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Abstract

This paper aims to reveal the structural problem of libertarian accounts of
free will. It is divided into three parts. In the first part, I formulate the main
principles of libertarian accounts from the perspective of their values. I argue
that there are two main understandings of autonomy that motivate libertarian
project: causal-autonomy and substance-autonomy. Causal-autonomy refers
to independency from the factors that are beyond the control of the agent.
Substance-autonomy concerns the existence of the substance of self, which
is self-sufficient and exercises control over a person’s behavior. I show that
different strands of metaphysical libertarianism could be understood within
the context of this distinction. Agent-causal theories emphasize the value of
substance-autonomy as a necessary condition for causal-autonomy. Event-
causal libertarianism considers causal-autonomy to be sufficient for genuine
freedom of will. In the second part, I discuss different formulations of the
problem of luck. I show the respective advantages of compatibilist position
in the context of the problem of luck and sketch the main strategies of lib-
ertarian responses to this problem. Four versions of the problem of luck are
discussed: rollback argument, promise argument, the problem of contrastive
explanation of action and Hume’s statement of the problem of luck. In the
third part, I develop Hume’s criticism of libertarianism making this criticism
independent from Hume’s denial of the possibility of causal indeterminism. I
argue that causal account of action both in event-causal theories and in agent-
causal theories leads to contradictory intuitions about agent’s responsibility
in indeterministic universe. My argument purports to show that attributions
of moral responsibility for indetermined actions are not grounded because
person is intuitively both responsible and not responsible for these actions.

*The article was prepared within the framework of the HSE University Basic
Research Program and funded by the Russian Academic Excellence Project
“5-100.”

102



A.S. MISHURA. The Problem of Luck and the Contradictory Nature of Moral...

Keywords: luck, free will, libertarianism, indeterminism, free action,
compatibilism, moral responsibility.

Aleksandr S. Mishura — Ph.D. in Philosophy, Research Fellow of the
International Laboratory for Logic, Linguistics and Formal Philosophy, Se-
nior Lecturer of the School of Philosophy, Faculty of Humanities, National
Research University Higher School of Economics.

amishura@hse.ru
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5831-8896

For citation: Mishura A.S. (2019) The Problem of Luck and the
Contradictory Nature of Moral Responsibility in the Libertarian Accounts
of Free Will. Russian Journal of Philosophical Sciences = Filosofskie nauki.
Vol. 62, no. 10, pp. 102—-120. DOI: 10.30727/0235-1188-2019-62-10-102-120

IIpobaema ynaum ¥ NPpOTHBOPEYUBOCTH MOPAJIBHOM
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH B JIHOCPTAPHAHCKHUX TEOPUAX
CBO0OOIBI BOJIN"

A.C. Muwypa
Hayuonanvuwiii uccneoosamenvckuil yuugepcumen
«Buicuas wxona skonomuxuy, Mockea, Poccus

AHHOTALINA

Lenbs maHHOW CTaTbU — OOHAPYKUTH MPOTHBOPEYHE, KOTOPOE BEACT K
BO3HHUKHOBEHHUIO MPOOJIEMBI YJa4u B INOCPTAPHAHCKUX TEOPUSX CBOOOIBI
Bosti. CTaThs pasjielicHa Ha TPU YacTh. B nepBoii yactu KkpaTko popmyiu-
PYIOTCSI OCHOBHBIC TIPUHIIMITHI JTMOSPTAPUAHCKOTO MOIX0/1a K TOHUMaHHUI0
CBOOOMIBI BOJIM, BBIJCISIOTCS [IEHHOCTH, MOTHBHPYIOIIHE CTOPOHHUKOB
JIAaHHOTO moaxona. Pasnensrorcs [Ba MOHUMaHMs [IEHHOCTH aBTOHOMHOI'O
areHTa: MPUYMHHAS ABTOHOMU S U CyOCTaHIHATIbHASI ABTOHOMHU S, KaXK1as1 U3
KOTOPBIX MPEJCTABISCTCS 3HAYMMOMW JJIs JTMOSPTAPUAHCKOTO0 TTOHUMAaHU I
cBO0OOJIBI BOJIM. B KOHTEKCTE TAHHBIX [ICHHOCTEH OCMBICIISCTCS pa3inyue
MEX 1y KJIOYEBBIMHU HAITPABICHUSIMHU METa(QU3HUECKOT0 JINOEpTapUaHCTBA
B coBpeMeHHOH ¢utocodun. Bo BTOpoit yacTh aHaIM3UPYIOTCS OCHOBHbBIE
BEPCUHU apryMEHTOB OT YAa4H, a TaK)Ke 3allUTHBIC CTpATErHH JubdepTa-
pPHAHIICB B OTHOIICHWH JaHHBIX apryMeHTOB. Kpome Toro, ieMOHCTpUpY-

* Crarhs MOATOTOBIICHA B PE3YIIbTATE MPOBEACHMUS MCCICAOBAHUS B pAMKaX
[IporpamMmsl ¢pyHIaMEHTAIBHBIX HCCIeTOBaHUN HarmoHaapHOTO MCClenoBa-
TEIBCKOT0 YHHUBepcuTeTa «Bricmas mkona sxoHomukm» (HUY BIID) ¢ uc-
MOJIb30BAHUEM CPEJACTB CYOCHIMHM B paMKax I'OCYAapCTBEHHOW IMOJACPKKH
BeIyIIHUX YHUBepcuTeToB Poccuiickoit ®enepanuu «5—100».
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eTCs, KaKue MPEUMYIIECTBAa UMEET TO3HIUS KOMIATHOMIN3Ma B KOHTEK-
cTe mpobnemMbl yaaun. B TpeTheil yacTu SKCINTUIUPYETCS TPOTUBOPEUHE,
KOTOpO€ 00ycliaBIMBaeT BOZHUKHOBEHHE MPOOJIEMBI yIauu B JTHOCpTapH-
AHCKHUX TeopusixX. [[eMOHCTpUpyeTCs, 4TO NPUIHCBIBAHHE MOPATBHOM OT-
BETCTBCHHOCTH JIMOCPTAPHAHCKOMY arcHTY MPHBOAUT K MPOTHBOPCUHSIM,
MOCKOJIbKY HHETEPMUHU3M UCKJII0YAET BO3MOKHOCTh C HEOOXOIUMOCThIO
MEPEXOJUTh OT CYXKJIEHUS O MOCTYNKE, K CYKJIECHHUIO O MOPaJbHOM OTBET-
CTBEHHOCTH JINYHOCTH, KOTOPasi €ro COBEPLINIIA.

KuarwueBsble cjioBa: mpoOiema yaauu, cB0OOOAa BOIU, HHACTEPMHUHU3M,
TUOepTapuaHcTBO, CBOOOAA JNCHCTBHS, KOMIATHOWIN3M, MOpajbHas OT-
BETCTBEHHOCTb.

Mumrypa Anexcanap CepreeBud — Kauauaat GriocopcKkux HayK, Ha-
YYHBIH COTPpYIHUK MexXTyHapoIHOU JIaO0OPaTOPHH JTOTUKH, THHTBUCTHKA
u popmanpHOil (unocoduu, crapmuii npernogaBarens LLkonsl ¢uioco-
¢bun, pakynprera ryMaHHTAPHBIX HayK HalnnoHaapHOTO MCCIEIOBATEIb-
CKOT'O YHUBEpCHTETa «BBICIIas mKoa SKOHOMHKW.
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Introduction

Do we have free will if everything in the world is indeterminate?
Usually the question is not posed in this way. On the contrary,
traditionally the problem of freedom was associated with a real or
imaginary threat of a total determination of actions'. How could
indeterminism that is supposed to provide genuine alternative
possibilities to the agent become a threat for freedom of will? The
problem of luck, which will be discussed in this article, clearly
illustrates that indeterminism is a threat to freedom. The purpose of
this article is to discover a contradiction leading, in our opinion, to
the problem of luck in libertarian theories. The article is divided into
three parts. In the first part, we briefly formulate the basic principles of
the libertarian approach to the question of free will from the point of

! An appropriate formulation of the problem of free will is already present-
ed in ancient [Frede 2011; Stolyarov 2011], medieval [Stolyarov 1999; Hasker
2011], modern philosophy, including the disputation between T. Hobbes with
Bishop Brambhol, and until today [Kane 2011].
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view of those values that motivate the proponents of this approach. In
the second part, we will examine the main versions of the arguments
from luck as well as the defensive strategies of libertarians with
respect to these arguments. In the third part, we explicate the basic
contradiction that leads to the emergence of the problem of luck in
libertarian theories.

Before proceeding to the main part, a few methodological
observations should be made. Firstly, in this article we proceed from
the fact that the problem of free will is closely connected with the
problem of moral responsibility. This is especially true of the libertarian
understanding of free will, which is designed to give a person more?
responsibility for action than is possible in the case of the truth of
the doctrine of causal determinism. This assumption is significant
for our work since we will develop the problem of luck, precisely on
the basis of the question of the moral responsibility of the agent for
an indeterminate action’. Secondly, since the purpose of the article
is to explicate a contradiction in the foundations of libertarianism,
we restrict ourselves to a brief description of the defensive strategies
that libertarians apply to specific versions of the luck arguments. If
the contradiction in question does occur, then the existing defensive
strategies will not be able to solve the problem of luck.

Thirdly, the variant of explication of the luck problem proposed in
the article does not pretend to be unique. Therefore, we assume that the
basis of libertarianism may involve a number of contradictions and not
just one single contradiction that we will discuss®. It is important
to add that the proposed version of the explication of the problem
of luck is largely related to the intuitions expressed by D. Hume.
Hume believed that, excluding the necessary connection between the

2This follows from the structure of the libertarian position: since it supports
the thesis of the incompatibility of free will and determinism, there must be an
understanding of freedom that is incompatible with determinism but compat-
ible with indeterminism. It is this freedom that should become the basis of the
moral responsibility of the agent.

3This approach is largely due to the fact that our intuitions regarding moral
responsibility are usually much clearer than intuitions regarding free will. The
reasons for this state of affairs are of particular interest.

4 As the most interesting examples of criticism of libertarian theories, it is
worth mentioning the book of R. Clark, which details the problems of the most
influential libertarian theories of our time [Clarke 2003], the book Hard Luck
by N. Levy [Levy 2011], V.V. Vasilyev’s article “Two Dead Ends of Incompati-
bilism” [Vasilyev 2016] as well as the works of D. Pereboom [Pereboom 2001;
Pereboom 2016].
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agent’s personality and his act, we make a person’s act something
random [Hume 1888, 407]. We would like to clarify his thesis: adding
ontologically real alternative possibilities, we create a contradiction
in our intuitions regarding the responsibility of the person for the
act. The point is not that an indeterminate act has no causes and
not that it is simply random, but that it might not have happened.
Modern libertarians can reject Hume’s arguments, pointing out that
indeterministic causation is conceivable. For example, actions could
be indeterministically caused by the reasons of the agent. However,
in our opinion, the spirit of Humean criticism can be preserved. Even
if indeterministic causality is conceivable, in the case of free action
it threatens moral responsibility and does not help to establish it.

Libertarian Values

The problem of luck arises in indeterministic, that is, libertarian,
theories of free will°. Therefore, studying this problem, it is necessary
to keep in mind the main features of the libertarian approach to free
will. In this section, we will not limit ourselves to the standard formula
according to which freedom is incompatible with determinism but
actually obtains in our world due to the indeterminism. We will rather
try to reveal a kind of libertarian dream about freedom of will. Real
libertarian theories are deeply problematic, we will talk about their
problems in the next section. However, the persistence with which
libertarians uphold their problematic theories is difficult to understand
without understanding the values behind libertarianism. The values
of libertarianism has to be understood in order to provide a correct
diagnosis for these theories. Furthermore, compatibilists may try to
assimilate these values into their own theories®. Hard incompatibilists
can make their position even more radical, casting doubt on the very
values that motivate libertarians. The idea of autonomy is at the heart
of the libertarian approach to freedom. The idea of autonomy, in turn,
can be further analyzed by separating two ideas of autonomy: (a) the

>However, it is worth noting that some versions of the luck argument were
presented as arguments against compatibilism [Mele 2006; Levy 2011].

¢In our opinion, this is happening in the most successful compatibilist theo-
ries of our time. Thus, the values of autonomy, which we will discuss later, can
be expressed in the language of the theory of H. Frankfurt [Frankfurt 1971] as
well as the theory of G. Watson [Watson 1975]. In the case of Frankfurt, auton-
omy will mean relative independence from the desires of the first order and fol-
lowing one’s own desires of the second order. In the case of Watson, autonomy
can be thematized through the concept of a value system of the agent.
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idea of causal autonomy; (b) the idea of substantial autonomy. Both are
crucial to the libertarian view of freedom. The idea of causal autonomy
is related to a person’s freedom from various “external”’ circumstances:
from the past, laws of nature, genetics and social environment. It is
this idea that leads libertarians to the adoption of indeterminism. At
the same time, indeterminism is conceived not as a negation of causal
relationships between events but as a denial of deterministic causality
in which causes necessitate the actions they cause® [Kane 1999, 223].
An indeterminate event still has causes. However, these causes do
not guarantee its occurrence but only make it more probable. In this
regard, the meaning of causal deferminism can be described by a
conjunction of two theses: (a) every event has a cause; (b) the cause of
any event determines it with probability of 1 [Clarke 2003, 4]. Many
libertarians agree with the first position but dispute the second [Kane
1996; O’Connor 2000; Ekstrom 2000]. However, indeterminism itself
is not valuable for libertarians. Indeterminism should provide the
agent with alternative possibilities, give him the opportunity to act
otherwise. If some causes determine their effects with a probability of
less than 1, then some effects may not be determined by their causes.
If these effects include human actions, then some human actions
are indetermined by their causes. Finally, if the causes of action are
reasons, the motives of the person in favor of the action, then some
actions can be caused by the motives of the person but not determined
by them. In other words, a person can act because of his beliefs and
desires, but desires and beliefs will not determine his actions with
necessity, will not make them inevitable. In this case, the agent not
only follows the flow of his experience but directs this flow’. Finally,
the determination of actions by reasons allows a situation in which a
person has reason to commit mutually exclusive actions. Each of these
actions can be caused by agent’s motives, each can happen, but they

"The division into external and internal is deeply problematic in itself; we
use it for the sake of illustration. In a discussion of free will, it is more termi-
nologically correct to say “controlled” or “lying beyond the control of an agent.”
Independence from the “external” means being undetermined by those factors
that are beyond the control of the agent.

8 Here we ignore non-causal approaches [Goetz 1988; Ginet 1990; McCann
1998] because they are based on a fundamental rejection of causal explanations
of the action.

°1It is worth noting that in libertarian approaches that exclude a substantial
agent, there is a threat that a person will disappear, as if, “dissolve” itself in the
stream of his mental states [Pereboom 2013].
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are not determined. Therefore, indeterminism supports a real ability
to do otherwise, rooted in the structure of the world. The ability to do
otherwise, in libertarian sense, means freedom from determination
by the past and the laws of nature, the presence of real alternative
possibilities, causal autonomy. On the other hand, indeterminism
provides only the ability to do otherwise. It does not guarantee
the existence of someone who can do otherwise. Meanwhile,
alternatives are important only if there is the agent who chooses
from these alternatives. What are the metaphysical properties of
the free agent? This question brings us to the second fundamental
idea of libertarianism — the substantiality of the “Self.” A person
should not only be independent, he should exist as a self-sufficient
(at least to some extent) being. There must be something that can
be called a personality, “I,” the selfhood. It is this selfhood that is
conceived as an independent subject and a source of free action.
Different approaches to the concept of selfhood determine the
difference between the most influential contemporary libertarian
theories. Two groups of libertarian theories can be distinguished:
event-causal libertarians and agent-causal libertarians.

The event-causal theories rely on the idea of the selfness as a
character [Kane 1996; Ekstrom 2000; Mele 2006]. It is character that
determines the agent selfhood. Character is a product of free action.
Such a self can change over time. The main thing is that it maintains
independence, i.e., it is not determined by something external. Intuition
about some persistent core of the selfness is considered in event
approaches as something less significant. It is thought to be a source
of problems that complicates the defense of the libertarian position
in the naturalistic discourse of contemporary analytic philosophy
[Kane 1996, 115-116].

Proponents of the agent-causal theories, on the contrary, rely on the
substantial core of the human self, albeit in a somewhat weak version
of the macro-level emergent properties of the brain [O’Connor 2000].
From their point of view, there should be something unchanging in a
person, something that is preserved in a stream of states, moods, beliefs,
opinions. It is this persistent core as the substance of the agent that
should determine the free action. This requirement reflects the value
of substantial autonomy.

Thinking about the values of causal autonomy and substantial
autonomy, one can notice that event-causal libertarianism emphasizes
causal autonomy and seeks to explain the independence of a free
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subject from the causal factors that are beyond the agent’s control. On
the contrary, in agent-causal accounts, substantial autonomy prevails,
and autonomy of the agent is based on the presence of the substantial
core of the selfhood. This difference in values also reveals itself in the
basic principles of the two approaches.

The basic principles of event-causal approaches can be described
in two theses:

1. The theory of free action should include only those types of entities
that can be included in the standard causal theory of action [Kane
1996, 116]. Usually we are talking here about the ontology of events
in line with the paradigm formulated by D. Davidson [ Davidson 1963;
Davidson 1969; Davidson 1970].

2. Itis necessary to include an element of indeterminism in the causal
theory of action: somewhere in the chain of events leading to the action
there should be a moment when some events indeterministically (with
a probability of less than 1) determine others'.

The first thesis, in fact, blocks the possibility of introducing a
substantial understanding of selfhood, while the second, via the concept
of indeterminism, grounds causal autonomy.

The basic strategy of the proponents of agent-causal accounts is based
on the inclusion of two very special entities in the ontology:

1. The substance of the agent, which remains unchanged, is not
caused by the mental states of the agent and is not reducible to the
totality of these mental states. This agent is a kind of causa sui, with
the difference that the condition for its occurrence is the presence of
a complex physical structure — the human brain. However, after its
emergence, the agent is not determined by events occurring in the
brain of the agent but can initiate new chains of causes.

2. A special type of causal relationship that is associated with
causation by the agent. Since the agent is not an event, agent causation
is different from event causation.

The introduction of both entities is due to the primacy of substantial
autonomy in agent-causal theories. Independence here is possible
insofar as there is something really independent.

By combining the values of causal autonomy and substantial
autonomy, we can formulate the central thesis of libertarianism: free
will requires the existence of a genuine “Self,” which can be a cause as

" The most important issue for event-causal libertarianism concerns the lo-
calization of indeterminism: at what stage in the development of the causal
chain leading to action, events must be connected indeterministically.
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well as a source of changes in human life, not being itself determined
by factors beyond the control of this “Self.”

To substantiate their understanding of free will, libertarians need to
solve two problems: normative and positive. The normative task is to
justify the value of libertarian freedom, its significance as well as its
coherence'!. The positive task is to justify the empirical possibility of
libertarian freedom and, ideally, its actual presence in our world. The
problem of luck is a fundamental difficulty in solving the normative
problem since it calls into question the coherence of the libertarian view
of freedom, demonstrating the threat posed by indeterminism.

The Luck Arguments

The objective of this part is to demonstrate how the problem of luck
questions the coherence of the libertarian understanding of free will. In
the third part, we will demonstrate what unites different formulations
of the problem of luck, we will also try to explicate the common root
of the problem of luck.

The various arguments from luck are intended to illustrate four very
similar points: (a) the actions of the libertarian agent are a matter of
luck'?; (b) the libertarian agent has a relatively weak kind of control over
his actions; (c) the actions of the libertarian agent are not completely
explainable from a rational point of view; (d) the actions of the
libertarian agent are relatively weakly connected with his personality.
A compatibilist understanding of freedom is taken here as a reference
point. Further, we present four versions of the luck argument, each of
which emphasizes one of these problems, and also compare the position
of the libertarian agent and his causally determined sibling. We begin
with the most intuitive version of the argument from luck, namely, the
rollback argument proposed by P. van Inwagen [van Inwagen 2000,
14—-15]. This version invites us to imagine some person, let us call
him “Peter,” facing some choice, for example, between options 4 and
B. Since Peter’s decision is indeterminate, he can really choose 4 or

"' The normativity of coherence follows from the normativity of rationality;
one of the characteristics of a rationality is consistency.

121t is worth noting that luck does not mean successfulness or success in
performing an action. Luck here is equal to randomness, lack of control over
the action, and not to a successful result of the action. Success or failure may
equally be a matter of chance. Arguments from luck indicate that the agent
does not completely control all indeterminate actions, not just successful ones.
I thank the anonymous reviewer for pointing out this ambiguity in the word
“luck.”
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B. For example, Peter chooses 4. However, let us imagine now, that
some evil god “rollbacks” the time and returns Peter to the moment
of choice. Peter is indeterminated again, he also has a real choice, let
us say he chooses B. If one repeats this scenario thousand times, some
distribution of choices emerges. For example, 556 events of 4 to 444
events of B. If we would watch the “movie” with the history of Peter’s
choices, we would feel that his choice between 4 and B is completely
random. It can be described only through the concept of probability:
Peter chooses option 4 with a probability of 0.56, option B with a
probability of 0.44. Meanwhile, such a probabilistic choice on the
material of a thousand repetitions inevitably reveals its randomness.

Let us look at the same situation but with a compatibilist agent.
Imagine that Peter’s character determines his decision in favor of 4. In
this case, God can endlessly rollback the world, the decision of Peter
will remain the same. It will be determined by his personality, character,
circumstances of life. In response, libertarians can point out that an
indeterminate agent can also choose the same thing a thousand times,
and the argument’s error is that it implies the concept of objective
probability, which is not suitable in this case [Buchak 2013].

A second version of the argument from luck, the promise argument,
was also proposed by P. van Inwagen [van Inwagen 2000, 17-18].
Suppose, an indeterministic libertarian agent, Peter, learns from a
friend some terrible secret, which a friend asks not to give out. Peter
understands that the situation is complicated, and he has some very
good reasons in favor of betraying this secret, and, on the other hand,
he does not want to do this. In addition, Peter knows for certain
(the same omniscient god could inform him of this) that his choice
is indeterminate: the probability of revealing a secret is 0.55 and of
keeping it is 0.45. Can Peter promise something to a friend with a clear
conscience? If Peter’s decision to keep secret was determined, he would
not have to worry that he would do otherwise. However, indeterminism
always retains some real probability of choosing an alternative, in
this case very high, and, therefore, deprives Peter of the moral right
to promise something with a clear conscience. After all, if he makes
a promise, he will still know that there is a real probability, that is, as
modern philosophers would say, “there is a possible world” in which
the same Peter fail to keep his word. This world may not only be some
possible world but the actual one. This situation shows that agent control
in the sense of the ability to guarantee a certain decision may decrease
due to the presence of indeterminism. /n response, libertarians can say
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that a similar situation exists in the case of a deterministic agent. He
also cannot be sure that the past and the laws of nature determine him
to follow a promise and not to break it. On the contrary, if a libertarian
agent takes risks but still can keep a promise, a determined agent simply
does not have the moral right to make promises if he does not know
exactly what he is determined for, and he can never know it due to the
complexity of the possible justification for this kind of knowledge.

Another version of the argument from luck is related to the alleged
absence of a contrastive explanation of indeterminate action. Suppose,
Peter has the opportunity to choose between alternatives 4 and B. His
motivational system includes two groups of motives. The group X in
favor of 4 and the group Y in favor of B. If agent chooses A, we can
explain the choice by referring to X. Similarly, choice B is explained
by Y However, how can we explain why a person chose A4 but not B?
The explanation of this kind is called comparative. It, as some critics of
libertarianism suggest, is fundamentally impossible for indetermined
actions. On the contrary, a deterministic agent can always say that
he did A4, not B because he was determined by motives X rather than
motives Y. In response, libertarians can say: (a) the absence of an
explanation does not mean a lack of control or randomness, it is wrong
to conclude that there is no control due to the lack of explanation
[Franklin 2011]; (b) there are theories of contrastive explanations of
indeterminate events [Hitchcock 1999; Lipton 1990].

The fourth variation of the argument from luck is associated
with the name of D. Hume. In 4 Treatise on Human Nature, Hume
writes: “According, to my definitions, necessity makes an essential
part of causation; and consequently liberty, by removing necessity,
removes also causes, and is the very same thing with chance”
[Hume 1888, 407]. In response, libertarians may object that indeter-
ministic causation is possible, and necessity is not an essential part of
causality [Franklin 2011, 209].

However, from our point of view, the main idea of Humean criticism
is not limited to the thesis of the impossibility of indeterministic
causality. In the case of the “doctrine of freedom,” his thesis can be
further narrowed: we must consider our own actions and the actions of
other people as deterministically following from their nature, so that
the concept of moral responsibility can be justifiably applied. In other
words, even if indeterminism as such is conceivable, those actions
for which we tend to attribute moral responsibility must necessarily
follow from their character. It is this necessary connection between
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the character of a person and his action that allows us to blame people,
consider them authors and sources of their actions. In other words,
determinism is a condition of a person’s responsibility for his act. On
the contrary, a person whose behavior is not determined by his character
would seem quite irrational because of his unpredictability, which
could border on insanity. In this regard, Hume writes: “Actions are by
their very nature temporary and perishing; and where they proceed not
from some cause in the characters and disposition of the person, who
perform’d them, they infix not themselves upon him, and can neither
redound to his honour, if good, nor infamy, if evil. The action itself
may be blameable; it may be contrary to all the rules of morality and
religion: But the person is not responsible for it; and as it proceeded
from nothing in him, that is durable or constant, and leaves nothing of
that nature behind it, ’tis impossible he can, upon its account, become
the object of punishment or vengeance” [Hume 1888, 411].

Inresponse, libertarians can say that the motives that indeterministically
determine a person’s action are part of his character. We do not know
which part of the character will indeterminately cause the action, but
each of them is not something external, random, but internal stable
element of the agent’s personality. In addition, actions change the agent
who produce these actions, even if they are completely random.

In addition to setting the ground for the explication of the structural
problem of libertarian theories, the aim of this section was to give the
reader a general idea of the possible reactions to it from the side of
libertarians. Of course, the discussion is much more complicated than
our discussion presents it to be'*. However, in our opinion, even with
all the details of the dispute, libertarians fail to overcome the problem
of luck. This is due to the basic contradiction within libertarianism,
which we will try to explicate further.

Contradictory nature of libertarian freedom
The arguments from luck alone do not allow us to determine the
“place” where our thinking about indeterminate action encounters an
insurmountable contradiction. The key to discover it lies in the theory
of action inherent in most contemporary libertarian accounts. We
will try to show that certain attitudes regarding the nature of action,
coupled with the adoption of causal indeterminism, generate internal

¥ Among recent literature on the problem of luck see N. Levy [Levy 2011],
K. Franklin [Franklin 2011], L. Buchak [Buchak 2013], M. Schlosser [Schlosser
2014], A. Mele [Mele 2006; Mele 2017].

113



Duaoc. nayxu / Russ. J. Philos. Sci. 2019. 62(10) Duaocodus c60600bt
tension, which arises every time when we try to consistently think
about responsibility and freedom of an indeterminate agent.

To begin with, it must be said that the freedom of the libertarian agent
is directly related to his responsibility. If the agent is really responsible
for some act, then he committed this act freely. If the agent cannot
be held responsible for his act, then it was not committed freely. It is
the question of moral responsibility that will guide us in finding the
underlying problem of the libertarian understanding of freedom.

In general outline, the problem reveals itself when considering how
action is understood in most contemporary libertarian theories*. An
action is considered to be an event. Actions differ from other events by
their causal history, that is, by those factors that determine them. The
causes of the events that are actions are the motives, the reasons of an
agent (in event-causal libertarianism) or the agent itself (in agent-causal
theories). Consequently, considering a certain event as an action, we
automatically attribute certain causes to this event: either a substance
of the agent or the reasons for the action, or both. An action becomes an
action due to these causes. If an event is not caused by the agent or his
motives it is not an action, even if it looks like an action. However, the
reasons for the action must be presented before the action. Accordingly,
the defining features of the action are presented at the moment before
the action itself has occurred. Thus, the action in this scheme is only
the result of the presence of something else, the presence of which is
revealed by the action for those observing the action. In event-causal
approaches, an action indirectly reveals motives, something in the agent
that caused his action'>. In agent-causal theories, action reveals that the
agent has actualized his agent-causal power, the power to cause actions.
Further, there is nothing in the action itself that is not presented in its
causes. Here we are talking about a total cause, including not only the
motives of an agent but also the state of his body as a whole as well
as the state of the environment at the time preceding the action. In

“The exception is non-causal approaches [Goetz 1988; Ginet 1990; McCann
1998].

15 Of course, we often cannot accurately determine the motives of a person,
however, as D. Davidson [Davidson 1963] has well demonstrated in his famous
work, in most cases we need to have a certain idea of the foundations of the
agent, in order that the action itself would appear rational. As, in turn, G.E.M.
Anscombe showed [Anscombe 1957], very often human intentions can be gen-
erally determined by purely external signs. Thus, recognizing something as a
rational action, we automatically think of certain grounds for this, which make
it rational, and these bases find themselves in the observed human behavior.
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this case, the total cause of the action, including both elements of the
agent’s personality and impersonal conditions of the action, determines
the entire content of the event of the action. Now it is easy to notice
that the reasons to attribute moral responsibility to an individual for
an action are in place immediately before the action. The action itself
only reveals to us the existence of these reasons.

This idea can be illustrated by the following thought experiment.
Imagine that Julian aimed his gun at Peter, hesitated for a second, and
then began to pull the trigger. Next, we present two possible scenarios.
In the first scenario, Julian shoots at Peter, and Peter immediately
dies. In the second scenario, Julian suddenly breaks paralysis, he
cannot “squeeze” the trigger and falls without moving. If the basis of
Julian’s responsibility is events before the action, then all personality
grounds in the first and second scenarios are identical. Paralysis, being
something independent of Julian, stopped him, but the personality itself
in both scenarios contains equal reasons for killing. If it is precisely
these reasons that ground the attribution of moral responsibility,
then we can argue that in both scenarios Julian should bear equal
responsibility.

Of course, in real life we do not look at the situation from the
perspective of an omniscient being. On the contrary, we see real actions
and not the possible ones. However, if we consistently adhere to a causal
interpretation of an action, then it is the causes of the action that will
become sufficient grounds for responsibility, and the action itself will
only detect the presence of these causes.

If a person’s character determines his actions, our tendency to
judge a person looking at his actions is completely justified. If Julian,
by virtue of his character, could not have acted otherwise, based
the judgment about his action, we can infer the judgment about his
character. However, in libertarianism, the necessary connection
between personality and action is weakened. One and the same person,
having the same character, may or may not commit some act. However,
in this case, we cannot reasonably proceed from a judgment about an
act to a judgment about a person. After all, this person might not have
caused this action, there is no necessary connection between them.
Moreover, if the same person on whom we assign responsibility could
not commit an act for which responsibility is assigned to him, then with
equal success we could consider him completely innocent. Here we
are confronted with the desired contradiction: the same person cannot
simultaneously be and not be morally responsible for the act.
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Let us reproduce once again the course of our reasoning. A causal
interpretation of the nature of action transfers all significant for moral
responsibility features of the action to the moment before the action.
Accordingly, everything in the personality, in character, in the human
self'®, which serves as the basis for responsibility, is already present
immediately before the action. The determined action is connected to
the agent in a way that makes it necessary for the agent; it is necessarily
connected with the self of the agent. Therefore, the “transition” from the
action to the person who produced it is justified. However, libertarian
theory gives us an agent who could have done otherwise and could
have escaped moral responsibility, being the same person with the
same motives. Thus, we have no tight to infer the judgment about
the person from the judgment about his actions. We could consider
the same person to be innocent because his personality is completely
compatible with the absence of the action in question. Our minds are
forced to rush between “guilty” and “innocent,” and both seem fair.
The person is guilty because the action is cause by his personality. A
person is innocent because the same person is fully compatible with
the absence of this action.

It is this problem that manifests itself in all versions of the luck
argument. In the case of the rollback argument, it can be formulated
as follows: can we hold a person responsible for a certain act knowing
that the same person did not commit it in dozens of other scenarios? In
the promise argument it goes as follows: how can you make a promise,
knowing that the same you in the same circumstances can keep it
or not keep it, being the same? In the argument from the absence of
contrastive explanation it could be formulated in the following way:
how to explain a person’s responsibility for an act, if everything that
could be cited as the basis of responsibility would be with him, even
if he had not committed this act? Hume’s argument, perhaps, most
accurately reveals the problem that we have indicated: if the character
of a person does not determine the action for which he is responsible,
then the action turns out to be a matter of chance.

As a result, our judgments begin to “fluctuate,” between, on the
one hand, the intuition about guilt for the act, and on the other, the

1 We use the concepts of personality, selfhood and character here as syn-
onymous, although, of course, a distinction can be made between them. In
this context, this difference is not fundamental because we are interested in an
agent that determines the action. This agent can be understood as a person, as a
selfhood and as a character, the main thing is that he is the cause.
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intuition that the same person is innocent. This contradiction, in our
opinion, forms the foundation that underlies the whole varieties of the
luck argument. It can be summarized as a violation of the principle of
non-contradiction: we cannot consider the same person guilty and at
the same time not guilty for the act, if we want to reasonably blame
her. If inconceivability is always associated with inconsistency, then
the inconceivability of libertarian freedom is based precisely on this
contradiction.

This reasoning, however, raises a number of objections, which we
briefly consider below.

The first objection. Action changes a person; accordingly, we blame
the one who has done it and not the one who could do it. This objection
is quite true. It can be developed by saying that one who did something
became one who could not help but do it. However, we can reproduce
the same contradiction regarding the concept of “the agent who has
already done the action™: one and the same person could become “the
agent who has already done the action,” whom we blame, and become

“the agent who has not done the action,” whom we do not blame. Why
do we blame the person for becoming the one who made X, if the
same person might not have become the one who made X? The line of
reasoning presented above can be repeated, recreating the same “split”
between attributions and exempting from responsibility.

The second objection. The basis of responsibility for an act is not
only motives but also the consequences of the act. This objection also
seems fair. However, the reasoning given by us shows that those bases
that depend on the character of the agent, on a person’s individuality,
exist before the action. Accordingly, all other grounds are independent
of personality. Responsibility depends on those bases that are related
to a person’s character. Therefore, it is unjustified to make the basis
of responsibility something independent of the individual’s character.
The consequences of the action are either due to the motives of the
person, and for them he bears moral responsibility, or independent
from these motives, but then they are caused by something else that
is not connected with the personality of the agent, therefore it would
be a mistake to assign responsibility for these consequences to the
person. Note that in the case of determination of an action, even if its

“initial” causes are far in the past, it is the character and personality
that causes the action, and the chain of causes “flows” through the
agent. On the contrary, the consequences of an action can depend
on dozens of causal chains in which the agent is not included in any
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way, in this sense they can be a random result of the intersection of
those events that are dependent from the agent and those that are not
dependent from him. Accordingly, it seems implausible to think that
moral responsibility depends on these factors, which are not at all
dependent on the person.

Third objection. It is impossible to blame a person for what he has not
done yet. If there were grounds for liability before the action, we could
blame the person who has not yet committed an act, otherwise such
an accusation seems morally unjustified. This objection stays in need
of clarification. We are not talking about the fact that you can blame a
person for what has not yet been done, but that the basis for assigning
responsibility for what has been done (with a causal understanding
of the action) is the causes of the action in the agent’s personality, for
example intentions and motives. The act only confirms the existence
of this base and its role in the personality of the agent. It is easy to see
that one can blame a person even before an act if the “basis” of this act
is evident. So a person can be held responsible for a proven intention
to perform some action. If we have sufficient reason to believe that
X intends to commit a terrorist act, we can blame X for this intention.
Of course, the blame for the reasons that caused the action seems to
be greater than for the reasons that did not cause the action. However,
this takes place insofar as the action reveals the sufficiency of the
reasons, 1.e., the fact that the agent’s personality determines the act with
necessity, that his personality is fully compatible with the act. On the
contrary, unfulfilled intentions leave hope that the agent will refrain
from some act, that he will demonstrate his incompatibility with it.

Conclusion

The libertarian understanding of free will has a deep value dimension.
However, attempts to express these values through the metaphysical
concept of indeterminism lead to highly undesirable results in the
context of these values. In this article, we tried to demonstrate that
attributing an agent with responsibility for an indeterminate action
is not justified since a judgment of responsibility implies a necessary
connection between a person and an action. If there is no such
connection, then the transition from a judgment about the action to a
judgment about the personality of the agent is arbitrary and cannot be
justified. If the same person could have performed and not performed
the same action in the same situation and in the same respect, then we
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cannot consistently assign moral responsibility to him for this action
since his personality is fully compatible with lack of this action.
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