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Abstract

An important divide in the free will literature—one that is arguably almost as com-
mon as the distinction between compatibilism and incompatibilism—concerns the
distinction between event and substance causation. As the story typically goes, event-
causalists maintain that an action is free only if it is caused by appropriate mental
events, and agent-causalists maintain that an action is free only if it is caused directly
by a substance (the agent). This paper argues that this dichotomy is a false one. It does
this by introducing a new view called Causal Pluralism, which maintains that free will
is compatible with both event and substance causation. Furthermore, it is argued that
agent-causalists have good reason to adopt Causal Pluralism, and also that that the
view has interesting implications for the free will dialectic.

Keywords Free will - Agent causation - Event causation - Substance causation

1 Introduction

Within the free will literature, there exists a deep divide between event- and agent-
causalists. Simplifying things somewhat, event-causalists maintain that a free action
is caused by appropriate (mental) events. In contrast, agent-causalists maintain that
a free action is caused, not by any events, but by a substance—namely, the agent.
So construed, agent-causalists maintain that substance causation is necessary for free
will, while event-causalists maintain that event causation is necessary for free will.
A central point of contention within the free will dialectic, then, surrounds whether
substance or event causation is necessary to secure free will.

It is often assumed that the choice to include agents as fundamental causal relata
marks a radical departure from the standard event-causal framework—so much so
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that, for the last few decades, the postulation of fundamental substance causes has
often been taken as sufficient grounds to dismiss agent-causalism as a credible theory
of free will. Because of this, event-causalist views have solidified themselves as the
orthodox position within the free will literature.

In this paper, I introduce and motivate a new view on free will, which I call Causal
Pluralism. To foreshadow, Causal Pluralism is the view that free will is compatible
with both (fundamental) event and substance causation. Indeed, as I develop the view
here, free will is compatible with both kinds of causal relata because event causation
can accommodate much of the metaphysics of substance causation. I show this by
considering the nature of events more closely. In particular, I argue that, if the standard
agent-causalist wants to reject the Causal Pluralist view I develop here, this requires
showing that there is a freedom-relevant difference between event causation (properly
construed) and substance causation. In addition to this, I explain how Causal Pluralism
has the advantage of capturing most of what extant agent-causalists have wanted to
say about free will, all while making fewer ontological demands. By doing all of this,
I hope to show that agent-causalists cannot be so quick to dismiss event causation.

Still, even if one is not ultimately persuaded by the view, considering the Causal
Pluralist proposal helps to draw out at least two important points. First, there is a lack
of clarity regarding how the two types of causal relata—i.e., events and substances—
relate. Second, getting clearer about how the two causal relata relate suggests that, in
some important respects, the divide between event- and agent-causalists may be more
superficial than it initially seems.

Here is the plan for the rest of the paper. Section?2 starts by providing a bit more
detail regarding the event- and agent-causalist views, with a focus on how they differ.
Following that, Sect. 3 explains why there is a false dichotomy when choosing between
event and substance causation in a theory of free will. The Causal Pluralist view
is introduced as a way of drawing out the false dichotomy. Section4 turns, then,
to providing further motivation for why extant agent-causalists should take Causal
Pluralism seriously. Because the initial motivation for Causal Pluralism in Sects. 3
and 4 relies heavily on a property exemplification model of events, Sect.5 returns to
examining the nature of events. More specifically, it is argued that Causal Pluralism
does not stand or fall with a property exemplification model of events. Section 6 finishes
with some reflection on Causal Pluralism’s relation to agency reductionism and event-
causalism. An important upshot of these remarks is that event causation and agency
reductionism can be prized apart.

2 The dichotomy

Understanding the dispute between event- and agent-causalists will require a brief
excursion through both campgrounds. While there is much to be said for and against
each of these positions, my aim in this section is not take to a stand on which position
should be endorsed. Rather, it is merely to lay out the positions in order to show that an
event-substance divide exists. In the next section, I explain why the event-substance
divide may be less important than initially thought.
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2.1 Event-causalism

Before beginning, in order to preempt any confusion, it is important to note up front
that the accounts which will be the focus of our discussion will be those that accept the
control condition for free will, especially in its causal form. So, on this assumption,
if an agent’s action is to be free, the agent must stand in some suitable causal relation
to that action. With that said, a view is a species of event-causalism when it seeks
to explicate the control condition on free will wholly in terms of events causing one
another. This would include both compatibilist and incompatibilist theories of free
will.! While a number of different accounts fall under this heading (e.g., Franklin,
2018; Fischer, 1999), the various accounts appear to build upon a common core:

Event-causalist condition: An agent freely performed some action ¢ only if ¢
was caused by mental events involving the agent (e.g., the agent’s reasons).

Though not essential to these views, it is commonly assumed that directly free
actions are mental actions, such as the formation of an intention or the making of
a decision. On this position, bodily movements—such as raising an arm or pulling a
trigger—are derivatively free; that s, they are free in virtue of being caused by (directly)
free mental actions. Though not much should hinge on this, for ease of exposition, I
will presume for simplicity that bodily movements (like the mental actions that cause
them) are directly free.

With that said, consider a simple example. Suppose that Angelica makes an utter-
ance. According to the event-causalist condition, Angelica’s utterance was freely
performed only if it was caused by mental events involving Angelica. As indicated
in the description of the event-causalist condition, it is typically assumed that the
appropriate mental events are the agent’s reasons.

There are at least two ways to understand what the reasons mental state consists
in. On the standard story, following Davidson, reasons are reduced to two more basic
mental events: a belief-desire pair. So, for instance, Angelica’s having a reason to make
the utterance consists in her having both a desire to make the utterance and some kind of
belief that her utterance will accomplish a particular goal. This, we might note, invokes
an internalist account of reasons insofar as it posits that the appropriate reasons are
internal to the agent.

An alternative account—one that is more sympathetic to externalist accounts—
grants that reasons are, perhaps, something like considerations that count in favor of
a particular action, but goes on to add that the appropriate mental event for the event-
causalist condition is the agent’s taking something to be a reason. If some reason R
is a consideration in favor of making an utterance, then Angelica’s taking R to be a
reason can play the requisite role for the event-causalist (Franklin, 2018).

According to event-causalism, (the control condition on) free will consists in events
causing one another. On the one hand, we have mental events playing the role of causes,

L\ closely related position is non-causalism. Non-causalists typically maintain that all causation consists
in events causing one another, but also that free actions are uncaused—either by a (mental) event or an
agent. Non-causalists, then, deny that the control required for free will is causal in nature. I take control
to be a causal notion, so I put non-causalism to the side in the remainder of this discussion. See Widerker
(2018) for a recent defense of the view.
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and, on the other hand, we have actions (whether mental or bodily [i.e., physical])
playing the role of effects. Whatever role the agent plays in the performance of free
action, it will be mediated by their relation to these events. Furthermore, note that, on
event-causalism, it is a necessary condition on free will that a free action be caused
by a (mental) event.

The nature of events is generally left unanalyzed, even for event-causalists; and we
will do so as well for the time being. Of course, later on, we will have more to say
about the nature of events. It should be sufficient for our purposes here to describe
events at a high level of generality. Events, we may say, then, are simply “happenings”
or “things that occur.” They may also be further picked out with common examples
such as the tree’s falling, Old Yeller running a mile, and Juan’s wanting a drink.

Applying what we’ve said to a case of free action, the relevant events and their causal
relation would look something like this: when Angelica has freely made an utterance,
then Angelica’s having a reason to make the utterance has caused Angelica’s making
the utterance.

2.2 Agent-causalism

Agent-causalism denies that the control condition on free will is explicable wholly
in terms of events causing one another. Instead, they posit an irreducible agent as a
cause. Just as with event-causalism, I am understanding agent-causalism to include
both compatibilist and incompatibilist theories (e.g., Nelkin, 2011; Markosian, 1999;
Jacobs & O’Connor 2013). Here is the core of such accounts:

Agent-causalist condition: An agent freely performed some action ¢ only if ¢
was directly caused by the agent (qua substance).

Agent-causalism requires that a free action not be fully causally explained by any
event(s), but rather the explanation must make some essential appeal to the agent’s
direct causal involvement. What it means for the agent to directly cause an action is for
the agent to (literally) be the causal relatum that stands in causal relation to the action.
So, instead of saying that Angelica’s freely making an utterance is explained in terms
of an event causing Angelica’s making an utterance, the agent-causalist contends that
Angelica herself caused the event of Angelica’s making an utterance. What we have
here is a case of a substance standing in causal relation to an event.

Substances, for the agent-causalist, are said to correspond roughly to our conception
of ordinary objects, and further described as “‘concrete particulars.” So, for example,
cups, chairs, trees, tigers, and, of course, people, would all count as substances in this
picture. Most proponents of agent-causalism do not provide a deeper analysis of what
makes some complex entity a substance, as opposed to a mere aggregate, though a
number of proposals are available (see, for example, Vanlnwagen, 1990; Markosian,
1998; Merricks, 2001). Whatever criteria agent-causalists may come down on, they
are at least committed to the position that agents are substances.

It is important to note that the agent-causalist need not posit any new kind of
causation. Formally speaking, the causal relation that an agent stands in to an event is
no different than the causal relation one event stands in to another event; it is the very

@ Springer



Synthese (2023) 202:2 Page50f21 2

same kind of causal relation that obtains when one event causes another event. The
only difference is that the causal relata differ in each case (Clarke, 2003, p. 186).

When the agent directly causes an action, this is said to occur at least partly in virtue
of the agent’s possessing “a causal power, fundamentally as a substance, to cause a
decision” (Pereboom, 2014a, p. 51, emphasis added). This causal power is typically
referred to as an agent-causal power. Early agent-causalists seemingly thought that
no deeper analysis of agent causation was available, remarking that agent causation
was “primitive” (Bishop, 1983, p. 74), “undefined” (Chisholm, 1976, p. 70), and even
“mysterious” (Taylor, 1992, p. 53). More recent defenders of agent causation, however,
have been more optimistic about giving such an account.

This optimism seems to have arisen in light of the resurgence of so-called neo-
Aristotelian metaphysics, which often provide special priority to the notions of
substance and causal power. Within neo-Aristotelian metaphysics, causal powers are
taken to be a class of properties whose essences are linked to particular ends (e.g.,
Mumford, 1998; Mumford and Anjum, 2011; Bird, 2007; Lowe, 2003). That is, it is
part of the nature of causal powers that they help to “bring about, or probabilify, certain
effects” (Armstrong, 2005, p. 312). An example of a causal power might be “charge.”
It is part of the nature of charge that particles that possess it have the capacity to repel
other particles (cf. Kuykendall, 2019, p. 340). It is typical, then, for powers theorists
to explain all causation in terms of the exercise of causal powers like this.

While powers theorists are divided about what the fundamental causal relata are,
most are quite friendly to the idea of substance causation, since substances are taken to
be the bearers of causal powers. Given all of this, it is no surprise that agent-causalists
have looked to neo-Aristotelian metaphysics for support. Jacobs and O’Connor (2013)
and O’Connor (2021) are perhaps the clearest cases where this commitment is explic-
itly made. On this kind of picture, the agent-causal power will only differ from other
causal powers in terms of the kind of effect that it is directed at. Whereas, say, charge
is directed at repelling other particles, the agent-causal power is directed at causing
actions.”

It is sometimes thought that talk of agent (or substance) causation is merely ellip-
tical for talk of a certain kind of event causation. For instance, (Thomson, 2003)
distinguishes between a non-fundamental “cause” and a fundamental “CAUSE.” She
then maintains that only events can be CAUSES, but allows that non-events, such as
agents, can be causes. She writes that, when x causes y, “[i]f neither x nor y is an
event, then for x to cause y is for some event appropriately related to x to CAUSE
some event appropriately related to y” (emphasis added). On such a construal, agents
can play a kind of causal role, though this causal role is ultimately derivative of the
more fundamental causal role of some events.’

Clarke (2017) similarly suggests that “[c]ausation by substances is non-fundamental
if it can be reductively analyzed in terms of causation by things of one or more other
categories.” More specifically, he suggests:

2 A related issue is what role reasons play in the production of action. O’Connor’s (2000) proposal is that
reasons structure the agent’s probabilities to act in different ways. Another proposal from Clarke (2003) is
that reasons enter in as a co-causes of actions. For the purposes of this paper, I put this issue to the side and
focus on the agent’s causal relation to free action.

3 See also Kane (1996) for a helpful discussion on the matter.
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Reductive analysis: Substance S caused event e, just in case there was some
event, e, such that e involved S and e; caused e;.

The relation of involvement can be interpreted in various ways, such as the “event’s
being a change undergone by that substance,” or perhaps even the substance’s simply
being the subject of the event.

Furthermore, the “just in case” idea expressed in Reductive Analysis is that the
events standing in causal relation are both conceptually and ontologically prior to the
substance causing an event, such that it is the event’s standing in causal relation that
explains why the substance stands in a causal relation to the event (Clarke, 2017). Put
another way, the idea is that substance causation is non-fundamental if substance cau-
sation is grounded in—i.e., made true by—event causation. We might also add, then,
that event causation is non-fundamental if event causation is grounded in substance
causation.

The key takeaway of this discussion is that a pertinent distinction between event- and
agent-causalism is the ontological and conceptual priority given to each causal relata
(at least in the context of free actions). The event-causalist maintains that events have
ontological and explanatory priority with respect to any substance causation—i.e., that
events are the fundamental causes of free actions—while the agent-causalist maintains
that substance causation has ontological and conceptual priority with respect to any
event causation—i.e., that substances are the fundamental causes of free actions.*
(In what follows, all talk of causation refers to fundamental causation, unless stated
otherwise.)

3 Afalse dichotomy—and a causal pluralist proposal

The boiler-plate dichotomy just laid out is almost as common in discussions of free
will as the distinction between compatibilism and incompatibilism. Nevertheless, it
is a false one. According to event-causalism, an action is free only if it is caused by
certain mental events. And, according to agent-causalism, an action is free only if it
is caused by an agent. Two positions have emerged out of this dialectic: either we go
in for an event causation story of free will, or we go in for a substance causation story
of free will. But, whichever we go in for, the two are mutually exclusive; we cannot
allow for both in our theory of free will.>

The options, however, are not mutually exclusive. Free will theorists have unwit-
tingly accepted that, assuming mental events (such as reasons) cannot be causes of

4 The above discussion raises interesting questions about how best to understand the status of non-
fundamental causes, as well as what their relation is to fundamental causes. Here, I leave it open how
best to answer these questions. However, see fn. 6 for a sketch of some possible positions.

3 One notable exception is Clarke’s integrated agent-causal account. On Clarke’s (2003) account, a free
action is caused both by an agent (a substance) and the agent’s reasons (a mental event). With that said,
the Causal Pluralist view advanced here diverges from it in significant ways. For one, Clarke requires
both substances and events to be fundamental causes, whereas Causal Pluralism does not. Additionally,
if it turned out that all fundamental causes were of the same kind—say, events—Clarke’s account would
be false. In contrast, Causal Pluralism would not be falsified. This means that Causal Pluralism has the
resources to avoid the uniformity problem (see Clarke, 2003, pp. 207-209) that Clarke’s account faces.
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free actions (as does the agent-causalist), no events of any kind could be causes of free
actions. But, mental events do not seem to exhaust the relevant possibilities—there
appears to be at least another option that deserves consideration. To see this, however,
some setup is required. So, in the remainder of this section, I will explain why there
is another kind of event that deserves consideration as being the cause of free actions.
Furthermore, I will use this insight to begin to sketch out how this may open up the
possibility of a view on free will that allows for both event causation and substance
causation.

So far, we have been relying on a pre-theoretic conception of events—roughly
understood as things that “happen” or “occur”—but, it will be helpful to home in on
a particular conception of events. To be more specific, I will understand events in the
sense explicated by Kim (1973). While Kim’s conception of events is by no means the
only conception of events on offer, it seems to be the most widely assumed conception
of events, especially in the free will literature. Below we will return to the question of
how much of our discussion hinges on this particular conception of events.

With that said, Kim defends a property exemplification model of events. According
to this model, an event is the exemplification of a property, P, by substance, x, at a
time, 7. Schematically, then, all events have the structure of: x’s exemplifying P at t. So,
for example, our previously mentioned event of the tree’s falling would be short-hand
for something like: the tree’s exemplifying the property of falling at midnight.

We need only three ingredients to have an event on this model: a substance, a
property, and a time. What we are looking for is a candidate event that can be the
cause of a free action. Candidate substances and times are fairly straightforward. The
substance will be the agent who is acting freely, and the time will be whenever the
proposed event occurs. All that is left is a candidate property. One such property is the
aforementioned agent-causal power. This property seems like a plausible candidate,
since agent-causalists maintain that the exercise of such a property is a necessary
condition for acting freely. The agent, then, will always exemplify this property when
acting freely. Since we are also looking for a candidate event that will always be
present in the occurrence of a free action, the agent-causal power seems like a good
fit.

With that laid out, we have the following candidate event which might play the
causal role of bringing about a free action: an agent’s exercising her agent-causal
power at a time.

The proposal is that events of this type deserve consideration as potential causes of
free actions. Just as traditional event-causalists maintain that free actions are caused
by certain mental events, such as a person’s having certain reasons, the suggestion here
is that free actions could be caused by a distinct sort of event—namely, the agent’s
exercising her agent-causal power at a time. However, in contrast to standard agent-
causalist accounts, the agent is not directly causing the action, but is doing so by means
of the event just described.

This insight can be used to generate a further proposal. Call the view that freedom is
compatible with both event and substance causation Causal Pluralism. On the Causal
Pluralist proposal, free will is wholly explicable in terms of event causation. But, the
event which may be the cause of a free action is not the typical mental event, such
as the agent’s reasons. Rather, it is an event directly involving the agent—the agent’s
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exercising her agent-causal power at a time. However, the Causal Pluralist does not
maintain that event causation is necessary for free will. For the Causal Pluralist, free
will is equally compatible with substance causation. An action may be free if it is
directly caused by the agent, in virtue of exercising her agent-causal power. How we
might distinguish between these two types of causes of free actions is discussed in the
next section:

A. The agent’s exercising her agent-causal power at a time.
B. The agent, in virtue of exercising her agent-causal power at a time.

It is important to clarify that Causal Pluralism is not a commitment to something
like a dual aspect view, where both substance and event causation are really one and
the same, but looked at, or described, in two different ways. Rather, the idea is that
our being free does not necessarily turn on whether the causal relata involved in free
action turn out to involve substances or only events. The Causal Pluralist may remain
neutral about such matters—that is, neutral about whatever the fundamental causal
relata turn out to be. She need only maintain that substance and event causation be of
the right kind if an action is to be free.

To sum up briefly, then, Causal Pluralism maintains that free will is compatible
with both event and substance causation (given suitable characterizations). On the one
hand, if the agent directly causes an action in virtue of exercising her agent-causal
power at a time, then the action may be free. But, on the other hand, if an action is
caused by an event of the sort: an agent’s exercising her agent-causal power at a time,
then the action may also be free. This is not to say that a free action must be caused
by both a substance and an event, but merely that, if either causal story turned out to
obtain, our free will might still be secured.®

6 One might worry about a potential overdetermination problem, like the kind developed in Kim’s causal
exclusion argument. The worry would presumably arise by adopting something like the following three
commitments: (a) every effect has a sufficient fundamental cause, (b) sometimes non-fundamental causes
are causally efficacious, and (c) no single effect can have more than one sufficient cause, unless it involves
genuine overdetermination (like firing squad cases) (cf. Franklin, 2018, p. 186). (a)—(c) are mutually incon-
sistent, so something has to give. While it is an open question to what extent a Causal Pluralist needs to
accept all of these claims, it is nonetheless worth highlighting some of the potential ways of addressing
the issue. However, a full discussion of the matter is beyond the scope of this paper. At first glance, a
plausible way forward would be to utilize the strategies developed in reply to Kim’s own causal exclusion
argument. Borrowing from Bernstein and Wilson (2016), and Wilson (2021), I sketch in very broad strokes
four example strategies one could employ in this context. For a more in-depth discussion of potentially
available options, the reader is encouraged to look at the two aforementioned sources. For ease of expli-
cation, I will assume that substances are fundamental causes, and that events are non-fundamental causes,
though everything that I say could be applied mutatis mutandis to the reverse position. (1) To start, one
could simply go epiphenomenal, and deny any genuine kind of causal efficacy to events. (2) Another option
might be to go in for a kind of identity view, where you reduce event causation to substance causation.
Overdetermination would be avoided because there is really only one cause, not two. (3) Alternatively, if
one wanted to “preserve the reality, distinctness, and efficacy” of event-causes, one could opt-in for a non-
reductionist position—inspired, for example, by those non-reductive realization accounts that implement
a proper subset strategy. The idea here would be that event-causes can be efficacious in virtue of having
some “non-empty proper subset of the token powers of” substance-causes. That is, the idea would be that
events can be efficacious by inheriting some proper subset of powers possessed by the relevant substances,
and cause effects in virtue of those particular powers. Problematic overdetermination (like firing squad
cases) would be avoided because there would be one set of powers manifested, not two. (4) Finally, another
route could be to employ a “strong emergentist” strategy, where events can maintain their autonomy from
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To be sure, none of this is proof that this distinctive form of Causal Pluralism is
true. That it is possible, though, and even appealing, seems a particularly important
thing to appreciate, given how worked-over and seemingly intractable debates have
been about free will. There may yet be a way forward for convergence amongst event-
and agent-causalists.

4 A challenge for agent-causalists

Bringing the underlying machinery of agent causation to the surface and contrasting
it with a property-exemplification model of events forces us to think more critically
about the differences between substance and event causation. In the previous section, I
introduced the Causal Pluralist view and distinguished between two types of potential
causes of free actions within the framework. While some have made similar sugges-
tions (see, for example, Nelkin, 2011, pp. 75-79), here, I hope to develop these ideas in
more detail and provide further motivation for them. In particular, I do this by exam-
ining more closely the nature and metaphysics of events. Most writers—especially
agent-causalists—seem to assume an overly simplistic account of events when con-
trasting event causation with substance causation—which, I think, has made it easier
for them to be dismissive of event causation (in the context of free actions). In this
section, then, I provide further motivation for thinking that both kinds of causes may
be consistent with our being free. I start by providing a way of distinguishing between
these two types of causes. After that, I consider a challenge for why agent-causalists
in particular should take seriously the possibility that both causes are compatible with
free will (as the Causal Pluralist maintains).

If all agent causation involves the exercise of an agent-causal power at a time, one
might initially wonder why agent causation is not simply event causation by another
name. Indeed, Clarke recognizes this concern and writes:

If a substance causes an event, it does so in virtue of having some causally relevant
property. . .The accommodation, however, comes perilously close to acknowl-
edging that it is the substance’s having the property at the time in question that
is the cause. (Clarke, 2003, pp. 201-202)

the relevant substances, while also being causally efficacious. This would, in effect, involve denying claim
(a) above—that every effect has a sufficient substance (fundamental) cause—thus avoiding overdetermi-
nation. Two differences—between Kim’s causal exclusion argument and the kind of overdetermination at
hand—are worth mentioning. First, Kim’s causal exclusion argument deals with overdetermination among
the same kind of causal relata—typically, events—whereas the kind of overdetermination here deals with
overdetermination between different kinds of causal relata—i.e., events and substances. Second, as I'm
understanding the notion here, events are things that involve substances. In contrast, writers have not typ-
ically thought of mental events as involving physical events (or vice versa) in an analogous way. In light
of these two differences, there is reason to think that at least some of the strategies sketched above may
need important amendments, if developed more fully. Ultimately, I leave it open to what extent any of the
available options will work out, as well as which option would be the best route for the Causal Pluralist.
Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for their suggestion that I address this issue.
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While the concern about whether substance causation collapses into event causation
has not garnered much attention, some authors have briefly weighed in on the matter.’
For instance, in response to Clarke, Pereboom (2014a, pp. 54-58) contends that it is at
least conceivable that an agent cause an effect independently of any causally relevant
property. Since we can conceive of this kind of substance causation, then it really must
be distinct from event causation. Though helpful, Pereboom’s point does not provide
us a with concrete way of demarcating substance causation from event causation, and
so it may be worthwhile to consider alternative proposals.

Ann Whittle has also responded to Clarke’s concern, but has gone further than
Pereboom in providing a concrete means of demarcation. She writes:

[Wlhile the views sound similar, they are not equivalent. To say that an effect
occurred ‘in virtue of” the laws does not thereby make the laws causes of the
effect. Similarly, saying that an effect occurred ‘in virtue of” a substance having a
property at a time does not render the having of that property the cause. . .we may
insist that the ‘in virtue of” relation holding between substances and their powers
need not be understood in terms of what the substance’s properties cause. Rather,
properties are responsible for the fact that substances cause things. (Whittle,
2016, p. 16)

According to Whittle, substance causation differs from event causation with respect to
the role that the causally relevant property (in our case the agent-causal power) plays.
The idea is that the ‘in virtue of” relation—in the claim an effect occurred ‘in virtue
of” a substance having a property at a time—can take on at least two meanings, one
causal and one non-causal. On the causal reading, a substance’s exemplifying a power
is the cause of an effect. On the non-causal reading, a substance is the cause of an
effect, with the exemplification of the power playing a non-causal role in explaining
how the substance caused the effect.

Whittle stops short of explicating how to understand this non-causal ‘in virtue of’
relation that she invokes. While she suggests that there is an analogy with the laws of
nature, it is not entirely clear what the details are supposed to look like. Part of the
problem is that there are a number of different ways to understand what laws of nature
are—some of which threaten circularity in the present circumstances.®

One natural interpretation of Whittle’s non-causal ‘in virtue of” relation is that of
metaphysical dependence, or grounding. It is typically thought that one thing (fact,
etc.) F' grounds another thing (fact, etc.) G when (inter alia) G’s obtaining (non-
causally) depends on F’s obtaining, and F’s obtaining (non-causally) explains G’s
obtaining (Clark & Liggins, 2012). To take an example, it is commonly thought that

TA closely related (and highly valuable) discussion can be found in Buckareff (2011) and Kuykendall
(2019, 2021) The concern there is whether substance causation collapses into powers causation. I will have
a little more to say about this dispute below, but it is worth flagging here that it is an interesting question
whether Causal Pluralism could be extended to other kinds of causal relata. As noted earlier, the standard
dichotomy in the free will literature is between event and substance causation, so I keep that as my focus
here. I leave it for another time to address whether Causal Pluralism should be extended to other kinds of
causal relata.

8 For instance, if laws are summaries of how causal powers are exercised (Demarest, 2017), then the analogy
is not illuminating.
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the singleton set {Socrates} is grounded in the person Socrates, since the existence of
the singleton set depends on, and is explained by, the existence of the person Socrates.

Although the grounding interpretation has some plausibility, it is unclear if Whittle
would be willing (or would have the need) to take on board all of the commitments
that come along with metaphysical grounding. For that reason, I will leave it open
what exactly the non-causal ‘in virtue of” relation amounts to—although, it seems to
me that metaphysical grounding still provides a useful approximation for trying to
understand what the relation is.

To return to the main thread of our discussion, Whittle’s proposal provides us with
a means of demarcating substance causation from event causation. In particular, the
distinction looks something like this: event causation occurs when the substance’s
exemplifying (or exercising) the causally relevant property at a time stands in
causal relation to an effect. And, in contrast, substance causation occurs when the
substance stands in causal relation to the effect, but the substance does so in virtue of
(in some non-causal sense) the substance’s exemplifying (or exercising) some causally
relevant property (at a time).

Whittle’s suggestion provides us with a helpful way of bringing out the potential
differences between event and substance causation. The suggestion also seems to be
in line with what current agent-causalists maintain about the metaphysics of agent
causation (cf. Jacobs & O’Connor, 2013). So, there is good reason to think that the
proposal captures a plausible way in which agent-causalists might try to explicate the
difference between event and substance causation.

Letus grant that Whittle’s foregoing distinction provides a way of demarcating event
causation from substance causation. While we might dispute which story provides us
with the best metaphysics of causation, I believe a more important issue deserves
attention.

The issue is this: granting the distinction between substance causation and event
causation, is the difference between the two a freedom-relevant difference? Suppose
Angelica makes an utterance. Could her acting freely in this case turn on which of in
virtue of exercising?

A*. Angelica’s exercising her agent-causal power at a time.
8 8 8 4
B*. Angelica, in virtue of (in some non-causal sense) her exercising her agent-causal
power at a time.

It is not entirely clear that it would, as it is not clear that there is any freedom-relevant
difference between the two causes.

Inlight of this, if the agent-causalist is correct that substance causation is compatible
with our being free, then we need some principled reason for maintaining that only
substance causation is compatible with our being free. That is, we need some principled
reason for ruling out event causation as being compatible with free will. But, it is not
clear there is any such reason for thinking this—that there is some freedom-relevant
difference. Because of this, we should take seriously the proposal that both substance
and event causation are compatible with our being free.

Freedom-relevant differences come in many different shapes and sizes. Here are
some examples that have been proposed throughout the years: the causal history of an
action, the presence of indeterminism, the ability to do otherwise, and the reduction
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of agency to mental events. In the present circumstances, the onus is on the agent-
causalist to show that there is more than a mere difference between substance and
event causation. They must show that the difference between the two captures some
Jfreedom-relevant feature. And, as the list just provided indicates, there are several ways
to do that. The important point here, though, is simply that arguing about potential
freedom-relevant differences is a mainstay of the free will literature, and so it should
not be seen as unusual to ask for one in this context.

It may be worth reminding the reader at this point that the foregoing challenge
is meant to apply to both compatibilist and incompatibilist (i.e., libertarian) agent-
causalists. Thus, if one is to propose a freedom-relevant difference between substance
and event causation, it is important to be clear who the interlocutor is. For instance,
suppose one thinks that the problem of luck shows that indeterminism (of the sort
postulated by libertarians) undermines free will.” If the Luck Objection is presented
to a libertarian agent-causalist, this might show that they ought to give up being a
libertarian, but not necessarily that they ought to give up being a compatibilist agent-
causalist. Perhaps there are freedom-relevant differences that apply equally well to
both compatibilists and incompatibilists. That is all well and good. The important
point here is that we need to be careful who is being addressed when considering
potential freedom-relevant differences. !’

While I have stressed the significance of freedom-relevant differences, one might
also wonder what role non-freedom-relevant differences should play in this discussion.
As noted earlier, there are a variety of options when picking one’s preferred causal
relata—even within a neo-Aristotelain framework. Buckareff (2011, 2017) and Mum-
ford and Anjum (2011) maintain that powers are causes. Kuykendall (2019, 2021),
Whittle (2016), and Skow (2018) all maintain that substances are causes. And most
of analytic philosophy over roughly the past century has worked under the assump-
tion that events are causes. Each of the foregoing camps will have considerations and
arguments in favor of their choice of causal relata. So, what should we say about these
divides?

I think that these considerations will be important in picking one’s preferred causal
relata, but I also believe that they don’t make a difference to free will. Potential con-
siderations are likely to include things like: being the most metaphysically plausible,
having the best fit with our best scientific theories, cohering with one’s preferred the-
ory of causation (e.g., a counterfactual account), and so on. While I take these all to
be legitimate considerations, it is important to keep in mind that they don’t show that

9 The problem of luck states, roughly, that indeterminism introduces luck in such a way that it undermines
the control required for free will. See Mele (2006) and Levy (2011) for further discussion of this problem.

10 §ome agent-causalists (cf.O’Connor, 2000; Steward, 2012) distinguish between a production view of
action and a component view of action, and maintain that the former is crucial to a theory of free will. On
the component view, actions are not events that are caused, but are rather agent-causings of events. One
might wonder, then, whether adopting a component view of action provides a freedom-relevant difference
that cannot be captured if all causes are events. I'm not persuaded that this provides a freedom-relevant
difference which cannot be accounted for in terms of event causation. On the component view, an action
can be described as a complex event which has as its constituents a substance standing in causal relation to
an event (such as the formation of an intention). The Causal Pluralist can maintain much of the same story.
However, instead of the first constituent being a substance, it would be the event of an agent’s exercising
the agent-causal power at a time (cf. Clarke, 2017, p. 10).
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free will specifically requires one or another causal relata. For example, suppose one
prefers a counterfactual analysis of causation, and suppose further that one believes
that this account of causation requires that events be causes. While this would give one
reason to believe that all causes are events, it would not show that free will requires
that events be causes. I take the same point to apply to all considerations that don’t
qualify as freedom-relevant differences.

I'believe a two-fold challenge for agent-causalists can be drawn from our discussion.
The first challenge is to show that substance causation does not collapse into event
causation. The second challenge is to show that the reason why substance causation
does not collapse into event causation is due to some freedom-relevant difference.
While I have suggested one plausible way of addressing the first challenge, I have
also explained why I think this is not enough to address the second challenge. Since
Causal Pluralism avoids the foregoing concerns, the agent-causalist has special reason
for taking the proposal seriously.

Before moving on to the next section, it is worth pausing to highlight an important
advantage of the Causal Pluralist view. In particular, I would like to suggest that Causal
Pluralism provides a way of securing central aspects of agent-causalism, without the
same ontological stringency.

Causal Pluralism is able to capture much of what agent-causalism offers in part
by accommodating much of its metaphysics. Causal Pluralism takes as its starting
point the agent-causal story, with irreducible agents and their agent-causal powers,
and builds it into its own proposal. However, motivated by the fact that there is not
a clear freedom-relevant difference between substance and event causation (given
suitable characterizations), the Causal Pluralist also allows for event causation. But,
it is important to notice that even the event allowed for in Causal Pluralism is not far
off, ontologically speaking, from the substance-cause postulated by agent-causalism.
In both cases, we have irreducible agents exercising their agent-causal powers. By
allowing for such features no matter what the causal relata are, Causal Pluralism
captures a core and guiding tenet of agent-causalism. Furthermore, it does this without
restricting itself to fundamental substance causation.!!

5 Events reconsidered

One might naturally wonder whether the plausibility of Causal Pluralism, espe-
cially the challenge raised in the preceding section, turns on a specific conception
of events—namely, the property-exemplification model. And, while I think it would
be an interesting and important point if free will turned out to be compatible with
both substance causation and only one form of event causation, I think there are

1 1t is worth saying a few words about what distinguishes the account proposed here from others, such as
(Buckareff, 2011). While there is clearly overlap in our discussions, I believe the aims are quite different.
First, Buckareff argues that the fundamental causes are powers, whereas I argue that we should stay neutral
between events and substances. Second, and relatedly, my concern is whether substance causation collapses
into event causation, whereas Buckareff is concerned with whether substance causation collapses into powers
causation. Finally, I argue that these points have important implications for the free will dialectic between
event- and agent-causalists. Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for suggesting that I make this clarification.
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ways of extending our remarks to other accounts of events. So, the goal of this sec-
tion is to motivate the point that Causal Pluralism does not stand or fall with the
property-exemplification model of events.

With that said, a few brief remarks are in order before moving on to the proceeding
discussion. The first is that I will assume that substances (such as agents) and causal
powers (such as an agent-causal power) are taken to be fundamental constituents in
our ontology. I will then briefly canvas three different accounts of events and motivate
the claim that agents and their agent-causal powers may be so intimately involved with
these various construals of events that it is not clear that, if any of them should turn out
be correct, our being free would be undermined. My suspicion is that intuitions may
vary from account to account for various readers, so that Causal Pluralism may seem
to be more or less plausible depending on the account of events under consideration. It
is important to state upfront, then, that it is not my aim to show that Causal Pluralism is
equally plausible on every construal of events, but simply that there exists at least some
flexibility when it comes to what theory of events a Causal Pluralist might endorse.

5.1 States of affairs

Start first with a conception of events that diverges the least from Kim’s. Chisholm
(1990, 1992, 1994) defends an account where events are construed as states of affairs.'2
Chisholm construes states of affairs as the exemplification of properties by substances.
Chisholm, then, departs from Kim only insofar as he thinks the times are not con-
stituents of events. To provide an example for concreteness, a fully specified Kimian
event would be something like: Angelica’s waving at 12am, whereas a full Chisholmian
specification of the same event would simply be: Angelica’s waving (which has the
property of occurring at 12am).

If a Kimian event is compatible with Causal Pluralism, then so is a Chisholmian
event. The Chisholmian event-cause of our free actions would simply be the agent’s
exercising her agent-causal power (which occurs at a particular time). The only mod-
ification that would be needed to make room for this kind of event would be to drop
the requirement that times are constituents of the events, and there’s no obvious reason
to think that this move would carry any complications that would threaten our acting
freely.

5.2 Spatiotemporal regions

Now consider an account of events that departs further from Kim’s. This account
construes events as spatiotemporal regions (Davidson, 1985; Quine, 1985). We can
get an intuitive grasp on spatiotemporal regions by first thinking of the universe in four-
dimensionalist (or eternalist) terms, where the totality of the universe—past, present,
and future—exist “all at once” in a four-dimensional block. Events can then be picked
out by taking “slices” or subregions of the universe. For instance, an event such as

12 Early Chisholm (1976) had a much different conception of events. On his earlier account, events were
a subspecies of propositions and thus were abstract entities. Chisholm explicitly gave up this view in later
years for the one discussed above.
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Angelica’s waving at 12am will occupy some subregion within the block, and that
subregion will be the event.

Note that, while it is easier to get a grasp on the idea of spatiotemporal regions
within four-dimensionalism, the Davidsonian need not be committed to such a view.
To give just one example, some presentists—i.e., those who say that only the present
exists—allow that the present consists of a (much) smaller, and constantly changing,
four-dimensional block. This would allow a presentist to account for the existence of
spatiotemporal regions in much the same way as the eternalist.'?

At face value, such an account might seem highly antithetical to the Causal Pluralist
project, given how far the account departs from our initial conception of events. How-
ever, things are less problematic than they initially seem. As long as we are content
with saying that agents are physical substances that are located in time and space, we
can say that the relevant events (i.e., spatiotemporal regions) involving free actions
are simply delimited by the location of the agent (cf. Bennett, 1988). When an agent
acts freely, the agent exercises her agent-causal power at a time and place. The event
of the agent exercising her agent-causal power would then be the exact—no more,
no less—spatiotemporal region where the agent exercises her power. Conceiving of
events as delimited by the substance involved would seemingly “blur” the distinction
between substance and event causation (cf. Simons, 2003).

5.3 Properties of spatiotemporal regions

Consider one last account of events—one that departs even further from Kim’s account
than the one just considered. On this alternative conception, events are a special class
of properties—they are properties of spatiotemporal regions (Lewis, 1986; cf. Ben-
nett, 1988). This account builds on the previous one by incorporating spatiotemporal
regions into its analysis of events, but does not go so far as to reduce events to those
spatiotemporal regions.

Conceiving of an event as a property is prima facie puzzling. What kind of property
is this? Lewis himself admits to only giving constraints for when a property is “formally
eligible” for being an event, though the constraints provided are not particularly helpful
in this context.

To get a better fix on how we might understand Lewis’ claim that events are a certain
class of properties, it may be helpful to consider some of what Richard Montague has
said on the matter. Montague has defended a nearby version of Lewis’ account—one
according to which events are properties of times, rather than properties of spatiotem-
poral regions. My interest is not in Montague’s own account, but in the following
comments he makes:

A third possibility, and one that seems to be the only reasonable suggestion,
is to take as the event corresponding to a formula the property expressed by
that formula. Thus the event of the sun’s rising will be the property of being a
moment at which the sun rises, and events in general will form a certain class of
properties of moments of time. (Montague ,1969, p. 160, emphasis added)

13 See Dainton (2010) for a helpful summary of presentist options.
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The general strategy proposed here appears to be to, first, take what seems
(pre-theoretically) to be an event—such as the sun’s rising—and then, second, make
a property out of it—such as the property of being a moment at which the sun rises.

Since Lewis admits to making a similar kind of proposal, it seems we could apply
Montague’s remarks to Lewis’ own account. This would mean that events correspond
to properties such as the property of the sun’s rising; but, instead of attributing such
properties to times, we would simply attribute them to spatiotemporal regions. While
this does not give us a principled way of individuating events, it at least should give
us an intuitive grasp on the proposal that Lewis is making.

It may be worth addressing that Lewis takes properties to be sets, and so ultimately
reduces events to sets of regions spread across different concrete possible worlds.
We may not want to adopt all of Lewis’ machinery, so it is worthwhile to flag that
options are available. For instance, Bennett (1988) proposes an account of events that
takes them to be tropes that are had by spatiotemporal regions, where tropes are said
to be “abstract particulars” or “property instances.” Since Bennett takes events to be
properties of sorts (which are had by spatiotemporal regions), he can be understood
as proposing a variation of Lewis’ account. I see no reason why, then, one could not
also adopt a different account of properties on this matter.

We have said that, according to this account, events are properties of spatiotemporal
regions. For example, Angelica’s waving is an event and a property. It is an event
because it is a specific sort of property. And this property is instantiated at a region—
namely, the region where Angelica waves. So, for Lewis, there is an event at that region
because this property is instantiated at that region.

The same can be applied to cases where an agent acts freely. If an agent acts freely,
she thereby exercises her agent-causal power to freely cause some action. The exercis-
ing of her agent-causal power may be described as a property: the property of exercising
her agent-causal power. We may thereby also characterize that property as an event.
The agent’s exercising her agent-causal power is a property that is instantiated at the
very region where the agent exercises her agent-causal power, and it is this kind of
event that may be thought to cause our free actions.

Before concluding, it is worth taking a moment to make a few comments. First, the
foregoing accounts by no means exhaust all of the available accounts of events and
the possible permutations.'* Such a task would take us far beyond the purposes of our
present one. (I leave the task to the reader to plug in their preferred theory of events
and check the results.) Our present task has been to show that Causal Pluralism does
not stand or fall with a property exemplification model of events. There exist other
accounts of events one may endorse while also endorsing Causal Pluralism. To lay
my cards on the table, Chisholmian events and events conceived of as spatiotemporal
regions seem just as consistent with Causal Pluralism as Kimian events. I am less
confident about events conceived of as properties of spatiotemporal regions, though
this may be due to my uneasiness about talk of properties as causes more generally.
Of course, intuitions may vary.

14 gee, for example, Lombard’s (1986) account that conceives of events as change. See also Simons (2003)
and Casati and Varzi (2020) for helpful surveys of different accounts of events.
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It seems to me that the spatiotemporal regions theory is more in line with how
philosophers of science tend to think of events, so it may be of special interest how
well it meshes with Causal Pluralism. And, on this score, I think Causal Pluralism
does well enough. So long as we grant that substances and powers are fundamental
constituents in our ontology, we can construct events using these materials in much
the same way that a Kimian constructs events—that is, out of substances, properties,
and times.

Allin all, T hope to have motivated the point that the plausibility of Causal Pluralism
does not stand or fall with the Kimian conception of events.

6 Concluding remarks

Causal Pluralism gives us a new perspective on a number of important issues pertaining
to free will. While I do not have the space to fully address all such issues here, 1
would like to stop and take note of one issue in particular: agency reductionism.
Space constraints preclude a fuller exploration of agency reductionism; but, before
concluding, I would like to (i) sketch out how I think Causal Pluralism could address
the matter, and (ii) draw out an interesting upshot of having the Causal Pluralist view
on the table.

Agency reductionism concerns whether “the causal role of the agent in all agential
activities (from nonintentional to autonomous action) is reducible to the nondeviant
causal activity of appropriate mental states and events involving the agent” (Franklin,
2018, p. 15). It is standard, then, to characterize traditional event-causalist views as
adhering to agency reductionism, since they maintain that all actions (including free
actions) are caused by mental events. And, it is also standard to characterize traditional
agent-causalist views as adhering to agency nonreductionism, since they maintain that
at least some actions are caused by substances.

A natural question is whether Causal Pluralism is best characterized as adhering to
agency reductionism or nonreductionism. Under the Causal Pluralist view, the question
divides itself: (a) if the (fundamental) causes of free actions turn out to be substances,
is Causal Pluralism committed to agency reductionism? And (b), if the (fundamental)
causes of free actions turn out to be events (of the sort specified earlier), is Causal
Pluralism committed to agency reductionism?

I think that, if we start by considering (a), Causal Pluralism will straightforwardly
classify as agency nonreductionist. This is because the view—under the assumption
that the fundamental causes of free actions are substances—simply adopts the same
metaphysical story as traditional agent-causalist views. The more interesting question,
it seems to me, is what we should say about (b).

I believe that Causal Pluralism is also best classified as adhering to agency nonre-
ductionism even if the (fundamental) causal relata of free actions turn out to be events.
The reason for thinking this is that the kind of events allowed for by Causal Pluralism
are crucially and relevantly different from the kind of events postulated by tradi-
tional event-causalist views. The guiding idea behind agency reductionism, I take it,
is that the agent (or agential activity) can, in some sense, be wholly decomposed into
the workings of the subcomponents or subsystems of the agent (see, for example,
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Velleman, 1992; cf. Kane, 1996, pp. 193-194). This is what makes traditional event-
causalist views reductionistic about agency. Mental events postulated by traditional
event-causalism, such as beliefs and desires, are events that occur within, or inside,
the agent. Traditional event-causalism, then, reduces the agent (or agential activity) to
the workings of the mental subsystems of the agent.

The kinds of events that Causal Pluralism would allow for are not events that take
place within the agent. Rather, the events postulated are pitched at the level of the agent
(qua substance). This means that there is no attempt to reduce the agent (or agential
activity) to the workings of the subcomponents of the agent. What this indicates is that
Causal Pluralism is not committed to agency reductionism, whether the first causal
relata are agents or events (of the sort previously specified).!’

Though not stated explicitly, authors sometimes seem to talk as if agent causation
is the only way to avoid agency reductionism (cf. Velleman, 1992; Franklin, 2018).
But, an important upshot of the preceding discussion is that the two seem to come
apart: one can be an agency nonreductionist while still allowing for event causation.
This is because it is not the adoption of event causation per se that makes an account
agency reductionist, but rather, the adoption of certain kinds of events.

Given the foregoing, Causal Pluralism looks to have at its disposal the resources to
develop a promising line of reply to formidable objections to standard event-causalist
accounts, such as Pereboom (2014a,b) Disappearing Agent Objection and Franklin’s
(2016, 2018) It Ain’t Me Argument. Arguments like those developed by Pereboom
and Franklin aim to undercut traditional event-causalist accounts by showing that the
mental events that are purportedly the cause of free actions fail to supply what is
needed for free will. In the case of the Disappearing Agent Objection, it is contended
these mental events cannot account for an agent’s settling a free action; and, in the case
of the It Ain’t Me Argument, it is contended that they cannot account for an agent’s
self-determining a free action. Both authors maintain that agent causation presents the
most promising solution to their respective arguments.'®

We do not need to get into all of the details of the arguments here. What is important
for our purposes is concentrating on what lies at the heart of these objections. It seems
to me that these arguments get their traction by leveraging the distinction between an
agent (conceived of as a substance) and the agent’s mental events. In doing so, it is
easy to get an intuitive grip on why one might think that the agent’s mental events
cannot account for their settling a free action, or for their self-determining a free action.
These arguments, it seems to me, provide lucid ways of articulating the concern raised
by Taylor (1992, p. 51): “If I believe that something not identical to myself was the
cause of my behavior—some event wholly external to myself, for instance, or even
one internal to myself, such as a nerve impulse, volition, or whatnot—then I cannot
regard the behavior as being an act of mine, unless I further believe that I was the
cause of that external or internal event.”

15 An agent-causalist (or Causal Pluralist) need not deny that such subcomponents and subsystems are
explanatorily relevant, only that the agent (or agential activity) is wholly reducible to such things.

16 While Pereboom believes that agent causation is sufficient to account for free will, he also believes
(for empirical reasons) that we are not agent-causes in the actual world (Pereboom, 2014a, pp. 65-69).
And, although Franklin was on the fence about agent causation in Franklin (2018), he seems to have fully
embraced it in Franklin (2019).
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Now, with all that laid out, it’s not clear to me that these arguments are going
to have the same kind of pull when applied to Causal Pluralism (gua its event-causal
specification). The kind of event allowed for by Causal Pluralism is pitched at the level
of the agent. There is no effort to reduce the agent’s causal contribution in free action
to the causal contribution of the agent’s mental events (or mental subcomponents).
The concerns that the agent disappears from the picture, or that it really “ain’t” the
agent determining the action, consequently don’t have the same kind of force when
targeted at Causal Pluralism.

Furthermore, recall that traditional agent causation is taken as a solution to both
authors’ arguments. Since Causal Pluralism adopts much of the same underlying meta-
physics in its event-causal specification, it seems to me that both arguments are going
to have a difficult time consistently maintaining that traditional agent causation is a
solution to their respective arguments, but that Causal Pluralism in its event-causal
specification is not.!”

Let us now step back and take stock of some of the central ideas that have been
put forth in this paper. First and foremost, I have tried to introduce a novel view on
the issue of free will—namely, Causal Pluralism. Causal Pluralism maintains that free
will is compatible with both fundamental event and substance causation. Thus, the
view allows one to stay neutral about what the fundamental causal relata are, so long
as the relata are of the right sort.

Second, while I think Causal Pluralism deserves wider consideration, I have also
tried to show that the demand to consider Causal Pluralism is all the more pressing
for extant agent-causalists. Insofar as the move to adopt Causal Pluralism is more
natural for the agent-causalist, agent-causalists ought to reconsider the fact that they
have unnecessarily wedded themselves to substance causation, thereby making their
account more ontologically demanding than it needs to be. Causal Pluralism may then
be a way of securing the goods of agent-causalism without all the ontological demands.

Third, I hope to have shown that, independent of whether one is ultimately attracted
to the view, having Causal Pluralism on the table helps us to see a number of issues
in a new light, such as: (a) there are overlooked ways to address the dichotomy when
choosing between event and substance causation in a theory of free will, and (b) event
causation may come apart from agency reductionism.

No doubt further issues remain that deserve consideration. For instance, a fuller and
more systematic treatment of how well Causal Pluralism fares against its competitors
is in order, as is a closer look at the nature of agency reductionism. Furthermore,
although the focus has been on the event-substance divide in the context of free will,
there remains the possibility of extending the considerations made here to the nature of
action more broadly. This seems to me an interesting possibility which I am partial to.
However, it is one that I'm not fully ready to embrace without a closer examination of
the nature of action. Regardless, such treatments will have to come at a later time. For
now, agent-causalists who wish to resist Causal Pluralism would do well to reconsider
the relation between substance and event causation, as well as what substance causation
secures that event causation cannot.

17 1t is an open question, of course, whether these arguments can be reformulated to raise problems for
Causal Pluralism. Thanks to anonymous reviewer for the encouragement to say more about these objections.
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