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Abstract

In this article the author makes the case for a hybrid sourcehood–leeway compatibil-
ist account of free will. To do so, she draws upon Lehrer’s writing on free will, includ-
ing his preference-based compatibilist account and Frankfurt-style cases from the 
perspective of the cognizant agent. The author explores what distinguishes kinds of 
intentional influence in manipulation cases and applies this distinction to a new per-
spectival variant of Frankfurt cases, those from the perspective of the counterfactual 
intervenor. She argues that it matters what kind of intentional influence is at issue in 
the counterfactual intervention and, further, that our judgments about desert of praise 
(and blame) are affected by occupying the pov of the counterfactual intervenor. The 
author concludes that such attention to perspectival variants of Frankfurt cases sup-
ports the view that compatibilist sourcehood accounts of moral responsibility require 
an additional compatibilist could-have-done-otherwise condition to capture a more 
robust sense of moral responsibility.
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The aim of this paper is to examine two under-discussed aspects of manipula-
tion cases, broadly construed, through the lens of Keith Lehrer’s illuminating 
writing on free will. Specifically, I’ll make the case for a need to attend, first, 
to the perspective taken when making judgments about control and moral 
responsibility, and, second, to the distinction between kinds of intentional 
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influence when evaluating the implications of such judgments for accounts 
of freedom and responsibility. Here I review Lehrer’s more recent work on free 
will (2004, 2011, 2016), including his preference-based compatibilist account of 
freedom and Frankfurt-style cases from the perspective of a cognizant agent.  
I then explore what distinguishes kinds of manipulative influence from coer-
cive influence, adopting a distinction grounded in the attractiveness or accept-
ability (or lack thereof) of alternative actions. I apply this distinction to another 
kind of perspectival variant of Frankfurt cases, those from the perspective of 
the counterfactual intervenor. I argue that it matters what kind of intentional 
influence is at issue in the counterfactual intervention and, further, that our 
judgments about desert of praise (and blame) are affected by occupying the 
pov of the counterfactual intervenor. I further argue that such attention to 
perspectival variants of Frankfurt-style and manipulation cases more gener-
ally supports the view that compatibilist sourcehood-based accounts of moral 
responsibility require an additional compatibilist could-have-done-otherwise 
condition to capture a more robust sense of moral responsibility.

1 Lehrer’s Preference-based Compatibilist Account

In order to situate the development of the proposed perspectival variant of 
Frankfurt cases and its relation to classical compatibilism, it will be helpful to 
explicate, first, Lehrer’s classical compatibilist account of freedom and, sec-
ond, his Frankfurt case from the perspective of the cognizant agent. Lehrer 
is a classical compatibilist – he is a compatibilist about free will (and moral 
responsibility), and he accepts some version of the Principle of Alternate 
Possibilities (pap). Compatibilists hold that determinism is compatible with 
free will (and moral responsibility). Determinism is often understood as the 
thesis that a complete true description of the laws of nature and the state of a 
world at a time entails all truths about that world (including all truths about 
the decisions and actions of agents) (van Inwagen 1983). Compatibilists argue 
that there is at least one possible world in which determinism is true of that 
world and some agent in that world acts freely. By contrast, incompatibilism is 
the thesis that determinism is incompatible with free will (and moral respon-
sibility). That is, if determinism is true of a world, then no one ever acts freely 
in that world.

As noted, Lehrer is a classical compatibilist in that he accepts pap – in order 
for an agent to have acted (A-ed) freely and to be morally responsible for so act-
ing, it must be the case that she could have done other than A (at some suitable 
time). Motivation for accepting pap springs from, among other sources, the 
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‘garden of forking paths’ picture of agency, which holds that when we decide 
what to do and act on that decision, prior to our so deciding and acting, we 
experience the future as open, a garden of forking paths or genuine alterna-
tives to our chosen course of action.1 I decided to spend the day writing and 
did, but, it seems to me, I could have – it was open to me to have – decided to go 
to the beach instead. Or, regarding a morally weightier matter, Daenerys, when 
facing King’s Landing in battle, seems to decide in the face of alternatives – she 
could decide to raze the city and its civilian inhabitants with her dragon’s fire, 
or she could refrain from doing so. This phenomenological sense of an open 
future seems to ground a sense of control over one’s future. Those who accept 
pap take it that part of the control required to act freely and be held respon-
sible for one’s actions essentially involves having alternatives to the decision 
or action one takes. Moreover, some incompatibilists argue that determinism 
precludes this kind of openness or ability to do otherwise. A prominent argu-
ment for this incompatibilist claim, the Consequence Argument, has even led 
some compatibilists to accept that it may well be the case that determinism is 
incompatible with freedom to do otherwise (van Inwagen 1983; see, e.g., Fischer 
and Ravizza 1998).2 According to such compatibilists (semicompatibilists), 
the control required to be responsible for one’s actions is instead grounded 
in the agent’s being an appropriate source of her actions – that the decisions 
and actions causally originate with her, are her own, or are examples of self-
expression (Fischer 2006, 2008, Frankfurt 1971). Such compatibilists argue that 
this kind of control, being merely the source of one’s actions, is compatible 
with determinism.3

As a classical compatibilist, Lehrer does not accept the soundness of the 
Consequence Argument.4 But, strikingly, unlike other classical compatibilists, 
Lehrer was one of the first vocal critics of the compatibilist conditional analysis 
of the ability to do otherwise. In Lehrer (1960b, 1968, 1990), he offers a counter-
example to the conditional analysis: An agent could have done otherwise than 

1 Borges (1941). Free will theorists such as van Inwagen (1983), Fischer (1994), and Ekstrom 
(2000, 2001) embrace the forking paths picture of our experience of agency. Lehrer (1960a) 
takes this phenomenological experience as evidence that we have a freedom to do otherwise.

2 But see Waller and Waller (2015) for an argument that indeterminism is incompatible with 
the deep metaphysical ability to do otherwise embraced by ‘leeway’ incompatibilists.

3 For other source compatibilist views more broadly, see McKenna (2001) and Sartorio (2016). 
Of course, incompatibilists can also accept a sourcehood condition on free will and moral 
responsibility, but they argue that determined agents are not the proper source of their 
actions (see, e.g., Kane 1996).

4 See Lehrer (1980) and also Campbell and Lehrer (2018) and McKenna (this volume, p. 545–
558) for a detailed account of Lehrer’s compatibilist response to the Consequence Argument 
and a comparison to Lewis (1981).
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A if, and only if, if she had chosen to A, she would have A-ed.5 The counter-
example, like other prominent counterexamples to the conditional analysis,6 
focuses on an agent who is psychologically unable to choose to A. The agent, 
then, cannot choose to A and so cannot actually A, but were she to choose 
to A, she would A. Hence, on the conditional analysis, she could have done 
otherwise than A. The failure of the conditional analysis leaves a gap in the 
classical compatibilists’ story of how agents have the freedom-relevant ability 
to do otherwise in a deterministic world. In place of the conditional analy-
sis, Lehrer (1990) proposes an alternative compatibilist-friendly understand-
ing of the freedom-relevant ‘could have done otherwise,’ one grounded in a 
Pollock-style possible worlds analysis (Pollock 1976): Suppose that S does A at 
tn in the actual world. It is true of the actual world that if certain conditions C 
were to occur at t1, S would have not A-ed at tn (e.g., B-ed), provided that in all 
of the minimally different worlds where C occurs at t1 is true, S does not A at tn.

Lehrer fills in the conditions C for freedom to do otherwise in terms of the 
causal order of the agent’s preferences. Lehrer understands preferences in the 
sense of preferences for an action “in the space of alternatives” (2016, 42). This 
space of alternatives involves, minimally, A-ing versus not A-ing (whether this 
is, for example, an incompatible B-ing or just a refraining from A-ing). Here 
operative preferences in action selection needn’t be involved in deliberation in 
order to be explanatorily relevant for action. Further preferences are not just a 
bare ‘liking’ of a course of action but are practical in nature in that they “reveal 
themselves in choice given the opportunity to act” (2016, 36).7 His developed 
account of sufficient conditions for freedom of action, then, is as follows:

An agent acts freely if 8
(1)  she did what she preferred to do
(2) that preference is fully integrated in her preference structure
(3)  her action is the result of a preference structure that the agent 

prefers to have

Condition three refers to what Lehrer calls a ‘power preference’ or ‘ultraprefer-
ence’ – as he puts it, “a level transcending preference that is a preference for 

5 The classical compatibilist conditional analysis has been outlined and defended, in some 
form, in Hume (Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding), Hobart (1934), and Ayer (1954). 

6 Another notable counterexample to the conditional analysis beyond Lehrer’s work is found 
in Chisholm (1964). 

7 Lehrer (2016) notes that the notion of preference is akin to Frankfurt’s “effective wants.” 
8 Conditions one and two are developed in Lehrer (1990), among other places, and condition 

three is discussed in Lehrer (2004).
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itself as well as the other preferences pertaining to action” (2011, 14). Power 
preferences are special higher-order preferences for one’s preference structure, 
inclusive of that power preference itself. 

The satisfaction of 1–3 is sufficient for an agent’s having acted freely, but in 
order to have freedom of preference, or the ability to do otherwise, when acting, 
the agent must fulfill a further criterion (Lehrer 2016):

If the agent would have preferred earlier to prefer not to A, then the agent 
would have preferred not to A.9

As I read Lehrer, he is arguing that an agent who satisfies 1–3, who A-s in line 
with her preference to A, which she prefers to have, is acting freely in that she 
is in some sense the source of her action; power preferences are, for Lehrer, a 
kind of effective ownership state (2011).10 However, this is a limited freedom; 
an agent who, in addition, possesses freedom of preference is acting freely in 
a more robust sense: She has the power, or control, to set her higher-order, or 
power, preferences for action. This is significant in light of the fact that power 
preferences are effective ownership states. To have freedom of preference is to 
have control over the states that express who I am in action. As Lehrer makes 
the point in a discussion of Fischer’s sourcehood compatibilism, for an action 
to be an act of self-expression and ‘up to me,’ it’s not enough that I am guided by 
reasons; my being guided by reasons must result from my ‘ultrapreference,’ or 
power preference, to act in accordance with that system of reasons. This ultra-
preference makes the reasons for action my own. In this way, robust source-
hood compatibilism appears to require the ability to do otherwise (Lehrer 2011, 
Campbell and Lehrer 2018).

Notably, although a classical compatibilist account of free will, Lehrer’s 
preference-based account demonstrates an obvious affinity with the kinds 
of psychological features of free agents prized by sourcehood compatibilists 
(Campbell and Lehrer 2018).11 This affinity is dialectically fruitful for his 

9   This condition may need to be qualified; in particular, the condition may or may not hold 
for the agent in question, depending on the time referents of ‘earlier.’

10  “The ownership choice is a free action of self-expression realizing a preference I have 
because I prefer to have it” (Lehrer 2011, 17).

11  In particular, Lehrer’s preference-based account of free will bears a similarity to Frankfurt’s 
sourcehood account of free will in that both prioritize, explanatorily, the agent’s psycho-
logical hierarchy for freedom and responsibility. Lehrer (2016) notes that preferences are 
like Frankfurt’s ‘effective wants.’ Among other dissimilarities, however, Lehrer’s account 
(2004) attempts to avoid Watson’s (1975, 2004) regress worry for Frankfurt’s mesh theory 
with Lehrer’s notion of a power preference. Lehrer (2016) also further rejects Frankfurt’s 
(1988) claim, in response to regress worries, that the agent must identify decisively with 
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argument that sourcehood compatibilism requires classical compatibilism. 
In particular, his perspectival variants of Frankfurt cases suggest, contra the 
intent of the original Frankfurt cases, that sourcehood compatibilism needs 
to be supplemented with an ability-to-do-otherwise requirement to capture a 
robust sense of free will (Lehrer 2011, 2016, Campbell and Lehrer 2018). Hence, 
it is to Frankfurt cases and Lehrer’s perspectival variant that we now turn.

2 Frankfurt Cases and the Cognizant Agent

Frankfurt (1969), a sourcehood compatibilist, famously challenged pap using 
the now termed ‘Frankfurt-style’ cases, which I will refer to as ‘Frankfurt cases’ 
for short. Recall that pap is the claim that an agent is morally responsible for 
what she’s done only if she could have done otherwise. In Frankfurt cases, 
there is an agent who is undecided on what to do. Unbeknownst to the agent, 
however, there is a counterfactual intervenor (‘ci’) who wants the agent to A 
but “prefers to avoid showing his hand unnecessarily” (Frankfurt 1969, 172). 
ci monitors the events and processes, psychologically, of the agent prior to 
decision. If the agent shows reliable signs of being about to decide to not A, 
then ci will (effectively) intervene to cause the agent to decide to A and so A 
(through, e.g., a neural implant). However, if the agent shows reliable signs of 
being about to decide to A, then ci will do nothing. As it happens, the agent, 
through deliberation (or whatever your favorite precedents to decision are), 
comes to decide to A on her own and A-s. ci does nothing but monitor the 
agent. Here, the thought goes, many have or will have a strong intuition that 
the agent is acting freely and is morally responsible for her so A-ing, but still it 
isn’t the case that she could have done other than decide to A and A; ci would 
have caused her to decide to A and A if she had shown signs that she was about 
to decide to not A. So pap is false. Frankfurt cases recommend, according to 
some compatibilists and incompatibilists alike, that we ought to abandon a 
could-have-done-otherwise requirement and instead maintain that the con-
trol associated with free will and responsibility has to do with an agent’s being 
the proper source of her actions (Frankfurt 1969, Fischer 1994, 2006).

Intriguingly, Lehrer, a classical compatibilist, turns these Frankfurt cases 
into fuel for a could-have-done-otherwise condition on freedom and respon-
sibility, one that suggests that mere ownership of preference is not enough 

her first-order desire to A and that this identification can stop the regress. Lehrer worries 
that moral sensitivity, a characteristic of agents who appreciate the nuanced moral dimen-
sions of difficult situations (e.g., moral dilemmas), is ruled out by decisive identification.
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to ground robust responsibility. Here I’ll outline a paraphrased version of a 
Frankfurt case in Lehrer’s (2016) ‘preference account’ language. (Later, I will 
likewise fill in my proposed perspectival variant of a Frankfurt case in the pref-
erence account language, but the points I’ll make apply more broadly to any 
Frankfurt cases from the perspective of a counterfactual intervenor.) Consider 
the case of Liam:

Liam comes into some money. He considers whether to pay back a debt 
or give it to a friend in need. Liam values acting effectively from his ultra-
preferences. Liam has an ultrapreference to pay back the debt, which he 
does, acting on a preference to pay the money back.

There is a ci, who has reliable12 knowledge regarding Liam’s preference 
structure and power preferences. ci has a ‘plan’ for Liam. Unbeknownst 
to Liam, ci is monitoring for evidence of power preference formation. 
If he were to have a power preference to give the money to the friend in 
need, he would be caused to prefer to pay back the debt. ci doesn’t inter-
vene because Liam’s preferences accord with the plan.

If we consider the usual question of whether Liam, the agent, acted freely and 
is morally responsible for deciding to pay back the debt, some compatibilists 
and incompatibilists alike will answer yes. Here, the party engaging in moral 
judgment of Liam is a third party. This third party is cognizant of the ci and so 
knows that Liam lacks alternatives to preferring to A when he A-s; ci ensures 
this. But because ci is causally irrelevant to what Liam actually does, ci is 
taken to be irrelevant to Liam’s status as a responsible agent for so acting. From 
this state of affairs, some draw the conclusion that pap is false.13 

Lehrer, in a twist, asks us to consider the scenario from another perspective, 
that of Liam the agent.14 Let’s suppose, in line with the original Frankfurt case, 
that Liam is unaware of ci’s presence. Call this case “Unaware Liam.” When 

12  Lehrer (2016) rejects the Kane (1996)/Widerker (1995) objection to the original Frankfurt 
(1969) counterexample to pap. Lehrer argues that ci needn’t have infallible knowledge 
about what the agent is about to decide or prefer – he only needs reliable evidence, so the 
dilemma does not arise.

13  A rather large body of papers exists on Frankfurt cases, both critical and supportive. 
For an older anthology that is representative of some of those voices, see Widerker and 
McKenna (eds.) (2003). For a recent exploration of a novel potential leeway compatibilist 
argument based on Frankfurt cases, see Elzein (forthcoming).

14  Another recent paper by Sofia Jeppsson (2020) discusses judgments about the four-case 
argument (Pereboom 2001, 2014) from the perspective of the unaware, manipulated agent 
but uses this perspective to support the claim that the agent is acting freely and is morally 
responsible for acting.
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Liam decides to and does pay back the debt, he may judge, on reflection, that 
he is acting freely and is responsible for so acting. Lehrer (2016, 44) argues that 
Liam may judge this, at least in part, because he believes that it is true that

(pa) when he prefers to do A, if he had a preference to prefer not to do A 
instead, he would have preferred not to do A,

where A here is paying back the debt and not A-ing is giving the money to a 
friend in need. Lehrer (2016) then introduces “lucky agents,” agents who are 
cognizant of the presence of a ci who has a plan for them. Consider “Lucky 
Liam” (paraphrased):

Liam comes to find out that ci has a plan for his actions, but he doesn’t 
know the content of the plan. He knows, though, that his preferences will 
conform to this plan, either through his own preferred power structure or 
ci’s doing. That is, he knows that if he were to form a power preference 
to give the money to the friend and the plan included his paying back the 
debt, ci would intervene and instill an effective preference to pay back 
the debt. Liam prefers to pay back the debt. Thereby, Liam learns that ci 
plans for him to pay back the debt.

Lehrer argues that Liam may no longer judge himself to be acting freely and 
to be responsible for his paying back the debt, in part because he no longer 
believes pa to be true: “A person like [Liam], I call him Lucky, all of whose 
actions and first-order preferences are limited by ci, will think he was deluded 
about his freedom when informed of ci” (2016, 36). He elaborates that an agent 
such as Liam might explain (Lehrer 2016, 39–40):

I was deluded when I deliberated about what preference to prefer think-
ing it was up to me what to prefer. I may be despicable, but I am not mor-
ally responsible for my preference. It was unavoidable.

Here, Lehrer nicely points out the tension in judgments of freedom and 
responsibility when we shift perspectives from impartial third parties to the 
cognizant agent. Even if ci doesn’t intervene, his presence seems to limit the 
kind of agency that Liam exercises, at least to Liam. Sourcehood compatibil-
ists, then, must confront the following: Either the agent’s epistemic status with 
respect to the presence of the plan is relevant to his freedom and responsibil-
ity, or sourcehood compatibilism requires a could-have-done-otherwise condi-
tion. If the latter, then something like pa must be a condition of responsibility: 
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that an agent is acting freely and is responsible for A-ing in this sense when he 
prefers to A only if it is the case that if he had a preference to prefer to not A 
instead, he would have preferred to not A.

Lehrer reinforces this point with a reflection on Luckyland, a world where 
all agents are lucky in all of their actions. There is a ci with a plan for all of the 
agents’ preferences and actions. However, all of the agents always prefer, “as luck 
would have it,” in line with ci’s plan.15 ci never intervenes. In Luckyland, pa is 
false. But Luckyland isn’t your minimal run-of-the-mill deterministic world. In 
a deterministic world, it is open that agents might have freedom of preference. 
That is, pa can be true in deterministic worlds. Hence, if compatibilists find a 
discrepancy in the control and responsibility of agents in Luckyland versus a 
typical deterministic world, then this is a strong indication that sourcehood 
accounts need a could-have-done-otherwise condition (Lehrer 2016, Campbell 
and Lehrer 2018). Citizens of Luckyland might exercise free will in a sense (e.g., 
their actions flow from their preferences, and these preferences are their own). 
But Lucky Liam and other Lucky folk do not have freedom of preference and 
so lack more robust control and responsibility. As Lehrer notes, “[i]t is a land 
of preference and action that is completely in the control of ci, which as luck 
would have it, has no need to intervene” (2016, 40).

Now part of Lehrer’s (2016) aim here is to argue not for a purely backward-
looking sense of moral responsibility, but for a forward-looking one in which 
it is appropriate to apply certain reactive attitudes, such as resentment and 
indignation, to agents for what they have done because the reception of those 
reactive attitudes will influence the agent’s future conduct in a desirable 
direction. The efficacy of reactive attitudes here is a bit tricky. So, to unpack 
this in context, if Lucky Liam lives in Luckyland, then if he pays off his debt 
and Cole, his friend in need, expresses resentment in response, then Liam may 
in the future form power preferences to uphold his obligations to friends over 
others first. But, crucially, this is only the case if forming preferences to priori-
tize obligations to friends is consistent with ci’s plan for Liam in the future. If 
not, then Cole’s reactive attitudes will be ineffective. (If the reader is bothered 
by the fact that Cole is a citizen of Luckyland too, and so luckily prefers and 
acts only in line with ci’s plan, then make Liam the only agent subject to ci 
globally.) Hence, Lehrer proposes, sourcehood compatibilism requires a could-
have-done-otherwise condition, which is cashed out in terms of freedom of 
preference. Sourcehood compatibilism requires classical compatibilism.16

15  Mele (2014) makes a similar point about global Frankfurt cases.
16  For a good discussion of the sourcehood versus leeway debate in the contemporary free 

will literature, see Campbell (2011, Chapter 1) and Timpe (2016).
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In what follows, I will apply the lesson of perspectival variants of Frankfurt 
cases more broadly to motivate a need for a could-have-done-otherwise com-
ponent for sourcehood compatibilism. In particular, I will understand moral 
responsibility as in part backward-looking and will be open, but not committed, 
to any forward-looking aspects of responsibility. Further, I will shift perspec-
tives to that of the counterfactual intervenor, who stands ready to intervene.  
I will argue that occupying the perspective of the ci when judging a monitored 
target agent strongly recommends a classical compatibilist supplement – of 
some stripe, preference-based or not – to sourcehood compatibilism. But first, 
it will be helpful to step back entirely and understand what kind of counterfac-
tual influence cis have over agents.

3 Kinds of Counterfactual Intentional Intervention

One woefully under-addressed aspect of the larger debate on “manipulation” 
in the free will and moral responsibility literature is the question of the nature 
of different kinds of intentional influence that one agent exerts (or poten-
tially exerts) over another agent and, further, how kinds of intentional influ-
ence relate. This is a major cause for concern, as “manipulation cases” run the 
gamut from distal to proximal intentional influence on agents’ practical rea-
soning and deliberation, and the scope of the intended action can be narrow 
or more global. For instance, distal forms of intentional influence include care-
fully crafted upbringing or (science fiction–like) ‘programming’ to bias agents’ 
reasoning and deliberation about action. Some prominent philosophically 
interesting cases feature agents who were created, either as fully formed adults 
or as zygotes, to carry out some action.17 By contrast, more proximal forms of 
intentional influence include direct intervention in real time or just prior to 
deliberation, targeting the agent’s values or reasoning.18 Everyday examples 
include the kinds of nudging that pervade our lives via advertising (Thaler and 
Sunstein 2009). These cases all involve a person who wants another person, 
the agent, to do something (or be some way) but does not want to overtly force 
the agent to do it (or be that way). Further, what’s common to most examples 
at the heart of the free will and moral responsibility discussion is that it is 
stipulated as part of the case that the agent fulfills a set of proposed sufficient 

17  See Pereboom’s Four-Case Argument, especially cases two and three (2001, 2014), and 
Mele’s Zygote Argument (2006).

18  See Pereboom’s case one (2001, 2014), Mele’s minutelings (2013), Frankfurt (1969), and 
Mele’s value engineering cases (2006).
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conditions for free will or responsibility (e.g., recognizes and acts on practical 
reasons, including moral reasons; has a well-ordered hierarchy of desires or 
preferences, etc.).19 Hence, one might seemingly reasonably conclude that the 
difference between coercion and manipulation has to do with the use (or lack 
thereof) or force – physical or otherwise – and perhaps the bypassing (or lack 
thereof) of the agent’s reasoning and deliberation.20 On such a view, all of the 
above-mentioned kinds of cases are manipulation, not coercion, because the 
agent is not forced to decide or act as she does and the agent’s psychology isn’t 
bypassed. This appears to be the received view in the free will literature, and 
all of these cases have been grouped under the label of ‘manipulation cases.’ 
In fact, this classification, even if it tracks an important distinction, seems too 
course-grained, skirting over freedom-relevant differences between cases and 
cases of manipulation.

Here I propose that we adopt a finer-grained classification of cases of 
intentional influence from Wood (2014), which I will relabel ‘no acceptable 
alternative manipulation’ and ‘acceptable alternative manipulation,’ or naa 
manipulation and aa manipulation, respectively, for short. Roughly, an agent 
is subject to naa manipulation when the agent’s decision or action is inten-
tionally influenced and, crucially, all other alternatives are made unacceptable 
to the agent. An agent is subject to aa manipulation when the agent’s decision 
or action is intentionally influenced and, crucially, all other alternatives are 
made less attractive (but not unacceptable) to the agent. aa manipulation falls 
on a spectrum of attractiveness. Here an alternative is deemed attractive to 
some degree or unacceptable from the perspective of the agent. Wood (2014) 
proposes this distinction in the context of the sociopolitical philosophy discus-
sion of concepts of influence, although Wood’s intention is to sort ‘manipula-
tion’ from ‘coercion.’21 In the context of the free will discussion, there is value in 
the view that manipulation and coercion are distinguished by the involvement 

19  See compatibilist accounts such as Frankfurt (1971), Fischer and Ravizza (1998), and 
Watson (1975).

20  For a relevant discussion regarding the relation (real or mistaken) between determinism 
and bypassing, see Nahmias (2011). For an alternative explanation, see Bjornsson on the 
Explanation Hypothesis (2014).

21  “I am coerced [forced, compelled] to do something when either I do not choose to do it 
or if, when I choose to do it, I do it because I have no acceptable alternative” (Wood 2014, 
21). Wood takes manipulation and coercion to “form a kind of continuum, with manipula-
tion occupying the subtler end and coercion occupying the more heavy-headed end” (31). 
What distinguishes manipulation from coercion, on his view, is “whether we regard the 
alternative as having been made unacceptable or merely less attractive” (31). The details 
of Wood’s proposal – that coercion takes away the target agent’s choice, etc. – are worth 
their own discussion, but here I’ll merely apply the distinction to the cases at hand. 
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of force and/or bypassing. Hence, I will co-opt Wood’s distinction as the spec-
trum of manipulation only. One further key deviation from Wood (and others) 
is that some hold a concept of coercion and manipulation on which no coercer 
or manipulator is required (see, e.g., Wood 2014, Baron 2014, Feltz 2013). I won’t 
address this issue here, although I have a strong pre-theoretical, as well as 
theoretical, judgment that freedom-relevant ‘manipulation’ is essentially tied 
to intentional influence requiring an intentional agent (see, e.g., Waller 2014). 
Suffice to say that the cases of naa and aa manipulation addressed in this 
paper will be cases of intentional influence.22

The majority of the ‘manipulation’ cases addressed above, in virtue of the 
stipulation that the agent satisfies a set of proposed psychological criteria for 
free will and moral responsibility, are cases of aa manipulation. That is, the 
intervenor or creator wants the agent to A and so intervenes to bring it about 
that the agent A-s, but the agent has other acceptable alternatives to so decid-
ing and acting when reasoning about what to do. The agent is merely biased 
or programed to favor egoistic reasons, or so constituted to deliberate in the 
way that the agent does.23 Intriguingly, the exceptions to this pattern are the 
Frankfurt cases. Of course, in Frankfurt cases there is no actual sequence inter-
vention from the ci. The ci simply monitors the agent’s psychology for signs 
that the agent is about to decide (or prefer to prefer) to A, but never intervenes. 
But if we classify the kind of intervention, should the ci actually intervene, 
what kind of intervention is at issue? The adopted analysis of concepts recom-
mends an understanding of the counterfactual intervention in the Frankfurt 
case as counterfactual naa manipulation. Why? If the ci does intervene, the 
ci will ensure that the agent decides (or prefers) to A. The agent cannot decide 
(or prefer) to not A. Lehrer’s preference-based version of Frankfurt cases is 
especially instructive for seeing the ci as a counterfactual naa manipulator: 
Recall that in Lehrer’s (2016) version of the case, ci has a plan for which first-
order preferences Liam, the agent, should have. ci monitors Liam’s psychol-
ogy such that if ci had reliable evidence that Liam had a power preference to 

22  Interestingly, Coons and Weber (2014), in their introduction to their edited volume on 
manipulation in social and political philosophy, question whether the kinds of cases in 
the free will and moral responsibility literature should be classified as cases of manipula-
tion, stating that “though the examples in that literature … – often involving direct neu-
rological intervention – are certainly manipulation in some sense of the term, they seem 
more closely related to assault or invasion rather than influence” (p. 8, ft. 5, italics mine). 
This leaving aside of a sizable portion of discussed cases of the ethics of manipulation 
seems unwarranted and philosophically dubious.

23  One wrinkle is the Diana case (Mele 2006): Diana doesn’t make alternative courses of 
action less attractive to Ernie, at least not directly so. Still, via her genetic engineering and 
design, Ernie deliberates and decides to act as he does.
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prefer to not A, ci would intervene to make Liam prefer to A. Hence, at least 
with respect to first-order preferences, Liam has no acceptable alternatives: 
Presumably, to prefer to X entails that one finds the course of action X to be 
attractive in some sense. But if one is unable to prefer to X, then perhaps one 
cannot find X to be an attractive alternative. So, X is unacceptable to Liam in 
virtue of the presence of ci. Therefore, a ci in control of preferences controls 
the attractiveness and acceptability of alternative actions.24

As we’ll see below in the discussion of the new perspectival variant of 
Frankfurt cases, the classification of Frankfurt cases as counterfactual naa 
manipulation makes a meaningful contribution to the argument for the addi-
tion of a could-have-done-otherwise condition to sourcehood compatibilism. 
With the classification of Frankfurt cases as counterfactual naa manipulation 
in mind, I will outline my variant of a Frankfurt case from the perspective of 
the counterfactual intervenor.

4 Frankfurt Cases: A New Point of View

Here’s a warm-up case that any parent of a toddler can relate to, which I’ll call 
“Nathan and his toothbrush”:

Nathan, a three-year-old, is getting ready for bed. He is considering 
whether to brush his teeth before bed or not. Nathan, being a toddler, 
strongly values asserting his independence, in particular acting from his 
preferences and what he prefers to prefer to do. Tonight, Nathan forms a 
strong ultrapreference to brush his teeth before bed, which he does, act-
ing on his preference to brush.

Unbeknownst to Nathan, his parents, through close, exhaustive study 
of his behavior, have reliable knowledge of Nathan’s preference struc-
ture. His parents have a plan for Nathan – for Nathan to prefer to brush 
his teeth nightly so that he develops good dental hygiene. So his parents 
are monitoring his behavior for reliable evidence of his forming an ultra-
preference to not brush. If he were to have such an ultrapreference, his 
parents would bring it about that he prefers to brush and so ensure that 
he brushes before bed. But they also value his developing independence, 

24  What’s striking about Frankfurt’s (1969) original discussion of these kinds of cases is that 
he uses the term “unacceptable” to describe the penalty that the intervenor overtly threat-
ens in the Jones 1 (not ci-kind) case of coercion. This is in line with Wood’s (2014) under-
standing of coercion as rendering all other options unacceptable.
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so they won’t intervene unnecessarily. Because Nathan had an ultrapre-
ference to brush, which he does, in accord with their plan they don’t 
intervene.

Let’s start with Lehrer’s concern: Occupying unaware Nathan’s perspective – if 
he so judges (at all) as a three-year-old, he might judge that “he did it!” – it was 
up to him to prefer to brush his teeth and to brush his teeth. He likely would 
feel proud of himself for brushing. However, if Nathan were informed that his 
parents would have found a way to get him to want to brush if he hadn’t fol-
lowed their plan, then even at three, he might feel some kid analogue of having 
been deluded about his control. After all, it might occur to him that he couldn’t 
have preferred to not brush and had to brush.

What if we now inquire about his parents’, the counterfactual intervenors, 
judgment about Nathan’s toothbrushing? At first blush we’d say they might 
judge him to be praiseworthy for preferring to brush and for brushing. A closer 
examination though, I argue, reveals that Nathan’s moral responsibility is sig-
nificantly limited. Nathan is praiseworthy, in a desert sense, for brushing on 
his own. It is an expression of his preferences through no intervention on his 
parents’ part. It’s appropriate to express praise for him in a forward-looking 
sense, as doing so may increase the chances that he’ll brush on his own the 
next night. However, occupying the perspective of the parent of the unaware 
agent, I know that I myself would have made him prefer to brush if he had been 
about to form an ultrapreference to not brush, and I know that he had to brush 
one way or the other.25 He’s counterfactually ensured in this way because of 
my presence. I am an naa manipulator who counterfactually makes all other 
alternative preferences unacceptable. Hence, Nathan lacks a significant con-
trol over his brushing and preferences. I know – even if Nathan doesn’t know – 
that if he had preferred early to prefer to not brush, he could not have preferred 

25  Walter Sinnott-Armstrong, in conversation regarding this argument, reported having a 
strong judgment to this effect with regard to control as a ci parent when it came to his 
children’s safety (but not regarding their credit or praiseworthiness). While waiting at 
a busy intersection, he allowed his young children, who were educated on pedestrian 
safety, to wait on their own on the sidewalk until the crossing signal changed. They did 
not run into the road. But, unbeknownst to them, he knew that if they were to show any 
signs of being about to run into the road, he would have stopped them from doing so. In 
this sense, they lacked control over their actions because of his monitoring presence. Or, 
alternatively, think of the student driver who guides the car on a busy road on her own. 
Still, the driving instructor stands ready to intervene should the student driver be about 
to drive the car in a dangerous way. Surely, the instructor would attribute a different kind 
of control or responsibility to the student driver than she does to the driver of a normal 
vehicle in which she is a mere passenger.
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to not brush and refrain from doing so. That is, I know that pa is false. Nathan 
lacks freedom of preference. Occupying the pov of a counterfactual intervenor 
brings into sharp relief the stark lack of freedom of preference of agents in 
Frankfurt cases. In such cases, there’s a sense in which the action is the agent’s 
own – it flows from his preference to act – but also a sense in which the action 
isn’t his – he couldn’t but have preferred to act in that way and act in line with 
that preference. 

One obvious problem with this warm-up case is that Nathan is a child, a 
young child. Although he is developing into a moral agent, he lacks the required 
control capacities and moral appreciation to be a full-blown responsible agent. 
Still, I take it that parents (for those who experience parenthood) or others in 
positions of caring for and guiding children are in a good epistemic position 
to appreciate the gap between third-person judgments about the freedom and 
responsibility of agents in Frankfurt cases and those made from the perspec-
tive of present but causally inert custodial cis. This gap, I maintain, signifies an 
anemic sense in which agents in such scenarios are in control of and respon-
sible for their actions. Hence, consider the following case of an adult child, 
inspired by recent news,26 which I will call “Lazy Liam”:

Liam, a 30-year-old, lives at home with his parents. He is considering 
whether to move out or to continue living, rent free, with his folks. Liam 
values acting effectively from his ultrapreferences. He has an ultraprefer-
ence to move out, which he does, acting on a preference to move out.

Unbeknownst to Liam, his parents, through years of close exhaustive 
study of his behavior, have reliable knowledge regarding Liam’s prefer-
ence structure and power preferences. His parents have a plan for Liam – 
for Liam to prefer to move out and thereby move out of their home in 
order to improve familial relationships. So Liam’s parents are monitoring 
his behavior for reliable evidence of his forming an ultrapreference to not 
move out. If he were about to have such an ultrapreference, they would 
bring it about that he prefers to move out (e.g., via a loan for new digs, a 
court-order eviction) and so ensure that he moves out. But even if Liam 
is already 30 years old, his parents still value his continually developing 
independence, so they won’t intervene unnecessarily. Because Liam had 
an ultrapreference to move out, which he does, in accord with their plan 
they don’t intervene.

26  In a May 2018 case, a 30-year-old man was evicted from his parents’ home by court order: 
https://www.cnn.com/2018/05/22/us/judge-rules-son-must-move-out-new-york-trnd/
index.html.
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Here one can, if one desires, tweak the details of the case to philosophically 
enhance it. For instance, Liam’s parents could be neurosurgeons who, unbe-
knownst to Liam, implanted a device in their son at birth which allows them to 
monitor for relevant preferences and to intervene to induce or modify prefer-
ences in line with their plans for Liam. Given Liam’s preference structure to 
date, however, they have never had to use the device to intervene. Likewise, 
we might simply stipulate that Liam is such that if certain strong incentives to 
move out were sent his way, he would be guaranteed to form a preference to 
move out, and his parents know this.

As in the case of Nathan and his toothbrushing, perhaps a third-party spec-
tator or an unaware Liam would judge that Liam is morally responsible for 
moving out and that he exercises his free will in doing so. A third party might 
point to the fact that the counterfactual intervention doesn’t occur and doesn’t 
even factor into Liam’s practical reasoning about his living situation. And from 
unaware Liam’s pov, introspectively, he believes that he had the option to con-
tinue to prefer to live with his parents all along. However, I maintain that, as in 
the case of Nathan and his toothbrush, there is an illustrative difference when 
we make judgments about freedom and responsibility from the perspective of 
a cognizant Liam or Liam’s ci parents. All of the points from above apply: If 
we consider a version of cognizant Liam, who is aware that his parents have a 
plan, then when he does prefer to move out and so moves out, he knows that 
his parents had planned for him to do so all along. That sense of delusion, both 
pre-preference formation and post-action, is sure to nag him – how could I, 
Liam, have been in control of my preferences and actions if I could not have 
preferred to do and could not have done other than I did? The control experi-
enced by an unaware Liam, or the actual control exercised by a Liam without 
ci parents, by contrast, is expansive: I could have preferred to remain and so 
remained – I could have owned those preferences and actions. Here, the kind 
of control at issue is freedom of alternative ownership. Likewise, Liam’s parents 
will view Liam as having anemic control over his affairs: I myself, the parent, 
would have made Liam prefer (or decide) to move out and move out if he 
hadn’t been about to so prefer. I, like the driver of Frankfurt’s (1978) coasting-
down-the-hill car, am really in control of what occurs; I guide the narrative of 
Liam’s life. In fact, my control is stronger than an aa manipulator; as a counter-
factual naa manipulator of preferences (or decisions), my mere presence rules 
out all but one alternative as acceptable. 

Further, the anemic sense of control which is so nicely illuminated by the 
perspective of the counterfactual naa manipulator points to why such classi-
cal compatibilist control is important for a robust sourcehood compatibilism. 
Being stripped of that freedom of alternative ownership, then, strips Liam of 
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the potential application of reactive attitudes that goes along with such alter-
natives: Liam cannot be subject to the blame or resentment of his parents, and 
perhaps other relatives and friends, for preferring to stay in his parents’ home. 
Liam cannot feel shame or pride (depending on how he sees his actions) for 
preferring to remain. Those aren’t options, and so the ci, although causally 
inert, restricts his potential as a candidate subject of the morally reactive atti-
tudes. Perhaps a third party knowledgeable of the ci could judge, rightly, that 
Liam is praiseworthy for preferring to move out and for moving out on his own. 
But the cis themselves and Liam can more accurately appreciate what is lack-
ing here – that Liam cannot be blameworthy for not moving out.27

So sourcehood compatibilism requires classical compatibilism. Without the 
satisfaction of a compatibilist-friendly could-have-done-otherwise condition, 
there is an anemic sense in which the preference expressed in action and the 
action are ‘up to me,’ the agent. I express myself in action, via my preferences 
(or decisions), but that’s the only way I could have expressed myself – no com-
peting preference or action could have been mine; it was rendered unaccept-
able by the ci. Of course, a deterministic scenario without a ci still allows 
for multiple avenues of self-expression, and as such there are more or less 
restrictive self-expressive exercises of freedom and morally appraisable acts, 
depending on the conditions. I’ll now evaluate some anticipated objections to 
my argument that considering cases from the perspective of an naa counter-
factual intervenor supports a classical compatibilist addendum to sourcehood 
compatibilism.

5 Objection from Blame and Praise Asymmetry

Both the Nathan and his toothbrush case and the Lazy Liam case involve, argu-
ably, an agent who performs a praiseworthy action – assuming one assigns a 
positive value to good dental hygiene, independence, and improving famil-
ial relationships. Lehrer’s case of paying back a debt when the (inaccessible) 
alternative is to help out a friend is less clear. Perhaps Lehrer’s case is a moral 

27  Nadine Elzein, in conversation, has helpfully pointed out that in this way sourcehood 
compatibilists face a challenge from agents prone to adaptive preference formation 
(Festinger 1957) or a sour grapes mentality (Elster 1982). For example, consider the lock-
downs happening globally due to covid-19. One might, upon being restricted to one’s 
home due to physical social distancing, find oneself embracing the situation: One prefers 
to stay home. Does such an agent, if prone to aligning her preferences with intentional 
influence, own her preferences and actions? What of cases in which this influence is of 
the naa manipulation variety?
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dilemma, or both alternatives are praiseworthy in some respects, given com-
peting obligations. In any event, the agents in the cases at hand are, if they are 
morally responsible, praiseworthy or subjects of the reactive attitudes of pride 
(from a first-person and related-other stance) and admiration (from a third-
person stance). But, one might reasonably worry, does one require an ability to 
do otherwise than the good preference and action? After all, expressed praise 
is a form of effective behavior modification,28 so perhaps all we need is that the 
agent’s behavior will be affected in the future, in a desirable direction, because 
of the praise and associated positive reactive attitudes.29 If that’s all we need, 
then, insofar as the ability to prefer and act differently is relevant, it is only 
in the sense that the agent’s psychology and behavior are flexible enough for 
such molding by reactive attitudes. There’s no desert sense of being praisewor-
thy that is operative. Moreover, compatibilists such as Wolf (1990) have argued 
that there is an asymmetry when it comes to the requirement of free will in the 
context of good and bad actions: Being held morally responsible for one’s bad 
actions requires an ability to do otherwise, but being held morally responsible 
for one’s good actions does not.

Such considerations do not undermine the central thesis that attention 
to perspectival variants of Frankfurt cases supports the supplementation of 
sourcehood compatibilism with classical compatibilism. Why? Because sub-
stituting cases that feature blameworthy agents and morally bad actions only 
makes the argument stronger. To see this, consider the case of a covert coun-
terfactual Miss Havisham of sorts (‘Miss H’) and her daughter Estella. Miss H 
has plans for Estella to become the kind of person who breaks potential suit-
ors’ hearts and to break their hearts. She has adopted Estella for this purpose. 
Assume that (in this variant) there are no signs that Miss H has these plans or 
that she herself is brokenhearted – she wears her never-used wedding dress ‘on 
the inside,’ in her mind alone. But as it happens (in this variant), she needn’t 
intervene at all to make Estella prefer to intentionally break potential suitors’ 
hearts or so break them. Estella already has a power preference for a practical 
preference structure that effectively leads her to act in ways that break poten-
tial suitors’ hearts. Miss H never intervenes. However, should Miss H have had 
reliable evidence that Estella was about to form a power preference to prefer 
to act in ways contrary to her plan, she would have covertly intervened so that 

28  However, recent literature reviews point to a more nuanced picture of the effectiveness of 
reward and praise in compliance and motivation (Henderlong and Lepper 2002, Owen et 
al. 2012).

29  Some evolutionary theorists and psychologists marshal evidence for the ‘warm glow 
effect’ – that good behavior itself brings satisfaction (see, e.g., de Waal, Leimgruber, and 
Greenburg 2008).
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Estella would have preferred to break the suitor’s heart and so acted. When 
Estella callously breaks a heart on purpose, acting from her preference to do so, 
she may be blameworthy for so doing – the action flows from her preferences 
and values. But still, if we occupy the warped perspective of Miss H, Miss H 
knows that Estella could not have preferred to not break the suitor’s heart – 
Miss H, as an naa counterfactual manipulator, would have forced her to so 
prefer to break hearts, and hence Estella’s alternative power preferences are 
inefficacious. Miss H knows that she herself guides the narrative of Estella’s 
life (at least in this respect), and so Estella could not have expressed herself as 
a person who acts with empathy or care in preferring not to break (and in not 
breaking) hearts. Estella isn’t blameworthy for her preferences and actions in 
a more robust sense.

In fact, when judging the moral blameworthiness of agents who perform 
callous or morally bad actions, we might judge all the more that naa manipula-
tion of any sort, even counterfactual, mitigates self-expression in agency and 
therefore blameworthiness. With condemnation, isolating expressed emo-
tions, and moral sanctions on the line, it isn’t clear that the agent, without an 
ability for alternative self-expression, really deserves all this.

6 Objection from Standing to Blame Conditions

Accepting the parity of the argument for praiseworthy agents and blamewor-
thy agents, one might further inquire whether this discussion of responsibil-
ity has been a hidden appeal to standing to praise (or blame) conditions all 
along. Perhaps, one might charge, I’ve been conflating praiseworthiness with 
the application of praise when considering the agent’s responsibility from 
the perspective of the ci. Consider the normative conditions for an agent’s 
blameworthiness (for an action) versus the norms of applied blame: For any 
given blameworthy agent – one who deserves blame – some theorists have 
proposed that there are further conditions as to whether it would be appropri-
ate for another particular person to blame the agent for the action (standing to 
blame conditions). The appropriateness of this would-be judger’s engaging in 
expressions of blame turns on features of the would-be judger and her relation 
to the agent. For instance, it has been debated whether manipulators/coercers,  
qua their manipulation and coercion, can lack standing to blame (Todd 2012, 
King 2015, McKenna 2018).30 So perhaps counterfactual manipulators and 

30  See also Coates and Tognazzini (eds.) (2013) for an excellent volume on these issues – 
blame and standing to blame.
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counterfactual coercers lack standing to blame too. If we assume symmetry 
of judgment, then manipulators/coercers and perhaps would-be manipu-
lators/coercers lack standing-to-praise agents who prefer and perform the 
morally good action. Then, when we occupy the perspective of the ci, we 
implicitly judge that it would be inappropriate (for us qua cis) to express 
praise, in a desert sense, for the agent’s action, given our standing. This in 
turn leads, illicitly, to the judgment that the agent is not praiseworthy for  
the action.

This analysis seems most plausible when applied to judgments that 
the parents make about Liam’s lack of praiseworthiness for moving out. 
However, even in that context, the parents will likely judge that Liam is 
praiseworthy for preferring to move out (and for moving out) on his own. 
This praiseworthiness appears to have both a backward-looking aspect (i.e., 
he preferred to A on his own) and a forward-looking aspect (i.e., he will con-
tinue to develop independence and act in desirable ways with praise now). 
What of the judgment that Liam lacks a certain kind of control? Here the 
reading of misplaced standing to praise doesn’t fit at all. It’s accurate to say, 
as someone who knows that the agent could not have formed alternative 
preferences or acted in alternative ways – particularly as the ci who ensures 
this – that the agent could not have preferred to not A even if she formed 
a preference to prefer to not A. Hence, certain potential exercises of con-
trol are screened off from her, the exercise of which grounds being the sub-
ject of certain alternative reactive attitudes. Finally, the objection seems ill 
suited to explaining away the judgments from the perspective of the cogni-
zant agent in the Frankfurt case. There’s no standing-to-oneself conditions 
on the agent that recommend that the agent’s sense of being deluded about 
his freedom and self-expression is inappropriate. One could, contra Lehrer 
and this paper, argue that the control capacities of the agent in the Frankfurt 
cases are impacted by the agent’s epistemic conditions – there’s a metaphysi-
cal difference in control between an unaware Liam and an aware31 Liam in 
terms of the freedom exercised in coming to prefer to A and A-ing. But this is 
odd, as in neither case does the ci actually intervene, and in both cases the 
unavoidable outcome is screened off from the agent’s awareness. Therefore, 
the standing to praise mistake objection doesn’t hold water against the 
outlined argument for a classical compatibilist supplement to sourcehood  
compatibilism.

31  Here I mean aware or unaware of the existence of a plan, but not the content of that plan.
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7 The Pervasiveness of Counterfactual naa Manipulation and 
Agents’ Sourcehood Freedom

I’ve argued here, in line with Lehrer, that attention to certain kinds of Frankfurt 
cases supports the view that sourcehood compatibilism requires classical 
compatibilism. I’ve supported that claim by appealing to Frankfurt cases from 
the perspective of the counterfactual intervenors, whose presence renders all 
of the agent’s alternative practical preferences and courses of action unac-
ceptable. This appeal to a much-needed distinction between manipulation 
that makes alternatives less attractive and manipulation that renders those 
alternatives unacceptable, beyond yielding a taxonomy of cases of inten-
tional influence, appears to track a distinction in kinds of control and so in 
the responsibility of agents. The could-have-done-otherwise that agents under 
the control of a ci lack means that such agents could not have self-expressed 
in alternative courses of action, which in turn suggests a limit on their source-
hood freedom, and thus their moral responsibility. Frankfurt cases, though, are 
peculiar in that ordinary agents don’t have a ci waiting in the wings to ensure 
that they can only decide to (prefer to) A and so A. Still, how pervasive is no 
acceptable alternative manipulation? 

The focus on parents as counterfactual intervenors is suggestive in that 
parents and other mentors often do strongly shape children’s practical pref-
erences and preference structures from an early age. Likely, though, the full-
blown agents into whom children develop retain the ability to find alternative 
preferences and actions attractive when deciding how to act, even if the attrac-
tiveness of such alternatives is biased via upbringing. As such, I doubt that 
naa manipulation is widespread. If agents are only subject to widespread aa 
manipulation, from parents and others (e.g., peers, advertising, etc.), which 
merely renders alternatives less attractive, then moral responsibility is miti-
gated but not eliminated (see, e.g., Waller 2014).32 Circling back to Lehrer’s 
preference-based classical compatibilist account, the presence of influen-
tial others engaged in aa manipulation is compatible with an agent’s retain-
ing freedom of preference, even if the ease of preferring otherwise is impacted. 

32  Interestingly, news of planned (but since abandoned) communities such as Toronto’s 
‘smart city,’ where citizens’ daily data are collected via smart technology built into  
the neighborhood’s architecture (https://www.theguardian.com/cities/2019/jun/06/ 
toronto-smart-city-google-project-privacy-concerns), and (more broadly) pervasive big-
data collection by technology corporations could constitute a real-life counterfactual 
intervenor on preferences and decision scenarios, even if the data is never used for the 
purposes of intervention (although the data is, of course, always used; Palmatier and 
Martin 2019).
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I won’t register a commitment to Lehrer’s preference-based possible-world anal-
ysis here,33 but I contend that Frankfurt scenarios from the perspective of the 
counterfactual intervenor make a strong case for a could-have-done-otherwise 
requirement on sourcehood accounts of free will and moral responsibility.
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