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I. Introduction

It is reasonably well accepted that the explanation of intentional action is teleological explanation. Very roughly, an explanation of some event, E, is teleological only if it explains E by citing some goal or purpose or reason that produced E.  Alternatively, teleological explanations of intentional action explain “by citing the state of affairs toward which the behavior was directed” thereby answering questions like “To what end was the agent’s behavior directed?”
 Causalism—advocated by causalists—is the thesis that explanations of intentional action are both causal and teleological.
  By contrast, non-causalism—advocated by non-causalists—is the thesis that explanations of intentional action are teleological but not causal.

Familiarly, the problem of causal deviance plagues causalism.  But while some have supposed that the problem is grave enough that causalism is bound to suffer a global breakdown, the rumors of causalism’s demise are greatly exaggerated.  In what follows, I note that every instance of causal deviance is also an instance of teleological deviance and that teleological deviance is a problem for causalist and non-causalist alike, a problem that causalists may be better able to deal with. Or so I argue.

II. Explanation and Reduction

Since causalist and non-causalist alike accept that explanations of intentional action are teleological explanations, both endorse the following:

(TE) A’s (-ing is an intentional action only if there is some adequate teleological explanation of A’s (-ing—that is, if there is some adequate explanation of A’s (-ing that cites her goals or purposes or reasons

The following is one problematic attempt to capture the causalist’s thought that explanations of intentional action are also causal:

C): An agent, A, (s intentionally just in case i) A has the goal of (ing, ii) A intends to ( partly because she thinks that by (ing, she will (, iii) A’s intention to ( causes her to (, and iv) A thereby (s

According to C), A acquires the intention to ( precisely because she thinks that she will realize her goal to ( by (-ing, such that her intention to ( plausibly constitutes a goal.
  And since C) requires that A (s intentionally only if her intention to ( is causally related to (, explanations that accord with C) are both causal and teleological explanations.
Unfortunately, C) is subject to a series of familiar counter-examples.  Consider the following two:

Scary Kitty: Robyn has the goal of moving her cat, Kim, from the windowsill.  Since she believes that Kim typically runs away whenever a hand is waved in her face, Robyn forms the intention to wave her hand and thereby move Kim from the sill.  However, Robyn knows that Kim lashes out violently when made to do what she does not want to.  Reflecting upon her intention unnerves Robyn and causes her hand to shake.  Upon seeing Robyn’s shaking hand, Kim leaps from the sill.

Ceiling Fan: Again, Robyn wants to move Kim from the sill and forms the intention to wave her hands in Kim’s face to get Kim to move.  Right after Robyn executes her intention but before Kim notices Robyn’s waving hand, Robyn’s wave causes a poorly installed ceiling fan to fall to the floor.  The frightened Kim leaps from the sill.
In both Scary Kitty and in Ceiling Fan, the intuition is strong that Robyn did not intentionally move Kim.  But then C) must be false since the proposed jointly sufficient conditions for acting intentionally are met.  Scary Kitty and Ceiling Fan are both instances of causal deviance, albeit deviance of different kinds.   Antecedential causal deviance occurs when there are “improper” etiological connections between mental events and bodily movements. In Scary Kitty, Robyn’s intention to wave her hand causes her hand to move, but not in the way required to act intentionally.  Consequential causal deviance occurs when there are “improper” etiological connections between basic bodily movements and their consequences.
  In Ceiling Fan, Robyn’s waving causes Kim to move, but not in the way required to act intentionally.  Generally, causal deviance occurs whenever events required for intentional action are causally connected, but not “in the right way”—the way required for the behavior to qualify as intentional action.  
The difficulty of illuminating the “in the right way” clause is notoriously difficult, as the champion of causalism has conceded
 and some non-causalists have declared victory.  For example, George Wilson claims that causalist’s difficulty with causal deviance “points to more than infelicity or incompleteness in the various causalist proposals—it points… to a global breakdown in the whole project of reduction.”
  Scott Sehon suggests that the causalist’s failure to ward off causal deviance amounts to a failure “in their aim of reducing teleological explanation to causal explanation.”
 It is curious that Wilson and Sehon both suggest that the causalist’s failure is a failure of reduction.  It is prudent to distinguish between two different theses:

(CE): A’s (-ing is an intentional action only if there is some causal explanation of A’s (-ing that cites A’s goals or purposes or reasons as the causes of her (ing
(CR): Teleological notions—including, inter alia, teleological properties and explanations—are reducible to non-teleological notions

Only the former thesis is constitutive of causalism.  (CE) will clearly be rejected by non-causalists and Wilson and Sehon also reject (CR).
  But causalists can consistently reject (CR) too; Davidson’s defense of anomalous monism suggests that he does.
  Anomalous monism entails that, first, every token mental event is identical to some token physical event, and second, that there are no strict nomic laws that linking mental and physical events.  But that means that there is no basis upon which mental event-types can be predicted and explained or predict and explain.  Therefore, mental properties cannot be reduced to physical properties.
  A causalist who also embraced some sort of physicalist thesis that all properties and explanations must be or be reducible to physical properties and explanations may well have to endorse (CR), but absent some further argument, it is unclear that causalists generally must embrace that sort of physicalism.
The above reflections suggest that causalism is most readily identified with (CE), not (CR).  So understood, the causalist is committed to the thesis that teleological explanations of action are causal explanations, not necessarily that they reduce to such explanations.  Interestingly, both Sehon and Wilson understand teleological explanations of action in such a way that no explanation could be both causal and teleological.  For example, Sehon understands teleological explanations as those that “cite a future state of affairs toward which the behavior was directed, rather than an antecedent state of affairs that caused the behavior.”
  Wilson supposes that the sense of ‘causation’ employed in standard causalist theses is a “patently nonteleological sense” of the word.
  If no explanation could be both causal and teleological then, given the plausibility of (TE), causalism should clearly be jettisoned.  But it is difficult to see why the causalist should agree with Sehon and Wilson since we freely employ the language of causation and teleology in other sorts of explanations as well.

Clearly, however, the problem of causal deviance is a problem for the causalist and instances of causal deviance do intuitively frustrate many causal analyses of intentional action; it is worth considering why.
III. Causation, Control, and Making a Difference

Some philosophers of action suppose that “the standard story of action” is that beliefs and desires cause actions.
  However, the “standard story,” so described, is surely too narrow a rendering of causalism.  Since it is generally agreed that intentions have an essential role to play in the production and explanation of intentional action and that intentions are not reducible to desires or desire-belief pairs, it is unclear why the causalist must claim that desires and beliefs—and not intentions—cause actions.
  The causalist who also endorses (TE) can surely be catholic about which psychological states cause actions just so long as those psychological states constitute the acting agent’s goals or purposes or reasons.  As a matter of stipulation, then, let (CE) stand in for “the standard story” rather than some less ecumenical version of causalism.
Some philosophers worry that the standard story is bound to leave something out.  David Velleman, for example, complains that:

…the story fails to include an agent—or, more precisely, fails to cast the agent in his proper role.  In this story, reasons cause an intention, and an intention causes bodily movements, but nobody—that is, no person—does anything.  Psychological and physiological events take place inside the person, but the person serves merely as the arena for these events: he takes no active part.

Jennifer Hornsby worries about the prospects of even the most ecumenical version of the standard story:

…it need not matter very much exactly how the story is formulated.  My objection to the standard story will be that—despite the fact that the word ‘agent’ appears in definitions—the story leaves agents out.  Human beings are ineliminable from any account of their agency, and, in any of its versions, the standard story is not a story of agency at all.

What presumably drives both objections is the common-sense thought that it is agents—not goals or purposes or reason—who act intentionally such that any explanation that fails to refer to an agent and her contribution to the action being explained is fatally incomplete.  So if the standard story does not require that explanations of action make essential reference to an agent, then so much the worse for the standard story.  

Hornsby appears to this pathology of causalism insofar she suggests that “agency cannot be portrayed in a picture containing only psychological states and occurrences and no agent making any difference to anything.”
  As such, Hornsby appears to accept something like the following:

(AD): For any agent, A, who (s intentionally, it must be the case that A does something that makes a difference to whether or not she (s
(AD) is surely in need of some analysis, but it rings true.  As such, one project for the causalist is to explain how (CE) and (AD) could both be true.

A caveat is important here.  Taking (AD) seriously is not be the first step in an argument that causalists ought to embrace agent-causation.
  But an argument that (CE) and (AD) are consistent need not require supposing that agents themselves are causes. The causalist disinclined to endorse agent-causation can perfectly well note that while goals and purposes and reasons are not themselves events—and therefore not causes—having a reason is and so is acquiring a goal or a purpose is.  Similarly, even if intentions are not events, forming or executing an intention is. Any event akin to acquiring a goal or forming an intention will make an essential reference to an agent—it is agents who acquire goals and purposes, form and execute intentions and so forth.  Let ‘agent-involving events’ refer to events like having a reason, acquiring a goal, forming an intention and so forth.  The causalist can surely speak colloquially and claim that reasons are causes so long as this causalist motto is understood as shorthand for the thesis that any explanation of intentional action must make an essential reference to some agent-involving event causally related to the agent’s action without recourse to agent-causation.

If (AD) is plausible then causalists and non-causalists alike had better ensure that their accounts of intentional action are consistent with it.  But (AD) is not a sufficient condition for acting intentionally. Consider a scenario that Velleman imagines:

Suppose that I have a long-anticipated meeting with an old friend for the purpose of resolving some minor difference; but that as we talk, his offhand comments provoke me to raise my voice in progressively sharper replies, until we part in anger.  Later reflection leads me to realize that accumulated grievances had crystallized in my mind, during the weeks before our meeting into a resolution to sever our friendship over the matter at hand, and that this resolution is what gave the hurtful edge to my remarks.  In short I may conclude that desires of mine caused a decision, which in turn caused the corresponding behavior… But do I necessarily think that I made the decision or that I executed it?  Surely, I can believe that the decision, though genuinely motivated by my desires, was thereby induced in me but not formed by me; and I can believe that it was genuinely executed in my behavior but executed, again, without my help.

It is difficult to understand exactly what is going on in this passage.  Velleman seems to have the goal of severing the friendship; a resolution had crystallized in his mind, after all.  But then some agent-involving event causes him to raise his voice—namely, his having a goal—and some agent-involving event does make a difference to whether or not he severs the friendship.  But Velleman protests that it was not he who was speaking but his resentment.  So perhaps whether or not Velleman himself made a difference to what he did is an open question.  But if it really was Velleman’s resentment speaking, not him, it is tempting so suppose that Velleman lost control of himself and what he was doing during that episode—that he lacked the sort of control necessary for acting intentionally.  


The control required for acting intentionally may or may not be the same sort of control required for acting freely.  Even if A’s actions are determined in a way that makes her (-ing unfree, she might still ( intentionally: I know of no incompatibilist who claims that no one acts intentionally in a deterministic universe. Admittedly, much that defeats the claim that A (ed freely—e.g., that A was coerced or manipulated or hypnotized—will defeat the claim that she (ed intentionally.  Still, it is helpful to use ‘I-control’ to refer to the sort of control necessary for acting intentionally and ‘F-control’ to refer to the sort of control necessary for acting freely, leaving open the possibility that they refer to the very same thing.  
If it is plausible that agents who act intentionally possess and exercise a requisite sort of control, then the following is plausible:

(AC): For any agent, A, who (s intentionally, it must be the case that A has and exercises I-control when she (s
Agents might fail to possess the sort of control necessary for acting intentionally even if some agent-involving event occurs—that is, even if an agent does something that makes a difference to whether or not she acts.  Note that the agents in the teleologically deviant scenarios above do seem to lack I-control.  In Scary Kitty, Robyn’s nervousness overcomes her and events unfold in ways that she neither intends not anticipates.
  And if the events of Ceiling Fan unfold in unanticipated and unintended ways, Robyn is hardly in control of them.  An argument suggests that all instances of causal deviance are instances in which agents lack I-control.  Whatever else is required for I-control, agents who act intentionally must be guided by the intentions that they form such that an agent lacks I-control if her behavior is not appropriately guided by her intention.  It is commonly thought that intentions are self-referential—that when A intends to (, the content of her intention is that she is going to ( (partly) because of that very intention.
  But in both antecedential and consequential causally deviant scenarios, events unfold in ways inconsistent with the content of A’s intention such that A’s behavior is not appropriately guided by their intentions.  But then it follows that A lacks I-control. 

Both (AD) and (AC) are both plausible requirements for any account of intentional action even absent an account of what it is for agent-involving events to cause behavior “in the right way.”  But then non-causalists too need to provide an account of intentional action consistent with both.
  
IV. Teleological Deviance

One lesson of causal deviance is this: A’s (-ing is not necessarily an intentional action just because it is caused by her goals since A’s (-ing might be caused by her goals but not “in the right way.”  Although Robyn does not act intentionally in Scary Kitty, her behavior can nonetheless be explained teleologically.  So with Velleman severing his friendship.  Still, neither acts intentionally.

Scary Kitty and Ceiling Fan are instances of causal deviance but they are also instances of teleological deviance.  Broadly, teleological deviance occurs whenever A’s goals explain the intended result, but not “in the right way”—the way required to qualify as intentional action.  Like causal deviance, teleological deviance admits of antecedential and consequential varieties.  Antecedential teleological deviance occurs when the relevant agent-involving event explains the intended basic action, but not “in the right way.”  In Scary Kitty, Robyn loses control of what she was doing such that she does not act intentionally.  Consequential teleological deviance occurs when intended bodily movements explain the intended result, but not “in the right way.”  In Ceiling Fan, Robyn successfully executes her intention, but events unfold in such a way that significantly deviates from what she intended such that she does not act intentionally.  

Crucially, every instance of causal deviance is an instance of teleological deviance.  This conclusion is easy to establish.   Suppose that if A intends to (, then A has a goal.  Suppose also that A can ( intentionally only if she intends to (.
  If A’s behavior is caused by her intentions, then, ex hypothesi, her goals explain her behavior.  So, whenever A’s (-ing is caused by her goals but not “in the right way” her (ing will also be explained by her goals but not “in the right way.”  So, if A’s (-ing is causally deviant, it is teleologically deviant.

To see that non-causalists too must be concerned with teleologically deviant scenarios, consider what some non-causalists say about the explanation of intentional action.  Wilson offers what he, admittedly, refers to as “the barest skeleton” of a “teleological alternative” to causalism:

If a person has a certain desire, then it is natural to say that a certain type of action, event, or situation has become for him a potential objective.  If he wants to ( then he views his (ing in the future as being at least logically possible, and, in some way and to some degree, desirable.  That is, that he is to ( is for him a potential end, goal, or, to repeat, objective.  Suppose also that he believes that, by (-ing, he will ( (or might) succeed in (ing.  Then, in virtue of this belief, the agent has a potential and partial plan for (ing.  If now, in these circumstances, the agent goes on to ( because he wants to ( and believes that By ((, (), then he acts in order to realize ( (or for the purpose of realizing) the objective represented in his desire by following the plan expressed in his belief.

What is crucial for Wilson is that he infers that because an agent had certain propositional attitudes in performing some bodily movement that the agent thereby acted: here, he claims that if A (s because he wants to ( and, roughly, believes that by (ing he will (, then the A acts in order to realize (.  But if A acts in order to realize ( then she acts and her action can be teleologically explained by citing her objective.  Relatedly, Wilson supposes that if an agent moves her hand in a particular manner and if, in performing that very movement, she intended to flip a switch then it follows that she performed some act of flipping that switch.
 Whether Wilson proposes an explanatory schema for intentional action in terms of desire-belief pairs or intentions in action with a particular content, the point is that he supposes, roughly, that performing some bodily movement as a result of certain propositional attitudes with a particular sort of content suffices to act intentionally.  In a similar vein, Carl Ginet offers the following sufficiency condition for teleological explanations of intentional action:

The only thing required for the truth of a reasons explanation of this sort, besides the occurrence of the explained action, is that the action have been accompanied by an intention with the right sort of content.  Specifically, given that A did (, it will suffice for the truth of “A (-ed in order to (” if the following condition obtains:

(C1) Concurrently with her action of (-ing, A intended by that action to ( (A intended of that action that by it she would ().

For Ginet too, an action is sufficiently explained by citing some proposition that asserts, of A’s behavior, that it was intended by her to bring about some intended result.  Both Wilson and Ginet, then, endorse the following teleological alternative to causalism: citing de re propositions that say, of A’s (-ing, that it was intended by her to bring about her (-ing suffices to explain A’s (-ing.


Arguably, Scary Kitty does not make trouble for either Wilson or Ginet.  For it is far from clear that Robyn actually intends of that very hand movement caused by her nervousness that it should bring about Kim’s moving from the sill.  So perhaps there is no de re proposition of the sort that Wilson and Ginet require that truly captures what Robyn intended.  But even if Scary Kitty is not a counter-example to Wilson and Ginet’s alternative to causalism, other teleologically deviant counter-examples can be constructed.  Consider the following:

Bad Date: Evan and Marti have recently begun dating and she is not terribly taken with him and has decided to end their relationship.  Evan, being a powerful hypnotist, causes Marti to want to date him and to impress him.  He then causes her to believe that he will only be impressed if he buys hockey tickets.  On the basis of her desire and belief, she comes to want to impress Evan and believes that if she buys hockey tickets she will thereby impress him.  She therefore forms an intention to buy hockey tickets and as she places her money down on the counter, she intends of that very bodily movement that by it she should impress Evan.

In Bad Date, there does appear to be a true de re proposition of the sort that Wilson and Ginet demand, one that implies of Marti’s buying hockey tickets that she intended by it to impress Evan.  But surely Marti does not act intentionally here, given Evan’s manipulation.  As Mele puts it, it is crucial to look beyond the content of Marti’s intention and towards the etiology of it to determine why she fails to act intentionally.
  

Bad Date is a case of antecedential teleological deviance in the face of a de re intention but instances of consequential teleological deviance can also be constructed as illustrated here:

Bad Shot: Andy is a terrible basketball player though he thinks (falsely) that he is a very good free throw shot.  As he approaches the free throw line, he wants to make a free throw and (falsely) believes that he will make a free throw by wildly throwing the ball in the air.  As he wildly throws the ball in the air, he intends of that very bodily movement that by it he should make a free throw.  His shot veers wildly to the right and, other things being equal, he would miss badly.  However, his miserable attempt causes an onlooker to fall over laughing and into a switch that turns on a fan that blows the ball into the hoop.

Surely Andy does not intentionally make a free throw here, but it is nonetheless true that he has the sort of de re intention called for by Wilson and Ginet, that the desired result occurs because of his intention, and thus that the desired result can be explained teleologically.  So, insofar as their proposed sufficiency conditions can be met though agents do not act intentionally, Wilson and Ginet’s proposed teleological alternative to causalism fails.


If the non-causalist does not necessarily fare any better than the causalist at warding off teleological deviance, then it is hard to see why the problem of causal deviance should make the causalist worse off since, as shown above, every instance of causal deviance is also an instance of teleological deviance.  A different non-causalist strategy for dealing with teleological deviance should also be considered, partly because reflection upon it suggests an argument that the causalist is in a comparatively better position than the non-causalist—that non-causalism leaves something out.
V. Sehon’s Strategy

In the midst of defending causalism against a series of entrenched objections in his seminal “Actions, Reasons, and Causes”, Davidson issued a powerful objection to non-causalism that I shall refer to as Davidson’s challenge motivated by the observation that agents can have reasons for acting they do not actually act for.  Here is Davidson:

… a person can have a reason for an action, and perform the action, and yet this reason not be the reason why he did it.  Central to the relation between a reason and an action it explains is the idea that the agent performed the action because he had the reason.  Of course, we can include this idea too in justification; but then the notion of justification becomes as dark as the notion of reason until we can account for the force of that ‘because.’

An example helps to illustrate.  Al has many reasons for mowing his lawn: perhaps Al both wants to keep his lawn tidy and wants annoy his neighbor in righteous retaliation for his inability to quiet his dog.  Upon reflection, Al decides that his desire to annoy his neighbor does not constitute a morally worthy goal, and decides against mowing in order to annoy.  Still, he really wants to keep his lawn tidy so Al mows, absent any mens rea.  The causalist can claim that it is true that Al mowed his lawn because of his desire to keep his lawn tidy insofar as she claims that Al’s desire to keep his lawn tidy caused him to mow, not some other reason. Davidson’s challenge to the non-causalist is to distinguish between reasons that agents merely have and those that they act for without implicitly endorsing causalism.


Sehon’s strategy in response is to argue that teleological explanations support certain counterfactuals, counterfactuals that serve to distinguish reasons that an agent merely has and those that she acts for.
  In a Davidsonian vein, Sehon supposes that anytime we interpret the behavior of an agent, our interpretations must proceed in light of the following two expectations:

(R1) Agents behave in ways that are appropriate for achieving their goals, given the agent’s circumstances, epistemic situation, and intentional states.

(R2) Agents have goals that are of value, given the agent’s circumstances, epistemic situation, and intentional states.

(R1) is of special interest for present purposes; it does not imply that agents always behave in ways that are appropriate for achieving their goals, only that they tend to do so.  But that is enough to yield the conclusion that if A (s appropriately for some goal, G, then in a host of nearby possible worlds in which her circumstances and epistemic situation and intentional states are held roughly fixed, she will ( if (-ing is appropriate for bringing about G.  Hence, Sehon claims that if  (R1) is true then a teleological explanation of the form:

1) A (ed in order to (
supports counterfactuals of the following forms:

3) Ceteris paribus, if (ing had required (ing, A would have (ed

4) Ceteris paribus, if A had not the goal of (ing, A would not have (ed

For example, if Al’s reason for mowing really is to keep his lawn tidy and not to annoy his neighbor, then (R1) implies that, other things being equal, he would water his lawn or fertilize it doing either of those things is necessary to keep it tidy.  (R1) also implies that if Al had been indifferent to keeping his lawn tidy then he would not have mowed, even if he thought that mowing would annoy his neighbor.  For that matter, (R1) would presumably imply that Al would continue to mow his lawn in those nearby possible worlds (otherwise held roughly fixed) in which he does not believe that mowing his lawn will annoy his neighbor, in which he has a different neighbor whom he does not want to annoy, and so forth.  Generally, Sehon’s strategy to respond to Davidson’s challenge suggests that citing an adequate number of true counterfactuals triangulates the reasons that an agent acts for as distinct from those reasons that she merely has absent any reference to causal relations. 
The problem for the causalist is that if invoking true counterfactual conditionals is sufficient to distinguish the reasons that an agent merely has from those that she actually acts for, then Sehon strategy vindicates non-causalism.  If Sehon’s counterfactuals suffice to determine A reasons for (ing, then the non-causalist has a principled means for teleologically explaining why A (s absent the further claim that her reasons caused her to (.  Causalism would therefore seem to require a superfluous assumption.

Clearly, then, the causalist has reason to reject to Sehon’s strategy.  She might begin by questioning whether Sehon’s strategy suffices to teleologically explain action.  First, consider how Sehon would respond to Bad Date.  Perhaps Sehon would insist that Marti does not behave in a way that is appropriate for achieving her goals but rather in a way that is appropriate for achieving Evan’s goals.
  If Evan’s goals were different, then Marti’s behavior would be different and inappropriate for achieving her goals: if Evan had the goal of making Marti dance a jig instead, for example, then she would dance a jig even though it serves no goal of hers.  So, the response goes, Marti does not meet the criteria for acting intentionally supplied by (R1) and Sehon’s non-causalist can rightly deny that Marti acts intentionally.  

But this response is not successful.  After all, Evan ensured that Marti did acquire the goal of getting Evan to like her and, given her circumstances and epistemic situation and intentional states, she goes on to behave accordingly relative to that goal.  Note also that the proposition that Marti bought tickets to get Evan to like her may well be supported by Sehon’s counterfactuals.  Suppose that Evan gave Marti the quite general belief that, whatever it takes to get Evan to like her, she should intend accordingly.  In that case, ceteris paribus, if getting Evan to like Marti required that she bought baseball tickets, then she would have bought baseball tickets instead and if getting Evan to like her required that she dye her hair blond, then she would have dyed her hair instead.  Further, given her initial dislike of Evan, if Marti had not the goal of getting Evan to like her, she would not have bought hockey tickets.  So, it appears that there is a teleological explanation of Marti’s behavior in Bad Date that is supported by Sehon’s counterfactuals, even though Marti does not act intentionally.  So, Sehon’s strategy does not constitute an adequate alternative to causalism either.
There is also another potential problem with Sehon’s account: it is unclear how Sehon could provide an adequate account of I-control.  Again, given Evan’s manipulation and influence, the intuition is very strong that Marti does not act intentionally whatever happens to be the case in nearby possible worlds: facts about the actual sequence of events are sufficient to undermine the claim that she acts intentionally.  But in that case, Sehon’s counterfactuals do not suffice to teleologically explain Marti’s behavior “in the right way” precisely because Sehon’s strategy does not ensure the truth of (AC).  But that suggests that an adequate teleological explanation intentional action depends on facts about the actual world and the actual sequence of events besides the mere fact that an agent had some goal or purpose or reason.  The causalist claims, for example, that A (s intentionally only if, in the actual sequence of events, some agent-involving event causes A to ( (in “the right way” of course).  It is unclear about what sort of facts about the actual world that Sehon’s non-causalist could similarly appeal to—more on that below.

Sehon presumably allows that agents can act intentionally—and that they can have and exercise I-control when they act—even given the influence of other agents like Evan in the actual sequence of events.  At one point, Sehon imagines benevolent Godlike Martians who only want to see the plans of some agent, Norm, fulfilled.  To that end, they always cause him to intend and act in ways appropriate to his own goals.  In that case, (R1) would be true of Norm: he would consistently act in ways appropriate to achieving his goals given his circumstances, epistemic situation, and intentional states.  Sehon demurs from the suggestion that Norm does not act intentionally, even given the Martian’s consistent influence, claiming that “Norm’s agency is intuitively still intact.”
  However, there remains a significant difference between Marti and Norm.  Norm’s goals are not subject to the influence of the aliens: they only ensure that Norm acts appropriately given goals he already has.  But Evan positively causes Marti to have goals that she would not have had otherwise.  So even if Norm has and exercises I-control, it does not follow that Marti does too.  


Sehon’s presumed response to Perfect Date is also not supported by reflection upon Frankfurt-type scenarios: roughly, cases in which some counterfactual intervener ensures that an agent cannot but perform some action although the intervener does not actually intervene in the actual sequence of events.  In a variation of a familiar scenario, the nefarious Dr. Black will intervene cause Jones to vote for Gore only if Jones is about to decide to vote for Bush but otherwise fail to intervene if Jones decides by himself to vote for Gore; thus, in some sense, Jones cannot but vote for Gore.  On one account of things, Jones can act freely even though he could not have acted otherwise, precisely because facts about the actual sequence of events suffice to ensure that he acts freely.
  But even if agents in Frankfurt-type scenarios act freely even if they cannot but act in accord with their decision, it does not similarly follow that Marti acts intentionally in Bad Date even though she cannot but act in accord with her goals: in Frankfurt-type scenarios, the counterfactual intervener does not actually intervene in the actual sequence of events; in Bad Date, Evan does.  

Not only are facts about the actual sequence of events sufficient to undermine the claim that A (ed intentionally whatever happens to be the case in nearby possible worlds, facts about the actual sequence of events sometimes suffice to imply that A (ed intentionally.  Consider the following:
Kitty on the Keyboard: As Robyn types furiously in an attempt to finish her thesis, Kim plants herself on Robyn’s keyboard.  Robyn remains quite fearful of Kim, so fearful that it is improbable—say, less than 5% likely—that Robyn will actually be able to bring herself to do anything that would get Kim to move.  Still, Robyn decides to move Kim and intends of her hand movement that she will thereby move Kim from her keyboard.  Despite her fear, Robyn surprisingly moves her hand just as she intended and Kim leaps from Robyn’s keyboard.

Given that it is less than 5% probable that Robyn will be able to muster the courage to wave her hands in Kim’s face then, holding fixed Robyn’s circumstances, epistemic situation, and intentional states, there are comparatively few nearby possible worlds in which Robyn waves her hands in Kim’s face.  Still, whatever may be the case in other possible worlds, Kitty on the Keyboard is a fairly clear case of intentional action: Robyn deliberates about what to do, she forms an intention that terminates her deliberation, and she successfully and non-deviantly executes her intention.  Here, facts about the actual sequence of events appear to be sufficient to teleologically explain what Robyn does in the way necessary for her behavior to qualify as intentional action—no recourse to possible worlds is necessary.  The causalist can appeal to the fact that Robyn’s goal non-deviantly causes her to act as a fact about the actual sequence of events that suggests that she does act intentionally; as noted below, the non-causalist is precluded from making a similar argument.  


It is time to consider a different sort of challenge to non-causalism, one that takes seriously the thought that A can ( intentionally only if, in the actual sequence of events, certain facts obtain.  I develop that challenge in the following penultimate section.

VI. An Argument Against Non-Causalism

A quick bit of review is appropriate.  Again, it is agreed on just about all hands that (TE) is true—that the explanation of intentional action is teleological explanation.  I have been supposing that the disagreement between causalists and non-causalist is a disagreement about whether teleological explanations of action are also causal.  One lesson of teleological deviance is that simply citing some goal or purpose or reason is not sufficient to teleologically explain action “in the right way”; after all, teleologically deviant behavior is explained by reference to agent’s goals and purposes and reasons as well.  As such, causalist and non-causalist alike need to specify what else is necessary to adequately teleologically explain action.  
While a non-causalist must say that an agent’s goals, for example, explain what she does, she cannot claim that an agent’s goals cause her actions without abandoning non-causalism.  But remembering that the answer cannot simply be that they teleologically explain action, what could it mean to say that agent-involving events explain action though they do not cause it?   Some responses are mysterious.  Wilson considers Charles Taylor’s suggestion that reason explanations are grounded in a kind of “non-causal bringing about,” but Wilson declines to articulate non-causalism in these terms on the grounds that neither Taylor nor anyone else has explained what it is for one event to “non-causally bring about” another.
  Some non-causalists allow that there is some nominal sense in which agent-involving events are causes but insist that actions are explained in virtue of providing a teleological explanation, not a causal one.
  However, on one account of things, the explanation of an event is causal if it provides any causal information about that event.
  If agent-involving events are at all causally related to action, then an explanation that cites agent-involving events would provide causal information about that action.  So, there is good reason to suppose that non-causalist teleological explanations of action must be purged of causal information and that, therefore, non-causalists must claim that agent-involving events are epiphenomenal—that is, that they play no causal role in the process that results in an agent’s action.

But that result only exacerbates the problem.  The non-causalist is bound to have difficulty explaining, first, how it could be the case that agent-involving events are epiphenomenal and that agents make a difference to whether or not they act.  Indeed, it is rather difficult to see how the non-causalist could begin to explicate (AD) if agent-involving events are epiphenomenal.  Rhetorically, if agent-involving events do not cause A’s (-ing then either some other event does or else her (-ing is uncaused; since the latter suggestion is wildly implausible, the non-causalist appears committed to claiming that non-agent-involving events cause actions and that threatens (AD).  By contrast, causalists are in a rather better position to give an account of what it is for agent-involving events to make a difference to whether or not A (s: the causalist can claim they make a difference in virtue of causing A to (.
Similarly, the non-causalist is bound to have difficulty explaining how it could be the case that agent-involving events are epiphenomenal and play a role in the possession and exercise of I control.  Sehon’s suggestion that Norm’s agency is left relatively intact is somewhat puzzling, precisely because Norm’s goals are not causally related to his behavior; it is the aliens-wanting-to-help-Norm that causes him to act and not the event of Norm-having-a-goal.  So, if Sehon thinks that Norm acts intentionally, then it must be the case that Norm has and exercises I-control even though Norm’s goals and purposes and reasons are not causally related to what he does.  I have admittedly provided no account of what I-control consists in but this much seems clear: having and exercising I-control requires, at least, the ability to alter and adjust one’s behavior if occurrent events deviate from an agent’s intended plan in unwanted ways.  But if agent-involving events are epiphenomenal then it is unclear how agent-involving events could contribute to agent’s ability to alter and adjust her behavior if events should unfold in unintended and unwanted ways.  By contrast, the causalist is in a comparatively better situation to explain just how agents can alter and adjust their behavior in ways necessary to exercise I-control: she forms or executes intentions and thereby causally influences how events unfold.  

Here, then, is the argument against non-causalism, one that rests on the thought that non-causalists are bound to leave something in the actual sequence of events preceding intentional actions unexplained:

1) Non-causalism is true only if agent-involving events are not causes

2) If agent-involving events are not causes then they are epiphenomenal

3) Agent-involving events cannot make a difference to whether or not A (s if they are epiphenomenal

4) Agent-involving events are irrelevant to whether not A has and exercises I-control when she (s if they are epiphenomenal

5) Agent-involving events are relevant to whether or not A has and exercises I-control when she (s and they do make a difference to whether or not she (s

6) Therefore, non-causalism is false
In fairness, the arguments of this section do not establish that 3) and 4) are true.  Rather, there is a standing challenge to the non-causalist to explain how agent-involving events could make a difference to whether or not A (s and whether or not A has and exercises I-control when she (s if agent-involving events are not causes.  The above argument presents a new challenge to the non-causalist: either embrace causalism or explain how (AD) and (AC) could be true without embracing causalism.  While Davidson’s challenge requires the non-causalist to explain what it is for one reason rather than another to non-causally produce action, the present challenge requires the non-causalist to illuminate what it is for an agent to act for a reason at all, besides noting that agents have some goal or purpose or reason when they intentionally.  The problem of teleological deviance suggests that explanations of intentional action must cite more than just an agent’s goal or purpose or reason for acting—something else is needed to adequately explain intentional actions “in the right way.”  The challenge for the non-causalist is to spell out what else is needed to adequately explain intentional actions.

VII. Conclusion

It is not obvious that teleological explanation is a species of causal explanation; at least, it is unclear that we know a priori that teleological explanations are also causal explanations.  No argument has been offered that non-causalism must fail and that causalism must succeed.  However, it should be clear by now that the non-causalist cannot simply point to the causalist’s difficulties with deviant causation in hopes of showing that non-causalism is correct and that causalism ought to be jettisoned just because causal deviance is just a manifestation of a problem that plagues the non-causalist as well: the problem of teleological deviance.
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