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Abstract

The nature and limitations of human freedom have been discussed for millennia and continue to be widely and enthusiastically debated today. This is not surprising, as our sense of freedom is felt to be an essential part of what it is to be human and many fundamental issues such as responsibility, praise and blame are commonly considered to depend on how freely behaviour is undertaken. Understanding human freedom is valuable in itself and in terms of implications for important fields such as Law and Government policy.
This Paper examines the semicompatibilist free will position in the context of implicit bias. Specifically, I answer the question, does implicit bias threaten the semicompatibilist position on free will and responsibility? A threat arises if behavioural expression of implicit bias fails semicompatibilist conditions for agent control and so responsibility (guidance control) in the presence of compelling argument and substantial evidence supporting the counter position, that agents are responsible for such behaviour.
Responding to this question, I briefly discuss human freedom followed by description of semicompatibilism. Then, explore implicit bias in terms of responsibility and control of influenced behaviour.
Having gained insight into semicompatibilism and described a model of implicit bias, I examine the impact of implicit bias on the semicompatibilist position, assessing and reaching conclusions concerning the ability of semicompatibilists to accommodate the phenomenon of implicit bias within their model.
I show that semicompatibilism successfully accommodates the phenomenon of implicit bias; agent responsibility for issuing behaviour is confirmed in harmony with the described model of implicit bias.
In response to the question, does implicit bias threaten the semicompatibilist position on free will and responsibility? I conclude that semicompatibilism is immune from threats that originate from implicit bias.
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Introduction

Our position on questions concerning the existence and nature of free will and responsibility has important theoretical and practical implications. Practical consequences concerning social policy, principles of justice and the basis of moral and judicial responsibility often originate from our understanding of human freedom. It is not an exaggeration to say such practical consequences manifest every day, sometimes in life-or-death decisions concerning the development and implementation of policing and judicial sentencing policy.
[bookmark: _Hlk61436964]It is a common assumption that a necessary condition for behaviour to be just, unjust, virtuous or corrupt is free choice; for an agent to act, for example with courage, the agent must be responsible for their actions and such responsibility entails free choice to act otherwise.[footnoteRef:1] Such apparently uncontroversial thinking is far from universally accepted. Does the phenomenon of implicit bias in certain situations reduce or remove completely moral responsibility for certain forms of behaviour by taking away or interfering in responsibility lessening ways with free choice? Under the influence of implicit bias, it is often claimed an agent’s actions in ethically relevant circumstances are influenced by factors that operate below the radar of consciousness. Typically, implicit bias is described as ‘… attitudes or stereotypes that affect our understanding, actions, and decisions in an unconscious manner’ (Staats 2013: 6). It is claimed that if an agent is unaware of influencing bias and prejudice then associated actions are not freely and so not responsibly chosen because the agent is not consciously[footnoteRef:2] aware of all relevant factors affecting their decision-making. Here, the form of interference with free choice (in responsibility lessoning ways) is claimed to be lack of awareness of motivating factors behind behaviour. Essentially, if actions are not freely chosen, assigning responsibility, praise or blame for such actions appears to be wrong.[footnoteRef:3] [footnoteRef:4] [1:  A comprehensive survey of non-philosophers For Whom Does Determinism Undermine Moral Responsibility? Surveying the Conditions for Free Will Across Cultures (Hannikainen et al. 2019), spanning twenty countries and sixteen languages, shows interesting variation in common assumptions about necessary conditions, such as free choice and the possibility to act otherwise, for behaviour to be considered just or unjust, virtuous and responsible.
]  [2:  Eddy Hahmias (2008) summarises widely, but not universally agreed, conditions for free will: 
(CR) Conscious Reflection: Agents have free will only if they have the capacity for conscious deliberation and intention-formation and that capacity has some influence on their actions.
(MR) Motivation by (potentially) endorsed reasons: Agents’ free will is diminished to the extent their actions are motivated by factors that they are both unaware of and would reject were they to consciously consider them. (Such conditions clearly have great resonance with issues relating to implicit bias).
]  [3:  The relationship between concepts of freedom and responsibility is far from straight forward and is a central concern of this Paper.
]  [4:  There are issues here that need unpacking and clarification, for example, the claim that acting responsibly entails acting freely, requiring the possibility to act otherwise. Also, the idea that if an agent is unaware of influencing bias and prejudice then issuing actions are thereby not freely chosen because the agent is not consciously aware of all relevant factors, and so is not responsible. For an in-depth exploration of these issues see Moral Responsibility and Consciousness (King and Carruthers 2012), also Consciousness, Free Will, and Moral Responsibility (Caruso 2016).] 

[bookmark: _Hlk62116141][bookmark: _Hlk62117786]Although not accepted by all, the most common characterisation of implicit bias is an agent displaying automatic unconscious implicit associations that influence decision-making often in negative ways, particularly judgment and evaluation of existing stereotypes or stigmatized groups. Implicit attitudes, ‘likings’ or ‘dislikings’, can be directed towards many things, including consumer products, but it is the ‘very morally weighty’ judgment and evaluation of existing stereotypes or stigmatized groups of people, and such discriminatory behaviour generally, which makes implicit bias matter (following Brownstein 2016: 765). It is this surprising, perhaps alarming, influence of unconscious forces on decision making that appears so threatening to our understanding of free choice and responsibility for a considerable number of important, emotive and morally relevant actions: Is it possible to be responsible for actions influenced by factors that I am unaware of, have no control over and are therefore not freely chosen? 
[bookmark: _Hlk60407595]The essential issue of agent awareness of implicit bias and issuing actions is a complex and controversial matter; there are compelling arguments and substantial empirical evidence supporting the claim that agents do have awareness of and are responsible for behavioural expression of implicit bias (BEIB)[footnoteRef:5], contrary to the widely held views outlined.[footnoteRef:6] [5:  I am grateful to Michael Brownstein for the term ‘behavio(u)ral expression of implicit bias’ (BEIB) (Brownstein 2016: 768).
]  [6:  Responsibility for behaviour issuing from implicit bias (BEIB) is the dominant theme, but there are two further areas where responsibility and blame are relevant; responsibility for having implicit-associations and responsibility for responding appropriately to the knowledge that implicit-associations are part of our cognitive make up (following Holroyd 2012: 278).
] 

[bookmark: _Hlk62823415][bookmark: _Hlk55903925]A model of implicit bias[footnoteRef:7] is described that incorporates degrees of agent awareness and responsibility for behaviour that is an expression of implicit bias. A model that excludes all awareness and responsibility predicated on completely unconscious and automatic behaviour is essentially too simple and conflicts, as noted, with considerable and substantial evidence and argument. This is recognised, I believe, by Brownstein and Saul when implicit bias is described as ‘ … evaluations of social groups … largely outside conscious awareness or control’ (added emphasis 2016: 1). From the first shock of descriptions of implicit bias and related behaviour ‘operating under the radar of consciousness’ with complete absence of awareness and responsibility a considerably more nuanced and defensible model of implicit bias is described and used to critically examine semicompatibilism. [7:  Please note well: The expression ‘model of implicit bias’ is used within this Paper. Unless context clearly indicates otherwise, this expression is used to describe a model of the mechanisms that mediate the influence of implicit social cognition, (i.e., attitudes, stereotypes), and explicit social cognition on behaviour, grouped in terms of impulsive and reflective elements; it is a model that shows behavioural expression of implicit bias mediated by various elements including the possibility of reflective decision making (Fig. 2.1).
] 

[bookmark: _Hlk10966669]Specifically, my main research objective is to explore and critically examine implicit bias and the semicompatibilist free will position[footnoteRef:8] to answer the question; does implicit bias threaten the semicompatibilist position on free will and responsibility?  [8:  Following John Martin Fischer, for example, Four Views on Free Will (2007), I use semicompatibilism, rather than semi-compatibilism or Semi-Compatibilism.] 

Responding to this objective, in the first section I briefly discuss free will then describe the semicompatibilist position developed by John Martin Fischer. The second section describes a model of implicit bias and discusses control of influenced behaviour. Having gained insight into semicompatibilism and implicit bias, in the third section I examine the impact of implicit bias on the semicompatibilist position, assessing and reaching conclusions concerning the ability of semicompatibilists to accommodate the phenomenon of implicit bias within their explanatory model.
[bookmark: _Hlk57206073]I conclude that John Martin Fischer’s semicompatibilism is not dangerously threatened by implicit bias: I confirm that implicit bias related behaviour is subject to guidance control and is therefore responsible behaviour, a conclusion in harmony with the presented model of implicit bias. When challenged with implicit bias related behaviour the semicompatibilist model of free will and responsibility endorses agent responsibility for such behaviour. If this were not the case, some aspect(s) of semicompatibilism would require investigation and possible change.

Free Will

1.1 Introduction
For millennia there has been debate about the possibility and nature of human freedom. Much contemporary discussion concerns the seeming incompatibility between the truth of physical determinism and human freedom, and the relationship between free will and moral responsibility. Adopting many forms and perspectives over the centuries, reflection on the nature of human freedom began over two thousand years ago and is considered within works of some of the most important writers and philosophers in western culture.[footnoteRef:9] While perspectives change there is a constant theme; ‘the extent to which human agents are in control of their own lives and destinies’ (Russell 2013: 2).  [9:  This Paper only considers literature from within what is generally described as ‘western culture’.] 

Semicompatibilism developed from this tradition of thought, being essentially concerned with the control that human beings have over their lives. How this particular understanding or concept of freedom and responsibility responds to the challenge of implicit bias is the essential issue addressed in the third section.

1.2 Semicompatibilism
Why choose semicompatibilism as the free will position to examine? Semicompatibilism is probably the most popular compatibilist free will position and its detailed arguments and claims invite an implicit bias centred critique missing from current literature. John Martin Fischer’s semicompatibilism is particularly important within contemporary discussion of free will. Introducing a special issue of The Journal of Ethics devoted to John Martin Fischer My Way (2006), Daniel Speak says ‘John Martin Fischer’s prolific work on the philosophical problems of free will and moral responsibility now spans three decades and its influence on these debates can properly be described as seminal […] his work has, after all, justifiably shaped the contemporary discussion of free will … ’ (2008:123). Given the importance, resilience, detailed exposition and, (perhaps most important), plausibility from a personal point of view, semicompatibilism is, I believe, the natural compatibilist choice for examination in light of a possible threat from implicit bias.
[bookmark: _Hlk90983526][bookmark: _Hlk529857297][bookmark: _Hlk526595422]Some first principles. Moral responsibility is intrinsically linked with control. There are two distinct types of control. Regulative control involves choice between alternative possibilities, guidance control does not. Harry Frankfurt (1969) and (1971) gives examples of how these two forms of control are separate and distinct; an agent can assert guidance control whether or not regulative control is possible. Importantly, although it is a plausible and widely held view that moral responsibility requires regulative control, Fischer and Ravizza (1998) argue that moral responsibility for actions, omissions and consequences requires only guidance control. Moral responsibility does not require alternative possibilities, however, the traditional association of moral responsibility with control, albeit guidance control, is retained. The behaviour of an agent when acting with guidance control is via a reasons-responsive mechanism that is owned by the agent. Immediately, the question arises, what exactly is ‘a reasons-responsive mechanism’ owned by an agent? A particular version of reasons responsiveness is developed by John Martin Fischer called moderate reasons-responsiveness.[footnoteRef:10] An agent must be able to recognise reasons, some of which are moral reasons, and react to reasons that are sound and sufficient for action. An agent makes the mechanism that delivers their behaviour their own, (not as a result of manipulation for example), by taking responsibility for it ‘in virtue of one’s having certain beliefs about one’s own agency and its effects in the world’ (Fischer 2010: 237). It must be an agent’s own actual sequence mechanism that is reasons-responsive for genuine moral responsibility.[footnoteRef:11] Metaphysical issues about determinism are ‘side stepped’, so crucially, moral responsibility is possible whether or not determinism is true. [10:  It is especially important to note that Fischer and Ravizza’s concept of moderate reasons-responsiveness that issues in action is always via a different mechanism from one that would operate if an agent’s brain were manipulated in some way, for example by implants within the brain, where an agent is no longer morally responsible for the issuing actions because the mechanism is not their own. So, ‘a brain-implanted mechanism that issues in an action would always constitute a different mechanism from an ordinary practical reasoning mechanism (owned by an agent) that issues in an action’ (with my addition Long 2004: 151-172).
]  [11:  John Martin Fischer clarifies; ‘The actual sequence and the alternative scenario involve intuitively different kinds of mechanisms: in the actual sequence, there is the normal operation of the human capacity for practical reasoning, whereas in the alternative scenario there is significant and direct electronic stimulation of the brain by the neurosurgeon. Even though it is difficult to provide a general account of mechanism individuation, it is (in my view) intuitively clear that different kinds of mechanisms operate in the actual and alternative sequences of the Frankfurt-cases. Further, it seems to me that what grounds the moral responsibility of the agent in such cases are features of the actual-sequence mechanism – properties of the path that actually leads to the behavior in question’ (added emphasis Fischer et al. 2007: 78).] 

In the third section, John Martin Fischer’s reasons-responsive compatibilism is examined to determine if behaviour that originates or issues from implicit bias is subject to all the control conditions necessary and sufficient for an agent to assert guidance control. Simply expressed, if behaviour that has implicit bias as its source is subject to guidance control, then an agent is responsible for such behaviour. If implicit bias related behaviour is in some sense ‘beyond’ guidance control, then an agent is not responsible.

1.3 Summary
Challenges to human freedom have taken many forms; the irresistible hand of fate and God’s foreknowledge, science and the sense of an external world characterised by deterministic laws of nature. Compatibilism in its many variations seeks to show freedom (in clearly defined forms) is compatible with the sceptical challenges of, for example, determinism.
Essentially semicompatibilism is important, resilient and plausible. Semicompatibilism captures our intuitions about agency and offers a rich and plausible model of our place in the world. John Martin Fischer believes his ‘theory is cooler than some salient rivals’ (Fischer 2012: 139), i.e., incompatibilists, by sustaining our sense of moral responsibility and status as persons whether or not it happens to be the case that determinism, or indeterminism, is true.
[bookmark: _Hlk57991003]If implicit bias related behaviour is shown to be subject to guidance control, then implicit bias related actions are like other actions in the sense that we act freely and responsibly within the terms defined by semicompatibilism. On this outcome, findings are in harmony with the model of implicit bias described in section two, based on evidence and argument supporting agent responsibility for implicit bias related actions. If implicit bias related behaviour is shown not to be subject to guidance control, then such actions are not freely and responsibly conducted, in conflict with our intuitions and the described model of implicit bias. Such conflict would show something is wrong, perhaps a deficiency within semicompatibilism that must be addressed. This is the essential activity within section three. Careful examination of semicompatibilism and implicit bias ultimately shows that implicit bias related behaviour is subject to guidance control and agent responsibility in agreement with the described model of implicit bias. 

Implicit Bias

2.1 Introduction
At the beginning of section one, the apparent threat to free will posed by implicit bias was simply expressed in terms of the influence of implicit bias on behaviour without agent awareness, removing the possibility of agent intervention or conscious choice and so removing the possibility to act in available alternative ways. In other words, an absence of control and hence, it is commonly claimed, an absence of responsibility for issuing actions. On this view, an agent, using Madva’s (2018: 66) term, is ‘exonerated’ from responsibility by absence of awareness of their implicit biases or implicit bias influenced actions. In the absence of conscious awareness, responding to reasons and making rational alternative choices seems impossible. However, I will now describe a position on implicit bias that does allow control of issuing behaviour and so responsibility for influenced actions.

2.2 Implicit Bias and Control
[bookmark: _Hlk10891900]Deutsch and Strack (2010: 65) present an explanation of the interaction of System One (impulsive/implicit) and System Two (reflective/explicit) processes, an explanation forming the basis of the chosen model of mechanisms that mediate the influence of implicit social cognition (attitudes, stereotypes) on behaviour. This model includes the possibility of agent control of their behaviour. Deutsch and Strack claim there is evidence that clean demarcation between System One and Two is not the case; the two systems interact, impacting each other as described by Strack and Deutsch’s Reflective-Impulsive Model (2004) and Gawronski and Bodenhausen’s Associative-Propositional Model (2006). On this view, there is a substantive theoretical and evidential basis for the claim that ‘Propositional reasoning … is assumed to be capable of altering associative representations under specific conditions’ (Deutsch and Strack 2010: 65), and propositional representations and assessments of truth function within a reflective system, (System Two), taking some working ‘data’ from associative memory.
[bookmark: _Hlk87959685]To  better understand the nature of possible control of implicit bias related behaviour it is necessary to understand and connect the elements or mechanisms that together mediate the influence of implicit social cognition on behaviour. Such elements or mechanisms are represented in Figure 2.1 reproduced from Building Blocks of Social Behaviour (Deutsch and Strack 2010: 66). It is possible to understand Figure 2.1 as essentially a model of control, intuitively very plausible and supported by credible theoretical and practical research. This model integrates impulsive and reflective determinants that lead towards greater or lesser deliberative or reflective control of behaviour. Deutsch and Strack at the outset note the whole ‘ … paradigm of implicit social cognition rests on the notion that attitudes, prejudice, stereotypes, and the self may have an impact on behaviour that sometimes opposes beliefs and intentions’ (2010: 62).
[image: ]

Fig 2.1 Mechanisms that may mediate the influence of implicit social cognition (attitudes, stereotypes) on behaviour.

This plausible and credible interactive model effectively closes down simplistic claims that an agent does not have the ability to control their implicit bias influenced actions because this model has as part of its structure mediating and reflective elements that have a controlling function on behaviour.

2.3 Summary
The aim of this section has been to prepare a description of implicit bias to take forward into section three; the interactive model of Deutsch and Strack (2010: 66). If examination in section three shows that issuing behaviour of implicit bias is not subject to guidance control, an agent does not act freely and responsibly as articulated by John Martin Fischer’s semicompatibilism, contrary to what has been described in this section.
[bookmark: _Hlk91855291][bookmark: _Hlk65135753][bookmark: _Hlk91855310]Within this Paper there is emphasis on ‘psychological’ bias, however, it is essential to confirm the importance of structural and environmental factors cannot be overstated. Structuralist accounts position external factors such as inequality as the cause of explicit and implicit bias not the outcome. Clearly, such a view has vital implications for bias mitigation; structural change must precede psychological programs that target individual bias directly, (following Ayala-López and Beeghly (2020: 211-232). See also Uwe Peters’ related Paper ‘Extended Implicit Bias: When the Metaphysics and Ethics of Implicit Bias Collid’ (2022)).

[bookmark: _Hlk86669903]Implicit Bias and Semicompatibilism

3.1 Introduction
Semicompatibilism is the gold standard compatibilist position, capturing our intuitions about agency and offering a rich and plausible model of our place in the world, sustaining our sense of moral responsibility and status as persons whether it happens to be the case that determinism or indeterminism is true. John Martin Fischer’s semicompatibilism can accept the consequence argument and accommodate the incompatibilist claim that determinism rules out the type of freedom that allows choice between truly open and available alternatives (regulative control). Motivated by Frankfurt examples such regulative freedom is claimed to be unnecessary for moral responsibility; guidance control is sufficient to confirm agent responsibility. This section examines implicit bias and semicompatibilism, seeking to understand if an agent’s implicit bias related behaviour is subject to guidance control and therefore performed freely and responsibly, as those terms have been defined within the semicompatibilist model.
	I show the semicompatibilist position on free will and responsibility is not threatened by the challenge of implicit bias. Implicit bias related behaviour is shown to be subject to guidance control and so agent responsibility in harmony with the model of implicit bias previously described.

3.2 Implicit Bias and Guidance Control
[bookmark: _Hlk18871557]Consider the four necessary[footnoteRef:12] requirements of guidance control:[footnoteRef:13] [12:  Todd Long’s Paper Moderate Reasons-Responsiveness, Moral Responsibility, and Manipulation (2004) was very helpful while preparing this summary. ‘Her’, ‘herself’, ‘she’ and ‘he’ are used here and later generally following Todd (2004: 3), Holroyd and Kelly (2016: 130) and Fischer and Ravizza (1998: 13).
]  [13:  John Martin Fischer, Deep Control: Essays on Free Will and Value, makes a clear summary of semicompatibilism: ‘Semicompatibilism is the view that causal determinism is compatible with moral responsibility, quite apart from whether causal determinism rules out regulative control. (Semicompatibilism is officially agnostic about whether causal determinism does rule out regulative control.) Thus, a Semicompatibilist might accept the conclusion of the Consequence Argument, but still hold that causal determinism is compatible with moral responsibility. A Semicompatibilist can thus accommodate a kernel insight of the incompatibilist but also embrace the attractive features of compatibilism, most notably, the resiliency of our fundamental views of ourselves (with respect to certain abstract scientific theories). Of course, a Semicompatibilist need not accept the conclusion of the Consequence Argument. It is no part of the essence of Semicompatibilism that causal determinism is incompatible with regulative control; rather, the fundamental idea is that moral responsibility depends on how the actual sequence unfolds, not on whether the agent has access to alternative possibilities. Semicompatibilism is, as I have emphasized, an “actual-sequence” model of moral responsibility’ (Fischer 2015a: 17).] 


1. [bookmark: _Hlk63005053]An agent has guidance control in so far as their deliberation mechanism is appropriately responsive to reasons (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 41-46).
2. [bookmark: _Hlk63005128][bookmark: _Hlk63006167][bookmark: _Hlk66094098][bookmark: _Hlk14431344][bookmark: _Hlk63004829][bookmark: _Hlk12539908]The appropriate way is moderate reasons-responsive: 
[bookmark: _Hlk87964019]An agent’s responsibility relevant mechanism (K) is moderately reasons-responsive iff:
a. [bookmark: _Hlk12538727][bookmark: _Hlk12829409]K is regularly receptive to reasons, some of which are moral. This requires; 
i. That holding fixed the operation of a K-type mechanism, an agent would recognize reasons in such a way as to give rise to an understandable pattern from the viewpoint of a third party who understands an agent’s values and beliefs.
ii. That some of the reasons mentioned in (2.a) are moral reasons.
b. [bookmark: _Hlk12623587]K is at least weakly reactive to reasons; this requires that an agent would react to at least one sufficient reason to do otherwise, (in some possible scenario), although it does not follow that an agent could have responded differently to the actual reasons. 
c. [bookmark: _Hlk18853218][bookmark: _Hlk12830231]K is an agent’s own; being an agent’s own means ‘taking responsibility’ for K. This requires that an agent;
i. [bookmark: _Hlk87966208]Sees herself as the source of her behavior (which follows from the operation of K).
ii. [bookmark: _Hlk14957413]Believes that she is an apt candidate for the reactive attitudes that result from how she exercises her agency in certain contexts.
iii. Views herself as an agent with respect to (c.i) and (c.ii) based on her evidence for these beliefs (1998: 62-91, 243-244).
3. [bookmark: _Hlk63054261]To be morally responsible is to be an apt candidate for reactive attitudes (1998: 7).
4. [bookmark: _Hlk18855007]An epistemic condition; to be praiseworthy or blameworthy an individual must know, or be reasonably expected to know, what they are doing (1998: 12).

As noted, these are the necessary and sufficient ingredients for an agent to affirm guidance control. With focus on the interactive model of implicit bias I will explore implicit bias and semicompatibilism step by step, beginning with moderate reason-responsiveness.

3.2.1 Moderate Reason-Responsiveness
[bookmark: _Hlk12544297][bookmark: _Hlk12544470][bookmark: _Hlk12604343][bookmark: _Hlk12609182]The essential question is, considering the integrative model of implicit cognition is an agent receptive to reasons in the sense required? It is not immediately clear how implicit bias related behaviour could form an understandable pattern from the viewpoint of a third party who understands an agent’s explicit values and beliefs (2.a.i). A third party would likely see inconsistency between an agent’s explicit claims and their implicit bias influenced behaviour, not an overall understandable pattern. However, even if a third party could recognise a pattern of agent behaviour, the required condition is for an agent to recognize reasons in such a way as to give rise to an understandable pattern. Is it possible for an agent to recognise reasons in the case of implicit bias? John Martin Fischer responds to problems of this sort by invoking the notion of nonreflective behaviour (1998: 85) and the tracing principle. The first example describes a driver who, as a matter of habit and without deliberation, always takes a particular turning to arrive at their chosen destination. Surely, there is no absence of responsibility in this scenario. In the next example the usual turning is blocked and the driver, again without deliberation, takes the next available turn and continues their journey to the same destination by a slightly longer route. In the second example certain things are different, an agent acts differently and an agent’s actual sequence that issues in action is from a nonreflective mechanism. John Martin Fischer suggests this helps to show that such a nonreflective mechanism is very plausibly still moderately reasons-responsive (1998: 86); an alternative route was taken to the desired destination.
	Does the requirement of reasons recognition rule out moral responsibility for actions that issue from a clearly nonreflective mechanism? John Martin Fischer claims it does not, arguing essentially that recognition of reasons does not entail that an agent deliberates on such reasons in terms of what to do (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 87), (Fischer and Tognazzini 2009).
	If it is assumed that nonreflective behaviour is such that even recognition of reasons is ruled out, then moderate reason-responsiveness of the actual operative mechanism would likewise be ruled out. However, John Martin Fischer ingeniously responds to this difficulty by invoking (rather tentatively) the tracing principle whereby moral responsibility may exist now due to guidance control operating at some appropriate point in the past, prior to the action, when the reason for the action was formed.
[bookmark: _Hlk13045135]It has been important to consider guidance control, particularly moderate reason-responsiveness, in light of the possibility of nonreflective behaviour because although the adopted integrative model of implicit bias includes reflective processing, under pressure this could be compromised; ‘straining the capacities of reflective processing decreases self-control … ’ (Deutsch and Strack 2010: 71) and in the limit eliminate it completely. John Martin Fischer shows that reason receptivity is not adversely affected by nonreflective behaviour. If implicit bias is considered as a source of nonreflective behaviour, then John Martin Fischer’s arguments are not adversely affected. 
To sum up, John Martin Fischer’s semicompatibilism accommodates situations that have a nonreflective mechanism, but complete absence of receptivity to reasons is, (not surprisingly), problematic. In the case of implicit bias influenced actions, in a stressful situation, there may only be the possibility of minimal reflection. However, for an agent to act in ways that reflect biases there must be some reason that initiates such behaviour, even though the reason is not consciously recognised. In this sense an agent must be receptive to reasons and importantly, semicompatibilism accommodates this form of nonconscious reason receptivity and behaviour mechanism. In the earlier example, the driver’s action and awareness of the reason to act may not be conscious, but the action must be the result of being receptive to a reason (the blocked exist), otherwise no action would take place.
[bookmark: _Hlk18770791][bookmark: _Hlk62827478]Exploration of the three aspects of moderate reason-responsiveness continues, looking at the requirement that some of the reasons are moral reasons (2.a.ii). Implicit bias related behaviour is clearly charged with moral content. Implicit (or explicit) attitudes toward particular social groups frequently include morally relevant qualities such as untrustworthy, cowardly and so on, often referred to as prejudices (Eberhardt 2019: 31). It seems the requirement of guidance control, that an agent recognizes reasons some of which are moral reasons, is straight forwardly satisfied in the case of implicit bias and related behaviour. Implicit biases very often have at their heart negative moral evaluation of particular groups, see for example Eberhardt (2019: 23).
[bookmark: _Hlk12802521][bookmark: _Hlk12815772]Moderate reasons responsiveness requires an agent’s relevant mechanism to be at least weakly reactive to reasons; that an agent would react to at least one sufficient reason to do otherwise in some possible scenario (2.b). Reactivity to reasons and receptivity to reasons that constitute the responsiveness relevant to guidance control and moral responsibility are asymmetric; a very weak sort of reactivity is all that is required, whereas, a stronger sort of receptivity to reasons is necessary for this kind of responsiveness (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 69). To be (very) weakly reactive to reason, an agent must simply display some reactivity.
[bookmark: _Hlk12826715][bookmark: _Hlk12826889]How does this complex aspect of guidance control relate to implicit bias when characterised by the integrative model? Specifically, is implicit bias reason responsive such that the issuing behaviour mechanism is weakly reactive to reason? The answer appears to be yes, as straightforward and plausible examples can be given of an agent whose implicit bias related behaviour is weakly reactive to reasons. On being told by telephone that intruders have entered their home, acting impulsively, an agent under stress takes a lift home from a young rather than elderly driver because of implicit bias relating to elderly drivers based on the stereotype of older drivers as indecisive and making protracted progress when fast progress is needed. However, ‘there is some possible world with the same laws of nature in which a mechanism of this kind is operative in this agent and there is a sufficient reason to do otherwise, an agent recognizes this reason, and an agent does otherwise for this reason’ (Fischer 2015b: 188). With the small capacity for deliberation available, an agent in some possible world remembers that younger drivers may not have sufficient experience to make safe judgements when driving under pressure and so choose what could be a slightly slower but more assured journey home to confront the intruders. This example turns on an agent recognizing this reason in some possible world. If the level of stress is such that only impulsive reactions are possible then recognizing reasons is impossible, but recall John Martin Fischer’s argument described previously, that nonreflective recognition of reasons (and reaction to reasons) is acceptable and does not entail that an agent deliberates on such reasons in terms of what to do.
[bookmark: _Hlk12903696][bookmark: _Hlk12957585][bookmark: _Hlk12957552][bookmark: _Hlk14612995][bookmark: _Hlk12903351][bookmark: _Hlk12968809][bookmark: _Hlk12990051][bookmark: _Hlk12964118][bookmark: _Hlk12965460]The next requirement of moderate reason responsiveness is for the mechanism that issues in behaviour be an agent’s own (2.c), where this means ‘taking responsibility’ by seeing herself as the source of her behaviour, believing that she is an apt candidate for the reactive attitudes that result from how she exercises agency in certain contexts, and viewing herself as an agent based on evidence for these beliefs. At first sight, these requirements appear completely at variance with the pervasive idea that an agent is unaware of their implicit biases and related behaviour. On this popular account, the possibility of seeing oneself as the source of such behaviour (2.c.i) appears remote.[footnoteRef:14] However, recall again that John Martin Fischer during discussion of nonreflective behaviour is keen to show that the semicompatibilist/guidance-control model accepts that an agent can take responsibility in an implicit, nondeliberative way. While this is helpful in supporting the view that agents may still be responsible for actions that are conducted in a nondeliberative way, for example, (following the popular view), actions of an agent unaware of their implicit bias related behaviour, it does not get to the heart of the issue, that of seeing herself as the source of her implicit bias issuing behaviour. Where ‘source’ is the perception of oneself as the cause of events in the world, originating from desires, beliefs and intentions, not the result of an accident or the intentions and actions of others. [14:  Two particularly relevant Papers concerning implicit attitudes and awareness are Implicit Attitudes and Awareness (Berger 2018) and Are ‘Implicit’ Attitudes Unconscious? (Gawronski, Hofmann, and Wilbur 2006).
] 

Consider the question from a different perspective; the popular idea of the nonconscious nature of implicit bias and issuing actions has much counter empirical evidence and supporting scholarship. On the basis of such evidence the model of implicit bias employed to critique semicompatibilism and guidance control includes reflective behaviour decisions.[footnoteRef:15] Actions that result from individual control and reflective decision making seem quite naturally ‘assignable to individual agents as sources’ (Nagel 2003: 229) and this is the natural internal sense of our own freedom and agency. With control and reflective decision making[footnoteRef:16] there must surely be a sense of being the source of issuing behaviour. To make reflective behaviour decisions is surely to see yourself as the source of such decisions. While seeing oneself as the source of implicit bias related behaviour is contrary to the popular conception of implicit bias as essentially unconscious, I believe the chosen model that includes reflective decision making and control allows an agent to take responsibility by ‘allowing an agent to see herself as the source of her behaviour’. The issue of awareness of implicit bias is a constant theme; the position settled on is that agents are aware of and responsible for their implicit biases and related behaviour, but such awareness and responsibility is not binary and may be expressed in degrees. [15:  It may be helpful at this point to reiterate the overall objective of this Paper. The chosen implicit bias model includes the conclusion that agents are responsible for issuing behaviour. Does this model satisfy the conditions for guidance control and so responsibility? Both approaches should reach the same conclusion, if this is not the case then some form of amendment or further consideration is necessary with respect to the semicompatibilist/guidance-control model, (or the implicit bias model, or both, but it is semicompatibilism that is the target here, with the chosen characterisation of implicit bias held fixed).
]  [16:  See also later discussion of the epistemic condition for responsibility.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk87965263][bookmark: _Hlk12989442][bookmark: _Hlk12989496][bookmark: _Hlk12986429][bookmark: _Hlk13044993][bookmark: _Hlk62914030]Next, I will look at the second condition for ‘taking responsibility’; an agent’s belief that she is an apt candidate for the reactive attitudes that result from how she exercises her agency in certain contexts (2.c.ii). The model of implicit bias described in section two does not explicitly consider the reactive attitudes. However, I do not see dissonance between an agent’s belief that she is an apt candidate for the reactive attitudes that result from how she exercises her agency in certain contexts and ecological control, a key component of Holroyd and Kelly’s (2016) supporting description of implicit bias, (not outlined in this Paper). It is reasonable to construe the reactive attitudes as potential props, (to use Holroyd and Kelly’s expression), part of an individual’s wider strategy to take ecological control. This is tentative, but in terms of the second condition for ‘taking responsibility’, that an agent should believe that she is an apt candidate for the reactive attitudes, no obvious or significant omissions or problems with semicompatibilism or guidance control are revealed in light of implicit bias as it has been characterised.
[bookmark: _Hlk13048461][bookmark: _Hlk68960464]The third condition for ‘taking responsibility’, that an agent views herself as an agent, (seeing herself as the source of her behavior and believing she is an apt candidate for the reactive attitudes), based on her evidence for these beliefs (2.c.iii), is included by John Martin Fischer to address a particular form of manipulation whereby an agent’s responsibility is somehow (perhaps electronically) implanted. John Martin Fischer says, quite reasonably, such a view ‘is not formed in the appropriate way. But the relevant notion of appropriateness must remain unanalyzed’ (1998: 236). This comment is puzzling because John Martin Fischer then explains how mechanisms become an agent’s own, giving examples of the appropriate way that agents can and do take responsibility. The personal sense of having ongoing acceptance and participation within a moral community that believes responsible agents are the source of their behaviour and candidates for the reactive attitudes is perhaps sufficient evidence for an agent. There appears to be no obvious problem for an agent to view themselves as an agent with respect to being an apt candidate for the reactive attitudes, based on evidence for such a belief. Reactive attitudes in response to behaviour may be accepted, countered strongly or rejected entirely by an agent, but as a member of a moral community it is accepted that expression of reactive attitudes is appropriate and to be expected, where such behaviour may include implicit bias issuing behaviour. Even when blame is not well received, the right to blame, (if expressed in a reasonable way and without obvious double standard), is not in principle usually contested.

[bookmark: _Hlk88817903]3.2.2 Moral Responsibility and the Reactive Attitudes 
Item 3, to be morally responsible is to be an apt candidate for reactive attitudes, has been discussed previously. I will now look at item 4, John Martin Fischer’s epistemic condition; to be praiseworthy or blameworthy an individual must know, or be reasonably expected to know, what they are doing (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 12).

[bookmark: _Hlk23504452]3.2.3 The Epistemic Condition
[bookmark: _Hlk18869996][bookmark: _Hlk63348297][bookmark: _Hlk90201903][bookmark: _Hlk14963556][bookmark: _Hlk63348393][bookmark: _Hlk20819113]The epistemic condition is essentially the intuitively reasonable and plausible condition that ‘an agent is responsible only if he knows the particular facts surrounding his action, and, acts with the proper sort of beliefs and intentions’ (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 13). Using John Martin Fischer’s expression of the epistemic condition, the relevant question becomes, is an agent aware of ‘particular facts surrounding an action’ and do they act with ‘the proper sort of beliefs and intentions’ (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 13) when actions are influenced by implicit bias? John Martin Fischer makes it clear from the outset that the epistemic condition is not something he will focus on, rather, his attention will focus on the freedom-relevant condition for moral responsibility.
[bookmark: _Hlk18165458][bookmark: _Hlk87967211]To examine the epistemic condition for guidance control in the context of implicit bias, I begin by employing a more detailed characterisation of the epistemic condition than agent awareness of ‘particular facts surrounding an action’ (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 13). I believe it is reasonable to expand John Martin Fischer’s basic epistemic requirement for guidance control in terms of four requirements; awareness of action, moral significance, consequences, and alternatives (my emphasis Rudy-Hiller 2018). Then, John Martin Fischer’s epistemic requirement for guidance control for agents to act with ‘the proper sort of beliefs and intentions’ is examined in light of implicit bias influenced behaviour. 
Each aspect of the expanded epistemic condition will be examined to confirm if implicit bias issuing behaviour is such that the condition is satisfied. 
[bookmark: _Hlk63256095][bookmark: _Hlk63237276](a) An agent must be aware of the action. Awareness, responsibility and implicit bias have been discussed previously. The discussion concluded there are substantial and compelling arguments and empirical evidence supporting the claim that agents are to a greater or lesser extent aware of implicit bias issuing behaviour. 
[bookmark: _Hlk18678443][bookmark: _Hlk88058693][bookmark: _Hlk18677734][bookmark: _Hlk18868221][bookmark: _Hlk63086773][bookmark: _Hlk63237753][bookmark: _Hlk21532429](b) Being receptive to reasons, some of which are moral, (mentioned previously), and being aware of the moral significance of such reasons, having ‘a belief about the presence of whatever features make the action wrong’ (Rudy-Hiller 2018), are not the same thing. How is this to be reconciled? I believe John Martin Fischer only requires an agent be aware of an action’s moral significance in the context of their society’s value conventions or perhaps some claimed objective standard. While an agent may choose to ignore such conventions in their decision making, it seems implausible that they would be unaware of their own society’s essential value conventions. In the unlikely event that an agent is truely unaware, then following John Martin Fischer’s condition, they would not be responsible.
Is the level of moral awareness experienced by an agent when actions are influenced by implicit bias sufficient to meet the requirements of guidance control? The Deutsch and Strack (2010) model of implicit bias includes the possibility of reflection and awareness. Moral awareness, and being receptive to moral reasons, is naturally integrated within this model of mechanisms that mediate the influence of implicit social cognition on behaviour. In the unlikely event that an agent is truly unaware, not having even a flicker of comprehension within their construal of a situation of moral reasons, then following John Martin Fischer’s condition, they are not responsible. (Note possible consideration of culpable ignorance).
[bookmark: _Hlk22819261](c) An agent must be aware of the consequences of the action. It seems true that to be responsible for the outcome of an action an agent must have held at the time a belief about the possibility of that outcome occurring as a consequence of that action, (or be culpable in some sense for not holding that belief).
[bookmark: _Hlk22906123][bookmark: _Hlk63256469][bookmark: _Hlk23508982]How is a belief about the possibility of an outcome with implicit bias as its source to be understood? From everything that has been discussed concerning awareness, implicit bias and issuing behaviour, the idea of having a belief about the possibility of outcomes with implicit bias as the source seems reasonable and plausible. Given a reflective element within the model of issuing behaviour, it is difficult to understand how belief about possible outcomes could fail to be a part of such reflection. The responsibility endorsing epistemic condition of awareness of the consequences of an action, where an agent must hold at the time a belief about reasonably foreseeable outcomes of an implicit bias issuing action, I believe is plausibly satisfied. Even limited reflection on actions must surely include belief about possible future outcomes. I will now turn to the fourth and final condition, item (d).
[bookmark: _Hlk63331919][bookmark: _Hlk67041153][bookmark: _Hlk66975882][bookmark: _Hlk63335244](d) An agent must be aware of available alternative actions. Initially, this seems a reasonable condition; unaware of alternative actions an agent surely cannot be blamed for taking what is believed to be the only course available, (assuming taking no action is impossible)? However, there is more to consider. Recall earlier mention of responsibility, determinism and the whole idea of responsible action if it happens to be the case that alternative paths are not available. The well-known example of an agent who believed alternative actions were available when in fact there were no alternatives is suggested. Unaware that the door of their room had been locked, they chose to stay in their room and so were responsible for the act of staying in the room as this action took place via the agent’s own responsibility relevant mechanism. The state of being (in fact) unable to do otherwise did not mitigate responsibility; an agent believed (assumed) alternative actions were available but chose not to take them and fully endorsed the action that was chosen. If an agent believes no alternative action is available, (whether a true belief or not), yet endorses that action, making it their own, then an agent is responsible for that action. If an agent believes that no alternative action is available, (whether a true belief or not), and does not endorse that action, feeling coerced or forced in some way to act, (assuming taking no action is not an option), then responsibility for that action (other than in a minimal sense) becomes very questionable.[footnoteRef:17] John Martin Fischer supports this claim, listing ‘force’ as the ‘second type of excusing condition’ (1993: 7). If an agent owns the action’s delivery mechanism, (and has ‘put to the side’ any doubts about their responsibility establishing agency  (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 62-91, 243-244)), then awareness of or belief in possible alternative actions is not required. There is no intention to undervalue the sense that from the inside ‘alternative possibilities seem to lie open before us … and one of the possibilities is made actual by what we do’ (Nagel 2003: 232). This is the reality of our experience of the world and, as Nagel describes, part of the problem when trying to understand autonomy and responsibility. [17:  An agent’s beliefs about the implications of the truth of determinism (availability of alternatives) is discussed by Fischer and Ravizza Responsibility and Control where it is suggested that it is ‘plausible that individuals can be brought to take a certain sort of stance in which metaphysical doubts are put to the side (practically speaking)’ (1998: 229).] 

[bookmark: _Hlk23767985]Finally, I will look at John Martin Fischer’s second general epistemic requirement, that an agent ‘acts with the proper sort of beliefs and intentions’ (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 13); does an agent act with ‘the proper sort of beliefs and intentions’ when actions are  influenced by implicit bias?
[bookmark: _Hlk24026732][bookmark: _Hlk23772225][bookmark: _Hlk90200445][bookmark: _Hlk87527376]What do Fischer and Ravizza mean by ‘the proper sort of beliefs and intentions’? Fischer and Ravizza’s position is that ‘moral responsibility is an essentially historical notion; someone’s being morally responsible requires that the past be a certain way’ (1998: 207). Based on appropriate evidence, self-conception of agency  ‘involves the minimal idea that the child is an agent qua source of certain upshots in the external world, such that his own desires, beliefs, and intentions, not freakish accidents or other agents, result in actions and upshots in the world.[footnoteRef:18] The reactive attitudes self-conception involves the child’s belief that he is sometimes the appropriate object of the reactive attitudes’ (Zimmerman 2002: 219). Reaction to this final requirement of guidance control, that an agent ‘acts with the proper sort of beliefs and intentions’ (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 13), is that it is both reasonable and straight forward. The minimal sense that our chosen actions bring changes in the world that may legitimately result in praise or blame from others is for most human beings an accepted and assumed situation. As discussed, from the perspective of implicit bias, there is controversy about whether the relevant desires, beliefs and intentions are his own desires, beliefs and intentions, (such questions may also be asked of desires and beliefs concerning many issues, from mundane to life changing). It has been argued that desires and beliefs that issue in implicit bias related behaviour do belong to an agent in a responsibility enabling way: ‘If agents exercise this form of control, (ecological control) … then implicit attitudes can be properly regarded as part of ‘who an agent is’  -  part of her character, which is as a whole subject to moral evaluation’ (Holroyd and Kelly 2016: 130). So, on this view it may be claimed that an agent’s sense of being qua source of certain upshots in the external world that issue from their own desires, beliefs and intentions can apply to both implicit bias related actions and actions having other sources. From these considerations, the semicompatibilist/guidance control requirement that an agent ‘acts with the proper sort of beliefs and intentions’ (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 13) is satisfied in the case of implicit bias influenced behaviour.  [18:  Description of ‘the proper sort of beliefs and intentions’ is in harmony with Thomas Nagel’s Paper Freedom (2003); from the internal perspective, the sense of being the source of change in the world, (yet from the external perspective, the agent is part of the world ‘and our lives are seen as products and manifestations of the world as a whole’ (2003: 232).] 


3.3 Summary
The main conclusions of the investigation into implicit bias and the requirements of guidance control (items 1 through to 4) are as follows:
1. An agent has guidance control as far as their deliberation mechanism is appropriately responsive to reasons (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 41-46).
2. The appropriate way is moderate reasons-responsiveness. 
(2.a.i) It was concluded that for implicit bias related behaviour there is an understandable pattern, minimally grounded in reality, in the sense that a third party could see a pattern of biased behaviour even though such behaviour would (perhaps significantly) be contrary to an agent’s declared values. There is consistency of outcome within the integrative model of implicit bias, there is regularity, as essentially required for effective guidance control.
(2.a.ii) It is required that some of the reasons are moral reasons. It was concluded that the requirement of guidance control, that an agent recognizes reasons some of which are moral reasons, is satisfied in the case of implicit bias related behaviour.
(2.b) An agent’s responsibility relevant mechanism (K) must also be at least weakly reactive to reasons; this requires that an agent would react to at least one sufficient reason to do otherwise in some possible scenario. When considered in the context of implicit bias, it was shown that issuing behaviour of implicit bias is moderately reason-responsiveness, in terms of being regularly receptive and weakly reactive, supporting the view that an agent is morally responsible for their actions.
(2.c) Guidance control also requires an agent’s responsibility relevant mechanism K to be their own, where being an agent’s own means ‘taking responsibility’ for K. 
(2.c.i) This requires that an agent sees herself as the source of her behaviour. It was concluded that while seeing oneself as the source of implicit bias related behaviour is contrary to the popular conception of implicit bias as essentially unconscious, the chosen model with its element of reflective decision making and control allows an agent to take responsibility by ‘allowing an agent to see herself as the source of her behaviour’. 
(2.c.ii and 3) An agent believes that she is an apt candidate for the reactive attitudes that result from how she exercises her agency in certain contexts. It was stated (page 19) that it seems reasonable to construe the reactive attitudes as potential props, part of an individual’s wider strategy when taking ecological control. The condition that an agent takes responsibility by believing it is appropriate to be an apt candidate for the reactive attitudes, causes no obvious or significant problems for semicompatibilism or guidance control, considered in light of implicit bias as characterised. 
(2.c.iii) An agent must also view herself as an agent with respect to being a source of behaviour and an apt candidate for the reactive attitudes based on evidence for these beliefs. Taking ecological control and reflecting on evidence of personal achievement in mitigating implicit bias related behaviour encourages a sense of personal agency, of being in an important sense the source of behaviour, (and as a source, an apt candidate for the reactive attitudes).
3. As item (2.c.ii).
[bookmark: _Hlk63349491]4. Guidance control has an epistemic condition; to be praiseworthy or blameworthy an individual must know, or be reasonably expected to know, what they are doing (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 12). John Martin Fischer’s epistemic conditions that an agent must be aware of ‘particular facts surrounding an action’ and act with ‘the proper sort of beliefs and intentions’ (Fischer and Ravizza 1998: 13) were expanded to enable a more comprehensive analysis. After detailed consideration of both requirements it was concluded that the epistemic condition for guidance control was satisfied in the case of implicit bias related behaviour. For the second part of the requirement, that an agent act with ‘the proper sort of beliefs and intentions’ it was noted that agents recognise that actions bring about changes in the world that may legitimately produce praise or blame from others, and this is for the vast majority an accepted and assumed situation. This is true when actions are influenced by implicit bias. Implicit bias related behaviour is subject to a degree of reflection and part of an agent’s character; it is reasonable that an agent recognises such behaviour, like other behaviour, brings about changes in the world that may legitimately produce praise or blame from others.
Implicit bias related behaviour is subject to guidance control and so agent responsibility, in harmony with the characterisation of implicit bias described in section two.

Conclusion

Describing a position on implicit bias was challenging, not least because of many and sometimes conflicting views[footnoteRef:19] about what implicit biases are, how they are acquired, our possible awareness of and responsibility for related behaviour and whether mitigating strategies work. The purpose was not to present a definitive and conclusive argument for a particular position or make a comparative study, but present a clear, defensible and plausible choice, one supported by substantial credible theory and practice. A model meeting these requirements was chosen based on Deutsch and Strack (2010) supported by the approach of Holroyd and Kelly (2016). Importantly, both approaches conclude there is individual responsibility for behavioural expression of implicit bias.  [19:  ‘…many and sometimes conflicting views…’ clearly, also describes the free will debate!] 

At least three questions are suggested by this approach. Was it a reasonable and promising idea to employ implicit bias as a means of critically assessing semicompatibilism? How important was the choice of implicit bias model? If choice of implicit bias model has a significant influence on how semicompatibilism responds, then how meaningful is the critique?
[bookmark: _Hlk93926360]Implicit bias is a valuable[footnoteRef:20] and previously unexplored perspective from which to critique semicompatibilism. Initially, a wholly unconscious understanding of implicit bias and influenced behaviour strongly suggested an absence of agent control and so responsibility, even though it felt inappropriate that such behaviour should escape moral appraisal. Careful investigation of implicit bias shows strong and plausible arguments and evidence supporting agent responsibility for issuing behaviour, but would John Martin Fischer’s semicompatibilist model respond to the complex phenomenon of implicit bias with endorsement of agent responsibility? This is now familiar territory, but it is worth confirming the importance and legitimacy of bringing together in a critical way the current and vital issue of implicit bias and a major position within the longstanding free will and responsibility debate. An essentially psychological implicit bias perspective was chosen; an interactive model based on the work of Deutsch and Strack (2010), supported by the philosophical approach of Holroyd and Kelly (2016).[footnoteRef:21] Two approaches were chosen with the intention of presenting a robust and defendable position to take forward; two different ways of understanding implicit bias, both granting agent responsibility for behaviour. [20:  As noted in the Introduction to this Paper (page 4), implicit attitudes can be directed toward many things, but it is the ‘very morally weighty’ judgment and evaluation of existing stereotypes or stigmatized groups of people, and such discriminatory behaviour generally, which makes implicit bias matter (following Brownstein 2016: 765).]  [21:  The philosophical approach of Holroyd and Kelly (2016) is not described in this Paper. Note also, Jules Holroyd What do we Want from a Model of Implicit Cognition? Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Issue No. 2, Volume CXVI 2016.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk56600756]How important was the choice of implicit bias model? Choice of implicit bias model clearly had some influence on how semicompatibilism responded, that said, I am confident that my critique of semicompatibilism is valuable and sound, based on a broadly accepted, nuanced and defensible understanding of implicit bias. From the complexity and disagreement within the free will/responsibility and implicit bias debates I have chosen substantial positions and presented a critique of semicompatibilism in the context of a certain understanding of implicit bias. Future research could, (and I would argue, should), look at freewill/responsibility and implicit bias across a broad range of free will and implicit bias perspectives. 
Implicit bias related behaviour has been shown to be subject to guidance control and so agent responsibility in accord with the model of implicit bias described in section two. No problems with semicompatibilism/guidance control were found when considering implicit bias influenced behaviour. 
[bookmark: _Hlk61873010]Does Implicit Bias Threaten the Semicompatibilist Position on Free Will and Responsibility? Guidance control bypasses various metaphysical issues concerning the compatibility of moral responsibility and causal determinism; ‘… causal determinism is compatible with moral responsibility, … moral responsibility does not require genuine metaphysical access to alternative possibilities …’ (Fischer 2015b: 203). Implicit bias has no impact on guidance control’s separation from such metaphysical issues. There is nothing intrinsic to implicit bias that causes problems for semicompatibilism’s essentially agnostic position on free will, expressed in terms of metaphysical access to alternative possibilities, such concerns may be respectfully put to one side.
Future research could consider other free will/responsibility/agency and implicit bias positions and perspectives, aiming at a broader appraisal of the impact of the phenomenon of implicit bias on free will and responsibility. Given ongoing (March 2022) racial, political and social upheaval, the nature of implicit bias is under ever increasing scrutiny. Embracing new knowledge, future research would continue to bring together in important ways the long-established theme of free will/responsibility and implicit bias scholarship.[footnoteRef:22]  [22:  While discussing J. S. Mill On Liberty, Oskari Kuusela describes the vital role of philosophy in achieving freedom, that ‘to engage philosophically with obstacles to human freedom may be a liberating and emancipatory experience: … more generally, we might sometimes not even be properly aware of the obstacles to our freedom; the obstacles may be modes of being and thinking we have adopted unconsciously and quite unnoticed. However, in so far as philosophy is capable of drawing our attention to such things and can help us find alternative ways of thinking and acting, it can be comprehended as a liberating and emancipatory practice … . Thus conceived, philosophy is something we may take up and use to transform ourselves and to achieve freedom’ (added emphasis 2011: 38).] 

~~~~~
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Notes

· It is a widely held view that a responsible agent must have control, know what they are doing and own their action.
· Determinism threatens control if control is understood in terms of an agent’s ability to do otherwise, thereby threatening responsibility by the Principle of Alternative Possibilities (PAP).
· John Martin Fischer’s (JMF) semicompatibilism (SC) claims guidance, not regulative control (the ability to do otherwise) is sufficient for moral responsibility: Contra PAP and ‘side stepping’ metaphysical freewill issues i.e., do we live in a deterministic world?
· Guidance control does require reasons responsiveness, ownership of the relevant mechanism and has an epistemic condition (pages 13 and 14).
· If, following the popular view, IB’s are unconscious attitudes influencing behaviour without our knowledge and unresponsive to reasons, then guidance control and so agent responsibility appear impossible.
· Crucially, the nature of implicit bias (IB) and impact on behaviour is such that intuitively we feel it is something we should be responsible for, an intuition supported by substantial empirical evidence.
· Can SC respond to this strong intuition and evidence, with endorsement of agent responsibility for IB influenced actions? Are these actions subject to guidance control and so appropriate for moral appraisal?
· If SC cannot respond appropriately then careful evaluation and possible revision/enhancement of SC may be necessary. Hence the question …
· Does IB threaten the SC position on free will and responsibility?




Why is this important?
· Both SC and IB are clearly important in themselves: SC is the leading compatibilist position, and IB, a phenomenon at the centre of current wide-ranging discussions of racial inequality.
· Critique of such a major position within the free will debate is appropriate and important.
· This question had not been previously addressed.
· Together, two separate ‘ideas’ revealing something new, an original contribution to the free will debate.

What Contribution?
· I conclude SC responds to the challenge of IB: related behaviour is subject to guidance control, a conclusion in harmony with models of IB supported by credible theory and empirical evidence.
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