


both high level generareoth high le1iples and considered judgments about particular

theory that gh leseems plausible in the abstract gut also accounts for our stronglyheld intuitions about cases.

both hiI will approach the free will debate in something like this way. In section 1, I
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of action explanation, a view I’ve defended elsewhere, leads to an account of free
will that is compatibilist and that accords nicely with the independently plausi-
ble claims that freedom comes in degrees and that cases of addiction and weak-
ness of will fall along a spectrum. The theory is, I claim, an attractive package,
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