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Abstract In this paper I offer from a source compatibilist’s perspective a critical

discussion of Four Views on Free Will by John Martin Fischer, Robert Kane, Derk

Pereboom, and Manuel Vargas. Sharing Fischer’s semi-compatibilist view, I pro-

pose modifications to his arguments while resisting his coauthors’ objections. I

argue against Kane that he should give up the requirement that a free and morally

responsible agent be able to do otherwise (in relevant cases). I argue against

Pereboom that his famed manipulation argument be resisted by contending that the

agents in it are free and responsible. And I also argue against Vargas by challenging

the sense in which his revisionist thesis differs from a position like Fischer’s and

mine. I close by reflecting on the nature of desert. All seem to assume it is central to

the debate, but what is it?
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It is rare for a philosophy book to do the primary duty of teaching and yet at the

same time make original contributions. Four Views on Free Will is one of those rare

books. John Martin Fischer, Robert Kane, Derk Pereboom, and Manuel Vargas all

give us excellent distillations of their respective views, providing a sophisticated but

teachable statement of each position. In their replies, they carry the debate yet

further, offering new amendments to their considered views, as well as new replies
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to long-standing points of contention. Collectively, they showcase philosophical

dialogue at its best, since as much as they disagree, there is a cooperative and

supportive spirit to the entire exchange, with reasonable objections being taken for

that, and sincere concessions when a forceful criticism is rightly seen to have bite.

1 The semi-compatibilist position

In taking up the torch for the compatibilist, Fischer begins with a compatibilist

staple, which involves calling attention to the commonsense difference between

persons who suffer from some defect of agency and those who do not. The dividing

line between those who are free and morally responsible agents and those who are

not can be extrapolated from relevant cases, such as the differences between, for

example, the compulsive agent as in contrast with the normally functioning agent.

So, as the standard compatibilist line goes, only certain kinds of causes and not

(deterministic) causation per se pose a threat to free will and moral responsibility

(47–8). Fischer also maintains that our commitment to moral responsibility should

not be held hostage to what physics tell us about the truth of determinism (45). I

would only add to Fischer’s way of putting the point that the broader philosophical

goal of the compatibilist is to provide a naturalistic account of free will and moral

responsibility.

But of course, these compatibilist convictions are preliminaries to a full defense

of compatibilism, which for Fischer and me begins by bowing to an incompatibilist

argument, the Consequence Argument (53–6). In light of it, Fischer grants that the

freedom to do otherwise is incompatible with determinism, and he points out that

the force of the argument can be seen as a counter-reply to the compatibilist thesis

that only some types of causation have freedom undermining consequences.

According to the Consequence Argument, at a determined world, every causal

relation has a freedom undermining implication, which arises from the fact that it is

not up to us what the remote past is like or what the laws of nature are like. And this

means it is not up to us what we do now if the big D is true.

But even if the Consequence Argument soundly shows that at a determined

world, each of our actions have a freedom undermining element to them, the only

freedom undermined, Fischer contends, is not of the sort that is required for moral

responsibility. Here again, I agree. And I do so for roughly the same reasons Fischer

does (57–61). Harry Frankfurt’s general line of argument, it seems to both Fischer

and me, is convincing. Moral responsibility does not require the freedom to do

otherwise. I will not rehearse Frankfurt’s argument, Fischer’s formulation it, or my

own variation. The salient point is just that, if it is sound, then an argument like the

Consequence Argument is rendered otiose as it bears on any skepticism about moral

responsibility or the kind of freedom that moral responsibility requires.

As is well known, the sort of freedom that is required for moral responsibility,

Fischer contends, is an actual-sequence sort. Speaking in terms of control rather

than freedom, Fischer calls this ‘guidance control’. Here again, I agree with

Fischer’s approach. In Four Views on Free Will, Fischer does not set out the details

of his full analysis (as he has developed it with Mark Ravizza in their 1998). He
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only explains in short order that it involves first, responsiveness to reason by way of

certain mechanisms of agency, and second, an ownership component (79). In the

context of his debate with Kane, Pereboom, and Vargas, I think this was a wise

move. I have no intention of raising any detailed questions about how his analysis

goes. I would, however, like to highlight a way that he characterizes his position in

the present book, which I believe helps capture the core point of his thesis and

guards against certain misappropriations. He writes:

What is important to moral responsibility is the actual history of the behavior

under consideration. One looks at the properties of the actual-sequence

mechanisms or processes that issue in the behavior in assessing an agent’s

moral responsibility. Of course, these properties can be ‘‘modal’’ properties or

sensitivities—such as reasons-responsiveness. But it is crucial that it is some

feature of the actual path to the behavior—some (possibly modal) property or

properties of the way the behavior is actually generated, rather than as access

to alternative pathways, that grounds moral responsibility. (80)

The key is Fischer’s insistence that the modal properties bear on the way the

behavior was actually generated. Highlighting this point helps make clear how very

different Fischer’s account is from recent work by other compatibilists such as

Michael Smith and Kahdri Vivhelin both of whom promise accounts of the freedom

to do otherwise.

Smith speaks of ‘‘multi-track capacities’’ manifested in a ‘‘raft of possibilities’’

(2003, p. 27), and Vivhelin in terms of ‘‘bundles of dispositions’’ (2004, p. 429). For

both Smith and Vivhelin, what underwrites their respective contentions is an

analysis of ability unpacked via a set of counterfactuals. The catch is, Fischer also

uses a set of counterfactuals in his analysis of guidance control, and under careful

inspection, it might seem like the ones he fixes on are very like the ones that Smith

and Vivhelin rely upon (though in my opinion, there are considerable differences).

Imagining that Jones exercises guidance control in deciding for reason R1 not to do

X, crudely here is a sample counterfactual of the sort Fischer exploits:

If R2 were salient to Jones (and the relevant mechanism of action were

unimpaired), then Jones would be receptive to R2 as sufficient reason to do X

and would react to R2 by doing X.

Without working through all of the details, Smith and Vivhelin make use of

different counterfactuals, though it might be argued that the differences are minor,

and that the abilities captured are largely the same (again, I disagree). Crucially, all

three appeal to counterfactuals in ways that depart from the classical conditional

analysis advanced by Ayer and Moore. For this reason, it might be thought that each

is really just improving on good old fashioned compatibilism of the sort that, contra
Fischer, is meant to account for the freedom to do otherwise. Perhaps this is in part

why Vargas writes, ‘‘the gap between semicompatibilism and classical compatib-

ilism becomes very compressed’’ (218).

The crucial difference, however, between Fischer’s appeal to these counterfac-

tuals as in contrast with either Smith’s or Vivhelin’s is the use to which they are put.

Fischer means them to help show, when true, that in acting as she did, an agent
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brought about her action by way of an aspect of her agency that is sensitive to

reasons. So, for instance, the counterfactual enlisted above helps to establish that

when Jones decided not to X for reason R1, her so deciding was the product of a

mechanism that is sensitive to reasons. Unlike Smith or Vivhelin, Fischer does not
make use of these counterfactuals to help underwrite an account of freedom that

concerns the freedom to do other than what one does—such as the freedom to do X

on the basis of R2. Thus, even if we could demonstrate an extensional equivalence

(or a near approximation) between the worlds supporting Smith’s or Vivhelin’s

counterfactuals on the one hand and Fischer’s on the other, there is a very different

point to which their relevance applies.

Thus, I would insist, in opposition to Vargas, that the gap between the

semicompatibilist and the compatibilist is in fact quite wide. One way to see this is

that the traditional compatibilists such as Smith and Vivhelin—armed with what

some might take to be roughly the same counterfactuals that Fischer uses—take

themselves to be joining issue directly with the incompatibilist over the freedom to

do otherwise. Fischer and I take ourselves only to be showing that when a free agent

acts, her action is generated from a mechanism that itself is responding to reasons,

and this mechanism has modal properties that are suitably sensitive to the reasons

that are present (and this sensitivity is confirmed by showing a sensitivity to non-

actual reasons).

2 Resisting pereboom’s four-case argument

One intriguing exchange found in Four Views is the further development of the

ongoing disagreement between Fischer and Pereboom over Pereboom’s well known

Four-Case Argument for incompatibilism (2001). Due to limitations of space, I will

assume familiarity with the argument. In earlier critical work, Fischer has contended

that in Pereboom’s Case 2, where the manipulation is dialed in from a temporal

distance, Plum is morally responsible, but is not blameworthy for killing Ms.White,

even though he, Plum, knowingly did moral wrong (2004). Thus, contra Pereboom,

Fischer contends that Pereboom’s case of manipulation does not render Plum non-

responsible. So we cannot generalize from it to the conclusion that determinism

would likewise render an agent non-responsible. In Four Views, Pereboom

countered: what it is for a morally responsible agent to be blameworthy for X

just is for her to be morally responsible for X and for her to knowingly do moral

wrong in X’ing (99).

In Fischer’s reply section of Four Views he responds. He contends that Pereboom

is wrong to assume that a morally responsible agent who is morally responsible for

what she does and who knowingly does moral wrong is thereby blameworthy.

Fischer gives the example of a woman who knowingly does moral wrong in killing

her husband, but she had suffered from years of abuse (186). We are to understand

the case as one in which the abusive history did not impair her to the point that she

was not a morally responsible agent; when she acted, she was morally responsible.

Also the case Fischer imagines is one in which the woman was not justified in

killing her husband (otherwise, it would not be morally wrong of her to kill him).
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Now perhaps some will want to resist Fischer here, not granting him the case as

described. If the woman is not blameworthy and she was so abused, then either it

was not wrong of her to kill her husband because she was justified in doing so, or the

abuse was sufficient to exempt her from responsible agency altogether. But in my

estimation, I think this is not a constructive strategy, since despite the widespread

acceptance of Pereboom’s conception of blameworthiness, I think it is Fischer’s

which is the right one. What Pereboom identifies as sufficient for blame is not, at

least not always. I think that a further requirement is a quality of will condition. To

be blameworthy, I contend, a morally responsible agent must knowingly or in

culpable ignorance do moral wrong and in doing so, act with ill will (or with a lack

of a sufficient degree of good will). There are various cases in which an agent might

knowingly do moral wrong, be morally responsible (or morally accountable for it),

but yet not be blameworthy due to various other considerations. Perhaps the morally

right thing to do was help a stranger, but one’s children are in need of attention

(where the need falls below the threshold of moral concern). Or perhaps the morally

right thing to do is devote one’s spare time to an environmental cause, but one has a

novel she wishes to complete. Ishtiyaque Haji astutely contends that judgments of

praise and blame are agent-based whereas judgments of right and wrong are action-

based (1998, p. 9). It should not be surprising that there are places where the typical

pairings can come apart, so that not all moral wrongs (even by fully competent

moral agents) involve moral blameworthiness.

What does, however, concern me is Fischer’s reliance upon examples such as that

of the abused woman to help establish that Plum is morally responsible but not

blameworthy for killing Ms. White. I confess that in Fischer’s previous work, as in

Four Views, I have not been able to see how Fischer means to make his case against

Pereboom. There is no analogous strain on Plum as there is, for instance, in

Fischer’s case of the battered woman, and there is no competing non-moral value

(such as the pull of caring for one’s children) as there is in the sort of case at which I

hinted. Indeed, whatever compatibilist conditions for blameworthiness are required

at a determined world, it is hard to understand why Pereboom could not craft a

manipulation case that satisfied all of these, if it is already granted that he is able to

craft a manipulation case in which all of the required compatibilist conditions for

moral responsibility are satisfied.

Fischer might at this point explain that, because Plum was programmed to kill

Ms. White at a later time, then he did not act from his own reasons-responsive

mechanism, since the history of this mechanism is not one for which he took

responsibility. But the trouble is that Pereboom’s intention is to craft a case in which

the manipulation is designed to satisfy Fischer’s (or any others’) historical

requirements, including Fischer’s ‘taking responsibility for mechanisms of action’

requirement. If Fischer wants to say that Plum does not own his mechanism of

action due to its historical source and that this is why Plum is not blameworthy,

Pereboom is entitled to ask what relevant difference there is between this source and

one that is the product of the blind forces of a determined world.

It is due to considerations such as these that I have contended that the best way to

battle Pereboom is to take a ‘hard-line’ reply, granting Pereboom that all of the

compatibilist conditions for moral responsibility (and blameworthiness) are met,
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and then holding that there is no reason to think that agents so manipulated, such as

Plum in Case 2, are not free and morally responsible (2008). In Four Views,

Pereboom replies to me by emphasizing the Spinozistic point that it is ignorance of

the hidden causes that sustains our judgments of moral responsibility (99–101). He

holds that by way of the manipulation cases, hidden causes are made salient, and in

this way, they corrupt our judgments of moral responsibility. These corrosive effects

will, so to speak, overpower the influence of any compatibilist emphasis on the

salient agential and moral properties that Plum satisfies in a case such as Case 2.

Fischer takes issue with Pereboom on this point, and offers an important

amendment to my position (187–8). In keeping with the compatibilist strategy of

distinguishing between kinds of causes, he points out that there are two sorts of

hidden causes. There are those that realize defects of agency (presumably there are

none present in Pereboom’s Case 2), the sort that would render an agent a neurotic or

a compulsive—that sort of thing. And there are those that simply realize the agency

of a normally functioning person (such as those present in Pereboom’s Case 2). If in

making the Spinozistic move of revealing hidden causes, it is also made clear that

different kinds of underlying causes can have considerable differences in the kinds

agency realized, this might help to speak against the result Pereboom seeks.

In summary, as regards Fischer’s dispute with Pereboom, I do not find his attempt

to distinguish between moral responsibility and blameworthiness helpful. And more

generally, I do not think he will be able to forestall Pereboom’s challenge by

appealing to some historical consideration that Pereboom’s cases fail to satisfy.

Regardless, I agree with him that, once we move to the presumption that Pereboom

has loaded the cases right to get all that a compatibilist can demand (even for

blameworthiness), including the right sort of history, then the compatibilist can rely

upon that classical move of distinguishing between kinds of causes. Not all

manipulated causes are the same either. You rock John Fischer!

3 Kane’s will-setting and the source of alternatives

Yet another highly controversial battle is over Kane’s two constituents for an

incompatibilist thesis, his Alternative Possibilities (AP) condition, and his Ultimate

Responsibility (UR) condition. One concerns the freedom to do otherwise. The other

concerns the sources of free and morally responsible agency. In Four Views, Kane

contends that the two conditions cannot be entirely separated, since for him, the UR

condition requires will-setting actions, which in turn requires plural voluntary

control. The control is fixed upon competing values about which a free agent must

choose, and in which the outcome is undetermined (18–32). Thus, we get an

alternative possibilities condition out of an ultimacy condition. UR entails AP.

Kane’s incompatibilism and libertarianism is a threat to source theorists like

Pereboom, Fischer, and me, that is both source compatibilists and source incompa-

tibilists, who think that the battle over the contested compatibility of determinism and

the sources of morally responsible agency can be settled independently of the dispute

over the freedom to do otherwise. Both Fischer and Pereboom take issue with Kane on

this point. Fischer wants to know why Kane cannot grant that there could be cases of
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Frankfurt examples involving will setting (185). And Pereboom defends his variation

on a Frankfurt example (which I will not set out here) against Kane’s objection, an

objection in which Kane relies precisely on a requirement of will-setting to argue that

in Pereboom’s example, there are no dual or competing alternatives present in which a

free agent chooses and sets his will in one direction or another. Pereboom, Kane

contends, cuts that prospect off, and so forecloses the possibility of a non-derivative

freely willed act (172). But, following recent work by Seth Shabo (forthcoming),

Pereboom counters that Kane is conflating an absence of an actual conflict in motives

with will-setting itself (193). An agent’s will might not be conclusively set—that is, it

might be causally open that she not act on the motives she does have and that she could
consider competing reasons—even if the motives so inclining her are not in fact in

opposition to some reason to act contrary to that motive. Pereboom’s Frankfurt

example, he (Pereboom) maintains, is a case in point.

I agree with Fischer and Pereboom that Kane’s arguments threaten our source

theorists enterprise. We therefore bear the burden of a credible reply. Here I will

press Kane just slightly, but in a different manner than that developed by Shabo or

Pereboom. As it is, from the very nature of the ultimacy condition, Kane derives a

substantial alternative possibilities condition. So it is little wonder that he has a

reply ready to hand for any effort to defend Frankfurt’s argument. But, like Fischer,

I am left wondering whether one might construct an example that gives Kane almost

what he demands for ultimacy, without building the ‘robust’ alternatives right in.

What I have in mind is this. Imagine that it is undetermined what an agent’s will

shall be as between two options over which she struggles. And suppose that her

epistemic perspective involves her deliberation between two options. But suppose

that, unknown to her, the neural realizers for a decision to, for example, help an

assault victim, were defective. Regardless, through an unimpaired indeterministic

deliberative process, the agent decides to head on to her business meeting. In doing

so, she ‘sets her will’ in a certain way, a way that helps account for her subsequent

actions when her will is settled so that she thereby determines herself to act from

certain motives rather than others.

I fail to see why, on Kane’s account, such an example is not possible. Kane might

say that it is determined that the agent decide to head on to the meeting because the

only other causal pathway is closed down. But elsewhere I have argued that this need

not be so (2003). Let several other neural pathways remain causally open, but just

deliberatively irrelevant, such as the possibility of deciding to head home and roast a

chicken, or eat one’s own fist. Note that, unlike Pereboom’s example, mine is not one

in which the onset of deliberation is foreclosed. I allow all the agential precursors one

might want to a free mental act with robust alternatives, but then I try to close down

the salient alternatives just at the crucial moment of a free mental act of deciding.

4 Vargas’s revisionism and some real hard stuff

I turn to Manuel Vargas’s revisionist position. Vargas frames the debates about free

will and moral responsibility in ways that force novel considerations upon us, and

force all of us writing in these areas to reconsider major assumptions lying beneath
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our collective efforts. Vargas prescribes a moderate form of revisionism whereby

we excise what he takes to be incredible libertarian elements in our ordinary folk

concept of moral responsibility while preserving the compatibilist elements that are

naturalistically realistic and normatively adequate to account for our moral

responsibility practices. A central contention of Vargas’s is that our concepts of

free will and moral responsibility just might diverge from what free will and moral

responsibility are. For instance, in discussing Pereboom’s hard incompatibilism,

Vargas writes, ‘‘But why should we assume that our intuitions about free will tell us

anything about the nature of free will?’’ (145) In my estimation, his questions raise

tough problems for all of us. I’ll briefly raise several here, posing a few challenges

along the way.

First, let me lay my cards on the table. I think that there is something that free

will is and something that moral responsibility is. I am a realist about these

phenomena. Furthermore, like John Fischer, I think that many are confused about

what moral responsibility is. Most think it requires the freedom to do otherwise. But

Fischer and I contend that it does not, and so, in this way, we advocate revising part

of the ordinary concept (or at least revising our concept of the conditions

appropriate for the application of the concept of moral responsibility). Understood

in this way, we can agree with the sort of picture that Vargas suggests when he

speaks about what free will is and how our concept of it might diverge from that. In

like fashion, I believe that moral responsibility is not as some take it to be, in

particular, those who think that it is the sort of thing which would justify a person’s

eternal suffering for a mortal wrong. Whatever moral responsibility is—and I do

think that there is something that it is—it is not that. And to the extent that this

excessive retributivist element is built into the ordinary concept of moral

responsibility, I for one wish to be counted as a revisionist about the ordinary

concept.

This brings me to my first challenge for Vargas. To the extent that all of us as

philosophers adopt a critical eye toward the folk concepts of free will and moral

responsibility, and to the extent that we all—or most of us—take ourselves to be

departing just a bit, at least here and there, from our ordinary, commonsense way of

thinking, aren’t most of us, maybe all of us, revisionist? I take it that this would not

be good news for Vargas but bad news, since he characterizes his position as in

contrast with others’.

My way of conceiving of the stance between my considered convictions and the

ordinary concept raises a second problem—for me and Vargas. Consider one of the

comparisons Vargas makes between the free will issue and the ordinary concept of

water (126). In the latter case, we discovered something about water, and we revised

our concept of it accordingly. But the problem here is that water is something we

can rigidly designate. We can be a realist about exemplar cases of it, and then we

can ask whether its real nature is as we understand it to be. A similar remark can be

made about our discovery that solid objects contain mostly open space; here we

discovered that our concept of solidity is (was) wrong. Neither free will nor moral

responsibility seem to be like that. Think about it from Pereboom’s perspective, that

is, from the perspective of a free will and moral responsibility anti-realist. If there is

no thing that it is to be morally responsible (in the sense Pereboom is interested in),
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at least at this world, then what moral responsibility is cannot come apart from the

concept in such a way that there is, so to speak, something for moral responsibility

to be beyond our concept of it. In essence, then, Vargas’s formulation of his

revisionist thesis presupposes a realist position about its nature. But this is just what

is in contention.

Consider now Vargas’s thesis that our ordinary concept is incompatibilist, or that

it has incompatibilist elements. Add to this his program of excising these elements.

This raises a third problem. How are we to decide which elements are the

incompatibilist ones? Fischer and I say that the ability to do otherwise is one of

them, and it seems that Vargas agrees. But what if we are wrong? What if Smith and

Vivhelin, or their predecessor Lewis, are right? Then we do not need to excise this

element. The tough methodological problem for Vargas is that he has to be fairly

certain that the cards fall for the incompatibilist about the ordinary concept before

he can proceed to cut away. Otherwise, he might cut away stuff that can be kept, and

perhaps that has social utility, and so on.

A fourth and final worry concerns Vargas’s presumption that there is, so to speak,

one ordinary folk concept of free will and moral responsibility. Why assume that

there is any one single concept at all? Why not think there are various strands of

thinking found in our folk judgments, in our considered reactions to concrete cases

and the like? Vargas writes at one point, ‘‘I believe that the traditional philosophical

arguments generally favor an incompatibilist and alternative possibilities reading of

our commonsense requirements for free will and moral responsibility’’ (136). Soon

thereafter he does consider conflicting results of recent experimental work designed

to test these folk concepts. There he entertains the challenge I pose here. He writes,

‘‘we might conclude that our ordinary concepts of free will and moral responsibility

are not unified. Perhaps we inconsistently deploy different concepts of freedom and

responsibility’’ (137). But then he dismisses the relevance of this worry because the

incompatibilist wins so long as the compatibilist is unable to hold that ‘‘there is no

important sense in which our ascriptions of free will and moral responsibility are

incompatible with determinism’’ (137). This, however, cannot be the proper reply. It

is not the compatibilists’ burden to knock down every sense of freedom and

responsibility found in our ordinary concept. There are likely ludicrous strands of

thought bound up in our ordinary concept of moral responsibility, some which have

their genealogy in superstition and blind religious allegiance. All that matters is that

there is an important sense—and note everything rides here on what we mean by

‘important’—that is part of our ordinary folk way of thinking, captures all that is

worth wanting in a theory of moral responsibility, and is compatible with

determinism.

5 Desert—the place where all parties are prepared to throw down

Just above, in opposition to Vargas, I stated that all the compatibilist must do is

show that there is one important and adequate sense of free will and moral

responsibility that is part of our ordinary folk way of thinking. But of course, as I

remarked, all rides on what is meant by ‘important’. Here, I think, it is easy to see
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where all parties are prepared to draw their lines in the sand, since it seems that what

most everyone is hunting for, both in Four Views, and in the wider philosophical

arena, is the sort of moral responsibility that is desert entailing, the kind that makes

blaming and punishing as well as praising and rewarding justified.

Pereboom claims that he is interested in basic desert (86–7), not the sort that is

justified by some further utility or maybe contractualist considerations. He contends

that he is happy to be a compatibilist about a weaker notion of moral responsibility,

such as one that involves no more than the propriety of calling a moral wrong doer

to account for her conduct, or some similar thesis (86). My impression is that Kane,

Fischer, and Vargas are all in agreement that the controversy is focused upon the

basic desert entailing sense of moral responsibility.

I’ll close with two points about this. First, I think we need to be cautious about

accepting this way of framing the debate. In years past, I have thought of the

problem in terms of whether determinism would make it inappropriate to hold

others morally responsible by responding to them on the bases of a relevant range of

our morally reactive attitudes. Would expressions of moral resentment, indignation

and dissaprobation be unjustified? Now perhaps those reactive attitudes have a

presumption of desert built right into them. But even if they do, we should proceed

cautiously before conceding the point. Consider in this vein Gary Watson’s remarks

(1987) about King and Ghandi and how they continued to retain reactive sentiments

and to hold others to account, all the while forswearing the retributive sentiments.

A second point is this: Even supposing the battle really does come down to the

issue of desert. There is still the further question of what desert is. It might be that

those who are so very against it are so because they take it to be exceedingly hostile

or vengeful. As it is, though, I have no clear sense of what anyone in the free will

debate means by desert. Maybe it is basic, but it need not be mysterious. Consider

desert in the case of blameworthiness for a wrong done.1 Does desert entail that it

would be a pro tanto good that the wronging party suffer? Does it entail not the

axiological judgment that it would be good, but the distinct deontic judgment that it

is prima facie right to cause the wronging party to suffer? Or is it rather the even

weaker notion that it is permissible that others do some harm to the wronging party?

Here is an even weaker thesis: the wronging party would have no basis for

complaint if those whom she wronged, or relevant others, were to cause the

wronging party harm merely by expressing to the wrong doer their moral anger and

their moral demands for proper redress. Suppose it is thought that all desert entails is

this. I wonder if the differences between, for example, Pereboom and me get

whittled down yet further once we clear all of this up.

In conclusion, I think that it is fitting that this fine book, Four Views on Free Will,
leaves us with unsettled questions about the nature of desert, since, in my opinion, it

is here where the next important controversies in the free will and moral

responsibility debate will develop. Fischer, Kane, Pereboom, and Vargas together

have led the way in bringing these issues to light and so in advancing the debate.

1 For helping me to get clear on the questions that follow, especially the first two, I am indebted to

Randolph Clarke, who first brought these issues to my attention in his fall 2007 seminar on Moral

Responsibility at Florida State University.

12 M. McKenna
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