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                    Abstract
In this paper I argue that Pereboom’s (Living without free will, Cambridge University Press, New York, 2001; in: Fischer, Kane, Pereboom and Vargas, Four views on free will, Blackwell, Malden, 2007; Free will, agency, and meaning in life, Oxford University Press, New York, 2014) empirical objection to agent causation fails to undermine the most plausible version of agent-causal libertarianism. This is significant because Pereboom concedes that such libertarianism is conceptually coherent and only falls to empirical considerations. To substantiate these claims I (i) outline Pereboom’s taxonomy of agent-causal views, (ii) develop the strongest version of his empirical objections (which I call the “Wild Coincidence” objection), and then (iii) show that this objection fails to undermine what I consider the most plausible view of agent-causal libertarianism, namely, reconciliatory integrationist agent-causalism. I then strengthen my criticism of Pereboom by responding to three objections to my view. I show that these objections, though initially challenging, fail to undermine my argument. I therefore conclude that, to this extent, agent-causal views remain a viable option in the contemporary free will debate.
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                    Notes
	In his most recent work, Pereboom (2014) addresses the less central non-causal approach to free will and argues that this approach is not sufficient to underwrite the sort of free will required for moral responsibility either.


	Pereboom does not explicitly consider the possibility of a reductive materialist agent-causal theory, so I leave this aside here. For an example of non-reductive agent-causal theory see O’Connor (1995, 2000).


	Pereboom only briefly considers non-physicalist agent-causal theories. Since he thinks they fall to a similar empirical objection as non-reductive materialist agent-causal theories, I will focus on defending a non-reductive materialist theory. But I believe my defense can be generalized to cover non-physicalist theories.


	In his most recent work, Pereboom (2014) presents the Wild Coincidence objection with only minor revisions (pp. 65–69). As such, my analysis and subsequent critique still applies.


	Whether such a position is actually true is beside the point. It is sufficient that such an idea is conceptually possible, something Pereboom grants regarding agent-causation (his objection to agent-causation, recall, is empirical not conceptual).


	
Carlson (2002) levels a similar criticism against Pereboom, saying, “Although agent-causes by hypothesis act freely, and thus are not constrained by the inclining factors, it would be very peculiar if the strength of these factors were not reflected by the relative frequency of choice.”


	A further concern is that saying “the free agent-cause is underscored by its ability to act against the law in many instances” is not the same as saying “the agent-cause must usually act against the law” and so my interpretation of Pereboom misses the point. Instead, Pereboom could be thinking that for each instance of action it is open to the free agent to act contrary to the law, not that she would act contrary to the laws. However, I contend that my interpretation is the most charitable. This is because there is nothing particularly coincidental in a libertarian agent freely choosing in a particular instance of action while still conforming to probabilities in the long run. For example, imagine a libertarian free agent has a job that requires her to do a certain task for 70 % of her work day. At any given moment during the day she can do whatever she chooses as long as she conforms to the 70 % rule by the end of the day. Further, stipulate that the agent is disposed to conform to her job’s requirements. In such a case we can both predict the agent’s conformity in the long run to the antecedent probability while still recognize that the agent had libertarian control over each individual instance of action. Pereboom must realize this possibility since he insists that it is not inconsistent with probabilistic laws if many individual instances governed by these laws do not conform to the probabilities the laws describe. But, if this is true, then a purportedly free agent conforming, in the long run, to probabilistic laws is not wildly coincidental unless there is some further reason for us to expect a free agent to diverge from such laws in a noticeable way. I interpret Pereboom’s statements about how a free agent-cause is “underscored by its ability to diverge from such laws” to be providing just such a further reason. Thus, his statement must be interpreted as the stronger claim that free agent causes in the long run (i.e. usually) act against the probabilistic laws since without a conflict between what we expect a free agent-cause to do in the long run and what the probabilities predict there can be no wild coincidence objection.


	More evidence for Pereboom’s commitment to understanding the physical probabilities as laws of physics comes from his aim to provide an empirical objection that is grounded in our “best scientific understanding of the world.” Because of this goal he should focus on microphysical factors that are under the purview of physics since, unlike psychological factors, these are heavily supported by (somewhat) uncontroversial empirical evidence that shows they are governed by robust probabilistic laws.


	Pereboom’s objection should not be understood as suggesting that agent-causalists are in trouble merely because macroscopic elements of action (e.g. desires, brain states, my arm) are constituted by microscopic elements. After all, he has already granted the strong emergentist position that the agent-cause is token distinct from its constituents and so no longer subject to the laws of its constitutive parts. Rather, his objection asks why the agent-cause just so happens to freely conform to the law-like probabilities as predicted by reconciliationists.


	Pereboom might object that this response misunderstands the reconciliationists’ purported aim. The point is that we already have robust laws of physics conceived independently from any integrated agent-cause and it is to those laws that agent-causes must be reconciled. This objection, however, misconceives the overall dialectic. I concede that there is an understanding of the laws of nature that does not countenance integrated agent-causes. But, this is because the agent-causalist posits an entity that is not considered by the laws of physics as formulated. However, by granting the possibility of strong emergence Pereboom also grants the possibility of an agent-cause that, by his own account, can supersede such normal physical laws. So conceived, the reconciliationist project must be to reconcile agent-causes with whatever the laws of nature would be given that such entities exist. Thus, the integrationist solution aims to establish the possibility of the agent-cause as part of a more comprehensive set of post-emergence laws not, as this objection contends, pre-emergent laws (I am grateful to an anonymous reviewer who both raised this objection and suggested this line of response).


	Thank you to Robin Dembroff for raising an early form of this objection.


	Though it is unimportant to the point being illustrated, I note that this example is also wildly coincidental. What makes it wildly coincidental is that the “particle-causing” is logically independent from the event that it supposedly causes, thus why this “particle-cause” just so happens to act in accordance with antecedent probabilities remains inexplicable.


	This reply does have the consequence that integrated agent-causalism is, at least in principle, vulnerable to empirical developments. If we do eventually discover that the conjunction of all the relevant microphysical probabilities would give us the exact probabilities we expect for purportedly free human actions then an integrated agent-causal theory, though still not conceptually incoherent or wildly coincidental, does become more explanatorily obscure than just bare physical probabilities. Some might object to a metaphysical theory’s ultimate plausibility depending on future scientific developments in this way. Rather than a flaw, however, I consider this more measured “wait and see” approach to be a good antidote against, on the one hand, metaphysical extravagance and, on the other hand, overly optimistic scientism.


	In his most recent work Pereboom (2014) presents this same objection in more detail, however the content of the objection remains the same (pp. 58–62, 65–70). As such, my response to remains applicable.


	Thank you to Randolph Clarke for suggesting this case.


	I am indebted to an anonymous reviewer for raising this concern and formulating a version of the above objection.
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