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1. Intoduction:

In the free will debate Peter Van Inwagen in his famous paper “When the Will is Free?” argued that everyone who is a libertarian and accepts rule beta, as used in the consequence argument, should also accept that only on rare occasions we are able to exhibit free will. John Martin Fischer and Mark Ravizza labeled this position as restrictive incompatibilism and in “When the Will is Free?” argued that there is a way out for an incompatibilist who doesn’t want to commit herself to restrictive incompatibilism namely that in cases of indefensible acts or acts of unopposed inclination a person might be able to acquire opposing desires and act otherwise. 
I will argue that their analysis fails because they are adopting a strategy very similar to the hypothetical analysis of the notion “can do otherwise” used by compatibilist in the debate regarding the consequence argument.
Liberatirans see themselves as defenders of a notion of freedom that is incompatible with determinism and usually embrace the idea that the agent should be able to act and act otherwise given the same past circumstances and laws of nature. [Kane 2005] Thus, being able to act otherwise is of extreme importance; for the picture of us as the creators and originators of our own destiny. Only when we are able to act otherwise we can say that we posses free will and therefore we can be held responsible for our actions. The question I’ll be examining today is how often do we make such choices? Do we make them on a daily basis or do they happen only on specific occasions? 
I will start this paper by presenting Van Inwagen argument [Van Inwagen 1989.] that commits incompatibilists, or to be more precise libertarians, to the conclusion that we can do otherwise only on rare occasions, perhaps even extremely rare occasions. I will use Fischer’s and Ravizza’s terminology and call such a position restrictive indeterminism. 
On the contrary, a typical compatibilist, one who believes that determinism and the freedom of the will are compatible, is not committed to something like that. She will claim that we are free to do what we want to do as long as we can do what we want to do. If we have a good reason to act as we act and if there are no constraints or impediments preventing us from doing what we want to do – we are free. 
What about our ability to do otherwise, the foundation of libertarian freedom? It is open to the compatibilist to say that human beings are very often – hundreds of times every day – able to do otherwise. [Van Inwagen 1989.] For a compatibilist the ability to do otherwise is some kind of specific, hypothetical ability that we have: to do otherwise means that if we desired or wanted or have chosen to act otherwise then we would have acted otherwise. Usually this compatibilistic analysis of our ability to act otherwise is called the conditional analysis. 

The most important and hence the most heavily debated argument employed by the incompatibilist versus the conditional analysis professed by the compatibilist is the so called consequence argument (or modal argument). In this paper I will not talk about the consequence argument employed by Van Inwagen [Van Inwagen 1975, 1983] but some conclusions that are relevant for this discussion need to be spelled out. 
The most important thing to say about the consequence argument is:

“If this argument is sound, then determinism entails that no one has or ever had any choice about anything. Since one part of “anything” is what any given person does, this amounts to say that determinism entails that no one could ever have done otherwise.” [Van Inwagen 1989]
In the consequence argument, Van Inwagen uses rule Beta which says: 
Rule Beta: from Np and N(p(q) deduce Nq (where “Np” stands for “p and no one has or ever had any choice about whether p”) [Van Inwagen 1983.] 

From “p and no one has or ever had any choice about whether p” and “p implies q and no one has or ever had any choice about whether p implies q” deduce “q and no one has or ever had any choice about whether q”

The importance of rule beta is that by employing it we are able to get to the before mentioned conclusion, one according to which determinism entails the thesis that no one could ever have done otherwise. Every thinker, libertarian or not should be committed to this conclusion, and of course every libertarian will embrace this conclusion, but what is relevant for this paper is another conclusion drawn by Van Inwagen. Namely: everyone who is a libertarian and accepts rule beta should also accept that only on rare occasions we are able to exhibit free will. 

2. Restrictive incompatibilism

Let’s now see how Van Inwagen gets to this conclusion. 
The starting point of his argumentation is the famous example provided by Daniel Dennett in his book Elbow Room [Dennett 1984.]: he is presenting a situation in which a small amount of money, let’s say 1.000$ is offered to him and in exchange Dennett has to torture a person. Dennett claims that he just cannot do something like that, he cannot torture someone for money, he is unable to do something like this, something he regards as morally wrong. Even if the sum offered to him was a substantial one, let’s say 1.000.000$, he, because of his character, his inner motives, his desires, his reasons, could not do such a thing. These character examples, according to Dennett, should show us that we are never able to act otherwise then we in fact do. We have no reasons to act in a contrary way because we would be opposing our own character which is, among other things, constituted by our reasons for acting in certain specific way. 
Of course libertarians do not accept Dennett’s conclusion and I’ll explain why later on. Van Inwagen, even if he is a libertarian, agrees with one of Dennett’s claims: that we cannot pursue an action for which we have absolutely no reasons, but he argues for the case by employing a different example that “touches his own experience”: a case in which he was asked to lie about someone’s scholarly work. 
Without going into the details of Van Inwagen example he concludes that he regards such an act as an indefensible act. If our act is an indefensible act then the following conditional is true:
C
If X regards A as an indefensible act, given the totality of relevant information available to him, and if he has no way of getting further relevant information, and if he lacks any positive desire to do A, and if he sees no objection to not doing A (again, given the totality of relevant information available to him), then X is not going to do A. [Van Inwagen 1989]
It is important to note that Van Inwagen finds the modal status of C as being something very much alike a necessary truth. He thinks there are no possible worlds in which C is false. Fischer and Ravizza interpret Van Inwagen in the following way:

“When an agent has no choice about whether a proposition (or a statement) obtains we will say that that proposition is “power necessary” for him.” [Fischer, Ravizza 1992.]

We must however be careful how to interpret the conditional C. Van Inwagen and Dennett claim that they would not do a morally impermissible act under the circumstances described in their examples, circumstances in which the agent is asked to do a morally wrong thing – lie about someone’s scholarly work or torture someone for money. However, the example would drastically change if they would be confronted with a case in which their wrongdoing would miraculously stop world war III or global hunger. But, neither Van Inwagen nor Dennett are talking about such extraordinary cases. They are talking about simple, everyday situations, as far as an offer to torture someone can be a simple everyday situation (but let’s assume that it is). 
In order to get the result he wants Van Inwagen adopts the logic of the consequence argument and uses a principle similar to the Beta principle: a person and time relative principle he calls Beta Prime: 


Beta-prime:

From N x,p and N x,(p(q) deduce N x,q

In which the following operator “N x,p” is a two place operator that can be read as “p and x now has no choice about whether p”. From here we can formulate something like this: 
(1) N I, I regard A as indefensible (I regard A as indefensible and I have no choice whether I regard A as indefensible) 
(2) N I, (I regard A as indefensible ( I am not going to do A) (I regard A as indefensible implies that I’m not going to do A and I have no choice whether I regard A as indefensible and that implies that I’m not going to do A)
(3) N I, I am not going to do A (I am not going to do A and I have no choice whether I am not going to do A)
So according to Van Inwagen:

“…the general lesson is: if I regard a certain act as indefensible, then it follows not only that I shell not perform that act but that I can’t perform it.” [Van Inwagen 1989.]
Why is that so? If we say that we can perform A, for example take the money and torture someone, then that alternative must be open to us. We must see it as open, and that basically means that we must have some reason why we see it as open. For example someone might say I can see the torturing alternative open to me because by taking a large amount of money I will be able to provide myself a cozy life. However, that alternative is not open to Dennett, either because his life is already cozy or, most likely, because he simply is a man of strong moral principles. Therefore if Dennett considers the act of taking money and torturing someone as indefensible then he will not perform that act nor will he be able to perform it. Every libertarian who agrees with Van Inwagen must agree with this conclusion. 
Here is a formalized version of this argument:

(1) If the rule Beta-prime is valid, I cannot perform an act I regard as indefensible
(2) If the rule Beta is valid, the rule Beta-prime is valid.

(3) Free will is incompatible with determinism only if Beta is valid, hence

(4) If free will is incompatible with determinism, then I cannot perform an act I regard as indefensible.

According to Van Inwagen indefensible acts are not the only one which we cannot perform, the same result will be obtained if we apply the above mentioned argumentation to (1) cases of unopposed inclination in which we want very much to do one thing and have no opposing desires and (2) cases of unreflective actions in which we know what the obvious thing to do is after contemplating a bit on the issue. 


Van Inwagen example of unopposed inclination is the case of Mr. Nightingale. He has a tendency to answer the phone which is due to the fact that he is eagerly waiting the results of the election of the Royal Society. The question is could he have refrained from answering the phone? No, after all he had no reasons or desires for not to answering the phone, the only thing that troubled his mind was the outcome of the election. Fischer and Ravizza nicely sketch the argument that relies on Beta-prime:
(1) At this moment the phone Mr. Nightingale does not have any choice about the fact that he very much desires to answer the phone 

(2) He has no choice about its being the case that if he very much desires to answer the phone, then he is going to answer it. Therefore, 

(3) At the moment the phone rings, Mr. Nightingale is going to answer it and he has no choice about this. [Fischer / Ravizza 1992.]

In the case of unreflective actions, actions which seem the obvious thing to do in a specific situation, we are presented with a normal everyday situation where the phone rings and a person answers it immediately. The argument is equal to the one given before:

(1) At the moment the phone rings, the person has no choice about the fact that he has no reason not to answer the phone immediately or to deliberate about answering it.

(2) Furthermore, he has no choice about its being the case that if he hasn’t any reason not to answer the phone then he is going to answer it. Therefore, 

(3) At the moment the phone rings, the agent is going to answer it and he has no choice about this. [Fischer / Ravizza 1992.]

It is important to note that the case of unopposed inclination and the case of unreflective actions resembles the case of indefensible acts in one important way: in both of them the agent has no contrary, opposing desires or reasons. He just has a desire or a reason to act in a specific way (or he simply doesn’t think at all). What is important is the fact that he sees no other alternatives, no other open futures for him to live in!

3. Fischer and Ravizza against restrictive incompatibilism
Now I would briefly like to turn to the criticism of Van Inwagen’s argument provided by Fischer and Ravizza [1992.]. 
A simple way of avoiding Van Inwagen’s conculsion - restrictive incompatibilism, is to suggest an argument for incompatibilism similar to the consequence argument which does not rely on principle Beta or another modal principle akin to it. The debate over incompatibilism surely does not rest on the plausibility of principle Beta and an incompatibilist position might be formulated without appealing to it. 

Nevertheless, Fischer and Ravizza in their paper “When the Will is Free”, take principle Beta, for the sake of the argument, as a valid one and then they proceed to argue that there is a way out for an incompatibilist who doesn’t want to commit himself to restrictive incompatibilism. What they will challenge is the second premise of each argument formulated by Van Inwagen. He maintains that his second premise 
(2) 

X has no choice about its being the case that, if he desires to answer the phone, then he is going to answer it.
is true because the conditional C is a necessary truth:

C
If X regards A as an indefensible act, given the totality of relevant information available to him, and if he has no way of getting further relevant information, and if he lacks any positive desire to do A, and if he sees no objection to not doing A (again, given the totality of relevant information available to him), then X is not going to do A. [Van Inwagen 1989.]

If we try to extract the conditional that is doing the work in the argument regarding unopposed inclination then we can get something like this::

C2
If X very much desires to do some act A given the totality of relevant information available to him, and if he has no way of getting further relevant information, and if he lacks any positive desire to perform any act other then A, and if he sees no objection to doing A and refraining from doing anything else (again, given the totality of relevant information available to him), then the person is not going to do anything other then A. [Fischer / Ravizza 1992.]

Fisher and Ravizza claim that C2 does not support the second premise of the argument or it does support the argument but it is not plausible.

They start with a claim that C2 is founded on a conceptual truth: it is impossible for an agent to perform an action without having the desire to do so and Fisher and Ravizza believe that in that case we should read C2 as:

C2*
It is not possible that the following state of affair obtain: that X performs an act other then A without having any desire to perform such act. [Fischer / Ravizza 1992.]
C2* fails to imply (2) N, X (X has an unopposed desire to do A ( X is going to do A)

“As long as there is no obstacle to the agent’s having the desire to do other then A during the relevant time interval, we believe that (2) could be false compatibly with the truth of (C2*). (2) would be false if despite the fact that X has an unopposed desire to do A, he could refrain from doing A; and, given that (during the relevant time period) X can acquire this sort of desire, we believe that it is reasonable to suppose that X can do other then A” [Fischer / Ravizza 1992.]

 C2 fails to imply (2) if this analogy is true: 

“it is not possible that the following state of affairs obtain at all points in some temporal interval: Jones is sitting and Jones is standing up. But this conceptual truth does not imply that, if Jones is sitting at some point in some temporal interval, then Jones cannot stand at some point in that interval.” [Fischer / Ravizza 1992.]

A similar conclusion by Fischer and Ravizza is drawn later on:

“…even if an agent does not actually desire to do other then A, he might well have the ability (during the relevant temporal interval) to generate such a desire, and to act on this desire. And it is extremely implausible to suppose that agents quite generally lack the power to generate the relevant sort of desires.” [Fischer / Ravizza 1992.]

4. Against Fischer and Ravizza:
In my opinion their analysis fails because they are adopting a strategy very similar to the hypothetical analysis of the notion “can do otherwise” used by compatibilist in the debate regarding the consequence argument. Basically what they claim is that someone could have done otherwise, if the circumstances would have been different – basically this is what the ability to act otherwise amounts to according to the compatibilist. Fischer and Ravizza are employing a similar strategy: given enough time the agent could develop new, different desires then he has right now and then the possibility to act upon these new desires would be open to him. 
What the consequence argument tries to prove is that if determinism is true, then because of a specific past and some specific laws of nature the agent will not be able to act otherwise – only one possible future will be open to him. Of course what happens to the agent depends on the laws of nature and the past. If we change the past or if we change the laws then what the agent will do will be different. The same applies in this discussion – if we change the motivational system of the agent, as Fischer and Ravizza do, then we are no longer talking about the same instance of deliberation. Just recall what we said before – if the situation had been different, and if Dennett and Van Inwagen could have prevented world war III by making a pernicious (harmful) deed then the original case would have been quite different. The same applies in this case – by adding desires or abilities to the agent we are no longer speaking of the same agent and then it is possible that the agent can act otherwise then he in fact does and of course then it would be possible to have more possibilities to act otherwise – more then one and that more then a restrictive indeterminist can accept. 

Or, when speaking of Jones and his standing up or sitting, things get equally nasty: not only it is not clear whether the interval they are talking about is something that lasts for a specific amount of time (we could read that in that way) or it is a specific, very concrete and concise moment. If it is a concise moment then it is conceptually true that Jones cannot do two things at once. If Jones case lasts for a specific amount of time then again, we are expanding our example, adding more then we are entitled to – just remember what was said earlier regarding Dennett’s torture example and adding WW III to the equation.  

I think Fischer’s and Ravizza’s way of arguing shows a compatibilistic move. Consider the following claim:

“The leading idea here is that there is no reason to suppose that agents generally lack the power to generate (in some way or another) reasons to do otherwise, the power to try to act on those reasons, or the power to succeed is so acting.” [Fischer / Ravizza 1992.]

No one doubts that we are, generally speaking, able to create desires. But what about that particular case, the case described by Van Inwagen? In that case we have to focus on the moment preceding the decision itself. In that moment the agent had, let’s say, three desires upon which he could have acted, only one being relevant for his choosing. If we say that, given time, the agent will have another desire relevant for that particular action on which he will act then we are no longer talking about the same situation. We altered the case! And in my opinion that is what Fisher and Ravizza did in their argumentation. If there is some observable change in the way things are, this change must entail some change in the state of the world. The concept of 'state' must not be so theoretical, speaking of general powers is not what we are dealing with in here – we are dealing with what happens in that exact situation.
So, we can conclude that there is one obstacle to the agent’s having the opposite desire – the very case we are asked to examine. 

5. How many choices? Van Inwagen: not too many!
Now we may ask ourselves when we are actually able to make a libertarian free choice, how many times in our lives such a genuine free choice is presented to us? 

Dennet being a compatibilist would most probably say something along these lines: “the character example I provided you with shows us that we cannot act otherwise then we in fact do. Libertarianism is flase.” Van Inwagen would say something else, being a libertarian, more specifically a restrictive incompatibilist, he would say that we are able to perform such a free choice but not too many times in our lives. 
But before analyzing further Van Inwagen’s argumentation it is important to clarify a specific point about responsibility. Sometimes when we are contemplating on what to do our reasoning between the alternatives that are open to us leads to a specific pathway. As we can see from Dennett’s and Van Inwagen’s examples, after some deliberation, we will conclude that only one alternative was open to us in the first place, the other alternative wasn’t an alternative at all, even if it appeared as one in the beginning. So we will conclude that the only thing that we would like to do is, for example, avoid the wrongdoing. Therefore we cannot say that we were actually choosing. Rather we should just treat this specific decision for acting as a decision for which we have a perfect reason or a set of reasons on the basis of which we decided to act as we did and we have no reasons whatsoever for doing the contrary (or not performing it). 

Surely we should be held responsible for that choice? Yes. But what will a libertarian say? Where does the responsibility for that action come from? What she/he should say is that the responsibility for that action cannot be based on the action itself because we couldn’t have done otherwise. Responsibility for it must be derived from another source; the usual stratagem employed by libertarians is to say that the responsibility for it comes from another action or decision that we did in the past, such that on that particular occasion we could have refrained from doing it. A classic example of this kind of responsibility is the drunk driver case where we cannot say that the driver is responsible for the accident because he had no means to avoid it at the moment of the crash. But he can be held responsible because at an earlier time he shouldn’t have used the car if he was already drunk. We can quote Van Iwagen: 

“What these examples [like drunk driving] show is that the inability to prevent or to refrain from causing a state of affairs does not logically preclude being to blame for that state of affairs. … while we are hardly ever able to act otherwise then we do, we are nevertheless accountable for (some of) the consequences of all of our acts.” [Van Inwagen 1989.]

Some libertarian philosophers like Robert Kane [1996, 2002] agree with Van Inwagen and believe that in our lifetime we are rarely presented with a uniquely free choice and therefore to explain how can we be held responsible for our (seemingly) unfree actions they employ the notion of ultimate responsibility [Kane 1996., Van Inwagen 1989.]. 
Ultimate responsibility: 

“to be "ultimately responsible" is to be an ultimate cause, or causal influence - one whose operation or influence is not caused or explained by anything else. If our present choices or actions were completely explained or caused by our past character, motives and circumstances (if nothing were left over in the sense just described), then in order to find out whether we were ultimately responsible for our present choices or actions we would have to find out whether we were ultimately responsible in any respect for our past character, motives and circumstances. The question of ultimate responsibility would then not be satisfactorily answered until we arrived at some choices or actions in the past that satisfied conditions (i*) and (ii*): they were caused by us, and their occurring rather than not occurring then and there, had as its ultimate or final explanation the fact that they were caused by us then and there.” [Kane 1989]
6. Back on the saddle: classes of choices
Let’s get back to the question when we are actually able to make a libertarian free choice? What counts as a situation in which the agent is confronted with choice? Perhaps after doing such an investigation we will be able to get an answer to the central question of this paper: how many times in our lives a genuine free choice is presented to us? 
Van Inwagen believes that three types of cases might be treated as situations in which the agent is confronted with a choice. Let’s start with the so called “Buridan Ass” cases where the alternatives are interchangeable and the reason why someone doesn’t know why to pick one bale of hay or the other is based exactly on that – interchangeability. In this group we can include the so called “vanilla/chocolate” situations in which the alternatives aren’t interchangeable but the chooser doesn’t know which ice cream he wants.  The consequences of the choosing are irrelevant – whatever the chooser gets will not affect him on any other way then by eating one sort of ice cream. Obviously the consequences of these decisions are of little importance for the chooser. 
In the second class of cases we could include situations in which duty or general policy conflict with inclinations or momentary desires. These can be situations of moral struggle as one in which a young official is presented with a bribe and he is wavering on what to do. Here we are no longer talking about decisions of little interest for the chooser. 
The third type is constituted by situations of extreme importance for the chooser. We might label this class of choices existential choices (without venturing into existentialistic metaphysics). Here the chooser is facing two alternatives, for each alternative the chooser has a reason why he wants that specific outcome to happen, he can see himself in the upcoming future and he is facing a major dilemma. As Van Inwagen puts it: 

“The general form of the question that confronts the agent in true cases of the third type is, What sort of human being shell I be?, or What sort of life shell I live? … These cases are characterized by indecision, often agonized indecision.” [Van Inwagen 1989]
Robert Kane, a noteworthy proponent of libertarianism based on the notion of ultimate responsibility claims something similar as Van Inwagen does. He believes that only on rare occasions we are able to perform important choices the so called self-forming actions and because of them we can be treated as praiseworthy or blameworthy individuals:
“They [Self-forming actions] would be actions in our lives by which we form our character and motives (i.e. our wills) and make ourselves into the kinds of persons we are. All actions done of our own free wills do not have to be undetermined self-forming actions of this kind. But if no actions in our lifetimes were of this undetermined self-forming or will-setting kind, then our wills would not be our own free wills and we would not be ultimately responsible for anything we did” [Kane 2005]
According to Van Inwagen, these three classes of cases are the only ones which an incompatibilist should judge as situations in which the agent might be confronted with a choice.
7. Free choices: where should we draw the line? 
First of all we can ask ourselves should we draw a sharp distinction between these “classes of cases” as Van Inwagen calls them? Do they belong to the same category? Can we say for all of them that they can be free or not? 

If we think that there is a sharp distinction between these classes of cases of deciding then perhaps we could argue that a specific class of cases will never represent a truly free event. That’s what Van Inwagen thinks and he argues that the first class of cases, the so called Buridan’s Ass cases cannot be instances of genuine free choices. Why? Phenomenologically speaking we are doing an internal coin toss, therefore we should conclude that we are not choosing anything. We vacillate between two options, the vanilla or the chocolate, or even worse between two bales of hay, and what we choose isn’t a genuine decision at all – it’s just a mere random picking up between indifferent alternatives.
Let’s get back to Van Inwagen. Ultimately for Van Inwagen and for all incompatibilist who accept rule Beta, the only instances of free choices will be the ones in which the agent is presented either with a life choice between incommensurable values or choices in which the agent chooses between his duty or general policy and an inclination or momentary desire. It seems to me that Van Inwagen really thinks there is a sharp distinction between these cases and the before mentioned vacillating situations – what points in this direction is his usage of the term “class of cases” and of course the way he discredits the vacillating cases where “one wavers between alternatives until one inclination somehow gets the upper hand and one ends up with a chocolate cone or the bale of hay on the left”. 
And, that is not so unusual, Van Inwagen is part of a long tradition of thinkers who all believe that when a libertarian is acting freely, his free act should be morally relevant, or character forming. In this group of thinkers we can include Roderick Chisholm, Robert Kane, Richard Taylor and others. In my opinion the main reason why he and these other thinkers discredit these vacillating cases lies in the ideal of the free choice. By discrediting the compatibilistic standard in which almost every action we do can count as free they went to look for a “Freedom worth wanting”, one that’s worth wanting over and above compatibilist standard. A freedom which grants the agent "the power to be an ultimate creator and sustainer of one's own ends or purposes." [Kane 1994.] 
Do we really have to reject the Buridan’s Ass cases?

8. Akrasia

I don’t think so. As far as self confidence is concerned I’d like to investigate whether the Buridan’s Ass cases can count as cases of genuine decision making. It seems to me that these examples could be treated not only as examples in which we are deciding between two things of interchangeable value, but also we should focus our attention on the question whether the agent is acting or not. Let me be more specific: originally the Buridan’s Ass example was brought into the literature as an illustration of cases of the weakness of the will (akrasia) and I think that we should continue to treat it as such. What is at stake is not our choosing between two bales of hay but rather our ability to force ourselves to choose (or not to choose). 
Surely when battling with our will, some cases of will setting will resemble a typical libertarian decision making: we will try to act, we try to choose or, to act otherwise and therefore - not choose! If we employ this line of thinking on our everyday life we will see that the amount of choices that we have to make is much bigger then Van Inwagen originally thought. For example today I was confronted with several decisions: to buy an ice cream or not to, to wash the dishes after watching the game or not (and leave them for tomorrow). 
Of course the important question is can we count these cases as cases in which we actually make a decision. Are these situations cases of genuine free choices? Perhaps a person with a strong will would say – no! These cases are not cases in which we make a decision. Perhaps Van Inwagen is such a person. But I do believe the contrary – self confidence is of enormous importance for us and sometimes situations of little relevance in outcome, the so called vanilla/chocolate cases become important not because of the flavor of ice cream that we will choose but rather they’ll be relevant because we forced ourselves to make a choice – we forced ourselves out of idleness. And we have good reasons for doing so: we want to be better then we are. Perhaps we can illustrate this ideal by rephrasing this famous statement made by Eric Cantona: “We play to fight the idea of losing.” into “we decide to fight the idea of losing our self-confidence.”
Obviously we need to explain why such a choice can be a rational choice, controlled and authored by the agent. I’m wondering what would Van Inwagen say if we present him a case in which we have good reasons for buying a vanilla ice cream and good reasons of equal weight for buying a chocolate ice cream. I’m inclined to think, as many libertarians do, that that kind of choice might be, contrary to Van Inwagens argumentation, an instance of proper decision making. Why?
We just need to take a closer look to the conditionals used by him while talking about indefensible acts:

C
If X regards A as an indefensible act, given the totality of relevant information available to him, and if he has no way of getting further relevant information, and if he lacks any positive desire to do A, and if he sees no objection to not doing A (again, given the totality of relevant information available to him), then X is not going to do A. [Van Inwagen 1989]

Or even better yet, the conditional used while talking about unopposed inclination:
C2
If X very much desires to do some act A given the totality of relevant information available to him, and if he lacks any positive desire to perform any act other then A, and if he sees no objection to doing A and refraining from doing anything else (again, given the totality of relevant information available to him), then the person is not going to do anything other then A. [Fischer / Ravizza 1992.]

I think we can argue against Van Inwagen’s conception of acting without employing Fischer’s and Ravizza’s argumentation. What Van Inwagen assumes is that our everyday experience consists mostly of cases of decision making where our inclination towards one outcome is unopposed. He thinks that most of our actions are such that we do not have any positive desires to perform anything other then the act we are actually performing. 
But in my opinion that simply is not true – just think of everyday cases in which we think on what to, how many open futures we see lying before us? I think that most of our decisions are such that we weight several reasons and many times we are not sure which one is the right one. Surely there are a lot of cases in which we act only on the basis of one unopposed reason. But I believe that there are a lot of instances in which our reasons for acting are opposed by other contrasting reasons. If we do not act on the heavier reason, then our decision has open alternatives available for us. Therefore for some decisions we do have alternative futures of which we think while deciding, futures in which we can see ourselves. If that is true then we can make much more choices then Van Inwagen thinks.
9. Conclusion: lowering the standards
In the vacillation cases, if we have some reasons for both alternatives, but the importance of the outcome isn’t too important for us then basically the decision we do seems like an internal coin toss, because the stakes are low. But is that decision unfree? Some would argue that it isn’t. Why should we waste our precious resources, our time, our energy, our selfconfidence? Why should we frustrate ourselves or be under stress for such an act of minor relevance? There is no need for that. 
Of course the amount of effort that we implement in our decision making will be higher if the stakes are higher and then we will get to the same level of invested energy and time as we do when we perform duty vs. inclination choices or choices of extreme importance.

Therefore I believe that we should not talk of a difference in kind between various cases of decision making but rather that we should be speaking of a difference in degrees. The only important distinction in kind should be and is the distinction between free and unfree choices. 

Why should we use such a distincition? I believe that Van Inwagen draw the line on the wrong place when he discredited all instances of vacillation cases. Some of them can count as free. Their significance might be minor, but as long as the agent has some adequate reasons why he wants to perform them we can count them as free.  
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