What if Libertarians Had Accepted What Dan Dennett Gave Them in 1978?

Over thirty years ago, Daniel Dennett proposed a decision-making model that he thought would appeal to libertarians. Unfortunately, led by Robert Kane, libertarians largely ignored Dennett’s proposal. 
The history of the free-will problem would have been quite different if libertarians had accepted and credited “Dennett’s Dangerous Idea.”

In chapter 15 of his 1978 book Brainstorms, entitled “On Giving Libertarians What They Say They Want,” Dennett articulated the case for a two-stage model of free will better than most libertarians have done before or since. 

The model of decision making I am proposing has the following feature: when we are faced with an important decision, a consideration-generator
 whose output is to some degree undetermined produces a series of considerations, some of which may of course be immediately rejected as irrelevant by the agent (consciously or unconsciously). Those considerations that are selected by the agent as having a more than negligible bearing on the decision then figure in a reasoning process, and if the agent is in the main reasonable, those considerations ultimately serve as predictors and explicators of the agent's final decision.

Dennett gave six excellent reasons why this is the kind of free will that libertarians say they want. They are stated more clearly and convincingly than any libertarian philosopher and it is surprising that more free will libertarians did not accept his view.
   First...The intelligent selection, rejection, and weighing of the considerations that do occur to the subject is a matter of intelligence making the difference…

   Second, I think it installs indeterminism in the right place for the libertarian, if there is a right place at all… 

   Third...from the point of view of biological engineering, it is just more efficient and in the end more rational that decision making should occur in this way… 

   A fourth observation in favor of the model is that it permits moral education to make a difference, without making all of the difference… 

   Fifth - and I think this is perhaps the most important thing to be said in favor of this model - it provides some account of our important intuition that we are the authors of our moral decisions… 

   Finally, the model I propose points to the multiplicity of decisions that encircle our moral decisions and suggests that in many cases our ultimate decision as to which way to act is less important phenomenologically as a contributor to our sense of free will than the prior decisions affecting our deliberation process itself: the decision, for instance, not to consider any further, to terminate deliberation; or the decision to ignore certain lines of inquiry. 

  These prior and subsidiary decisions contribute, I think, to our sense of ourselves as responsible free agents, roughly in the following way: I am faced with an important decision to make, and after a certain amount of deliberation, I say to myself: "That's enough. I've considered this matter enough and now I'm going to act," in the full knowledge that I could have considered further, in the full knowledge that the eventualities may prove that I decided in error, but with the acceptance of responsibility in any case.

We might add a seventh reason to Dennett’s otherwise comprehensive list, that this kind of free will is a process that could have evolved naturally from lower animals. 
Dennett concludes his essay optimistically.

…we can at least be fairly sanguine about the prospects of incorporating indeterminism into our picture of deliberation, even if we cannot yet see what point such an incorporation would have. Wiggins speaks of the cosmic unfairness of determinism, and I do not think the considerations raised here do much to allay our worries about that. Even if one embraces the sort of view I have outlined, the deterministic view of the unbranching and inexorable history of the universe can inspire terror or despair, and perhaps the libertarian is right that there is no way to allay these feelings short of a brute denial of determinism. Perhaps such a denial, and only such a denial, would permit us to make sense of the notion that our actual lives are created by us over time out of possibilities that exist in virtue of our earlier decisions; that we trace a path through a branching maze that both defines who we are, and why, to some extent (if we are fortunate enough to maintain against all vicissitudes the integrity of our deliberational machinery) we are responsible for being who we are. That prospect deserves an investigation of its own. All I hope to have shown here is that it is a prospect we can and should take seriously.

In personal correspondence, Bob Kane says that he independently thought of Dennett’s two-stage model but did not publish it. He says he wanted “something more,” because once the alternatives are spelled out in the first stage, the second-stage decision is “determined” by the agent’s character and values.

The “something more” Kane wants is some randomness in the decision itself, something he calls “plural rationality.” This allows the agent to flip a coin as long as she has good reasons for whatever she chooses randomly. Kane gives an example of a businesswoman on the way to a meeting who witnesses an assault and must decide between aiding the victim and continuing to her work. Note that Dennett had already described a similar case - a new Ph.D who could choose randomly between assistant professorships at Chicago and Swarthmore. She could feel responsible whichever way she decided. 
Note that Kane specifically is trying to use quantum randomness as the basis for a free-will model, where Dennett thinks some computer pseudo-randomness might be enough to generate alternatives. Neither of them could see where such randomness would be located in the brain, without making everything random. 
It takes two - Cogito and Intelligo

In chapter 5 of Brainstorms, Dennett described the work of poet Paul Valery, who took part in a 1936 conference in Paris with Jacques Hadamard. The conference focused on Henri Poincare’s two-stage approach to problem solving, in which the unconscious generates random combinations. In his book, The Psychology of Invention in the Mathematical Mind, Hadamard quoted Valery
 (as did Dennett later), summarizing the conference opinion, “It takes two to invent anything. The one makes up combinations; the other one chooses, recognizes what is important to him in the mass of things which the former has imparted to him.” 
The Valery reference has led to Dennett’s model (and similar ones from Alfred Mele, for example) being called “Valerian.” At the end of chapter 5, Dennett finds names for the generator and tester phases in St. Augustine’s note that the Latin cogito means to “shake together” and intelligo means to “select among.”

“The Romans, it seems, knew what they were talking about,” Dennett comments.

Actually, most Romans were Stoics. Ahey violently opposed Epicureans like Lucretius, who argued for some chance (the swerve) to break the chain of determinism. For the Stoics, and for modern determinists who crave strong natural causal laws, chance is anathema and atheistic. For them, Nature was synonymous with God and Reason.
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