 

 4.8.4 Runeberging & Motivated Reasoning in Free Will Literature 

 Manuel  Vargas,  a  revisionist  philosopher  of  freedom,  describes  runeberging  as  the  process  of 
 believing  philosophical  conclusions  before  one  has  constructed  specific  arguments  in  its  favor. 
 He writes that this process is, unfortunately, 

 the  usual  way  in  which  we  construct  arguments,  and  it  is  only  a  matter  of  tacit  agreement 
 that  we  do  not  ordinarily  acknowledge  that  our  arguments  usually  originate  in  hunches, 
 unwarranted  convictions,  or  simply  appealing  ideas.  What  is  a  rarity  is  what  we  pretend 
 to offer all the time: disinterested exploration of some idea.  417 

 Vargas  then  suggests  that  the  “best  label  is  motivated  reasoning  ,  which  is  a  notion  from 
 psychology  referring  to  reasoning  structured  by  ‘any  wish,  desire,  or  preference  that  concerns  the 
 outcome  of  a  given  reasoning  task,’”  (Vargas,  “The  Runeberg  Problem,”  28).  Thus,  Vargas  labels 
 this  form  of  special  motivated  reasoning  as  theistic  runeberging  .  He  thinks  that  philosophers, 
 particularly  theistic  philosophers,  often  fall  prey  to  motivated  reasoning  in  their  construction  of 
 libertarian arguments. 

 Concerning  theism,  Vargas  hypothesizes  that  a  potential  reason  as  to  why  theistic  philosophers 
 often  lean  heavily  upon  libertarian  intuitions  is  because  they  do  not  see  another  way  around  the 
 historic problems that befall traditional Christian philosophers (e.g., the logical problem of evil). 

 417  Manuel Vargas, “The Runeberg Problem: Theism, Libertarianism, and Motivated Reasoning,” in  Free Will and 
 Theism  , edited by Daniel Speak and Kevin Timpe, 27-8. 

 416  Ibid., 82. (emphasis added) 
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 A  plausible  explanation  of  why  [traditional]  philosophical  theists  disproportionately  lean 
 toward  libertarianism  is  this:  (1)  they  believe  that  the  powers  of  free  will  need  to 
 exculpate  the  traditional  Christian  conception  of  God  for  what  evil  there  is  in  the  world 
 must  be  exceptional,  or  at  least  non-deterministic;  and  (2)  only  a  very  robust  form  of 
 freedom  could  suffice  to  ground  the  justifiability  of  eternal  damnation  for  sinners.  The 
 present  section  makes  the  case  that,  given  this  account,  contemporary  philosophical 
 libertarianism is substantially a product of theistic runeberging.  418 

 Now,  Vargas  goes  on  to  spell  out  the  specific  conceptual  and  empirical  reasons  for  thinking 
 libertarianism  is  a  product  of  theistic  runeberging;  I  will  not  detail  the  reasons  here.  For  our 
 present  purposes,  I  only  aim  to  show  (along  with  Vargas)  that  “libertarianism  may  seem  more 
 intuitively  appealing  than  its  alternatives”  precisely  because  it  frequently  represents  a  form  of 
 theistic runeberging (Ibid., 35). The problem is, Vargas argues, the following: 

 If  libertarian  accounts  of  free  will  are  a  product  of  theistic  runeberging,  this  is  a  prima 
 facie  problem  for  libertarians  and  their  assessment  of  considerations  for  and  against  their 
 view.  Motivated  reasoning  is  especially  vulnerable  to  bias.  In  a  wide  range  of 
 experimental  studies,  psychologists  have  found  runeberg-style  motivated  reasoning  leads 
 people  to  adopt  cognitive  strategies  (selective  attention  to  evidence,  heuristic  selection, 
 altered  evidence  weight,  and  so  on)  that  biases  the  conclusions  they  favor.  In  contrast  to 
 reasoning  shaped  only  by  the  motive  to  get  things  right,  under  runeberg-style  motivated 
 reasoning,  ‘[p]eople  are  more  likely  to  arrive  at  those  conclusions  that  they  want  to  arrive 
 at.’  419 

 I  concur  with  Vargas’  modest  assessment.  To  see  this,  imagine  the  following  scenario. 
 Philosopher  S  first  starts  with  the  conclusion  of  an  argument  f  ,  say,  and  f  seems  to  cohere  nicely 
 with  S  ’s  new  set  of  theistic  beliefs  B  .  Runeberging  suggests  that  we  can  see  S  generate  arguments 
 in  favor  of  f  only  in  virtue  of  S  ’s  previously  held  B  .  In  other  words,  S  argues  f  only  because  f 
 coheres  within  B  ,  not  because  f  is  in  fact  true.  I  contend  that  this  process  of  runeberging  could 
 explain  Stratton’s  odd  antics  while  defending  the  FTA.  In  fact,  I  think  Stratton  starts  with  the 
 conclusion  that  libertarianism  is  true,  and  because  libertarian  freedom  coheres  rather  well  with 
 theistic  beliefs  (e.g.,  substance  dualism  and  the  existence  of  a  soul),  as  well  as  theistic  solutions 
 to  atheist  attacks  on  the  faith  (e.g.,  divine  hiddenness  and  the  logical  problem  of  evil),  it  may 
 seem  highly  plausible  that  libertarian  freedom  is  true.  The  problem  is  that  this  conclusion 
 unfortunately  does  not  follow,  specifically  if  our  noetic  structure  is  anything  similar  to  the 
 structure  offered  by  Classical  Evidentialists.  Here’s  the  point:  just  because  f  (i.e.,  libertarian 
 freedom)  coheres  well  with  B  (i.e.,  theistic  belief  and  solutions  sets)  does  not  mean  that  f  is 

 419  Ibid., 37. (bracket original) 
 418  Ibid., 32-3. 
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 automatically  true;  this  should  be  obvious.  However,  as  Vargas  notes  above,  motivated  reasoning 
 often  blurs  our  attention  to  objective  evidence–whether  that  be  philosophical  or  psychological–to 
 the  contrary.  This  provides  the  compatibilist  with  yet  another  potential  error  theory  for  the 
 theistic incompatibilist. 

 Now,  please,  do  not  misunderstand  the  point  here.  I  am  clearly  not  insinuating  that  Stratton’s 
 runeberging  entails  that  libertarianism  is  in  fact  false.  I  have  not  motivated  this  claim  in  the 
 slightest.  I  am,  however,  insinuating  that  I  have  yet  to  find  a  convincing  argument  in  favor  of  the 
 FTA,  and  I  have  yet  to  find  a  convincing  defense  of  D  1  from  Stratton’s  own  pen.  And  part  of  the 
 reason  why  I  think  (RO)  Hard  Calvinists  will  find  Stratton’s  argument  lacking  so  much  luster  is 
 because  the  argument  itself  is  motivated  by  his  apologetics  background,  and  not  because  there  is 
 a  significantly  robust  argument  in  favor  of  libertarian  freedom.  So,  libertarian  freedom,  for  all  we 
 know,  may  in  fact  be  true;  however,  the  veracity,  or  even  the  most  minute  conviction,  of  this 
 claim cannot be found from Stratton’s FTA. Allow me to offer the following explanation. 

 Stratton  started  his  apologetics  ministry  after  being  confronted  in  his  youth  ministry  with  a  rather 
 forward  young  man  asking  all  sorts  of  faith-shaking  questions  that  Stratton  himself,  at  the  time, 
 could  not  answer.  420  With  a  shaken  faith,  and  after  discovering  the  work  of  William  Lane  Craig, 
 the  questions  that  once  bothered  Stratton  started  to  become  answered  via  natural  theology 
 concerning  God’s  existence.  In  addition,  I  have  no  doubt  that  Stratton  found  other  theistic 
 solutions  to  atheistic  counters  in  the  treasures  of  classical  apologetics  (i.e.,  the  logical  problem  of 
 evil, and its solution: Plantinga’s highly revered Free Will Defense). 

 Now,  it  is  more  than  a  plausible  theory  to  suggest  that  many  struggling  theists  were  in  Stratton’s 
 same  faith-shaken  predicament  until  they  discovered  how  much  libertarian  freedom  can  unlock 
 potential  answers  to  one  of  Christianity’s  biggest  defeaters:  the  logical  problem  of  evil.  My 
 theory  is  that  we  often  gravitate  to  our  heroes  of  the  faith  via  theological  imitation.  For  instance, 
 if  classical  apologists  find  the  need  to  posit  the  Free  Will  Defense  (understood  libertarianly)  as  a 
 response  to  the  logical  problem  of  evil,  and  if  a  struggling  theist  is  searching  for  answers  to  this 
 problem,  they  will  find  a  safe-haven  in  the  confines  of  libertarian  freedom  via  the  works  of  those 
 same  classical  apologists.  This  is  only  natural,  and  I  actually  think  this  is  one  reason  why  we  are 
 seeing  a  huge  trend  of  pop-apologetics  in  YouTube  and  in  literary  scholarship;  but  that’s  neither 
 here  nor  there.  The  point  is  that  I  humbly  think  that  Stratton  was  one  of  these  “struggling 
 theists,”  and  I  think  his  origin  story  lends  itself  to  this  sort  of  explanation.  When  discovering 
 Craig’s  work  via  classical  apologetics  and  philosophical  theology,  f  just  seems  obviously  true 
 because  f  coheres  well  with  B  ;  moreover,  the  truth  of  B  seems  to  entail  the  truth  of  f  .  The  truth  of 
 f  is  not  argued  independently,  however,  but  rather  it  is  simply  accepted  as  true  in  order  to  uphold 
 B  ,  and then  the truth of  f  is argued in the light  of prior commitments to  B  . 

 420  For a short summary on Stratton’s origin with classical apologetics, natural theology, William Lane Craig, and 
 how he started Freethinking Ministries as a chapter director of Craig’s  Reasonable Faith  apologetics  organization, 
 see the following video: “How Reasonable Faith Changed My Life,”  https://youtu.be/n1GnbZqPi_g  . 

https://youtu.be/n1GnbZqPi_g
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 Is  this  process  epistemically  wrong,  or  is  it  epistemically  or  philosophically  irresponsible?  I  think 
 it  depends.  As  Furlong  argued  above,  initial  intuitions  about  certain  concepts  are  not  inherently 
 or  intrinsically  wrong,  and  they  should  be  taken  seriously.  But  this  does  not  mean  we  ought  to 
 throw  the  full  weight  of  reliability  upon  them.  I  think  the  following  error  theory  before  us  claims 
 a  similar  concession.  I  don’t  think  following  after  our  theological  or  philosophical  heroes  is 
 necessarily  a  bad  thing,  epistemically  (the  dedication  of  this  present  work  makes  this  glaringly 
 obvious).  So  how  does  one  know  when  they  are  unfairly  motivating  their  claim  instead  of 
 making  an  honest  exploration  of  truth  through  rigorous  philosophical  argumentation?  I  believe 
 an answer has something to do with the weight we place on the initial intuitions. 

 Nahmias  reflects  upon  these  intuitions  and  how  they  may  “motivate”  our  philosophical 
 meanderings: 

 In  the  face  of  these  stalemates,  it  is  not  surprising  that  each  side  has  suggested  that  its 
 views  are  supported  by  commonsense  intuitions.  Such  claims  allow  philosophers  to 
 motivate  their  own  position  and  to  shift  the  burden  of  proof  onto  their  opponents,  unless 
 of  course  one  takes  the  view  that  such  appeals  to  folk  intuitions  are  simply  irrelevant  or 
 inappropriate…  One  possibility  is  for  philosophers  to  assume  that  their  own  intuitions 
 about  the  relevant  cases  (including  thought  experiments)  and  concepts  are  representative 
 of  ordinary  intuitions.  We  should  worry,  however,  about  whether  philosophers,  especially 
 those  “embedded”  in  the  free-will  debate,  are  likely  to  make  claims  about  what  is 
 intuitive–and  to  create  and  react  to  thought  experiments–in  ways  that  reflect  their  own 
 theoretical commitments.  421 

 Our  intuitions,  Nahmias  contends,  give  birth  to  motivated  or  otherwise  biased  reasoning. 
 Sometimes  this  form  of  reasoning  is  unintentional,  or  perhaps  unforeseen;  it  is  nonetheless 
 present  the  more  “embedded”  one  becomes  in  the  selected  debate.  I  think  it  is  clear,  then,  that 
 Stratton  thinks  the  FTA  is  a  good  argument  because  the  defenses  he  has  brought  to  the  table 
 (e.g.,  the  Mad  Scientist  thought  experiment,  Deliberation-Liberation  Argument,  etc.)  adequately 
 support  the  argument.  But,  these  defenses  are  good  insofar  the  intuitions  underlying  the  defenses 
 are  said  to  be  reliable.  This  entire  section  has  been  dedicated  to  articulating  exactly  why  I  find 
 these  intuitions  to  be  untrustworthy.  The  first  reason  is  due  to  the  fact  that  there  are  competing  or 
 alternative  compatibilist  intuitions  or  hypotheses.  The  second  reason  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
 Stratton  has  placed  an  immense  weight  on  defending  his  arguments  via  intuition.  I  find  that  this 
 weight  has  not  been  defended  sufficiently,  and  thus,  I  find  that  the  reason  why  the  weight  on 
 intuition  is  present  in  the  first  place  is  because  there  lies  motivated  reasoning,  or  theistic 
 runeberging,  behind  the  scenes.  Indeed,  I  contend  that  not  only  does  Stratton’s  origin  story  help 
 explain  this  phenomenon,  the  theory  itself  explains  Stratton’s  obnoxious  rhetorical  devices  in  his 

 421  Nahmias, “Intuitions,” 556-57. (emphasis added on “motivate”) 
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 rejoinder  to  Bignon,  rebuttals  to  compatibilist-Calvinist  opponents,  and  his  philosophical  chapter 
 in  Mere Molinism  (all of which are comprehensively surveyed above in varied sections).  422 

 Motivated  reasoning  is  seen  most  prevalently  in  the  light  of  argued  initial  intuitions.  Seeing  as 
 Stratton  appeals  to  intuition  as  a  defense  of  the  FTA  throughout  the  entirety  of  the  rejoinder  to 
 Bignon,  it  is  clear  (at  least  to  me)  that  some  form  of  runebergining  is  happening  when  the  FTA  is 
 argued.  To  reiterate,  this  error  theory  does  not  suggest  that  libertarianism  is  false,  nor  does  it 
 suggest  that  the  FTA  is  false.  All  the  theory  suggests  is  an  addition  to  Furlong’s  caution:  we 
 ought  to  take  our  confidence  in  our  initial  intuitions  concerning  divine  determinism  with  a  grain 
 of  salt.  If  this  is  true,  I  fail  to  see  how  any  incompatibilist  can  use  mere  intuitions  as  a  support 
 claim for a key premise in their argument. 

 4.8.5 Conclusion | Conditional & Categorical Analyses Revisited 

 We  come  to  the  end  of  our  analysis  of  epistemological  intuition  and  proper  basicality.  We  have 
 seen  that  Stratton  cannot  claim  that  libertarian  freedom  is  properly  basic  while  also  holding  to 
 the  core  tenets  of  Classical  Evidentialism;  at  best,  Stratton  is  an  advocate  of  Phenomenal 
 Conservatism  (PC).  Additionally,  we  have  seen  that  there  are  quite  a  few  independent 
 experimental  studies  done  on  the  claim  of  folk  intuitions,  common  sense,  and  motivated 
 reasoning.  None  of  these  studies  suggest  that  libertarian  freedom  is  the  “intuitive”  position  or  the 
 commonsensical  view  of  freedom.  What  these  studies  do  suggest  is  that  our  confidence  level  on 
 the  veracity  of  libertarian  freedom,  and  thus  incompatibilism,  ought  to  be  taken  lightly.  Clearly, 
 Stratton has chosen not to heed this wise advice. 

 Stratton  had  wanted  to  argue  that  libertarian  freedom,  along  with  all  its  entailments,  is  the 
 “common  sense”  view.  The  main  problem  with  this  assertion–besides  the  fact  that  it  is  a  baseless 
 assertion–is  that  we  not  only  have  overwhelming  empirical  evidence  to  the  contrary  (e.g., 
 Nahmias’  research),  but  also  that  we  have  overwhelming  conceptual  evidence  to  the  contrary 
 (e.g.,  Furlong's  intuitive  case  analysis,  an  error  theory  in  motivated  reasoning,  and  the 
 epistemological  differences  between  Classical  Evidentialism  and  PC  and  how  each  view  relates 
 to  intuition).  Moreover,  as  I  have  defended  above  in  our  section  on  the  Consequence  Argument, 
 there  remains  competing  or  alternative  hypotheses  for  explaining  the  full  array  of  free  will  data, 

 422  I will also add that Stratton’s own ministry,  Freethinking  Ministries, lends itself to a charge of motivated 
 reasoning. If Stratton’s FTA is false, then it would seem that his entire ministry is titled upon a false argument. This 
 not only makes for bad publicity, but also bad livelihood. Stratton’s job is to virtually defend the FTA at all costs 
 because the title of his ministry is named after the argument! If the argument fails, it would seem that the ministry 
 would fail. Of course, I don’t think any of this follows, but it does seem to add an extra cost to the potential failure 
 or denial of the argument. This extra cost could easily lend itself to a form (even if mild) of motivated reasoning: a 
 sort of “keeping the argument alive at all costs!”, even if the argument has been shown to fail multiple times over, all 
 for the sake of ministry. Additionally, Stratton’s own marriage has received some benefit from his libertarian 
 leanings in positing Molinism: “Molinism Saves Marriages!” 
 https://freethinkingministries.com/molinism-saves-marriages/  .  Though the story in the article could be seen as 
 pragmatic or practical, I take it as yet another form of motivated reasoning. 

https://freethinkingministries.com/molinism-saves-marriages/
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 specifically  our  intuitions  concerning  moral  responsibility.  If  Stratton  thinks  that  libertarianism  is 
 the  best  model  to  fit  the  “intuitive”  data,  I  contend  that  he  is  wrong,  and  demonstrably  so.  He 
 argues  that  it  is  intuitive,  or  “typical”,  “that  we  possess  the  opportunity  to  exercise  an  ability  to 
 think  otherwise  (to  choose  among  a  range  of  alternative  options  each  of  which  is  compatible  with 
 our  nature  at  the  moment  of  choice),”  (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  19);  it  is  intuitive  or 
 commonsensical  that  we  possess  the  categorical  ability  to  think  otherwise.  That’s  a  problem:  the 
 categorical ability is  not  as intuitive as the  conditional  or  dispositional  ability. 

 In  his  first  live  review  of  Stratton,  Bignon  states  the  following  in  competition  to  the  libertarian 
 intuition: 

 I  am  very  happy  to  say  that  if  you  are  coerced  to  affirm  X  so  that  you  will  believe  X  no 
 matter  what  your  reasoning  tells  you…  you  would  be  lacking  even  the  conditional  ability 
 to  believe  otherwise,  let’s  say,  then  your  belief  in  X  is  not  warranted.  If  what  you  believe 
 is  determined  to  be  such  no  matter  what  your  reasoning  tells  you  then  this  is  not 
 warranted;  you  don’t  have  knowledge.  But  in  the  normal  cases,  God  can  determine  you  to 
 believe  X  through  all  the  right  mechanisms  of  rational  thinking  and  deliberating  in  a  way 
 that  does  not  exclude  rationality  at  all.  So,  it’s  in  the  way  that  you  could  have  believed 
 otherwise  if  ,  conditionally,  if  something  had  been  different,  namely,  the  evidence.  So  the 
 key  is  that  your  cognitive  faculties  are  determined,  but  they  are  still  reasons-responsive;  a 
 key  phrase  coined  by  Fischer  and  Ravizza  about  the  mechanism  of  your  decision-making, 
 which  is  reasons-responsive.  It  is  determined,  but  it  is  such  that  if  reasons  had  been 
 different,  then  you  would  have  chosen  differently,  so  it’s  responsive  to  reasons…  my 
 belief  could  have  been  otherwise,  if  the  evidence  had  been  otherwise.  This  is  a  point 
 where  I  can  turn  on  the  heat  on  the  incompatibilist  and  indeterminist  and  say  that  this 
 account  I  just  gave  is  very  straightforward;  it’s  the  opposite  that  is  actually 
 counter-intuitive  where  there’s  actually  a  charge  that  one’s  belief  is  arbitrary  if  it’s  not 
 molded  by  the  evidence.  That  is,  there  is  a  short  charge  of  arbitrariness  that  can  be 
 leveled  at  the  libertarian  view:  I  smell  the  bread,  but  I  freely  choose  to  believe  no  one 
 baked  the  bread?  I  don’t  think  that  is  more  rational  as  a  mechanism.  So,  in  my  view,  the 
 evidence  molds  your  belief,  it  determines  what  you  are  going  to  do  [and  believe],  in  a 
 way  that  is  still  reasons-responsive.  But,  if  all  the  evidence  being  just  the  way  it  is,  and 
 you  say,  “Well,  I  could  just  on  a  whim  believe  otherwise,”  then  it  doesn’t  seem  like  you 
 are really guided by the evidence.  423 

 Bignon  argues  that  it  is  more  rational  to  believe  proposition  p  given  the  positive  evidence  in 
 favor  of  believing  p  .  It  is  not  intuitive  to  say  that  p  is  rational  or  epistemically  compelling  if  it  is 
 not  first  molded  by  the  evidence.  So,  our  rationale  must  first  be  molded  by  the  evidence;  yet,  this 

 423  Bignon,  French Calvinist Philosopher Responds to Critics  ,  https://youtu.be/rP2BWwC9M3s?t=2960  (starting at 
 timestamp 49:15). 

https://youtu.be/rP2BWwC9M3s?t=2960
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 kind  of  “molding”  is  something  that  is  straightforwardly  compatible  with  determinism  as  it  relies 
 upon  the  conditional  analysis  of  ability.  The  categorical  analysis  of  ability  would  say  that  even 
 though  p  is  rationally  compelling  because  p  is  molded  by  the  evidence,  an  agent  S  can  still 
 libertarianly  freely  choose  (i.e.,  choose  without  any  sufficient  or  antecedent  factors  determining 
 S  ’s  choice)  to  believe  p  or  ~  p  .  But,  as  Bignon  notes  (and  I  agree),  this  seems  absurd;  of  course 
 we  wish  our  cognitive  deliberative  faculties  to  be  determined  by  the  evidence!  After  all,  that  is 
 part  of  what  it  means  to  be  rational.  The  libertarian  thesis  along  with  its  entailed  categorical 
 analysis,  after  everything  is  stripped  down  to  the  bare  essentials,  is  simply  not  as  intuitive  as  the 
 conditional analysis. In fact, take for example, Franklin’s brief two-cents on intuition. 

 Christopher Evan Franklin is clear: 

 The  [Principle  of  Reasonable  Opportunity]  has  great  intuitive  plausibility.  .  .  I 
 submit  that  this  is  a  principle  that  we  are  inclined  to  accept  upon  critical  moral 
 reflection.  Just  as  we  would  find  it  absurd  to  blame  someone  for  failing  to  speak 
 English  if  he  lacked  the  ability  to  speak  English,  we  would  find  it  absurd  to  blame 
 him  if  he  had  the  ability  but  lacked  the  opportunity  to  exercise  it,  because,  for 
 example, he was gagged. 

 If  you  do,  in  fact,  possess  an  opportunity  to  exercise  this  ability—and  if  something  or 
 someone  else  is  not  always  causally  determining  all  of  your  thoughts—then  welcome  to 
 the  land  of  the  free  in  the  libertarian  sense!  But  if  we  do  not  possess  this  ability  (if  this 
 opportunity  is  illusory),  and  there  is,  in  fact,  only  one  “choice  option”  actually  available 
 at  the  moment  of  choice,  and  many  are  sure  we  do  possess  a  broad  ability  to  choose 
 otherwise,  then  humanity  is  subject  to  something  akin  to  an  illusion  (Bignon  can  call  it 
 whatever he’d like).  424 

 What  I  find  wholly  ironic  about  this  quote  from  Franklin  is  that  it  is  actually  compatible  with  the 
 conditional  analysis  (more  specifically,  Vihvelin’s  dispositional  analysis).  Franklin  contends  that 
 it  is  “absurd  to  blame  someone  for  failing  to  speak  English”  if  he  “lacked  the  opportunity  to 
 exercise  it,  because,  for  example,  he  was  gagged.”  But,  the  reason  why  we  find  this  accusation  of 
 blameworthiness  cruel  and  ridiculous  is  because  the  person  could  not  have  done  otherwise  even 
 if  he  had  wanted  to  ;  he  was  gagged!  He  lacked  the  opportunity  to  exercise  the  ability  to  speak 
 English  (i.e.,  he  lacked  the  wide  ability  )  because  he  lacked  the  conditional  ability  .  In  Carlson, 
 Volume  1,  §2.4.3-4,  I  have  examined  how  Vihvelin’s  dispositional  analysis  fares  in  comparison 
 to  the  categorical  ability  and  the  entailed  conditional  ability.  I  more  or  less  explained  there  what  I 
 am  explaining  here:  the  conditional  ability  is  necessary  for  moral  and  rational  responsibility. 
 And  as  Bignon  argues,  our  rationality  must  be  formed  by  evidence.  If  it  is  formed  or  determined 
 by  evidence,  then  our  rationality  is  conditioned  upon  antecedent  or  sufficient  conditions.  This  is 

 424  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 19. (quote from Franklin,  Minimal Libertarianism  , 45) 
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 compatible  with  determinism,  and  is  rather  intuitive;  it  is,  however,  incompatible  with  the 
 libertarian categorical analysis of ability. 

 I  conclude  that  the  contested  premise  of  the  FAC,  D  1  ,  is  undefended.  Stratton  cannot  appeal  to 
 incompatibilist  intuitions  in  defense  of  such  a  premise;  it  is  unwarranted  for  a  variety  of 
 experimental,  conceptual,  and  epistemological  reasons.  The  next  support  claim  that  Stratton  has 
 often  appealed  to  is  the  self-defeat  claim:  the  denial  of  libertarian  freedom  is  self-defeating 
 because  a  denial  of  libertarian  freedom  is  actually  a  tacit  affirmation  of  it.  This  will  be  the  topic 
 of discussion in the next subsection. 

 4.9 The Self-Defeating Claim 

 There  are  a  number  of  times  Stratton  appeals  to  self-defeat  as  a  way  to  defend  the  FTA.  At  its 
 core,  the  defense  goes  something  like,  “The  denial  of  libertarian  freedom  is  actually  a  tacit 
 affirmation  of  it.”  425  In  Mere  Molinism  ,  we  see  the  following  self-refuting  support  claims  against 
 divine determinism, and in favor of libertarian freedom: 

 If  (A  3  )  is  true,  then  the  above  conclusion  [that  if  determinism  is  true,  no  one  possesses 
 justification  for  their  beliefs]  seems  to  become  inarguable,  since  to  argue  against  it  one 
 must  appeal  to  rationality  and  assume  he  has  knowledge  and/or  some  degree  of 
 justification  about  why  the  third  premise  [of  the  FTA]  is  faulty.  Consequently,  the  act  of 
 objecting to (A  3  ) appears to inadvertently  presuppose  the truth of (A  3  ).  426 

 Ultimately,  if  one  rejects  [premise  A  3  or  D  1  of  the  FTA  or  FAC,  respectively],  then  it 
 follows  that  he  affirms  that  he  cannot  rationally  affirm  that  this  premise  is  false.  Since  it 
 is  ultimately  self-refuting  to  reject  either  premise  in  the  argument,  the  following 
 conclusion is deductive:  Therefore, some humans possess libertarian freedom  .  427 

 Or, straightforwardly, 

 As  explained  in  chapter  12,  it  is  self-refuting  to  argue  for  determinism…  Ultimately  if 
 one  rejects  this  premise,  it  would  follow  that  he  is  affirming  that  he  cannot  rationally 
 affirm  that  this  premise  is  false.  Since  it  is  ultimately  self-refuting  to  reject  [the  premise 
 that  humans  can  rationally  affirm  knowledge  claims],  the  following  conclusion…  is 
 deductive:  “Therefore, some humans possess libertarian freedom.”  428 

 428  Ibid., 242. (emphasis on “self-refuting”) 
 427  Ibid., 178. (emphasis on “self-refuting”) 
 426  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 168. (emphasis on “presuppose”); cf. Bignon, “Review,” 25. 

 425  Recall §4.1.3 on the analytic and dialectical differences between question-begging (i.e., contingent flaws in 
 reasoning) and self-refutation (i.e., necessary flaws in reasoning). Also, recall the subsequent discussions on 
 self-sealing questions or self-refuting arguments in §4.7. 
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 Finally,  in  his  rejoinder  to  Bignon,  Stratton  agrees  with  Bignon’s  assessment  “using  rationality  to 
 refute  [the  FTA]  would  be  self-defeating  as  it  would  tacitly  support  the  argument.”  429  In  the  light 
 of  this  evidence,  I  will  begin  by  assessing  a  rather  modest  proposal  to  Stratton’s  supporting 
 defense with the following argument. Let’s call it the  Self-Defeat Defense  (SDD): 

 1.  If  libertarian  freedom  is  transcendentally  necessary,  then  the  negation  of  libertarian 
 freedom is self-defeating. 

 2.  Libertarian freedom is transcendentally necessary. 
 3.  Therefore, the negation of libertarian freedom is self-defeating.  430 

 For reference, here is the  Freethinking Argument against  Naturalism  : 

 A  1  If naturalism is true, human nature does not include  an immaterial soul. 
 A  2  If  human  nature  does  not  include  an  immaterial  soul,  then  humans  do  not  possess 
 libertarian freedom. 
 A  3  If  humans  do  not  possess  libertarian  freedom,  then  humans  do  not  possess  the  ability 
 to rationally infer and rationally affirm knowledge claims. 
 A  4  Humans  do  possess  the  ability  to  rationally  infer  and  rationally  affirm  knowledge 
 claims. 
 A  5  Therefore, humans possess libertarian freedom. 
 A  6  Therefore, human nature includes an immaterial  soul. 
 A  7  Therefore, naturalism is false.  431 

 It  should  be  clear  that  SDD  is  argued  by  Stratton  in  order  to  defend  A  3  of  the  FTA  (and  mutandis 
 mutatis  in  defense  of  D  1  of  the  FAC).  The  conclusion  of  SDD  states  that  the  denial  of  libertarian 
 freedom is self-defeating. In response to SDD, Bignon writes the following: 

 No,  [the  denial  of  A  3  ]  presupposes  a  denial  of  the  consequent  [of  A  3  ],  not  an  affirmation 
 of  the  conditional.  It  doesn’t  presuppose  the  truth  of  (A3),  it  presupposes  the  truth  of 
 (A4)  ,  which  said:  “Humans  do  possess  the  ability  to  rationally  infer  and  rationally  affirm 
 knowledge  claims.”  Stratton  can’t  keep  track  of  what  his  own  premises  are  saying  here. 
 And  that  confusion  between  (A3)  and  (A4)  is  what  makes  interaction  with  Stratton  on 
 this  topic  rather  unpleasant,  because  as  soon  as  he  hears  you  argue,  he  claims  his 
 argument  is  vindicated.  That’s  just  silly.  It  vindicates  the  undisputed  claim  that  we  are 

 431  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 167. 

 430  Personal thanks to Daniel Akande for suggesting this exact formulation of the self-defeat argument for libertarian 
 freedom. In addition, Jonathan Thompson, former staff writer for Freethinking Ministries, is currently writing a 
 review of Stratton’s  Mere Molinism  by critiquing the  Freethinking Argument and Stratton’s overall approach to 
 apologetic and theological scholarship. One of the primary critiques in this review is to suggest that the Freethinking 
 Argument is an ambitious transcendental argument. 

 429  Bignon, “Review,” 25; Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 13. 
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 rational  (A4),  not  the  disputed  conditional  that  if  determinism  is  true,  rationality  is 
 excluded (A3).  432 

 Denying  A  3  only  presupposes  the  truth  of  A  4  (i.e.,  being  rational  ),  yet  it  does  nothing  to  validate 
 or  presuppose  the  truth  of  the  crucial  premise  A  3  –contrary  to  Stratton’s  claim  that  the  affirmation 
 of  A  3  is  actually  an  “[inadvertent  presupposition  of]  the  truth  of  (A  3  ),”  (  Mere  Molinism  ,  168). 
 The  determinist  can  certainly  reject  A  3  and  her  doing  so  simply  does  not  somehow  presuppose 
 the  truth  of  A  3  –or  at  least  it  has  not  been  adequately  shown.  As  Bignon  suggests,  on  the  contrary: 
 denying  A  3  seems  to  presuppose  A  4  not  A  3  !  Thus,  Stratton’s  response  here  is  clearly  lacking  and 
 a blatant  non sequitur  . 

 Oddly,  Stratton  doesn’t  say  much  in  response  to  Bignon’s  criticism  here.  In  the  section  labeled  as 
 “  It’s  self-refuting  to  rationally  argue  against  the  argument  ”,  in  his  rejoinder  to  Bignon,  Stratton 
 discusses  alternative  possibilities  and  briefly  mentions  the  conditional  ability  433  instead  of 
 actually  addressing  self-defeat  criticisms  .  So,  that’s  strange;  perhaps  an  organizational  error.  This 
 aside,  Stratton  does  seem  to  address  Bignon’s  self-defeat  criticisms  but  only  by  reasserting 
 Craig’s  popular  “self-defeat”  quote  (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  16).  434  I  will  hereafter  refer  to  this 
 quote  as  the  “dizzying”  argument  in  favor  of  SDD.  Craig  argues  the  following  against  divine 
 determinism (and deliberation-compatibilism, more generally): 

 There  is  a  sort  of  dizzying,  self-defeating  character  to  determinism.  For  if  one  comes  to 
 believe  that  determinism  is  true,  one  has  to  believe  that  the  reason  he  has  come  to  believe 
 it  is  simply  that  he  was  determined  to  do  so.  One  has  not  in  fact  been  able  to  weigh  the 
 arguments  pro  and  con  and  freely  make  up  one’s  mind  on  that  basis.  The  difference 
 between  the  person  who  weighs  the  arguments  for  determinism  and  rejects  them  and  the 
 person  who  weighs  them  and  accepts  them  is  wholly  that  one  was  determined  by  causal 
 factors  outside  himself  to  believe  and  the  other  not  to  believe.  When  you  come  to  realize 
 that  your  decision  to  believe  in  determinism  was  itself  determined  and  that  even  your 
 present  realization  of  that  fact  right  now  is  likewise  determined,  a  sort  of  vertigo  sets  in, 
 for  everything  that  you  think,  even  this  very  thought  itself,  is  outside  your  control. 
 Determinism  could  be  true;  but  it  is  very  hard  to  see  how  it  could  ever  be  rationally 
 affirmed, since its affirmation undermines the rationality of its affirmation.  435 

 435  William Lane Craig, “Response to Paul Kjoss Helseth” in  Four Views on Divine Providence  , ed. Stanley N. 
 Gundry, Dennis W. Jowers (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan), 60; William Lane Craig, “Molinism vs. Calvinism: 
 Troubled by Calvinists,” 2010,  https://www.reasonablefaith.org/writings/question-answer/molinism-vs.-calvinism  ; 
 cf. Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 169; Stratton, “Rejoinder,  16; Bignon, “Can Calvinist determinists trust their cognitive 
 faculties?” 2014,  http://theologui.blogspot.com/2014/08/can-calvinist-determinists-trust-their.html  ;  Bignon, 
 “Review,” 24; Anderson, “Is Calvinism Unlivable?”, 
 https://www.proginosko.com/2018/12/is-calvinism-unliveable/#fn-3553-2  .  (emphasis added) 

 434  See also §4.6.2 and the relevant footnote on Craig’s “dizzying” quote and how it relates to the compatibility claim 
 concerning rational deliberation and determinism. 

 433  These claims were already addressed in §4.5 and Carlson, Volume 1 §2.4.5, respectively. 
 432  Bignon, “Review,” 25. 

https://www.reasonablefaith.org/writings/question-answer/molinism-vs.-calvinism
http://theologui.blogspot.com/2014/08/can-calvinist-determinists-trust-their.html
https://www.proginosko.com/2018/12/is-calvinism-unliveable/#fn-3553-2
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 Calvinist  scholar  and  philosopher  James  N.  Anderson  engages  Craig’s  (rather  loose)  argument 
 and concludes that it is an argument encased in question-begging sentiments. 

 I  suspect  that  lurking  behind  Craig’s  answer  is  the  idea  that  if  our  beliefs  are  causally 
 determined  then  they  can’t  be  the  product  of  rational  deliberation  .  Yet  there’s  no  reason 
 to  think  that’s  the  case.  In  the  first  place,  many  of  our  beliefs  aren’t  the  product  of  rational 
 deliberation  at  all.  Take  your  belief  that  there’s  a  real  world  that  exists  independently  of 
 your  thoughts  and  experiences.  Most  likely  that’s  a  properly  basic  belief  :  it’s  something 
 you  take  for  granted,  not  a  conclusion  you  reached  by  a  process  of  reasoning.  Suppose, 
 moreover,  that  you’re  determined  to  believe  it:  it’s  a  “hard-wired”  belief,  so  to  speak.  You 
 can’t  help  but believe it. Would that make the belief  rationally suspect? Hardly. 

 Moreover,  even  beliefs  that  are  the  product  of  rational  deliberation  can  be 
 determined.  Consider  a  mathematical  genius  like  Kurt  Gödel  who  endeavors  to  prove  a 
 theorem  from  a  set  of  axioms.  Imagine  he’s  such  a  good  mathematician  that  once  he 
 embarks  on  the  project  he  cannot  fail  to  reach  the  conclusion  he  eventually  reaches.  The 
 axioms  seem  self-evidently  true  (he  didn’t  choose  to  believe  them)  and  having  formulated 
 the  proof  he  cannot  help  but  affirm  its  conclusion.  His  belief  in  the  theorem  is,  in  effect, 
 determined. He couldn’t have believed otherwise. 

 Does  it  follow  that  there’s  something  irrational  about  his  belief?  Surely  not.  But 
 then  why  should  any  belief  be  considered  irrational  simply  in  virtue  of  the  fact  that  it  was 
 determined? 

 In  my  view  the  argument  that  determinism  as  such  is  rationally  self-defeating  is  a 
 non-starter.  436 

 It  is  interesting  that  Anderson  points  out  the  fact  that  proper  basic  beliefs  are  beliefs  that  we  do 
 not  reach  via  the  categorical  evaluation  of  judgment  options  .  These  beliefs,  much  like  the  belief 
 that  the  external  world  exists  and  is  real,  is  a  belief  that  we  tend  to  “take  for  granted.”  If  true,  this 
 seems  to  be  a  knock  against  Stratton’s  own  posited  defense  of  the  proper  basicality  of  libertarian 
 free  will.  If  libertarian  free  will  were  truly  properly  basic,  then  Stratton  himself  could  not 
 categorically  choose  to  believe  it  as  properly  basic!  If  libertarian  freedom  were  properly  basic, 
 Stratton  could  not  help  but  believe  it.  Stratton  may  be  determined  or  “hard-wired”  (through  a 
 variety  of  sufficient  antecedent  factors)  to  believe  what  he  believes,  yet,  all  the  while,  cannot 
 “  help  but  believe  it.”  This  line  of  rhetoric,  however,  is  neither  here  nor  there;  I  will  not  press  it 
 any further. 

 What  is  more  interesting  is  the  fact  that  we  can  relate  Anderson’s  defense  against  Craig  back  to 
 Caruso’s  defense  against  deliberation-incompatibilism.  Recall  from  §4.6.3,  I  discussed  how 
 Caruso’s  Moorean-style  Proof  of  Deliberation-Compatibilism  demonstrates  that  rational 

 436  Anderson, “Is Calvinism Unlivable?” 
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 deliberation  and  causal  determinism  are  not  implicitly  inconsistent  ;  that  is,  Caruso’s  proof 
 demonstrates  the  implicit  consistency  of  one  believing  that  his  rational  deliberation  is  causally 
 determined.  Anderson  is  more  or  less  defending  the  same  claim:  rational  deliberation  is  at  least 
 implicitly  consistent  with  a  belief  in  causal  (or  divine)  determinism.  Moreover,  Caruso’s 
 Moorean-style  pair  of  facts  (Mf)(a)  and  (Mf)(b)  demonstrate  this  to  be  the  case.  To  see  this, 
 recall also Caruso’s facts: 

 (a)  I  rationally  deliberated  this  morning  about  what  to  wear.  [I  weighed  multiple  options, 
 considered  the  weather,  what  I  would  be  doing,  who  I  might  see,  what  looked  best,  and 
 ultimately decided on the outfit I’m currently wearing.] 
 (b)  I  believed  then  and  believe  now  that  my  actions  are  causally  determined  by 
 antecedent conditions beyond my control.  437 

 What  these  facts  teach  us  is  that  there  remains  no  formal  or  otherwise  implicit  inconsistency 
 between  (Mf)(a)  and  (Mf)(b),  prima  facie  .  As  I  concluded  in  §4.6.3,  Caruso’s  argument  does  not 
 grant  the  deliberation-compatibilist  everything  they  would  like  in  an  argument  for  the 
 compatibility  of  rational  deliberation  and  causal  determinism.  It  would  perhaps  be  best  if  the 
 advocate  of  deliberation-compatibilism  had  a  model  to  show  exactly  how  one  can  rationally 
 deliberate  and  still  believe  in  the  doctrine  of  causal  determinism  and  its  necessary  consequences. 
 Caruso  thinks  Pereboom’s  epistemic  account  of  rational  deliberation  does  just  that  (and  I  agree, 
 obviously).  Pereboom’s  model  of  epistemic  openness  shows  that  rational  deliberation  and  causal 
 determinism  are  not  explicitly  inconsistent  .  I  will  detail  these  distinctions  a  bit  further  soon 
 enough;  for  now,  I  had  only  wanted  to  highlight  the  fact  that  Anderson’s  (albeit  brief)  defense  of 
 deliberation-compatibilism  against  Craig’s  “dizzying”  argument  seems  wholly  parallel  to 
 Caruso’s  defense  of  deliberation-compatibilism.  So,  clearly,  Caruso  and  Anderson  both  find  that 
 the  Self-Defeat  Defense  (SDD)  of  deliberation-incompatibilism  is  something  of  a  non-sequitur  ; 
 they  simply  deny  premise  (1)  of  SDD.  438  There  is  no  reason  to  think  that  the  denial  of 
 libertarian-incompatibilism entails an actual tacit affirmation of such rationally denied freedom. 

 Funnily  enough,  Anderson  is  not  the  only  Calvinist  scholar  to  take  on  Craig’s  “dizzying” 
 self-defeat  argument.  Bignon  writes  the  following  as  a  sort  of  preamble  to  the  incompatibilist 
 self-defeat argument: 

 Some  advocates  of  libertarian  free  will  have  argued  that  if  our  abilities  to  form  beliefs 
 and  make  decisions  on  matters  of  truth  are  determinist,  then  we  have  a  reason  not  to  trust 
 them.  We  have  a  reason  to  think  that  they  are  not  reliable,  since  they  are  simply  the 

 438  Furlong’s Case I** against Rogers’ Case I* also comes to mind here. Clearly, the agent, Jonathan, in Case I** 
 rationally deliberates, believes in divine determinism, and yet we intuitively find him morally and rationally 
 responsible for his sinful actions. This case  prima  facie  demonstrates that there is no implicit inconsistency  between 
 a belief in divine determinism and a belief that one can rationally deliberate about the truth of divine determinism. 

 437  Caruso, “On the Compatibility,” 3. 
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 natural  outworking  of  causes  applied  to  our  brains,  and  the  beliefs  which  they  form  are 
 only  the  results  of  electric  impulses,  fully  determined  by  their  input.  This  charge,  if 
 successful,  is  a  serious  problem,  because  it  means  that  if  determinism  is  true,  we  have  a 
 reason  to  doubt  the  very  ability  with  which  we  form  all  our  beliefs,  including  the  belief  in 
 determinism  itself,  and  therefore  we  have  a  reason  to  doubt  it.  That  would  render 
 determinism literally self-refuting.  439 

 Bignon  concedes  that  if  the  “dizzying”  argument  is  sound,  then  it  does  indeed  follow  that 
 determinism  is  self-refuting  or  self-defeating;  this  would  vindicate  Stratton’s  SDD  in  favor  of  the 
 FTA,  and  thus,  in  return,  provide  a  reason  to  accept  the  soundness  of  the  FTA.  So,  does  Bignon 
 disagree  with  Anderson  (and  I  suppose  Swinburne)  440  that  this  line  of  argumentation  is  a 
 “non-starter”? Well, it depends. Bignon writes, 

 [Calvinists]  should  maintain  that  this  argument  is  both  entertaining  and  sound,  but  that  it 
 is  shooting  at  the  wrong  target.  This  argument  is  not  aiming  at  Calvinist  determinism  (as  I 
 will  explain  below);  it  is  aiming  at  naturalism,  or  the  view  which  says  that  the  natural 
 world  is  all  that  exists.  It  is  not  an  argument  against  mere  determinism;  it  is  one  against 
 naturalistic  determinism.  In  all  essentials,  it  is  the  so-called  ‘evolutionary  argument 
 against  naturalism’  crafted  by  Alvin  Plantinga  and  evidently  offered  against  naturalism.  It 
 is  a  good  argument  against  atheistic  naturalism,  arguing  that  if  naturalism  is  true,  then  we 
 have a reason to disbelieve it.  441 

 Bignon  concedes  that  the  “dizzying”  argument  is  a  sound  argument  for  the  self-defeat  of 
 determinism  when  it  is  properly  placed  against  naturalistic  or  physical  (or  perhaps  even  causal  ) 
 determinism.  Craig’s  argument  is  an  argument  against  naturalistic  determinism.  As  such,  Bignon 
 contends,  the  “dizzying”  effects  virtually  misfire  when  aimed  against  divine  determinism  .  In  fact, 
 Craig’s  concern  here  is  really  synonymous  with  Plantinga’s  concern  regarding  evolutionary 
 naturalism.  If  evolutionary  naturalism  is  true,  then  our  beliefs  are  not  aimed  at  truth,  but  rather 
 they  are  aimed  at  survival  .  Surely,  such  a  concern  is  not  an  argument  against  divine  determinism. 
 Bignon argues that 

 [w]hat  matters  for  the  reliability  of  the  process  of  knowledge  acquisition  is  where  we  are 
 going,  not  how  we  get  there.  We  want  to  land  on  true  beliefs,  regardless  of  how  we  travel 
 toward  them.  In  an  atheistic  naturalistic  worldview,  the  reason  why  cognitive  faculties  are 
 not  to  be  trusted  is  not  that  they  are  determinist,  but  it  is  that  they  were  designed  by 

 441  Bignon, “Can Calvinist determinists trust their cognitive faculties?”, 
 http://theologui.blogspot.com/2014/08/can-calvinist-determinists-trust-their.html  . 

 440  Richard Swinburne,  The Evolution of the Soul  (Revised Edition) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986), 
 chapter 13n2; cf. Anderson, “Is Calvinism Unlivable?” 
 https://www.proginosko.com/2018/12/is-calvinism-unliveable/#fn-3553-2  .  See §4.6.7 and the relevant footnote. 

 439  Bignon, “Can Calvinist determinists trust their cognitive faculties?”, 
 http://theologui.blogspot.com/2014/08/can-calvinist-determinists-trust-their.html  . 

http://theologui.blogspot.com/2014/08/can-calvinist-determinists-trust-their.html
https://www.proginosko.com/2018/12/is-calvinism-unliveable/#fn-3553-2
http://theologui.blogspot.com/2014/08/can-calvinist-determinists-trust-their.html
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 evolution  and  natural  selection  for  survival  ,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  forming  true 
 beliefs.  However,  the  Calvinist  who  does  hold  to  determinism  can  perfectly  defend  the 
 reliability  of  his  cognitive  faculties  on  the  basis  that  they  do  result  from  the  design  of  God 
 who  intended  us  to  form  typically  true  beliefs  about  the  world,  albeit  in  a  determinist 
 way.  442 

 I  will  discuss  the  “aiming  at  truth”  controversy  in  more  detail  in  the  following  section.  For  now, 
 it  suffices  to  say  that  Bignon  thinks  there  is  a  relevant  difference.  That  relevant  difference 
 between  naturalistic  determinism  and  divine  determinism  is  a  difference  that  is  best  seen  in  the 
 production  of  beliefs.  For  the  former,  the  production  of  belief  is  aimed  at  survival  and  natural 
 selection;  if  one  happens  to  land  on  a  true  belief  if  naturalistic  determinism  is  true,  then  it  is  only 
 by  happenstance,  mere  chance.  However,  for  the  latter,  the  production  of  belief  is  aimed  at  truth  , 
 for  “the  purpose  of  forming  true  beliefs.”  Calvinists  who  hold  to  divine  determinism  can  readily 
 acknowledge  that  God  designs  humans  with  cognitive  faculties  that  are  intended  to  land  on  true 
 beliefs via a moderate reasons-responsive mechanism (i.e., guidance control). 

 Now,  I  realize  that  Bignon  is  emphatic  in  that  he  says  the  “how”  we  land  on  true  beliefs  does  not 
 matter.  At  first  glance,  this  may  prove  to  be  problematic  to  compatibilist  views,  specifically 
 reasons-responsive  views  such  as  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  theory  of  guidance  control.  These  views 
 specifically  claim  that  the  how  we  are  determined  to  think  and  act  does  in  fact  matter.  If  we  are  to 
 interpret  Bignon  charitably  we  could  say  that  epistemically  the  “how”  we  land  on  true  beliefs 
 does  not  matter,  whereas  metaphysically  ,  the  “how”  we  land  on  true  beliefs  does  matter.  This 
 would  keep  Bignon  (and  his  proposed  Calvinist  solution  to  the  “dizzying”  argument)  in 
 alignment  to  many  contemporary  compatibilists  who  claim  that  “how”  we  are  metaphysically 
 determined  matters,  while  “how”  we  are  epistemically  determined  does  not  matter.  As  long  as  we 
 land  on  true  beliefs  via  a  metaphysical  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism,  and  as  long  as 
 we  metaphysically  own  that  mechanism,  it  does  not  necessarily  matter  (as  much)  to  the 
 production  of  true  beliefs  how  we  epistemically  land  on  those  reasons  and  come  to  know  those 
 reasons  as  ours.  So,  as  Bignon  concludes,  we  have  a  “mind  designed  by  God  to  access  truth,” 
 (Ibid.).  Precisely,  and  that  is  the  relevant  difference  between  the  “dizzying”  self-defeat  that 
 should  be  expected  if  naturalistic  determinism  is  true,  but  not  expected  if  divine  determinism  is 
 true. 

 Therefore,  I  conclude,  again,  that  SDD  cannot  help  defend  Stratton’s  FTA;  it  simply  has  not  been 
 shown  that  the  denial  of  libertarian  freedom  (or  the  denial  of  deliberation-incompatibilism,  more 
 generally)  commits  one  to  a  self-refuting  charge.  Contrary  to  Craig,  determinism  can  be 
 rationally  affirmed  and  its  affirmation  has  not  been  shown  to  undermine  the  rationality  of  its 
 affirmation.  In  fact,  quite  the  opposite.  Its  affirmation  does  not  undermine  the  rationality  of  its 
 affirmation. 

 442  Ibid. 
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 At  this  point,  the  proponent  of  SDD  could  switch  gears  and  argue  that  the  set  of  rational 
 deliberation  and  causal  determinism  are  not  implicitly  inconsistent  ,  nor  explicitly  inconsistent  , 
 but  rather  implicitly  or  explicitly  contradictory  .  That  is  to  say,  SDD  has  not  been  shown  via 
 implicit  or  explicit  inconsistency,  so,  one  could  contend,  it  must  be  shown  via  implicit  or  explicit 
 contradiction.  The  idea  here  is  that  the  self-defeating  nature  of  a  proposition  is  a  posited 
 transcendentally  necessary  contradiction;  one  cannot  possibly  imagine  its  not  coming  about.  As 
 an  aside,  I  find  this  maneuver  rather  odd  because  arguing  that  a  particular  view  is  indeed 
 contradictory  to  other  belief  sets  often  associated  with  the  view  is  a  much  bolder  defense  than 
 merely  arguing  that  the  view  is  only  inconsistent  with  other  belief  sets.  And  if  the  weaker 
 defense  (i.e.,  inconsistency  claims)  fail,  then  it  is  dubious  as  to  whether  the  stronger  defense  (i.e., 
 contradictory  claims)  would  even  begin  to  succeed.  At  any  rate,  I  still  think  this  is  a  move  the 
 committed incompatibilist could make thus far in the dialectic. 

 So,  what  is  the  compatibilist  to  make  of  this  strategy?  Well,  first,  it  would  be  helpful  to 
 summarize  some  previously  covered  territory.  As  somewhat  noted  above,  there  are  a  variety  of 
 claims in defense of the incompatibility between rational deliberation and belief in determinism: 

 1. Implicitly Inconsistent (the  weakest  case) 
 2. Explicitly Inconsistent 
 3. Implicitly Contradictory 
 4. Explicitly Contradictory (the  strongest  case)  443 

 I  contend  that  SDD  is  hoping  to  argue  (4),  but  in  reality,  it  is  actually  arguing  (3).  Before  I  show 
 this  to  be  the  case,  consider  once  more  that  Caruso’s  Moorean-style  proof  shows  that  rational 
 deliberation  and  belief  in  determinism  are  neither  (2)  nor  (1).  Caruso's  argument  at  the  very  least 
 demonstrates  that  rational  deliberation  and  determinism  are  the  negation  of  (1):  implicitly 
 inconsistent.  This  means  that  rational  deliberation  and  a  belief  in  determinism  are  (at  least) 
 implicitly  consistent  ;  Caruso’s  argument  demonstrates  that  it  is  at  least  broadly  logically  possible 
 for  one  to  rationally  deliberate  while  believing  in  the  truth  of  causal  determinism.  Pereboom  and 
 Bignon  demonstrate  the  negation  of  (2):  explicitly  inconsistent.  That  is,  there  is  no  formal 
 inconsistency  between  rational  deliberation  and  a  belief  in  causal  determinism.  This  is  because 
 Pereboom  and  Bignon  both  give  a  model  for  demonstrating  the  consistency  of  rational 
 deliberation and belief in determinism.  444 

 444  Cf. Plantinga,  God, Freedom, and Evil  , 25. 

 443  These terms, to my knowledge, originate with Alvin Plantinga in his wonderful work  God, Freedom, and Evil  , 
 12-4, 16-7, 24-5. While Plantinga contextually coined these terms in response to J.L. Mackie’s logical problem of 
 evil argument, I will, however, utilize the basic formulations of each term, as well as their definitions, and apply 
 them in response to the SDD. 
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 With  this  précis  in  mind,  what  exactly  is  being  claimed  by  the  deliberation-incompatibilist 
 proponent  now?  The  proponent  of  deliberation-incompatibilist  could  argue  that  it  is 
 transcendentally  necessary  for  the  elements  of  rational  deliberation  and  causal  determinism  to  be 
 mutually  exclusive;  that  is,  it  is  necessarily  false  that  causal  determinism  rules  out  rational 
 deliberation  on  the  account  that  affirming  causal  determinism  requires  rational  deliberation.  As 
 such,  because  rational  deliberation  requires  the  freedom  to  weigh  evaluative  alternative  judgment 
 options,  causal  determinism,  therefore,  rules  out  (necessarily)  rational  deliberation–or  so  it  is 
 argued.  My  contention  to  this  argument  is  that  it  is  false,  and  demonstrably  so.  Borrowing  from 
 the  work  of  renowned  theologian-philosopher  Alvin  Plantinga,  the  deliberation-compatibilist 
 advocate  may  indeed  prove  that  there  is  no  formal  or  informal  contradiction  between  the 
 elements  of  rational  deliberation  and  causal  determinism  (even  if  understood  within  the  divine 
 decree).  In  what  follows,  I  will  show  that  deliberation-compatibilism  does  not  commit  itself  to  a 
 self-defeat  charge  because  it  does  not  satisfy  the  conditions  for  what  it  means  to  commit  an 
 implicit  or  explicit contradiction  . 

 According  to  Plantinga,  an  “  explicit  contradiction  is  a  proposition  of  a  certain  sort–a  conjunctive 
 proposition,  one  conjunct  of  which  is  the  denial  or  negation  of  the  other  conjunct,”  (Plantinga, 
 God,  Freedom,  and  Evil  ,  12).  What  Craig  (and  Stratton)  both  argue  is  that  the  following  set  is 
 contradictory  , and therefore  self-defeating  : 

 (1)  Humans rationally deliberate. 
 (2)  Determinism is true. 

 Call  this  set  A;  the  claim  is  that  A  is  an  inconsistent  set.  But  what  is  it  for  a  set  to  be 
 inconsistent  or  contradictory?  Following  our  definitions  of  an  explicit  contradiction,  we 
 might  say  that  a  set  of  propositions  is  explicitly  contradictory  if  one  of  the  members  is  the 
 denial  or  negation  of  another  member.  But  then,  of  course,  it  is  evident  that  the  set  we  are 
 discussing is not explicitly contradictory…  445 

 To  Craig  (and  Stratton),  the  affirmation  of  (1)  necessarily  denies  (2),  or  the  affirmation  of  (2) 
 necessarily  denies  (1).  But,  this  is  the  problem,  because  the  denials  of  (1)  and  (2),  respectively, 
 are the following: 

 (3)  Humans do not rationally deliberate. 
 (4)  Determinism is false. 

 445  Ibid., 13. I understand that Plantinga is a theist who argues for libertarian free will in his infamous Free Will 
 Defense. I also understand that Plantinga, originally, argued for the consistency of maintaining Christian orthodox 
 while responding to Mackie’s concern with the logical problem of evil. It is my view, however, that these two facts 
 are wholly irrelevant to how I am borrowing from Plantinga’s work. I am simply following Plantinga’s  logic  in  his 
 response to demonstrating how beliefs may be shown to be logically consistent or non-contradictory; I am  not 
 following, nor am I advocating for, Plantinga’s  conclusions  at the end of that logic. 
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 Notice,  these  members  are  not  in  set  A.  This  means  that  set  A,  as  it  stands,  does  not  commit  a 
 formal  or  explicit  contradiction  ;  elements  (1)  and  (2)  are  not  contradictory  in  the  explicit  sense, 
 and therefore, affirming (1) and (2) is not self-defeating. 

 But,  alas,  surely  there  are  some  sets  that  are  “pretty  clearly  contradictory,  in  an  important  way, 
 but  not  explicitly  contradictory,”  (Ibid.,  13).  These  sets  are  implicitly  contradictory  because  one 
 would  first  have  to  add  a  new  proposition  to  the  set  in  order  to  deduce  the  argued  contradiction. 
 This  route  would  entail  that  the  set  is  indeed  a  formal  contradiction  because  its  new  member  (or 
 proposition),  when  added  to  the  set,  makes  the  set  a  formal  contradiction.  Following  Plantinga, 
 we can call this an  implicit contradiction  : 

 That  is,  a  set  S  of  propositions  is  implicitly  contradictory  if  there  is  a  necessary 
 proposition  p  such  that  the  result  of  adding  p  to  S  is  a  formally  contradictory  set.  Another 
 way  to  put  it:  S  is  implicitly  contradictory  if  there  is  some  necessarily  true  proposition  p 
 such  that  by  using  just  the  laws  of  ordinary  logic,  we  can  deduct  an  explicit  contradiction 
 from  p  together with the members of  S  .  446 

 Perhaps  when  Craig  says  that  set  A  is  self-defeating  (i.e.,  contradictory),  we  can  take  him  to 
 mean  that  the  set  is  implicitly  contradictory  in  the  above  sense.  But,  if  this  is  the  case,  what  is  the 
 missing  premise  that  must  be  added  to  set  A  in  order  to  render  the  conclusion  that  set  A  is, 
 necessarily,  implicitly  contradictory?  Recall  that  Nelkin  suggested  such  a  proposed  “additional” 
 proposition, or thesis:  the ‘Indeterministic Thesis’. 

 (I)  Rational  deliberators  who  deliberate  about  an  action  A  must  believe,  in  virtue  of 
 their  nature  as  rational  deliberators,  that  there  exist  no  conditions  that  render 
 either A or not-A inevitable.  447 

 Recall  also  that  the  thesis  of  deliberation-incompatibilism  (DI)  entails  (I).  448  Plausibly,  (I)  is  the 
 additional  proposition  that  Craig  means  to  add  into  set  A.  Given  this  proposition,  set  A’  would  be 
 the following: 

 (1)  Humans rationally deliberate. 
 (2)  Determinism is true. 
 (5)  The thesis of (I) is true. 

 448  See §4.6.1. 

 447  Nelkin,  Making Sense  , 121; cf. Pereboom,  Free Will, Agency, and Meaning in Life  , 106; cf. McKenna and 
 Pereboom,  Free Will  , 297. 

 446  Ibid., 16. 
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 No  doubt  set  A’  yields  a  formal  or  explicit  contradiction:  the  affirmation  of  (2)  is  the  denial  or 
 negation  of  (5),  and  vice  versa.  The  problem,  however,  is  that  the  proponent  of 
 deliberation-compatibilism  is  not  committed  to  such  an  additional  proposition!  In  fact,  the 
 deliberation-compatibilist  wholly  denies  the  fact  that  (I)  is  true.  So,  if  Craig  wishes  to  argue  that 
 set  A  is  a  formal  or  explicit  contradiction,  he  must  first  argue  for  the  additional  proposition,  (I), 
 because  set  A  is  not  at  all  explicitly  contradictory.  If  he  adds  (I)  to  set  A,  he  would  instead  be 
 pressing  an  implicit  contradiction.  Making  set  A’,  he  must  then  argue  (internally  449  )  that 
 deliberation-compatibilists  are  necessarily  committed  to  the  truth  of  (I),  thus  entailing  the  charge 
 of  implicit  contradiction.  Seeing  as  deliberation-compatibilists  deny  that  (I)  is  necessary  for 
 rational  deliberation,  the  self-defeat  claim  fails  to  support  the  FTA;  that  is,  premise  (1)  of  the 
 SDD  fails:  the  denial  of  libertarian  freedom  is  not  self-defeating.  It  has  still  yet  to  be  shown  that 
 a  robust  rational  affirmation  of  determinism–along  with  its  necessary  consequences–does  in  fact 
 yield an  implicitly  or  explicitly  contradictory set. 

 In  this  subsection  I  have  defended  against  the  Self-Defeat  Defense  (SDD).  This  defense  states 
 that  a  rational  affirmation  of  divine  (or  causal)  determinism  is  self-defeating  because  the  rational 
 affirmation  of  determinism  itself  would  be  determined,  and  thus  not  free  (assuming  rational 
 deliberation  entails  libertarian  freedom).  We  saw  that  this  defense  could  be  lobbied  against 
 compatibilist-determinism  in  one  of  four  ways:  1.  Implicit  inconsistency,  2.  Explicit 
 inconsistency,  3.  Implicit  contradiction,  and  4.  Explicit  contradiction.  In  §4.6.3,  I  have  shown 
 that  Caruso’s  Moorean-style  proof  of  Deliberation-Compatibilism  with  its  entail  “Moorean  facts” 
 demonstrates  that  (1)  is  false.  In  §4.6.4-5,  we  saw  Pereboom’s  epistemic  openness  model,  as  well 
 as  Bignon’s  conditional  model;  both  prove  that  rational  deliberation  and  the  affirmation  of  causal 
 determinism  can  in  fact  be  non-mutually  exclusive.  In  other  words,  we  saw  that  (2)  is  false: 
 rational  deliberation  and  the  rational  affirmation  of  determinism  (and  its  necessary 
 consequences)  are  not  explicitly  inconsistent.  Next,  in  this  subsection,  I  considered  Craig’s 
 “dizzying”  argument  in  favor  of  SDD,  and  I  concluded  that  it  fails  for  two  reasons.  First,  the 
 “dizzying”  argument  fails  because  it  fails  to  show  that  rational  deliberation  and  an  affirmation  of 
 determinism  entail  an  explicit  contradiction  .  So,  (4)  is  false  because,  demonstrably,  the  members 
 of  set  A  (i.e.,  rational  deliberation  and  determinism)  do  not  share  within  the  set  the  members’ 
 negations.  Last,  we  discussed  whether  or  not  Craig  (or  another  deliberation-incompatibilist) 
 could  recreate  the  set  by  adding  a  proposition  that  does  entail  that  the  members  are  logically  or 
 broadly  contradictory.  If  the  added  proposition  works,  and  the  set  would  entail  a  contradiction, 
 Craig  would  succeed  in  proving  that  the  members  entail  an  implicit  contradiction  .  Fortunately, 
 for  the  deliberation-compatibilist,  Craig  fails  because  such  an  added  proposition  remains  one  in 
 which  proponents  of  deliberation-compatibilism  themselves  argue,  independently,  is  false. 
 Therefore,  (3)  is  false  and  does  not  properly  support  the  SDD.  I  conclude,  then,  that  Stratton’s 
 FTA  is  still  unsupported,  and  the  self-defeat  claim  is  not  a  worthwhile  defense  in  favor  of  the 
 contested premise D  1  . 

 449  See §4.3.3, §4.6.1. 
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 There  remains  at  least  two  more  support  claims  in  defense  of  the  FTA:  aiming  at  truth,  and 
 indirect doxastic voluntarism. I will discuss the “aiming at truth” rebuttal in the next subsection. 

 4.10 Aiming at Truth 

 In  §4.8,  we  saw  that  Stratton  tends  to  utilize  epistemology  in  order  to  defend  his  FTA,  and  its 
 contested  premise  A  3  ,  or  D  1  of  the  FAC.  We  concluded  that  if  Stratton  appeals  to  the 
 epistemological  noetic  structure  known  as  Phenomenal  Conservatism  (PC),  then  his  defense  of 
 the  FTA  becomes  suddenly  awkward.  In  contrast  to  Classical  Evidentialism,  PC  as  an 
 epistemological  theory  of  noninferential  justification  does  nothing  to  guarantee  a  nonarbitrary 
 connection to truth, and in this subsection, I will attempt to connect the dots a bit further. 

 Stratton’s  next  support  claim  in  independent  defense  of  D  1  is  the  idea  that  if  one  is  divinely 
 determined  to  think  (or  to  infer  or  affirm  knowledge  claims),  then  their  justificatory  reasons  for 
 believing  proposition  p  is  not  aimed  at  truth,  per  se  ,  but  rather  it  is  aimed  at  God’s  will  or 
 determinative  decree.  Stratton  then  appears  to  bark  at  Bignon  in  his  rejoinder  for  appealing  to  the 
 fact  that  our  cognitive  faculties  are  “aimed  at  truth”.  According  to  Stratton,  Bignon’s  Calvinistic 
 determinism  is  not–and  cannot  –be  properly  aimed  at  truth  nonarbitrarily;  rather,  Bignon’s 
 cognitive  faculties  are  aimed  at  God’s  will  arbitrarily.  What  makes  this  defense  initially  awkward 
 for  Stratton  is  the  fact  that  in  the  same  breath  Stratton  appears  to  embrace  PC  which,  if  correct, 
 doesn’t  itself  guarantee  a  nonarbitrary  connection  to  truth,  primarily  because  intuitions  can 
 be–and  are  often–corrigible!  For  the  remainder  of  the  present  subsection,  then,  I  wish  to  dig  into 
 this  support  claim:  given  divine  determinism,  our  cognitive  faculties  are  not  aimed  at  truth.  Put 
 differently,  given  divine  determinism,  the  cognitive  faculties  that  enable  us  to  rationally 
 deliberate  the  reasons  for  believing  certain  propositions  do  not  properly  track  nor  align  to  the 
 objective  evidence  nonarbitrarily.  And  given  the  fact  that  this  support  claim  is  essentially 
 epistemological  in  nature,  I  will  revisit  (or  touch-up)  much  of  the  epistemological  topics  and 
 conclusions discussed in §4.8. 

 Let’s  call  Stratton’s  defense  against  divine  determinism  the  Anti-Aiming  at  Truth  Defense 
 (AATD).  I  begin  with  Bignon’s  critique  of  the  AATD,  and  it  starts  with  an  understanding  of 
 Plantinga’s  Evolutionary Argument against Naturalism  (EAAN): 

 Alvin  Plantinga  famously  argued  that  our  true  beliefs  amount  to  knowledge  only  if  they 
 are  produced  by  cognitive  faculties  functioning  properly,  in  an  environment  that  is 
 friendly  to  them,  and  according  to  a  design  plan  aimed  at  truth  .  Additionally,  Plantinga 
 argued  that  if  naturalism  and  evolution  are  true,  then  our  cognitive  faculties  are  designed 
 by  chance  and  natural  selection  to  aim  at  “survival,”  not  particularly  at  “truth,”  which 
 would  give  us  a  reason  to  think  they’re  not  reliable  to  produce  a  preponderance  of  true 
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 beliefs.  That,  in  turn,  would  be  a  defeater  for  all  the  beliefs  they  produce,  including  our 
 beliefs  in  naturalism  and  evolution,  therefore  making  the  pair  of  beliefs  self-refuting.  He 
 called  this  the  “Evolutionary  Argument  Against  Naturalism.”  Stratton  attempts  to  retool 
 Plantinga’s  argument  to  aim  it  not  just  at  the  naturalist,  but  also  at  the  Calvinist 
 determinist.  450 

 I  have  already  argued  against  the  “self-defeat”  claim  in  the  last  subsection.  In  this  subsection, 
 however,  I  wish  to  defend  the  fact  that  Calvinist-determinism  is  not  equivalent  to  naturalistic 
 determinism  for  the  sole  reason  that  the  former  still  allows  for  justified  true  belief  while  the  latter 
 presumably does not. As Bignon notes, 

 Plantinga’s  claim  was  that  if  naturalistic  determinism  is  true,  then  our  cognitive  faculties 
 are  not  aimed  at  truth.  Stratton  seems  to  endorse  Plantinga’s  claim  against  naturalistic 
 determinism,  and  additionally  claims  that  if  theological  determinism  is  true,  then  our 
 thoughts  are  not  aimed  at  truth  either,  because  they’re  always  aimed  at  God’s  greatest 
 desires  instead;  God  determines  us  to  hold  some  true  beliefs,  and  some  false  beliefs,  all 
 according to God’s plan.  451 

 In  fact,  Stratton  goes  so  far  as  to  say  that  given  divine  determinism,  rational  inferences  or 
 affirmation  of  knowledge  “are  not  aimed  at  truth  and  have  nothing  to  do  with  rationality,  the 
 process  of  acquiring  reason-based  knowledge,  or  critical  thinking  and  logic,”  (Stratton,  Mere 
 Molinsim  , 169). Of course, the libertarian freedom-fighter  counters: 

 Bignon  has  a  good  grasp  of  the  EAAN.  Be  that  as  it  may,  if  he  affirms  the  EAAN,  he 
 should  also  affirm  the  FreeThinking  Argument  Against  Naturalism  (FAAN).  This  is 
 because  if  all  human  thoughts  and  beliefs  are  causally  determined  via  the  forces  and  past 
 events  of  nature  (nonthinking/non-rational  things),  then  one  has  a  “defeater  for  all  the 
 beliefs  they  produce,  including  our  beliefs  in  naturalism.”  The  FAAN  is  true  (the  forces 
 and  past  events  of  nature  are  not  aimed  at  truth  formation)  for  the  same  reason  the  EAAN 
 is  true  (evolution  being  aimed  at  survival  and  not  aimed  at  truth).  So,  if  Bignon  affirms 
 the  EAAN  (he  seems  to  endorse  it  in  his  review),  then  he  ought  to  endorse  the  FAAN, 
 even  if  he  rejects  the  Revised  FreeThinking  Argument  showing  the  same  problems  arise 
 on EDD.  452 

 452  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 28. 

 451  Ibid. Bignon quotes Stratton from his book to make this point: “Alternatively, if God is exhaustively running the 
 show via causal determinism, then the thoughts and beliefs of humanity are not necessarily aimed at truth either. 
 Rather, the thoughts and beliefs of humanity are always perfectly aimed at the will of God—and God causally 
 determines the majority of humanity to possess and affirm false theological beliefs. Hence, if EDD [Exhaustive 
 Divine Determinism] is true, then human theological beliefs are not reliable,” (Stratton,  Mere Molinism  ,  173). 

 450  Bignon, “Review,” 30. 
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 The  idea  here  is  that  Stratton  thinks  that  the  EAAN  entails  the  FAAN.  So,  if  one  endorses  the 
 EAAN,  Stratton  thinks  that  they  “  should  also  affirm  the  [FAAN].”  This  seems  to  be  the  reason 
 why  Stratton  continues  to  say  that  Bignon  “tacitly”  affirms  the  FAAN.  453  The  problem,  however, 
 is  that  the  EAAN  does  not  obviously  entail  the  FAAN;  in  fact,  I  contend  that  the  converse  is 
 more  plausibly  true.  The  FAAN  says  that  all  stripes  of  determinism  entail  that  “the  forces  and 
 past  events  of  nature  are  not  aimed  at  truth  formation,”  while  the  EAAN  only  says  that  one 
 specific  type  of  determinism  (i.e.,  naturalistic  determinism)  454  entails  that  evolutionary  beings  are 
 “aimed  at  survival  and  not  aimed  at  truth.”  It  is  not  clear  how  an  argument  against  one  kind  of 
 determinism  entails  an  argument  against  all  kinds  of  determinism.  To  my  knowledge,  the  fancy 
 accusation  of  such  a  step  in  logic  is  the  fallacy  of  composition.  And  this  proves  Bignon’s  point: 
 just  because  the  FAAN  precludes  all  brands  of  determinism  does  not  mean  that  the  EAAN 
 necessarily,  by  entailment,  also  precludes  all  brands  of  determinism.  At  best,  the  EAAN 
 precludes  naturalistic  determinism,  while  the  FAAN  precludes  naturalistic  and  divine 
 determinism.  But,  if  this  is  true,  then  Stratton  cannot  say  that  “the  problem  still  remains  no 
 matter  how  one  is  causally  determined.  The  problem  is  EDD,”  (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  28).  This 
 remains  incorrect.  Naturalistic  determinism  and  divine  determinism  have  different  mechanisms 
 in  their  deterministic  process:  the  latter  plausibly  rules  out  rationality  and  “freethinking”  because 
 mechanisms  under  this  reign  of  determinism  are  “aimed  at  survival”  rather  than  truth,  whereas 
 the  latter  presumably  does  not  posit  a  mechanism  that  is  primarily  “aimed  at  survival.”  Very 
 specifically,  divine  determinism  claims,  given  its  commitment  to  an  omnipotent  eternal  Creator 
 who  is  “most  definitely  rational,”  that  human  cognitive  faculties  are  aimed  at  truth  and  evidence, 
 not mere survival (Bignon, “Review,” 31).  455 

 Now,  Stratton  continues  to  defend  against  the  idea  that  divine  determinism  ensures  that  our 
 cognitive  deliberative  faculties  are  in  fact  “aimed  at  truth.”  In  order  to  make  this  defense, 
 Stratton  often  appeals  to  the  claim  that  if  divine  determinism  were  true,  God  would  be  relevantly 
 analogous  to  the  Norse  god  Loki,  or  the  god  of  mischief  (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  30).  The 
 Calvinist-determinist  God,  in  effect,  would  be  tantamount  to  worshiping  a  god  of  deception.  This 
 is  a  rather  cute  defense,  and  it  is  one  that  I  will  specifically  address  in  Volume  3  where  I  address 
 (alleged)  theological  problems  for  the  Calvinist-determinist.  In  this  volume,  I  only  wish  to 
 respond  to  Stratton’s  epistemological  concerns  with  divine  determinism,  and  as  it  happens, 
 arguing in favor of the EAAN to support the FAAN  is  an epistemological concern. 

 455  The idea of “aimed at truth” or “aimed at survival” is one which is perhaps misleading and technical. What being 
 aimed at truth means is that our cognitive faculties, the very process of rational deliberation,  tracks  objective 
 evidence  . Given the EAAN, the mechanism posited here  means to say that our cognitive faculties are rather aimed at 
 survival, and not necessarily “truth-tracking.” 

 454  Of course a commitment to naturalism does not entail a commitment to determinism. There are a plethora of 
 philosophers that think and argue differently (e.g., libertarian philosopher Robert Kane). However, I am assuming 
 here for the sake of argument that naturalism entails naturalistic determinism. 

 453  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 29 (twice), 33, and 45. 
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 In  order  to  better  appreciate  the  objections  against  the  AATD,  then,  we  must  first  return  to  some 
 basic  definitions  surrounding  the  epistemological  debate.  If  the  AATD  depends  on  an 
 epistemological  defense,  then  it  is  necessary  to  dive  a  bit  deeper  into  the  epistemological  arena.  I 
 begin  by  noting  the  differences  between  two  views  regarding  the  location  of  justification: 
 internalism  and  externalism.  Christian  epistemologists,  John  M.  DePoe  and  Tyler  Dalton 
 McNabb,  detail  the  differences  in  the  introduction  of  their  anthology  work  on  Christian  religious 
 epistemology: 

 Two  camps  emerged  at  the  end  of  the  twentieth  century  that  still  largely  define  the 
 landscape  of  justification  today,  internalism  and  externalism.  Internalism  is  an  umbrella 
 term  for  theories  of  justification  that  maintain  a  belief  is  justified  for  a  person  at  a  time  if 
 and  only  if  that  person  is  aware  of  some  significant  feature  (to  be  defined  by  a  particular 
 theory)  that  contributes  to  the  belief’s  justification.  Externalism,  on  the  other  hand,  is  a 
 term  for  theories  of  justification  that  deny  that  a  belief  is  justified  for  a  person  at  a  time  if 
 and  only  if  the  person  is  aware  of  some  significant  feature  that  contributes  to  the  belief’s 
 justification.  Externalists  tend  to  emphasize  that  justification  denotes  that  a  belief  has 
 been  produced  in  the  right  way  (to  be  defined  by  a  particular  theory),  such  as  being 
 highly  reliable.  These  externalist  standards  can  be  met  without  the  subject  being  aware 
 that  his  belief  meets  whatever  criterion  is  taken  as  the  externalist  standard.  To  put  the 
 matter  simply,  internalists  claim  justification  consists  of  a  person’s  being  aware  of  good 
 reasons  for  holding  he  belief,  whereas  externalists  claim  that  justification  consists  in 
 nothing more than the belief being produced in the right way.  456 

 In  §4.8.2,  I  surveyed  two  views  regarding  the  noetic  structure  of  justification:  DePoe’s  Classical 
 Evidentialism,  and  Gage  and  McAllister’s  Phenomenal  Conservatism  (PC).  To  briefly  review,  I 
 concluded  that  Classical  Evidentialism  is  superior  to  PC  when  it  comes  to  noninferential 
 justification  primarily  because  the  former  produces  an  objective  connection  to  truth  whereas  the 
 latter  does  not.  While  the  two  views  share  an  internalist  view,  and  thus  a  subjective  assurance 
 that  proposition  p  is  true,  they  differ  on  how  a  belief  in  p  is  objectively  connected  to  truth  .  DePoe 
 conveniently frames the matter: 

 Objectively,  epistemic  justification  requires  a  connection  to  truth.  This  means  that 
 justification  necessarily  indicates  that  a  belief  enjoys  some  intrinsic  and  nonarbitrary  link 
 to  truth…  Clearly,  one  feature  that  distinguishes  justified  beliefs  from  unjustified  beliefs 
 is that they possess an objective connection to truth. 

 The  subjective  requirement  for  epistemic  justification  is  that  it  must  provide 
 assurance  of  the  belief’s  truth  to  those  who  possess  it.  Epistemology  is  performed  from 
 the  first-person  perspective,  and  any  realistic  approach  to  epistemology  will  describe 

 456  John M. DePoe and Tyler Dalton McNabb, “Introduction to Religious Epistemology,” in  Debating Christian 
 Religious Epistemology  , 3. 
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 epistemic  justification  from  that  perspective…  I  find  externalist  accounts  of  justification 
 unsatisfying  and  practically  useless  because  they  describe  epistemology  from  a 
 perspective  that  in  practice  no  one  possesses.  “Solving”  epistemic  questions  outside  of 
 the  first-person  perspective  presents  “solutions”  from  a  perspective  alien  to  the  actual 
 practices  of  epistemology.  At  best  they  offer  conditional  or  hypothetical  “solutions” 
 without  any  guidance  as  to  how  an  individual  can  have  assurance  that  meets  those 
 conditions.  Thus,  the  strongest  objective  connection  to  truth  is  worthless  without 
 providing  the  believer  any  subjective  assurance  or  awareness  of  the  belief’s  connection  to 
 truth.  457 

 First,  DePoe  argues  that  epistemology  must  be  done  in  the  first-person  perspective;  that  is, 
 noninferential  justification  must  be  processed  by  the  believing  agent  and  through  the  agent’s 
 deliberative  cognitive  faculties.  This  is  the  subjective  requirement  for  epistemic  justification. 
 Both  Classical  Evidentialism  and  PC  apparently  share  such  a  requirement.  Second,  this 
 subjective  account  of  justification  must  also  be  located  internal  to  the  agent.  It  is  not  enough  for 
 the  mechanism  to  go  through  the  agent’s  cognitive  faculties;  externalist  views  concede  at  least 
 this  much.  So,  an  adequate  account  of  epistemic  justification  must  require  an  internalist  view  so 
 as  to  allow  the  agent  believing  in  p  to  be  subjectively  and  internally  aware  of  such  reasons  for 
 believing  p  .  Again,  both  PC  and  Classical  Evidentialism  agree  with  this  requirement.  Last,  and 
 most  crucially,  justified  beliefs  must  have  a  clear  tether  to  objective  truth  nonarbitrarily,  and  it  is 
 this  requirement  (i.e.,  the  objective  connection  to  truth)  where  we  found  PC  to  be  lacking.  Recall 
 from  §4.8.2  that  PC  lacks  a  nonarbitrary  connection  to  truth  precisely  because  intuit  ing  seemings 
 are  not  connected  to  objective  truth  nonarbitrarily;  seemings  could  in  fact  be  proven  false.  In 
 contrast,  Classical  Evidentialism  argues  that  incorrigibility  through  direct  acquaintance  is 
 connected to objective truth nonarbitrarily. 

 In  summary,  externalism  appears  to  be  false  for  the  reason  DePoe  gives,  and  so,  externalism  does 
 not  “aim  at  truth”  because  it  offers  no  subjective  “guidance  as  to  how  an  individual  can  have 
 assurance”  that  p  is  in  fact  objectively  true.  And  PC  appears  to  be  lacking  because  seemings  do 
 not  nonarbitarily  tether  to  objective  truth;  that  is,  PC’s  posited  seemings  do  not  “aim  at  truth”  nor 
 do  they  nonarbitrarily  track  truth.  Seemings,  therefore,  lose  evidential  force  because  of  their  lack 
 of tracking evidence. 

 How  do  these  conclusions  reflect  upon  Stratton’s  defense  that  the  EAAN  entails  the  FAAN? 
 Well,  if  the  EAAN  entails  externalism  (especially  if  we  are  considering  the  Plantingian  version 
 of  the  argument),  then  it  is  completely  dubious  as  to  how  the  EAAN  entails  the  FAAN.  Arguably, 
 the  FAAN  entails  internalism  ,  specifically  since  Stratton  himself  appeals  to  the  tripartite 
 formulation  of  knowledge  in  defense  of  the  argument!  458  So,  it  is  not  at  all  clear  how  the  EAAN, 

 458  The tripartite formulation of knowledge is known as “justified true belief.” It is often the case that internalists 
 press the need for all three of these conditions to be met in order to have propositional knowledge. That is, in order 

 457  John M. DePoe, “Classical Evidentialism,” in  Debating Chrsitian Religious Epistemology  , 18-19. 
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 even  if  true,  entails,  necessarily,  the  FAAN.  That  is  to  say,  it  is  not  true  that  if  one  affirms  the 
 EAAN,  then  one  must  also  (or  should  also  )  affirm  the  FAAN.  This  provides  yet  another  reason 
 why this entailment in defense of the AATD is epistemologically silly. 

 More  importantly,  does  the  above  conclusions  prove  detrimental  to  the  AATD  against  the  divine 
 determinist?  No,  not  at  all,  and  this  leads  into  the  primary  objection  against  Stratton’s  AATD. 
 Recall  that  Bignon  endorses  the  EAAN.  It  is  only  the  case  that  the  EAAN  is  not  relevantly 
 analogous  to  the  FAAN  because  the  latter  entails  good  reason  to  deny  divine  determinism, 
 whereas  the  former  does  not.  But,  seeing  as  the  EAAN  presumably  assumes  epistemic 
 externalism,  I  am  inclined  to  distrust  the  worth  of  such  an  argument  against  naturalistic 
 determinism.  Now,  of  course,  this  is  not  to  say  that  I  find  naturalistic  determinism  true,  nor  is  it 
 to  say  that  I  do  not  agree  with  Bignon’s  relevant  difference  between  the  EAAN  and  the  FAAN;  I 
 agree  whole-heartedly  with  his  distinctions.  Rather,  it  is  just  the  case  that  I  find  the  truth  of  the 
 EAAN  to  be  wanting  precisely  for  the  reasons  DePoe  gives  for  the  falsity  of  externalism.  In 
 addition,  it  is  true  that  Bignon’s  response  is  compatible  with  epistemic  externalism.  While  he 
 may  endorse  epistemic  externalism,  again,  for  the  reasons  described  above,  I  find  the  view 
 false.  459  But,  just  because  Bignon’s  quick  defense  against  the  AATD  is  compatible  with 
 externalism  does  not  automatically  mean  that  it  is  incompatible  with  internalism.  Pointing  out  a 
 relevant  difference  between  the  EAAN  and  the  FAAN  does  not  commit  one  to  the  truth  of  the 
 former,  nor  the  latter.  Technically,  what  makes  Bignon’s  defense  incompatible  with  internalism  is 
 the  fact  that  he  endorses  the  EAAN.  460  While  I  don’t  find  externalism  convincing  myself,  this  is 
 Binon’s  professional  prerogative  to  endorse  such  an  argument  which  tentatively  assumes  the 
 truth of externalism. 

 Given  this,  Stratton’s  critiques  against  “EDD”  being  compatible  with  externalism  may  in  fact 
 have  some  muster.  461  I  fully  acknowledge  this  point,  and  in  fact,  I  will  humbly  concede  it  for  the 
 sake  of  argument  (even  if  Bignon  does  not  necessarily  concede  it).  While  I  agree  that  Bignon’s 

 461  “The problem is not properly functioning cognitive faculties—I affirm proper function—the problem arises when 
 proper function is married to EDD, along with the fact that all humans affirm false beliefs and false theological 
 beliefs. I possess an extremely high view of God’s Word, but I affirm and advance an even higher view of God—a 
 maximally great and perfect view of God. Anything otherwise is something akin to Loki and an idol.” (Stratton, 
 “Rejoinder,” 30) Proper functionalism is another view often associated with epistemic externalism. 

 460  David Pallmann pointed out that this may not be a problem if the Plantingian EAAN could be constructed in such 
 a way as to be compatible with internalism. In fact, in an early draft of this volume, Zachary Reimer noted the 
 following: “Please point out that this is multiply disputed. Critics of the EAAN suggest that cognitive faculties could 
 be aimed at truth on [Naturalism and Evolution]. Swinburne, a PAP-style libertarian, so no enemy of Stratton, has 
 examples where your belief-producing mechanism could be reliable without being aimed at truth, and so EVEN AS 
 A LIBERTARIAN, it is not reasonable to accept this premise of the EAAN. A fortiori for Stratton's use of it. The 
 worry with rational vs. irrational belief is how you came to the belief. Free choice need not be based on the 
 evidence. Being caused by the evidence, on the other hand, is optimal.” 

 459  I currently remain unconvinced of the truth of epistemic externalism. Or, at the very least, I remain agnostic. 

 to know that  p  , the agent  S  must have a  belief  that  p  , that belief must be  true  , and it must also be  justified  . 
 Externalists, on the other hand, usually couldn’t care less as to whether our beliefs are “justified” in the sense 
 required for the tripartite formulation. See Stratton,  Mere Molinsim  , 174. 
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 defense  against  the  AATD  by  pointing  out  the  relevant  difference  between  the  EAAN  and  the 
 FAAN  is  a  correct  one,  I  do  not  think  we  should  do  so  while  also  endorsing  such  a 
 epistemologically  controversial  argument  (i.e.,  the  EAAN).  That  said,  there  are  other  reasons 
 why  the  AATD  fails.  I  may  agree  with  Stratton  that  divine  determinism  is  incompatible  with 
 externalism  for  the  sake  of  argument,  but  I  do  not  agree  that  divine  determinism  is  incompatible 
 with  internalism  .  If  this  is  true,  and  if  the  FTA  or  the  FAAN  entails  an  epistemic  commitment  to 
 internalism,  then  its  very  conclusion  does  nothing  to  defeat  divine  determinism  (at  least 
 epistemologically).  That  is,  if  the  FAAN  is  compatible  with  internalism  (by  entailment),  and  if 
 divine  determinism  is  compatible  with  internalism,  then  arguing  for  the  falsity  of  divine 
 determinism  on  the  account  that  it  supposedly  rules  out  inferential  knowledge  would  be  a  non 
 sequitur  . 

 So,  the  issue  the  divine  determinist  faces  is  that  Stratton  apparently  thinks  both  internalism  and 
 externalism  are  incompatible  with  determinism.  462  Here’s  the  objection:  I  can  grant  that 
 externalism  results  in  unsavory  conclusions  for  the  divine  determinist  (for  the  sake  of  argument), 
 and  so  is  incompatible  with  divine  determinism,  but  internalism  remains  a  viable  option  for 
 divine  determinists  precisely  because  it  remains  compatible  with  determinism.  Stratton  can 
 technically  press  the  AATD  in  two  ways:  1.  Externalism  is  incompatible  with  EDD,  and  2. 
 Internalism  is  incompatible  with  EDD.  For  the  rest  of  the  section,  I  will  take  issue  with  the  latter, 
 and I will articulate this response against this version of the AATD in at least two points. 

 First,  as  Bignon  already  noted,  the  reason  why  S  shouldn’t  trust  their  cognitive  faculties  with 
 EAAN  is  because  S  ’s  cognitive  faculties  are  aimed  at  survival  ,  not  truth  ;  that  is,  S  ’s  belief  in  p 
 doesn’t  necessarily  track  the  evidence  if  evolutionary  naturalism  is  true.  Stratton  takes  this  to 
 mean  that  there  is  an  explanatory  entailment  between  the  EAAN  and  the  FAAN  in  which  the 
 former  entails  the  latter.  But,  we  should  pump  the  brakes  here:  if  S  cannot  trust  their  cognitive 
 faculties  with  the  EAAN,  then  they  shouldn’t  trust  their  cognitive  faculties  with  the  FAAN 
 either  .  The  reason  why  S  shouldn’t  trust  their  cognitive  faculties  with  FAAN  is  because  they 
 aren’t  aimed  at  anything  at  all.  S  ’s  beliefs  in  p  are  not  nonarbitrarily  connected  to  truth  if  mere 
 indeterminism  were  true  as  they  are  not  necessarily  molded  (i.e.,  determined)  by  the  evidence.  463 

 If  S  finds  good  reason  to  believe  p  to  be  true,  and  the  evidence  is  objectively  present  in  favor  of 
 the  truth  of  p  ,  then  S  should  believe  p  .  It  shouldn’t  be  the  case  that  in  order  to  be  rational 
 (according  to  the  FAAN)  I  have  to  rationally  deliberate  whether  or  not  to  categorically  follow  the 
 evidence.  That’s  not  rationality.  Rationality  is  the  quality  or  state  of  being  reasonable,  and  so  S  is 
 rational  if  S  follows  the  relevant  evidence  for  p  .  Stratton  wishes  to  argue  for  rational 

 463  See §4.8.5 to recall Bignon’s analysis of this same issue. 

 462  Perhaps Stratton would object to this subtle inference. But, I don’t see how he could, given the fact that logically, 
 the only two views regarding the location of epistemic justification are internalism and externalism–the law of 
 excluded middle prevents the escape to another view. Additionally, Stratton has fought against both externalism  and 
 internalism being compatible with determinism in personal correspondence. I take this to mean that he thinks  neither 
 are compatible with determinism. 
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 responsibility  on  the  basis  of  rational  freedom,  but  not  because  freedom  gives  us  anything 
 important  (like  following  the  evidence).  Instead,  Stratton  argues  for  rational  freedom  simply 
 because it is  freedom  (i.e., the rational epistemic  freedom to categorically choose X over Y, etc.). 

 In fact, such an argument could be turned against the defender of the AATD: 

 1.  For  an  agent  to  be  rational,  their  choices/beliefs  must  follow  from  rational  considerations 
 (weighing evidence, etc.) 

 2.  If LFW is true, then rational considerations do not entail an agent’s choices/beliefs. 
 3.  If  rational  considerations  do  not  entail  an  agent’s  choices/beliefs,  then  their 

 choices/beliefs do not follow from rational considerations. 
 4.  Therefore, if LFW is true, the agents are irrational. 

 If  my  beliefs  follow  from  rational  considerations,  then  I  believe  what  I  do  because  of 
 certain  rational  considerations.  I  may  believe  X,  let’s  say,  because  I  have  evidence  for  it. 
 This  means  that  my  possession  of  evidence  for  X  entails  my  belief  in  X.  If  rational 
 considerations  do  not  entail  one’s  belief,  this  implies  that  rational  considerations  are 
 irrelevant  to  said  belief.  It  seems  that  in  order  to  be  rational,  one  must  follow  evidence, 
 NOT simply “weigh alternatives”.  464 

 It  seems  clear  that  we  are  rational  not  simply  because  we  have  the  freedom  to  be  rational  or  to 
 rationally  deliberate,  but  rather  because  our  cognitive  faculties  while  deliberating  are  guided  by 
 the  evidence  .  And  this  kind  of  rationality  is  indeed  compatible  with  determinism.  This  is  by 
 definition  a  form  of  Deliberation-Compatibilism,  or  moderate  reasons-responsiveness.  Given 
 divine  determinism,  God  could  determine  S  ’s  cognitive  faculties  to  be  molded  by  the  evidence.  S 
 need  not  have  indeterministic  free  choice  over  her  beliefs  in  order  to  be  justified  in  the  relevant 
 sense. 

 My  second  point  is  parallel  to  the  first.  S  can  be  justified  in  believing  p  because  S  is  internally 
 aware  of  the  reasons  for  why  p  is  true,  namely,  that  the  objective  evidence  for  p  guides  S  to 
 believe  p  .  God  can  certainly  determine  S  ’s  deliberative  cognitive  faculties  to  be  guided  by  the 
 evidence.  If  this  is  true,  S  can  be  justified  for  believing  such  evidence  in  spite  of  determinism. 
 So,  S  need  not  possess  some  metaphysical  indeterminate  access  to  her  internal  awareness  of  the 
 reasons  for  belief  p  in  order  to  be  justified  in  her  reasons  for  belief  p  .  Epistemologically,  that  is 
 not  what  is  necessary  for  a  belief  to  be  justified  for  an  agent,  and  it  has  not  been  shown  to  be 
 necessary by Stratton–it has only been presupposed. 

 To  clarify,  Stratton  argues  that  “[i]f  an  agent  does  not  possess  the  opportunity  to  decide  what  he 
 or  she  should  think,  the  agent  stands  in  no  position  to  know,  judge,  or  rationally  affirm  that  they 

 464  Special thanks to my colleague Daniel Akande for making this argument and its short exposition for me. 
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 are,  in  fact,  being  causally  determined  to  think  and  judge  correctly,”  (“Rejoinder,”  16).  Of 
 course,  Stratton  means  to  say  that  if  an  agent  does  not  possess  the  indeterministic  access  to 
 weigh  the  reasons  for  believing  in  p  ,  then  S  “stands  in  no  position  to  know,  judge,  or  rationally 
 affirm”  whether  p  is  in  fact  true.  In  other  words,  S  cannot  possess  true  epistemic  justification 
 unless  S  has  indeterministic  access  to  her  reasons  for  believing  p  ;  S’s  noetic  structure,  given  the 
 truth  of  causal  (or  divine)  determinism  is  not  aimed  at  truth  (i.e.,  the  AATD).  In  response,  David 
 Pallmann has argued a counter here that seems to wholly be underappreciated: 

 But  suppose  that  God  determines  someone  to  believe  in  accordance  with  the  evidence. 
 Wouldn’t  they  now  stand  in  a  position  to  rationally  affirm  their  belief  as  justified?  To 
 think  of  this  another  way,  we  could  say  that  in  order  for  someone  S  to  rationally  affirm 
 that  p,  they  would  need  to  possess  evidence  E.  Regardless  of  how  S  comes  to  possess  E, 
 whether  through  God’s  determination  or  through  S’s  own  libertarian  free  choices,  once  S 
 possesses  p,  S  can  rationally  affirm  E  because  it  is  E  that  gives  justification  for  the  belief 
 that  p.  It  seems  that  you  see  something  justificatory  about  how  S  comes  into  possession 
 of  E.  I  am  curious  what  that  is.  How  does  the  process  by  which  S  comes  into  possession 
 of  E  affects  the  justificatory  status  of  E?  If  E  is  the  same  regardless  of  how  S  comes  to 
 possess E, then it seems that p should be justified no matter what.  465 

 Let’s suppose that Stratton may have anticipated this response. He writes (in tentative rejoinder): 

 Whether  it’s  the  mad  scientist  or  God,  either  way,  if  we  are  discussing  exhaustive 
 determinism,  then  the  manner  in  which  Bignon  judges  a  “reason”  is  causally  determined 
 by  someone  other  than  Bignon  (even  if  it  is  through  secondary  means).  The  how  is 
 irrelevant.  EDD  is  EDD  and  the  problems  persist  no  matter  how  one  is  exhaustively 
 determined.  466 

 Pallmann  argues  that  the  fact  that  S  is  determined  to  believe  in  accordance  with  the  evidence  is 
 actually  irrelevant  to  whether  S  possesses  epistemic  justification  for  believing  that  p  .  I  agree,  and 
 if  true,  then  it  demonstrates  that  even  internalism  is  compatible  with  determinism.  But,  we  see 
 Stratton  preemptively  acknowledging  (perhaps  unintentionally)  the  potential  problem  with  this 
 analysis.  If  God  exhaustively  determines  S  ’s  reason  to  believe  that  p  ,  then  it  is  positively  not  S 
 who  comes  to  belief  p  ;  how  S  comes  to  belief  p  is  irrelevant,  according  to  Stratton,  if  God 
 determines  S  ’s own coming to belief  p  . 

 Now  there  are  two  issues  here.  Non-inferential  beliefs  are  immediately  justified  and 
 certain.  There  is  no  possibility  of  error.  They  are  incorrigible.  So  there  is  literally  no  room 
 for  error.  What’s  more,  we  do  not  choose  these  beliefs.  They  are  given  to  us  through 

 466  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 27. 
 465  David Pallmann, “Review of ‘Rejoinder,’” unpublished. 
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 experience.  So  there  is  no  “judging”  or  “weighing”  that  goes  on  here.  Now  I  think 
 [Stratton  is]  referring  to  inferential  belief.  So  this  brings  up  the  question,  What  makes  a 
 reason  good?  My  answer  is  that  a  reason  is  good  when  it  renders  its  conclusion  probable. 
 And  probability  is  determined  when  objective  criteria  is  fulfilled.  Now  it  is  true  that  we 
 can  make  errors  when  it  comes  to  making  inferences.  But  justification  is  always  relative 
 to  a  given  person’s  awareness  of  the  justifying  reasons  [i.e.,  internalism].  So  if  one  is  not 
 aware  that  they  have  made  a  calculation  error,  the  belief  may  still  be  justified.  A  belief  is 
 only  unjustified  when  it  is  held  in  the  face  of  overcoming  reasons  or  for  no  reason  at  all. 
 Thus,  assuming  determinism,  even  if  someone  has  been  determined  to  make  a  calculation 
 error  and  hold  a  justified  false  belief,  as  long  as  they  remain  aware  of  the  reasons 
 supporting  the  belief,  the  belief  remains  justified.  So  it  follows  that  people  can  have 
 justification even on Determinism.  467 

 The  first  issue  Pallmann  raises  in  defense  against  the  AATD  is  that  internalism  remains  true  for 
 S  ’s  epistemic  justification,  even  if  determinism  were  true  ,  because  both  indetermined  internal 
 awareness  and  determined  internal  awareness  result  in  S  ’s  justification  for  believing  that  p  .  What 
 is  strictly  required  in  the  epistemological  debate  regarding  justification  is  how  the  agent  came  to 
 belief  p  ,  not  whether  belief  p  was  indetermined  or  determined  for  S  .  And  the  only  “how”  that  is 
 required  for  justification,  according  to  a  view  such  as  Classical  Evidentialism,  is  that  S  is 
 internally  aware  of  her  reasons  for  believing  p  (i.e.,  DePoe’s  subjective  requirement)  and  that  S  ’s 
 reasons  for  believing  p  are  nonarbitrarily  connected  to  the  evidence  (i.e.,  DePoe’s  objective 
 requirement).  Both  of  these  conditions,  as  it  happens,  are  compatible  with  determinism.  S  need 
 not  nondeterministically  weigh  the  options  for  the  truth  of  p  in  order  to  be  justified  that  p  is  true. 
 That  is  not  required  under  the  view  of  internalism,  nor  is  it  required  under  the  broader  noetic 
 structure  of  Classical  Evidentialism.  If  this  is  true,  then  S  may  be  fully  (or  exhaustively) 
 determined  to  believe  p  yet  still  be  justified  in  her  belief  because  she  has  internal  awareness  of 
 the  reasons  that  p  .  Moreover,  given  Classical  Evidentialism,  the  reasons  for  believing  p  are  said 
 to  nonarbitrarily  and  objectively  connect  to  truth,  in  which  case,  the  reasons  that  p  track  the 
 evidence.  This  is  because  S  is  directly  acquainted  with  p  .  To  put  it  simply,  S  ’s  noetic  structure, 
 and  her  corresponding  cognitive  faculties,  are  in  fact  aimed  at  truth;  S  is  justified  to  believe  p  in 
 the face of determinism. 

 Pallmann then moves on to the second problem with Stratton’s defense of AATD: 

 467  David Pallmann, “Review of ‘Rejoinder,’” unpublished. In relation to epistemic justification and Stratton’s ‘Mad 
 Scientist’ Thought Experiment, Zach Reimer highlights something rather interesting: 

 Notice what the evidentialist says: a belief is justified insofar as it is made probable by your evidence. 
 Okay. Now input the mad scientist. Is he causing me to believe in line with my evidence? Yes? Then the 
 Mad Scientist case does not show determinism precludes rationality. No? Then the mad scientist seems to 
 be manipulating me so that I am not properly sensitive to my evidence. But Fischer-Ravizza argue that you 
 need to be reasons receptive, for instance, to be responsible on compatibilism. They would agree that a 
 manipulator that forces you to become unresponsive to reasons is a case where you are not free. But that 
 means that compatibilism CAN account for the Mad Scientist case. 
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 Non-inferential  beliefs  are  equivalent  to  basic  beliefs.  They  can  be  justified  or  unjustified. 
 If  they  are  justified  then  they  refer  to  the  same  thing  as  properly  basic  beliefs.  Yes, 
 determined  or  not,  justified  non-inferential  beliefs  serve  as  an  incorrigible  foundation 
 from  which  one  can  make  probabilistic  inferences.  The  connection  to  truth  is  found  in  the 
 incorrigible  nature  of  the  basic  beliefs  and  then  simple  rules  of  rational  inference  for  non 
 basic  beliefs.  Rationality  is  never  dependent  on  the  abilities  of  the  subject.  It  is  always  a 
 matter  of  the  validity  of  the  deductions  and  inferences  drawn  from  those  basic  beliefs.  In 
 other  words,  the  ability  to  do  otherwise  simply  does  not  enter  the  picture  because 
 determined  or  not,  since  the  relevant  evidence  is  always  known  by  the  subject,  it  follows 
 that  the  beliefs  are  justified.  So  in  a  nutshell,  yes.  Classical  Foundationalism  is  perfectly 
 compatible  with  determinism  because  it  is  not  dependent  on  any  metaphysical  theory  of 
 anthropology. That is simply not necessary to keep the tight connection to truth.  468 

 What  is  interesting  is  that  Pallmann’s  second  reason  for  rejecting  the  AATD  seems  to  be 
 equivalent  (or  at  least  parallel)  to  my  first  reason:  mere  indeterminism  is  not  necessary  for  the 
 rationality  of  a  belief,  nor  is  it  necessary  for  a  belief  to  be  justified  for  the  knower.  This  allows 
 the  determinist  who  advocates  for  a  Classical  Evidentialist  view  to  state  that  such  a  view  is 
 “perfectly  compatible  with  determinism.”  A  determined  agent  S  may  still  have  the  right 
 connection  to  truth  (nonarbitrarily,  and  objectively)  while  meeting  the  conditions  for  subjective 
 first-person  awareness.  S,  then,  may  be  justified  for  her  belief  that  p  even  if  her  belief  that  p  is 
 determined. In summary, here’s the argument against AATD: 

 1.  If  S  can  believe  in  accordance  with  the  evidence,  S  can  rightly  be  said  to  be  rational. 
 (True in light of the definition of the word “rational.”) 

 2.  If determinism is true, S can be determined to believe in accordance with the evidence. 
 3.  Therefore, if determinism is true, S can be rational. 
 4.  Therefore, rationality and determinism are compatible.  469 

 Premise  (1)  is  true  by  definition,  and  (3)  and  (4)  are  conclusions  that  deductively  follow  from 
 premise  (1)  and  (2).  Therefore,  if  Stratton  were  to  reject  such  an  argument,  he  must  reject 
 premise  (2).  But,  in  order  to  do  so,  he  must  give  an  independent  reason  for  such  a  rejection,  and 
 it  appears  appealing  to  the  AATD  will  not  suffice.  Moreover,  in  order  to  be  justified,  S  ’s  evidence 
 for  belief  p  ought  to  mold  (or  determine)  belief  p  .  It  seems  wholly  irrational  for  S  to  believe  in 
 ~  p  even  though  S  ’s  evidence  points  to  p  .  Given  the  truth  of  guidance  control,  and  its 
 corresponding  moderate  reasons-responsiveness  and  mechanism  ownership  conditions,  S  can 
 possess  good  reasons  for  p  in  light  of  the  objective  evidence  that  crosses  her  cognitive  faculties. 
 If  she  believes  in  p  for  these  reasons–which  moderate  reasons-responsiveness  surely  allows–then 

 469  In written personal correspondence with David Pallmann. 
 468  Ibid. 
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 according  to  internalist  Classical  Evidentialism  S  is  epistemically  justified  for  believing  in  p 
 because  she  is  1.  internally  and  subjectively  aware  of  reasons  that  p  via  her  mechanism 
 ownership,  and  2.  she  is  nonarbitrarily  connected  to  objective  truth  via  her  moderate 
 reasons-responsiveness  that  p  is  true.  S  ’s  moderate  reasons-responsiveness  mechanism  is  said  to 
 track  the  truth  ,  or  is  aimed  at  truth  .  Therefore,  Stratton’s  defense  of  AATD  fails,  and  the 
 contested premise of the FTA (A  3  ) and of the FAC (D  1  ) subsequently fail  as well. 

 I  now  wish  to  take  a  brief  moment  to  reflect  upon  some  of  Stratton’s  adjacent  comments  made  in 
 defense of a rough draft version of the AATD. Essentially the concern is the following: 

 The  “normal  cases,”  on  Bignon’s  EDD  view,  is  that  all  humans—including  all  Christians 
 and  “elect”  Calvinists—are  causally  determined  to  affirm  and  advance  false  theological 
 beliefs.  This  is  because  on  Bignon’s  EDD  view,  human  belief  (even  Christian  belief)  is 
 not  always  aimed  at  true  belief  formation—it  is  always  aimed  at  the  center  of  “the  deity 
 of  deception’s”  will.  And,  apparently,  given  the  peripheral  disagreements  between 
 academic  peers  who  both  affirm  Calvinism  (not  to  mention  the  multitude  of  Christian 
 scholars  who  reject  Calvinism),  God  causally  determines  even  the  “elect”  to  affirm  false 
 beliefs. That’s the normal cases on EDD.  470 

 The  idea  is  that  some  agents  (specifically  elect  Calvinists)  believe  differently  than  other  elect 
 Calvinists.  This  difference  of  belief  provides  good  reason  to  think  that  the  way  in  which  they 
 came  to  their  theological  beliefs  are  divergent  .  Yet,  Stratton  argues,  if  “EDD”  is  true,  then  we 
 would  expect  to  see  our  theological  beliefs  as  convergent  ;  that  is,  if  divine  determinism  is  true, 
 the  mechanism  that  determines  one  Calvinist’s  false  theological  belief  ought  to  be  the  same 
 mechanism  that  determines  another  Calvinist’s  true  theological  belief.  And  because  these  two 
 mechanisms  appear  to  be  different  ,  or  divergent  (i.e.,  one  belief  is  true,  while  the  other  is  false),  it 
 is  argued  that  the  Calvinist  who  believes  in  determinism  (“exhaustively”)  cannot  appeal  to  the 
 fact  that  their  own  rational  cognitive  faculties  are  in  fact  “aimed  at  truth.”  Obviously,  it  is  argued, 
 if  a  Calvinist  lands  on  a  false  belief,  then  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  properly  “aimed  at  truth” 
 because  it  is  false  .  Thus,  given  determinism,  our  rational  cognitive  faculties  are  not  aimed  at 
 truth  but  rather  always  aimed  at  the  center  of  God’s  will,  whether  our  beliefs  land  on  true  or  false 
 beliefs. 

 To  appreciate  the  objection–because  I  am  inclined  to  think  it  is  a  good  one–let’s  frame  it  a  bit 
 differently.  Stratton’s  worry  is  that,  given  EDD,  if,  say,  Calvinist  S  1  believes  p  1  on  the  basis  of 
 good  reasons,  and  perhaps  following  a  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism  in  which  S  1 

 owns,  S  1  ’s  belief  in  p  1  should  be  the  same  as  Calvinist  S  2  ’s  determined  belief.  But,  the  problem  is 
 that  S  1  is  determined  to  believe  p  1  ,  while  S  2  is  determined  to  believe  in,  for  example,  q  1  ,  even 

 470  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 27. Stratton also articulates the basic synopsis of this concern in his video response to 
 Bignon:  A Rational Refutation of Divine Determinism  ,  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qFKg0veH7fo&t=1s 
 (timestamp 33:00 and on). 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qFKg0veH7fo&t=1s
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 though  they  possess  the  same  “aimed-at-truth”  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism.  Let’s 
 further  suppose  that  p  1  is  a  true  theological  belief  while  q  1  is  a  false  theological  belief.  Given  the 
 truth  of  EDD,  Stratton  argues,  this  should  not  be  the  case.  So,  if  God  determines  all  things 
 exhaustively  ,  then  S  1  and  S  2  should  have  the  same  theological  belief–whether  true  or  false–if  their 
 belief  is  a  result  of  the  same  “aimed-at-truth”  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism.  And  so, 
 the  argument  goes,  this  is  not  the  case;  therefore,  if  EDD  is  true,  then  S  1  and  S  2  stand  in  no 
 epistemic  position  to  know  whether  their  belief  in  p  1  or  q  1  ,  respectively,  are  in  fact  nonarbitrarily 
 connected  to  truth.  S  1  and  S  2  ’s  rational  cognitive  faculties  are  not  aimed  at  truth;  they  are  aimed, 
 instead, at the center of God’s will or determinative decree. Or so, it is argued. 

 To  put  it  simply,  the  current  objection  argues  that  if  divine  determinism  is  true,  and  if  S  ’s 
 cognitive  faculties  are  truly  aimed  at  truth  in  the  relevant  epistemological  sense,  then  we  would 
 expect  that  God  would  determine  all  of  S  ’s  beliefs  (and  specifically  theological  beliefs)  to  be 
 true  .  The  problem,  as  Stratton  sees  it,  is  that  this  is  empirically  not  the  case.  He  therefore 
 contends  that  if  exhaustive  determinism  is  true,  then  God  deceives  S  whom  He  determines  by 
 determining  S  to  believe  a  false  theological  belief  instead  of  a  true  one,  and  that  S  ’s  cognitive 
 faculties  are  not  properly  (and  nonarbitrarily)  aimed  at  truth–they  are  instead  aimed  at  God’s 
 (arbitrary) “will.” 

 The  reason  why  I  appreciate  this  objection  is  because  it  gets  at  the  heart  of  one  of  guidance 
 control’s  most  controversial  theses,  and  that  is  mechanism  individuation.  Recall  from  §4.3.2,  the 
 thesis  of  mechanism  individuation  states  (roughly)  that  the  way  in  which  S  1  arrives  at  a  reason  to 
 do  otherwise  is  the  same  way  in  which  S  2  arrives  at  a  reason  to  do  otherwise.  But,  the  problem  is 
 that  S  1  and  S  2  often  are  found  to  have  divergent  belief  structures  or  varying  mutually  exclusive 
 sets  of  beliefs,  and  so  the  theory  of  guidance  control  appears  to  be  lacking  because  it  cannot 
 properly attend to these sets of  individual  beliefs. 

 What  is  the  compatibilist  to  make  of  this  objection?  I  have  three  responses.  First,  depending  on 
 how  one  interprets  the  objection  at  hand,  it  could  actually  backfire  into  the  problem  of  evil.  Let’s 
 say  S  1  does  in  fact  possess  a  false  belief  while  S  2  possesses  a  true  belief,  and  if  the 
 incompatibilist  then  argues  from  this  proposition  that  God  is  therefore  blameworthy  for 
 determining  S  1  ’s  false  theological  belief,  then  the  compatibilist  answer  to  this  supposed 
 conundrum  could  be  any  answer  given  in  response  to  the  problem  of  evil  in  general.  This 
 response  could  be  a  myriad  of  accounts:  greater-goods  defense,  skeptical  theism,  O  Felix  Culpa!, 
 soul-building,  or  even  a  compatibilist  free  will  defense,  to  name  only  a  few.  471  Each  of  these 
 accounts  given  in  response  to  the  problem  of  evil  are  in  fact  compatible  with  determinism. 
 Essentially,  if  this  is  the  concern  of  the  objection  at  hand,  then  we  have  left  epistemological 
 waters  for  metaphysical  ones,  and  so  any  answer  given  from  a  compatibilist  will  be  one  which  is 

 471  See §4.3.5 and its relevant footnotes. 
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 intrinsically  metaphysical.  But,  then  again,  if  this  is  the  concern,  I  fail  to  see  how  it  answers  the 
 relevant  epistemological  problems that were  first pressed. 

 Second,  let’s  suppose  Stratton  is  right  in  his  objection:  S  1  ’s  false  theological  belief  is  not  aimed  at 
 truth,  clearly  enough,  but  rather  aimed  at  God’s  arbitrary  will.  Does  this  help  the  indeterminist?  I 
 cannot  see  how.  Recall  in  Carlson,  Volume  1  §2.1.5,  I  noted  that  Stratton  has  yet  to  provide  a 
 viable  answer  to  the  luck  objection  against  libertarian  freedom  (or  indeterminism  more 
 generally).  Why  think  that  mere  indeterminism  will  provide  S  the  necessary  epistemic 
 justification  for  her  belief  in  p  ?  Perhaps  Stratton  could  respond  by  saying  that  S  needed  to  be 
 more  careful,  aware  of,  or  attend  to  more  rational  reasons  for  her  belief  that  p  ;  rational  reasons 
 that  in  fact  track  the  objective  evidence.  Right,  but  how  does  S  ’s  “carefulness”  lead  her  to  p  ? 
 There  is  no  rational  or  deliberative  causal  connection  between  the  agent’s  internal  awareness  of 
 good  reasons  for  p  ,  and  S  ’s  actually  believing  p  because  it  tracks  objective  evidence.  Now,  it’s 
 true  that  S  is  not  some  epistemic  “passive  cog”.  472  But  this  is  irrelevant  to  whether  S  is  indeed  a 
 metaphysical  “passive  cog,”  and  Stratton’s  own  arguments  against  determinism  reveal  this  to  be 
 the  case  (see  §4.3.5).  This  is  all  to  say  indeterminism  in  the  rational  deliberative  process  does  not 
 seem  to  be  much  better  than  determinism  because  it  is  dubious  how  the  former  produces  more 
 rational control to believe  p  than the latter. 

 The  third  response  is  a  bit  more  complex  as  it  tracks  the  original  complaint  closer.  Why  doesn’t 
 S  1  ’s  true  belief  that  p  1  match  S  2  ’s  false  belief  that  q  1  especially  if  God  determines  both  beliefs  to 
 issue  from  the  same  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism?  The  answer,  I  believe,  lies  in  a 
 dispositional  analysis  of  freedom.  Recall  from  §4.3.2,  mechanism  individuation  is  one  objection 
 often  lobbied  against  the  theory  of  guidance  control.  But,  compatibilist  Michael  McKenna  seems 
 to  have  cracked  the  code.  The  basic  idea  has  to  do  with  the  fact  that  determined  beliefs  can  be 
 both  derivative  and  non-derivative  beliefs. 

 Suppose  S  1  non-derivatively  believed  in  p  n  at  t  1  .  Let’s  also  suppose  that  S  1  ’s  belief  in  p  n  issued 
 from  a  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism  that  tracked  evidence  (i.e.,  the  evidence  for  p  n 

 that  S  1  had  at  t  1  ).  Now,  at  t  2  ,  S  1  ’s  belief  in  p  n  changed  slightly  because  S  1  was  presented  with  a 
 modified  set  of  reasons  issued  from  her  moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism  in  the  light  of 
 new  evidence.  S  1  is  regularly  receptive  yet  weakly  reactive  to  reasons  for  her  new  belief  p  n+1  . 
 This  new  belief  is  derivative  of  S  1  ’s  previous  belief,  p  n  .  Belief  p  n+1  is  similar  to  p  n  ;  it  is  only 
 modified slightly due to the reasons for belief, which also modified slightly. 

 This  process  could  continue  ad  infinitum  (i.e.,  belief  p  n+2  ,  p  n+3  ,  etc.).  Does  this  mean  that  S  1  ’s 
 moderate  reasons-responsiveness  does  not  track  evidence,  or  is  not  aimed  at  truth?  Hardly.  It 
 simply  shows  that  S  1  believes  p  n  at  t  1  in  the  light  of  evidence  ,  and  then  also  believes  p  n+1  at  t  2  in 

 472  DePoe, “A Classical Evidentialist Response to Proper Functionalism,” 124; see also §4.3.5 for a distinction 
 between  epistemic  “passive cogs” and  metaphysical  “passive cogs”. DePoe means to use the term in the former way, 
 while Stratton means to use the term in the latter way, but the original context indicates the former. 
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 the  light  of  new  evidence.  So,  for  an  agent’s  rational  deliberative  mechanism  to  be  “aimed  at 
 truth”,  it  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  the  agent  will  arrive  at  a  true  belief  every  single  time 
 they  rationally  deliberate.  That’s  preposterous,  and  no  advocate  of  deliberation-incompatibilism 
 would  even  consider  arguing  such  a  provocative  claim.  Rather,  to  be  “aimed  at  truth”  only  entails 
 that  the  agent’s  rational  deliberative  mechanism  (i.e.,  moderate  reasons-responsiveness)  tracks 
 evidence  non-derivatively,  and  also  adapts  to  new  evidence  derivatively.  This  is  compatible  with 
 S  1  having  good  reasons  to  believe  both  p  n  non-derivatively,  and  p  n+1  derivatively.  Each  belief,  we 
 can  say,  is  produced  from  a  different  disposition  in  S  1  because  each  belief  is  produced  at  a 
 different  time  with  new evidence  . 

 How  does  this  relate  to  S  2  and  divergent  mechanisms?  Well,  if  S  1  has  a  non-derivative  belief  p  1  at 
 t  1  ,  then  this  belief  may  be  dispositionally  different  from  S  2  ’s  non-derivative  belief  q  1  at  t  1  .  The 
 reason  why  S  1  ’s  belief  structure  diverges  from  S  2  ’s  belief  structure  is  not  necessarily  because 
 indeterminism  is  true,  but  rather  because  S  1  and  S  2  ’s  belief  structures  are  the  products  of  two 
 divergent  dispositional  environments  .  It  is  these  dispositional  environments,  McKenna  contends, 
 that  allow  us  to  see  why  agents  have  divergent  beliefs  even  though  the  mechanisms  that  obtain 
 those  beliefs  in  each  individual  agent  are  the  same  .  So,  S  1  may  very  well  believe  a  true 
 theological  belief  while  S  2  believes  a  false  theological  belief,  at  the  same  time,  with  the  same 
 moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism.  To  assert  that  these  beliefs  must  be  the  same  belief  if 
 they  both  issue  from  the  same  mechanism  fails  to  understand  the  idea  of  divergent  dispositional 
 environments. 

 If  it  were  the  case  that  S  1  and  S  2  are  determined  to  believe,  say,  p  1  ,  it  is  only  because  they  have 
 similar  dispositional  environments.  But,  this  is  not  to  say  that  they  came  about  such  a  belief  in 
 the  same  way,  or  at  the  same  time.  All  we  can  say  is  that  such  a  belief  arose  from  the  same 
 moderate  reasons-responsive  mechanism,  yet  that  is  compatible  with  determinism  and  with  being 
 “aimed  at  truth”  (i.e.,  tracking  evidence).  Say  S  1  non-derivatively  believes  p  n  at  t  1  ,  and  then 
 derivatively  believes  p  n+1  at  t  2  (similar  to  the  example  above).  Suppose  p  n  is  a  true  belief.  Now, 
 also  suppose  that  S  2  non-derivatively  believes  q  n  at  t  1  ,  and  then  derivatively  believes  q  n+1  at  t  2  . 
 This  latter  belief,  q  n  ,  is  a  false  belief.  Now,  at  t  3  ,  let’s  say  that  S  2  derivatively  believes  in  q  n+2  ,  and 
 then  at  t  4  believes  in  q  n+3  ,  also  derivatively.  However,  S  2  acquires  new  reasons  for  a  belief  in  p  n  in 
 the  light  of  new  evidence  at  t  4  .  She  even  questions  whether  q  n+3  is  epistemically  justified  at  t  5  .  So, 
 she,  as  any  good  rational  thinker  does,  inquires  to  the  root  of  her  belief  (i.e.,  her  non-derivative 
 belief  q  n  ),  and  begins  to  synthesize  whether  q  n  coheres  well  with  p  n  .  Upon  rational  deliberation, 
 she  is  convinced  that  q  n  and  p  n  do  not  cohere  well,  and  then  decides  to  stop  believing  q  n  and 
 instead  adopt  p  n  at,  say,  t  6  .  The  evidence  for  p  n  ,  S  2  contends,  is  stronger  than  the  evidence  for  q  n  . 
 S  2  now  begins  to  non-derivatively  believe  p  n  at  t  7  ,  and  then  derivatively  believe  p  n+1  at  t  8  .  Notice 
 that  S  2  now  believes  the  same  true  belief  as  S  1  .  The  significant  point  to  highlight  is  that  both 
 agents  began  at  a  divergent  dispositional  environment,  with  different  evidence,  and  thus  different 
 reasons  for  believing  certain  propositions  at  particular  time-slices.  Also  notice  that  q  n  was 
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 epistemically  justified  for  S  2  at  t  1  because  S  2  had  reasons  for  believing  q  n  in  the  light  of  evidence  , 
 while  p  n  was  epistemically  justified  for  S  1  at  the  same  time.  Additionally,  this  is  all  compatible 
 with  both  S  1  and  S  2  being  divinely  determined  to  non-derivatively  believe  p  n  and  q  n  ,  respectively 
 at  t  1  . 

 Let’s  suppose  that  the  quick  (and  small)  incompatibilist  retort  at  this  point  would  be  something 
 of  the  following:  “Well,  this  may  be  true,  but  couldn’t  God  simply  determine  S  1  and  S  2  to  both 
 non-derivatively  believe  p  n  at  t  1  ?  I  mean,  if  the  agent’s  rational  deliberative  process  is  aimed  at 
 truth,  and  God’s  will  is  therefore  aimed  at  truth,  why  can’t  God  just  determine  both  agents  to 
 have  the  same  true  belief,  all  the  time  ?”  In  fact,  Stratton  seems  to  go  on  record  to  argue  this  exact 
 claim: 

 But  of  course,  if  EDD  were  true,  then  we  would  all  arrive  at  the  same  conclusions  in  light 
 of  the  same  evidence:  God  would  not  determine  some  to  reason  that  P,  and  determine 
 others to reason not-P.  473 

 Stratton  seems  to  think  that  this  is  one  reason  why  our  cognitive  faculties  are  not  properly  aimed 
 at  truth.  This  objection,  however,  is  really  a  complaint  that  misunderstands  the  defense  above. 
 Perhaps  God  would  not  determine  S  1  and  S  2  to  have  convergent  beliefs  because  God  cannot 
 determine  S  1  and  S  2  to  have  convergent  beliefs.  In  other  words,  perhaps  God  cannot  determine 
 both  S  1  and  S  2  to  believe,  non-derivatively,  p  n  at  t  1  because  S  1  is  dispositionally  different  from  S  2  . 
 In  order  for  God  to  “zap”  the  belief  p  n  into  the  cognitive  faculties  of  both  agents,  it  could  violate 
 at  least  one  (or  both)  of  their  inner  dispositional  (or  teleological)  agential  properties  that  were 
 non-derivatively  developed  at  prior  time-slices  .  For  example,  as  a  teacher,  I  am  dispositionally 
 different  from  my  students.  I  am  older  and  wiser  (I  dare  say)  than  my  students  in  my  approach  to 
 finances,  education,  relationships,  theological  beliefs,  and  practical  living.  This  is  because  I  have 
 a  divergent  dispositional  environment  in  which  I  grew  up,  which  shaped  my  psychology,  or 
 approach  to  education,  relationships,  teaching,  God,  etc.  Each  of  these  areas  of  life  (quite)  often 
 allow  me  to  change  the  reasons  for  why  I  believe  what  I  believe,  of  course,  in  the  light  of  new 
 evidence.  And  because  my  students  remain  younger  than  me,  they  too  will  have  a  different 
 divergent  dispositional  environment  from  me.  Our  values  will  not  always  be  aligned,  and  what 
 we  love  will  also  often  be  different;  this  includes  what  we  know  to  be  true,  and  what  we  are 
 epistemically  justified  to  believe  as  true.  So  far  as  I  can  tell,  the  only  way  God  can  just  determine 
 for  me  to  believe  the  same  propositions  as  my  students  (or  vice  versa  )  is  if  we  have  the  same 
 dispositional  environment,  in  one  way  or  another.  And  if  He  were  to  determine  for  me  to  believe 

 473  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 33. As I will explain above, the problem with this retort is that it neglects the fundamental 
 importance of divergent dispositional environments. If true, then it does not follow that “we would all arrive at the 
 same conclusions in light of the same evidence.” The evidence  is an  objective  justificatory part of the belief, yes, but 
 it cannot be separated from the agent’s  subjective  internal awareness, or her current psychological state of belief, 
 causal history of deliberative efficacy and decision-making, motivational, affectionate, and intellectual reasons for 
 such a belief, etc; that is, the evidence cannot be separated from the agent’s dispositional environment, and it is the 
 latter  that demonstrates the divergent beliefs within  agents,  not  the former. 



 COLTON CARLSON  |  236 

 the  same  propositions  as  my  students  exactly  ,  then  it  could  perhaps  violate  my  own  agential 
 properties  of  what  it  means  to  be  “me,”  or  my  students  to  be  “them.”  But,  I  have  defended  above 
 that  this  may  not  exactly  be  possible  with  S  1  and  S  2  ,  given  that  they  are  different  people,  with 
 different  environments,  with  different  circumstances  or  experiences,  different  (possible)  ages,  etc. 
 This  small  incompatibilist  retort  does  nothing  to  evade  my  defense  of  divergent  dispositional 
 environments  in  the  rational  deliberative  process.  Now,  to  be  sure,  God  can  ,  in  some  relevant 
 sense,  determine  S  1  and  S  2  to  have  the  same  (or  relatively  close  enough)  dispositional 
 environments.  However,  I  contend  that  this  can  only  be  done  through  the  agent’s  own  moderate 
 reasons-responsive  mechanism,  and  not  through  someone  else’s  ,  as  defended  in  §4.3.1-2;  which 
 is  to  say,  again,  through  the  process  of  non-derivative  and  derivative  rational  deliberation  of  that 
 agent  within  her  current  dispositional  environment  .  This,  unfortunately  for  Stratton,  is  still 
 compatible with divine determinism.  474 

 Lastly,  instead  of  responding  to  this  small  incompatibilist  retort  with  divergent  dispositional 
 environments,  I  could  respond  by  positing  a  compatibilist  free  will  defense.  But,  if  that  is  the 
 case,  then  we  are  back  to  the  problem  of  evil  concern,  which  is  intrinsically  a  metaphysical 
 question  not  an  epistemological  one.  If  this  small  retort  amounts  to  the  question  as  to  why  God 
 can’t  just  determine  all  to  have  the  same  true  theological  beliefs  all  the  time,  then  I  will  posit  any 
 number  of  compatibilist  free  will  defenses  alive  on  the  market.  Seeing  as  Stratton  hasn’t  even 
 shown  a  scintilla  of  evidence  that  he  is  aware  of  such  defenses,  I  take  it  that  this  small  retort 
 amounts  to  nothing  more  than  a  vain  attempt  to  save  face  in  light  of  the  defensive  evidence 
 presented in the present section. 

 The  final  piece  in  my  agenda  against  Stratton’s  defense  of  AATD  has  to  do  with  the  idea  of 
 God’s  will  being  arbitrary.  He  has  claimed  that  if  “EDD”  is  true,  our  cognitive  faculties  are 
 aimed  at  the  “center  of  [God’s]  will,”  (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  27).  What  he  means  is  that  if 
 determinism  is  true,  our  cognitive  rational  deliberative  faculties  are  not  aimed  nonarbitrarily  at 
 truth,  but  rather  aimed  at  God’s  arbitrary  will.  I  believe  my  defenses  against  AATD  have  thus  far 
 proven  fruitful  and  decisive.  However,  even  though  these  responses  may  succeed  in  showing 
 AATD  to  be  false,  they  may  not  succeed  in  showing  that  God’s  will  is  therefore  nonarbitrary  .  To 
 provide  a  model  for  how  we  can  view  God’s  will,  given  determinism,  to  be  nonarbitrary,  and 
 thus  sufficiently  and  objectively  track  the  evidence  for  the  agent  being  determined,  consider  a 
 short analogy. 

 An  archer  has  first  a  bow  and  an  arrow.  The  bow  enables  the  archer  to  guide  the  arrow  in  the 
 specific  direction  in  which  the  archer  desires  the  arrow  to  be  fired.  For  example,  the  archer  may 
 wish  to  “aim”  the  arrow  at  one  target  instead  of  another  target,  or  vice  versa  .  When  the  archer 
 releases  the  arrow,  the  arrow  will  directly  hit  the  target;  the  same  target  in  which  the  archer 

 474  Perhaps Timpe’s  Reasons-Constraint  view is compatible with divergent dispositional environments. Though I 
 will not detail the compatibility here, it is worth considering, and it could give some justificatory weight to my 
 defense as well. See Timpe,  Philosophical Theology  , chapter 2. 
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 determined  the  bow  to  hit.  Does  this  mean  that  the  archer  misfired  the  arrow?  Not  at  all.  Does  it 
 mean  that  the  archer  is  a  bad  aim,  and  aimed  at  the  wrong  target?  Again,  no.  I  contend  that  this 
 analogy  could  help  delineate  the  differences  between  God’s  will  being  arbitrary  versus  God’s 
 will  being  nonarbitrary  ,  and  of  course,  I  contend  that  God’s  will  is  the  latter.  God  is  the  archer, 
 and  the  bow  is  the  epistemological  mechanism  in  which  S  comes  to  know  that  p  is  epistemically 
 justified  and  therefore  true.  Last,  the  arrow  represents  the  reason(s)  which  specifically  aim  and 
 directly hit the target (i.e., the evidence). 

 So,  in  this  analogy,  it  is  true  that  God  could  aim  the  arrow  at  one  target  for  S  1  that  hits  false 
 beliefs,  and  yet  aim  at  another  target  for  S  1  that  aims  at  true  beliefs.  But,  what  doesn’t  follow  is 
 that  God’s  will,  or  the  archer’s  “aim”,  is  nonarbitrarily  misfiring  at  the  target.  And  yes,  S  1  is 
 determined  via  God's  will  or  determinative  eternal  decree  to  hit  (some)  false  theological  beliefs, 
 but  so  what?  Just  because  we  are  aimed  by  God's  will  doesn't  make  the  bow  suddenly  fire  at 
 arbitrary  objects.  There  is  a  categorical  difference  between  being  aimed  at  truth  and  being  aimed 
 by  God’s  will.  Our  mechanisms  and  the  reasons  for  why  we  believe  what  we  believe  are  in  fact 
 aimed  by  God’s  will,  but  that  does  not  mean  that  those  same  mechanisms  and  reasons  are 
 arbitrarily  firing.  Stratton’s  contention  clearly  misunderstands  these  two  propositions.  If  God  has 
 determined  S  to  fire  at  a  specific  target,  then  God's  will  will  fire  S  at  that  target.  So,  if  God  has 
 determined  S  to  follow  the  evidence,  then  what  does  not  follow  is  that  S  has  not  followed  the 
 evidence.  What  does  follow  is  that  S  has  followed  the  evidence,  and  is  thus  rational.  Therefore, 
 S  ’s  rational  deliberative  mechanisms  are  in  fact  aimed  at  truth  because  it  tracks  evidence,  even  if 
 determinism is true. 

 In  this  section,  I  have  defended  against  Stratton’s  Anti-Aimed  at  Truth  Defense  which  tried  to 
 argue  that  if  determinism  is  true,  then  our  cognitive  faculties  are  not  properly  aimed  at  truth;  they 
 are  rather  aimed  at  God’s  arbitrary  will.  I  defended  the  fact  that  even  if  determinism  is  true,  we 
 can  trust  our  cognitive  faculties  and  that  they  are  epistemologically  aimed  at  truth  nonarbitrarily. 
 If my defenses hold, then Stratton loses one more defensive support claim for the FTA. 

 4.11 Indirect Doxastic Voluntarism & Libertarian Freedom 

 The  final  defensive  support  claim  for  premise  A  3  of  the  FTA  is  the  appeal  to  indirect  doxastic 
 voluntarism  (IDV).  The  idea  behind  this  philosophically  loaded  word  is  actually  fairly 
 straightforward: 

 …  [it  is]  the  idea  that  one’s  beliefs  result  from  processes  of  deliberation  in  which  one 
 exercises  freedom  at  various  points  along  the  way,  in  what  one  will  or  will  not  consider, 
 how one will look at the issue, etc.  475 

 475  Moreland and Craig,  Philosophical Foundations  (1e), 277. 
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 The  term  indirect  doxastic  voluntarism  is  in  contrast  to  direct  doxastic  voluntarism  which  states 
 that  “at  any  moment  one  can  directly  choose  to  believe  or  not  to  believe  a  given  item,” 
 (Moreland  and  Craig,  Philosophical  Foundations  [1e],  277).  And  rightfully  so,  both  Moreland 
 and  Craig  contend  that  direct  doxastic  voluntarism  is  not  possible,  in  general  (Ibid.).  But, 
 Stratton  aims  to  use  the  thesis  of  IDV  to  argue  in  favor  of  libertarian  freedom.  The  problem  is 
 that  he  unfortunately  “equates  the  libertarian  ability  to  choose  one’s  beliefs,  with  the  thesis  of 
 [IDV],  or  the  ‘freedom  to  choose  what  [one]  ultimately  believes  by  way  of  his  self-controlled, 
 free  thinking,’  [Stratton,  Mere  Molinism  ,  170]  and  he  says  that  determinists  have  to  reject  it,” 
 (Bignon,  “Review,”  32).  IDV  states  that  our  beliefs  must  be  controlled  in  such  a  way  as  to 
 remain  rationally  responsible,  and  this  must  mean  that  some  form  of  doxastic  voluntarism  (i.e., 
 IDV)  is  true.  But  Stratton  claims  that  a  compatibilist-determinist  cannot  avail  herself  of  the  same 
 philosophical tenet to explain how our beliefs are controlled. 

 While  Stratton  may  be  right  that  some  form  of  IDV  is  true,  he  is  wrong  to  think  that  this  kind  of 
 control over our beliefs necessarily entails  libertarian  or  incompatibilist  control. As Bignon  says, 

 Here,  I  do  agree  that  Christians  will  want  to  affirm  something  like  indirect  doxastic 
 voluntarism,  because  it  seems  to  me  at  least  some  of  our  beliefs  are  such  that  we  can  be 
 held  morally  responsible  for  holding  them.  But  it’s  not  clear  at  all  why  determinists  can’t 
 affirm  exactly  that,  and  deny  that  it  requires  libertarian  free  will.  Doxastic  voluntarism 
 has  to  do  with  “controlling”  one’s  beliefs  in  such  a  way  that  one  can  be  morally 
 responsible  for  them.  It’s  wide  open  for  Calvinists  to  use  a  compatibilist-friendly  account 
 of  control  such  as  Fischer  and  Ravizza’s  “guidance  control”  that  I  mentioned  above. 
 Stratton  doesn’t  engage  with  that  sort  of  account  of  control,  so  he  doesn’t  block  that  fine 
 way  out  of  his  argument.  And  it’s  worse  than  this,  as  he  declares  not  merely  that 
 determinists  should  reject doxastic voluntarism, but that they  in fact do  !  476 

 Bignon is not wrong; Stratton has claimed (hilariously so) that all determinists must reject IDV: 

 …  all  who  hold  to  exhaustive  determinism  (natural  or  divine)  reject  the  idea  of  indirect 
 doxastic  voluntarism  because  it  implies  libertarian  freedom  to  indirectly  freely  choose 
 among a range of options consistent with a person’s nature.  477 

 One  of  the  problems  with  this  claim  is  that  it  begs  the  question  against  the 
 compatibilist-determinist.  The  very  question  at  hand  is  whether  libertarianism  is  true,  and 
 whether  its  entailed  requisite  level  of  control  is  in  fact  necessary  for  rational  responsibility. 

 477  Stratton,  Mere Molinism  , 171. As Zach Reimer  puts it, “Stratton said that determinists reject IDV, the consensus 
 position! Again, you don't need to say much more than that Stratton either is making a radically contentious 
 argument for determinists rejecting IDV which, since he says IDV requires [libertarianism], is question begging, or 
 he is saying something clearly false.” 

 476  Bignon, “Review,” 32. 
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 Stratton  cannot  come  to  the  table  with  preloaded  incompatibilist  presuppositions,  assert  them  as 
 necessary,  and  then  claim  that  therefore  determinists  reject  IDV  because  it  requires  some  form  of 
 incompatibilist  voluntary  control.  That’s  arguing  in  circles.  Another  problem  is  that  IDV  is  the 
 consensus  position  in  philosophy.  478  This  is  not  to  say  that  we  should  reject  Stratton’s  appeal  to 
 an  incompatibilist  interpretation  of  IDV  simply  because  IDV  (unqualified)  is  the  majority 
 position;  that  would  be  committing  the  bandwagon  fallacy.  The  issue,  then,  is  not  that  IDV  is  the 
 consensus  position.  The  issue  is  that  Stratton  wants  to  argue  that  this  majority  position  should 
 actually  be  interpreted  as  metaphysically  incompatibilist.  Stratton’s  quick  comment,  to  my  mind, 
 does not satisfy this burden convincingly. 

 As  it  happens,  Stratton  is  demonstrably  wrong  that  IDV  entails  libertarianism.  Imagine  the 
 following scenario: 

 ...  suppose  a  usually  trustworthy  friend  tells  you  that  Paul  David  Hewson  is  one  of  the 
 most  popular  singers  of  all  time.  You  have  no  idea  who  this  Hewson  fellow  is,  but  you 
 would  like  to  know  whether  you  should  trust  your  friend  and,  hence,  believe  the 
 proposition  Paul  David  Hewson  is  one  of  the  most  popular  singers  of  all  time.  So,  you  do 
 some  research  and  discover  that  Paul  David  Hewson  is  the  legal  name  of  the  incredibly 
 popular  lead  singer  for  the  Irish  rock  band  U2.  Consequently,  you  come  to  believe  that 
 Paul  David  Hewson  is  one  of  the  most  popular  singers  of  all  time...  [Therefore,]  people 
 have  indirect  voluntary  control  over  whether  they  will  believe  many  propositions, 
 provided  that  they  can  discover  evidence  confirming  or  disconfirming  these  propositions, 
 that  they  choose  to  seek  out  this  evidence,  and  that  they  form  their  beliefs  according  to 
 the evidence.  479 

 Stratton  claims  that  IDV  is  necessarily  incompatible  with  determinism  as  it  entails  that  the  agent 
 possesses  regulative  control  over  her  beliefs  in  order  to  be  held  rationally  responsible.  But,  it  is 
 in  the  scenario  above  where  we  see  the  compatibility  between  IDV  and  determinism.  Agents 
 possess  indirect  voluntary  control  over  their  own  beliefs  if  they  discover  evidence  that  justifies 
 their  belief.  And  this  discovery  of  evidence  need  not  entail  control  in  order  to  choose  true  beliefs 
 over  false  beliefs  (see  §4.6,  §4.8.2,  and  §4.10);  it  need  only  entail  control  of  my  beliefs  (see 
 §4.3).  The  former  is  considered  regulative  control  ,  whereas  the  latter  is  considered  guidance 
 control  (which  Bignon  mentions  above).  It  is  important  to  see  that  this  scenario  is  additionally 
 parallel  to  my  position  of  dispositional  environments  detailed  in  the  last  section.  Thus,  I  fail  to 
 see  how  IDV  entails  incompatibilism;  indirect  doxastic  attitudes  are  perfectly  compatible  with 
 determinism  because  our  subjective  wills  and  the  loci  of  our  agency  are  considered  objectively 
 moderate  reasons-responsive  and  conditioned  upon  any  given  evidence  (notice  the  two 

 479  Ibid. 

 478  Rico Vitz, “Doxastic Voluntarism,”  Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy  , 
 https://iep.utm.edu/doxastic-voluntarism/#H2  . 

https://iep.utm.edu/doxastic-voluntarism/#H2
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 requirements  of  a  sound  theory  of  epistemic  justification  given  by  DePoe  in  §4.10  are  met  even  if 
 determinism is true). 

 Stratton,  of  course,  will  continue  to  disagree  (  Mere  Molinism  ,  171;  “Rejoinder,”  32-33).  But, 
 perhaps  for  charity,  to  somewhat  trace  Stratton’s  tentative  thinking  here,  the  argument  could 
 look something like this: 

 1.  RR ⇒ IDV  (definition) 
 2.  IDV ⇒ PAP-T  All  (incompatibilist premise)  480 

 3.  Therefore, RR ⇒ PAP-T  All  .  (from (1) and (2), hypothetical syllogism) 

 Here,  RR  stands  for  “rational  responsibility,”  and  PAP-T  All  stands  for  the  “categorical  ability  to 
 think  otherwise.”  Premise  (1)  is  definitional;  surely,  both  incompatibilists  and  compatibilists  will 
 wish  to  affirm  such  a  premise–Bignon  says  as  much  above.  The  problem  with  the  argument  is 
 premise  (2).  Why  should  the  compatibilist-determinist  accept  premise  (2)?  Once  again,  the  initial 
 plausibility  or  intuitive  nature  of  this  rather  simple  syllogism  is  compelling  only  if  one 
 equivocates  on  PAP.  Seeing  as  this  incompatibilist  argument  depends  upon  premise  (2),  the 
 determinist  can,  and  should,  reject  it.  If  we  uncover  the  equivocation,  the  correct  premise  should 
 read something like this: 

 4.  IDV ⇒ PAP-T  Disp  (compatibilist premise) 

 PAP-T  Disp  stands  for  the  “dispositional  ability  to  think  otherwise.”  This  ability  is  arguably  what 
 the  above  scenario  teaches:  the  agent  must  possess  the  control  or  ability  of  belief  necessary  for 
 rational  responsibility  conditioned  upon  new  evidence.  I  contend  premise  (4)  demonstrates  the 
 necessity  of  PAP  as  intuitively  “unnegotiable”  for  doxastic  voluntarism  (direct  or  indirect).  This 
 much  is  virtually  undisputed  for  both  parties  in  the  debate.  However,  I  further  contend  that 
 PAP-T  Disp  is  all  that  is  necessary  when  indirectly  and  doxastically  volunteering  our  beliefs;  not 
 the overly zealous PAP-T  All  . 

 It  is  simply  not  true  that  our  beliefs,  however  indirect,  call  for  an  ability  that  requires  all  things  in 
 and  of  myself  to  choose  true  beliefs  over  false  beliefs.  Rather,  all  that  IDV  requires  is  a 
 dispositional  (or  conditional)  ability,  one  where  it  tracks  evidence:  if  the  evidence  for  belief  p 
 were  different,  then  reasons  for  belief  p  would  have  been  different.  So,  in  Stratton’s  exposition, 
 we  are  missing  that  vital  argument  for  the  necessity  of  regulative  control  in  doxastically 
 volunteering  our  beliefs.  That  argument  is  simply  not  in  Stratton’s  book  nor  his  rejoinder  to 
 Bignon,  and  so  again  I  ask,  why  should  the  determinist  accept  premise  (2)?  We  are  not  told  why 
 nor  is  it  even  argued  that  regulative  control  is  indeed  necessary  for  IDV.  Unfortunately  for 
 Stratton  and  his  libertarian  “freedom-fighters,”  it  is  merely  equivocated  upon  and  smuggled  into 

 480  I suppose we can also replace PAP-T  All  with the standard notion of incompatibilist  regulative control  . 
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 the  exposition.  An  incompatibilist  notion  of  voluntary  control  is  the  sense  that  Stratton  is 
 implying  here,  and  that  is  the  sense  that  we  need  to  be  shown  in  order  for  the  argument  above  to 
 defeat  divine  determinism  and  its  “tacit”  use  of  IDV.  The  dispositional  ability  to  think,  however, 
 is  perfectly  consistent  with  determinism  and  that  is  the  sense  of  PAP  that  we–at  least  leeway 
 compatibilists like myself–can affirm (as should any leeway incompatibilist!). 

 Stratton  is  not  content  with  this  conclusion.  In  order  to  defend  the  entailment  between  IDV  and 
 incompatibilism, he quotes (NRO) Soft Calvinist Greg Koukl: 

 The  problem  with  [determinism]  is  that  without  freedom,  rationality  would  have  no  room 
 to  operate.  Arguments  would  not  matter,  since  no  one  would  be  able  to  base  beliefs  on 
 adequate  reasons.  One  could  never  judge  between  a  good  idea  and  a  bad  one.  One  would 
 only  hold  beliefs  because  he  had  been  predetermined  to  do  so....  Every  one  of  our 
 thoughts,  dispositions,  and  opinions  would  have  been  decided  for  us  by  factors 
 completely  out  of  our  control.  Therefore,  in  practice,  arguments  for  determinism  are 
 self-defeating.  481 

 Koukl  is  wrong  for  the  reasons  argued  in  §4.3,  §4.6,  and  §4.9  in  the  present  volume.  But,  as 
 (RO) Hard Calvinist scholar James N. Anderson puts it, 

 In  the  first  place,  many  of  our  beliefs  aren’t  the  product  of  rational  deliberation  at  all. 
 Take  your  belief  that  there’s  a  real  world  that  exists  independently  of  your  thoughts  and 
 experiences.  Most  likely  that’s  a  properly  basic  belief:  it’s  something  you  take  for 
 granted,  not  a  conclusion  you  reached  by  a  process  of  reasoning.  Suppose,  moreover,  that 
 you’re  determined  to  believe  it:  it’s  a  “hard-wired”  belief,  so  to  speak.  You  can’t  help  but 
 believe it. Would that make the belief rationally suspect? Hardly 

 [ … ] 

 But  then  why  should  any  belief  be  considered  irrational  simply  in  virtue  of  the  fact  that  it 
 was  determined?  In  my  view  the  argument  that  determinism  as  such  is  rationally 
 self-defeating is a non-starter.  482 

 Anderson  is  appealing  to  IDV,  and  argues  that  it  is  not  at  all  clear  that  such  a  thesis  automatically 
 entails  an  incompatibilist  sense  of  voluntary  control;  in  fact,  he  says,  it  probably  entails  a 
 compatibilist  sense  of  voluntary  control.  In  any  case,  I  fail  to  see  how  IDV  entails 
 incompatibilism,  and  Koukl’s  reasons  for  such  a  provocative  claim  have  been  sufficiently 
 rebutted throughout the entirety of this reply. 

 482  Anderson, “Is Calvinism Unlivable?”,  https://www.proginosko.com/2018/12/is-calvinism-unliveable/#fn-3553-2  . 

 481  Stratton, “Rejoinder,” 33;  Mere Molinism  , 176. Quoted from Greg Koukl,  Tactics: A Game Plan for Discussing 
 Your Christian Convictions  (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2009) 128-129. 

https://www.proginosko.com/2018/12/is-calvinism-unliveable/#fn-3553-2
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 As  we  come  to  a  close  on  this  section,  and  indeed  on  the  entirety  of  Volume  2,  I  will  note  that 
 Stratton  says  much  more  than  Koukl’s  defensive  quote  in  support  of  an  incompatibilist  sense  of 
 control  for  IDV  (Stratton,  “Rejoinder,”  33).  The  issue  I  find  with  Stratton’s  responses  is  that  they 
 are  virtually  a  recapitulation  of  earlier  defensive  support  claims  in  favor  of  the  FTA.  But,  if  my 
 defenses  are  sound  in  this  volume,  none  of  Stratton’s  afterward  remarks  matter  as  they  are  simply 
 defending  his  own  defenses  of  the  FTA.  Again,  this  is  circular  reasoning.  I  have  yet  to  come 
 across  a  single  independent  reason  as  to  why  the  contested  premise  of  the  FTA  (A  3  )  is  sound.  For 
 this  reason,  the  FTA  fails  to  demonstrate  that  libertarianism  is  required  in  order  to  be  rationally 
 responsible. 

 In  Volume  3,  I  will  attempt  to  tackle  Stratton’s  most  pertinent  theological  arguments  in  favor  of 
 libertarian  freedom.  Afterwards,  I  will  criticize  his  use  of  the  apologetic  significance  of 
 Molinism.  We  will  find  that  the  doctrine  known  as  ‘Mere  Molinism’  is  not  straightforwardly 
 convincing  on  these  avenues,  and  thus  fails  to  provide  suitable  warrant  for  one's  own  theological 
 beliefs. 


