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Does Roderick M. Chisholm provide a satisfactory solution to the ‘Libertarian Dilemma’?
In his 1964 essay ‘Human Freedom and the Self’, Robert Chisholm provides a view on human freedom which is widely regarded to be the “classic” libertarian position – that of agent-causation (Chisholm, 2002, p. 47). 
Incompatibilists are those who believe that free will and determinism are incompatible (Kane, 2005, p. 23). Libertarians are incompatibilists who believe in free will and deny determinism (Kane, 2005, pp. 32-33). Chisholm attempts to find a solution to the libertarian dilemma, which is that free will is incompatible with both determinism and indeterminism (Kane, 2005, pp. 32-33). Determinism is the view that our actions and choices are ultimately determined or controlled by causes outside of ourselves and indeterminism is the view that some if not all events have no deterministic cause and happen randomly or by chance (Kane, 2005, pp. 5-6) (Kane, 2005, pp. 34-35). The libertarian dilemma is a problem because if our actions are determined, then they are controlled by external causes or happen by chance, meaning we cannot be responsible for them - they cannot be ‘our’ actions (Kane, 2005). However if our actions are not determined, that is, happen by chance, we are not in control of them either and we cannot be responsible for them because of this (Kane, 2005). 
Libertarians argue that in order to be morally responsible for our actions and choices, we must be in control of them and be able to act otherwise than that which we do (Kane, 2005). We must have a free choice between different possible futures given the same past and laws of nature which causes problems because if a person could act one way or another given the same past and laws of nature, there must be an “extra factor” which accounts for the difference in outcome (Kane, 2005, pp. 38-39). This “extra factor” is what Chisholm is attempting to find in his agent-causation view (Kane, 2005, p. 39). 
Alone, Chisholm’s solution to the libertarian dilemma does not appear to be satisfactory, but O’Connor’s agent-causation view helps to iron out many of the issues that Chisholm faces and avoid the same criticisms, which helps to stabilise it.
Chisholm’s Agent-Causation View
Chisholm states that for an agent to be responsible for their action, that action must be “entirely up to” them, which is to say that they could have chosen otherwise (Chisholm, 2002, pp. 48-49). 
An objection to this, used by Edwards and Moore is that: “(a) he could have done otherwise, it is argued, means no more or less than (b) if he had chosen to do otherwise, then he would have done otherwise” (Chisholm, 2002, p. 50). Chisholm defends himself by arguing that (b) could be true whilst (a) is not. If a murderer, to borrow Chisholm’s example, could not have chosen to do otherwise, then the fact that if he had chosen not to kill, he would not have killed would make no difference, because this choice was not his to make (Chisholm, 2002, pp. 50-51). As a result, this objection seems not to hold and instead Chisholm argues that the ascription of responsibility conflicts with both deterministic and indeterministic views of action. 
His answer to this is that we must be the causes of our actions, in what he calls “immanent causation”, but we shall call “agent-causation” (Chisholm, 2002, p. 51). He states that: “if a man is responsible for a particular deed, then, if what I have said is true, there is some event or set of events that is caused not by other events or states of affairs but by the agent” (Chisholm, 2002, pp. 51-52).
Chisholm suggests that we have a notion of cause and effect only because of our “causal efficacy” as agents, which is an argument that Reid supports: “the conception of an efficient cause may very probably be derived from the experience we have had… of our own power to produce certain effects.” (Chisholm, 2002, p. 55). He then makes a bold claim: that if we did not understand agent-causation, then we would not understand event-causation (Chisholm, 2002, p. 55). This, I believe, could be false because although we cannot prove event-causation, as David Hume notes in his musings on billiard balls, it is important to consider that we can see events causing other events in the world around us without our input. An example of this would be that we can observe the rain falling and that the ground is wet, which it is not when it has not rained. However, I can recognise that this is a ‘who came first the chicken or the egg?’ scenario but I can see how it could be argued that we may have noticed agent-causation first in throwing a stone, for example. I threw the stone and it flew, whereas stones probably do not fly without my help which indicates that I must have done something in order for that effect to take place. 
There are some problems with this view in terms of our modern understanding of cause and effect because we need the potential regress in causes of events to end somewhere, and end with us if we are to be truly responsible for our actions. In other words, we have to be an “unmoved mover”. In order to directly cause an event, an agent cannot change or produce other events to bring that event about and we must be certain that the event did not occur by chance (Chisholm, 2002, p. 52). Chisholm does not adequately explore this and states that the only difference between the event being caused by the agent and the event happening by chance is that “in the first case but not the second, the event was caused and was caused by the man” (Chisholm, 2002, p. 54). This is inadequate because it does not actually address the issue, and instead Chisholm simply reiterates his point, without offering evidence to support it. 
Other philosophers have issues with unmoved moving due to the idea that it is a distinctly godlike attribute and as such it cannot be attributed to people. Galen Strawson uses Nietzsche’s concept of the “causa sui” in his essay “The Bounds Of Freedom”, which means to be the cause of oneself (Strawson, 2005, p. 444). To be a causa sui, an agent would have to be entirely in control of and the direct cause of all events surrounding them. Strawson writes that “(e)ven if the property of being a causa sui is allowed to belong (entirely unintelligibly) to God, it cannot plausibly supposed to be possessed by ordinary human beings” (Strawson, 2005, p. 444). This is because it implies that we can be wholly in control of all situations which arise around us and for many of these such situations, it would be implausible to suggest we had any control over their happening, unless of course we had directly done something to lead us to it. For example, if a house flooded due to bad weather, it would be implausible to blame the homeowner for this flooding as they did not control the weather or build the house in that position et cetera. If the house flooded because the homeowner did not mend their pipes when they knew they were burst, this could be said to have been in their control because they could have prevented the situation by making a different choice. However, they could not have prevented bad weather by making a different choice, meaning there can be situations in which an agent cannot be said to be wholly in control of anything which may arise. 
In his paper ‘Freedom Responsibility and Agency’, Ginet argues that for a “simple indeterminism”, which means that any attempt to explain agents determining their own choices through a “special sort of cause is unnecessary” because to say that an agent causes an action is to say that they made it the case that it occurred by performing a simple, free action (Ginet, 2002, p. 208). As “all free actions are ipso facto determined by their subjects”, the agent determines an action simply by being the one whose action it is (Ginet, 2002, p. 208). Ginet rejects agent-causation for this reason (among others), and he relies instead on proving that an action can be said to belong to an agent and that they can be said to be in control of them, rather than the cause (Ginet, 2005). 
These arguments are potentially fatal to Chisholm’s view because, as Kane states, to explain how free actions can avoid being attributed to determined causes, libertarians often employ notions of “transempirical power centres, nonmaterial egos, noumenal selves outside space and time, uncaused causers or unmoved movers” (Kane, 2005, pp. 33-35). This, as I have shown, is exactly what Chisholm resorts to and as a result, we can understand that many reject such views on the grounds of “mystery” and “obscurity” (Kane, 2005, pp. 33-35). 
O’Connor’s Agent-Causation View 
In his essay ‘The Agent as Cause’, Timothy O’Connor lays out his agent-causation view – which differs from Chisholm’s in that he attempts to defend agent-causation without the issues with cause and effect that plague Chisholm’s view.  Ginet writes that Chisholm’s agent-causation view has been subjected to fatal criticism but “O’Connor has made a challenging attempt to revive it” (Ginet, 2002, p. 209).
O’Connor sets out to explain why the agent-causal view is preferable over other potential solutions to the Libertarian Dilemma. He argues that the “causal ‘loose fit’” between the factors which influence a choice and the choice itself where more than one option is possible is not freedom (O'Connor, 2002, p. 197). This, which is known as the causal indeterminism view, is not enough to be truly free as we need to have some sort of control and due to our competing motivations, we must presumably directly control which option occurs (O'Connor, 2002, p. 197). We must have this control to be responsible for our actions, meaning that causal indeterminism and determinism are both inconsistent with responsibility (O'Connor, 2002, p. 197). O’Connor instead suggests that I am not just the “arena” for the event to occur within, we want instead to say that I am the “end-of-the-line initiator of the resulting action” (O'Connor, 2002, p. 199). So far, this is consistent with Chisholm’s view as it favours the directly personal agent-causation as opposed to the mechanistic event-causation (O'Connor, 2002, p. 199).
O’Connor suggests that the shortcoming of the original agent-causal view is that it does not recognise that we can acknowledge that an agent is always an agent, without always causing an effect (O'Connor, 2002, pp. 199-200). Some things are outside of our immediate and direct control as agents - we do not always have full control over a given situation, which is to say that an event may sometimes involve me as an agent without my being the cause of it (O'Connor, 2002, p. 200). For example, if I injure someone in a car crash but the crash happened because my brakes failed on an icy road, these factors would not be under my control. Therefore, I could not necessarily be said to be the direct cause of that person’s injury, even though I was driving, and I chose to do so freely. Essentially, O’Connor argues that there are situations which agents cannot control. 
In illustrating this, O’Connor stresses that “I don’t introduce effects ex-nihilo” and I may instead influence the direction of the situations I am in and such situations are open to some possibilities and not others (O'Connor, 2002, p. 201). For example, the café only has cake or apple. I may choose between four options: cake, apple, both or neither. I cannot introduce a cookie out of nowhere in this scenario as I must choose from the options presented to me. O’Connor wants to say that this does not inhibit my freedom, as I am still free to choose between any of the four options but I as I am not capable of introducing events “ex nihilo”, I am not capable of wishing my desires (the cookie) into existence. 
O’Connor and Ginet agree in rejecting indeterministic causation which is the view that an agent can determine an action simply by having reasons for acting in that certain way – i.e. reasons are causal explanations (Ginet, 2002, pp. 208-209). O’Connor rejects this because if we have competing motives, we cannot be said to have caused one outcome over an alternative in the same situation (O'Connor, 2005) (Ginet, 2002, p. 209). There appears to be no reason as to why we could not have chosen a different possible alternative, and in that cause we cannot be said to be in control of and therefore, the cause of the outcome that did occur (Ginet, 2002, p. 209). Ginet’s reasons differ in that he believes agents can be spontaneous and there can be free and responsible actions which do not have reasoned explanations or any desires behind them (Ginet, 2005). The only condition in this case is that the agent must have the intention to perform an action at the given time in order to be truly responsible for it (Ginet, 2002, pp. 209-210). Ginet argues that reasons explanations do not require any truth behind causal laws to connect reasons to actions and you may act for a reason without the action being caused by that reason (Ginet, 2002, pp. 208-210). 
O’Connor explains this further as he argues that desires, intentions and beliefs (reasons) may explain an agents activity but not cause it directly, for example, I may have many reasons to choose cake but I am still free to choose the apple (O'Connor, 2002, pp. 201-202). Leibniz supports this as he explains that our prior reasons or motives need not determine our choices or actions (Kane, 2005, p. 36). Our reasons may “incline without necessitating” as we may have many reasons to choose a particular option but still choose otherwise when the decision is made (Kane, 2005, p. 36). However, some object that reasons will not explain why an agent does what they do rather than any of the possible alternatives but O’Connor questions why we need to explain why. He writes that what the objector is hoping for in this is a way to control the control that the agent has over a given situation, which can only lead to infinite regress (O'Connor, 2002). All that matters, is that one event occurred as a result of a “state of intention” generated by the agent, or more simply, that a decision was made and an outcome was reached – not why (O'Connor, 2002). 
O’Connor avoids the criticism which Ginet and others see as fatal to agent-causal arguments which is based around the idea that in order for an agent to be free, they must be an “unmoved mover” (Ginet, 2002) (Chisholm, 2002). He does so in his explanation that we do not introduce effects ex nihilo, as he suggests that our choices are born of situations outside of our control. Because we cannot control everything, we cannot always control the situations we find ourselves in, and so we can only choose from the options which are possible in each situation. I illustrated this earlier in the café example. 
Instead of succumbing to the unmoved mover argument like Chisholm, O’Connor instead argues for an integration of mechanistic event-causation (our usual understanding of cause and effect – the rain is falling so the ground is wet, for example) and agent-causation, because this way we can recognise how event-causal factors shape and create situations for agent-causal occurrences (O'Connor, 2002). O’Connor is very clear that this does not diminish our freedom and if we wanted to argue that in order to be free, we would need to have the ability to introduce events ex nihilo, we would have to say that this is not possible for any ordinary agent (O'Connor, 2002). The solution to the libertarian dilemma that O’Connor puts forward allows for all the freedom it is possible for us to have as agents in that we can freely choose between possible options, but we may not introduce impossible ones. 
In conclusion, Chisholm’s view fails on too many fronts to be seen as a satisfactory solution to the libertarian dilemma, which is that free will is incompatible with both determinism and indeterminism. He argues that we must be the causes of our actions such that we must be unmoved movers, which Ginet, Kane and Strawson quickly and successfully dismiss. O’Connor, however, “revives” the agent-causation view through explanation that we need to integrate event and agent-causation (O'Connor, 2002) (Ginet, 2002). His rejection of indeterministic causation demonstrates how his agent-causation succeeds in bringing a satisfactory solution to the libertarian dilemma as he manages to avoid the major pitfall which according to Kane, libertarians often fall into: the need to employ “fantastical ideas” in order to fill any holes in their views (Kane, 2005, p. 34). By combining event and agent-causation, O’Connor successfully illustrates how we can be the cause of our actions without controlling the situations in which we find ourselves, as well as how there are limits to our freedom in that we cannot introduce impossible alternatives, whilst remaining free to choose between possible options. 
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