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Part I

1.Introduction

One major experience in the mental life of human beings is that we at least seem to decide actions in 

our lives by our own free-will, that we act freely and that we ultimately we seem to have the possibility  

of being creative, to freely create new thoughts, artifacts and initiate “new” actions .  Issues concerning 

the  free-will   and  freedom (for  example  in  creativity)  of  human  beings   have  a  long  history  in 

philosophy, religion and have obviously also been a topic  in present  neuroscientific research.  

In philosophy it has been and still is a major question what free-will “actually is”, how humans 

can describe and understand their  basic  experience of  having the possibility  to  decide actions and 

whether  it  is  possible  to  rationally  understand  the  processes  in  free  decision-making  and/or  free 

creation.  Humans obviously already have a basic understanding what free-will is; we all are familiar 

with people saying sentences like “I can do whatever I like” or “This is my own decision” or “I made 

this, this is my own creation.”  So in our languages and in our relations to other humans we already 

have  a basic understanding of what free-will might  possibly be. The experience of free-will is also 

closely  connected  and  related  to  the  experience  of  self-consciousness.  Only  if  we  are  aware  of 

ourselves and thus of our actions, is it possible to experience freedom and/or free-will and thus the 

question of free-will is often discussed within the mind/body problem and/or within the discussion 

about what consciousness and/or self-consciousness is. Furthermore in philosophy the question about 

free-will  constantly arise together with the idea of the material world being determined or not and the 

questions of our moral responsibility.

Modern neuroscience is interested in describing the physical processes in our brains involved in 

our mental life. Since the experience  of freedom and/or free-will is part of our mental life and since it 

also is related to consciousness and self-consciousness, neuroscientific research on consciousness, self-

consciousness and the processes involved in human action will have contributions to a discussion about 

the free-will. 
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Religion is  an important  part  of  many peoples  life  and the question of free-will  has  been 

discussed  within  major  religions  such  as  Christianity,  Islam,  Judaism,  Hinduism,  Buddhism  and 

Taoism.  If we focus on Christianity and understand Christianity as being a theistic religion – which we 

will do in this essay –, then – of course assuming the existence of a God - a religious believer may ask 

questions like “Am I free in my relationship to God?”, “Do we choose to believe in God?”, “May I  

choose to be good or evil?” or  “Is this or that my destiny, my decision or God's will?” and again the 

idea of having a free-will touches the question of our moral responsibility. So any discussion of free-

will on a philosophical basis might have consequences for our understanding of free-will in religious 

contexts  and  vice  versa  any  conception  of  God or  our  relation  to  God  or  the  divine  might  have 

consequences for our understanding of free-will. 

 Finally  the  question  of  free-will  is  of  great  importance  for  ethical  questions.  We may  for 

example ask our selves  in which situations we are responsible for our actions.  Our understanding of 

free-will in relation to ethics will influence the way think about justice,  the way we treat and meet  

other people, and the way we take care of other in people in need of help and so on. 

So we have at least three disciplines  for which a discussion of free-will might be important:  

philosophy, religion and natural-science. Although ethical questions  - being a part of philosophical and 

religious debates - connected to free-will are important it will not be the main issue to discuss these in 

detail in this essay. Neither will it be the main issue to discuss contemporary neuroscience in detail. 

Instead the  focus will mainly be upon free-will in relationship to  philosophy and religion. Scientific 

views and ethical questions  will not be discussed separately but in a modern debate it will be important 

– whenever it seems necessary – to relate the philosophical and religious ideas about  free-will  to 

contemporary research especially within neuroscience and likewise it may be necessary to relate free-

will to ethical questions especially the question of moral responsibility.

1.1 The Objective

A discussion of the free-will in relationship to philosophy and religion  will reasonably lead us amongst 

other questions to the following major question or goal: Is it possible, by analyzing, critically assessing 

and comparing  philosophical theories about free-will, to find a reasonable philosophical understanding 

of human free-will,  which at least is  compatible with  major Christian  beliefs and does not contradict  

modern neuroscientific research?  If this is the case, what would the  main philosophical and religious 
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features of such an  understanding be ?

1.2. Specifying the problems

The problem of free-will has been discussed throughout the history of philosophy. Different views on 

what free-will is or  if it even exists have been presented and analyzed by various philosophers. Usually 

free-will is understood in different ways depending on the philosophical background. A naturalist or 

physicalist, for example,  may understand free-will in a different manner than a dualist or an idealist  

and so on. 

Christianity is usually understood as a theistic religion. In Christianity free-will has a major role 

in how we relate to God, the divine, our “destiny” and our moral (or unmoral) actions and decisions. 

Is free-will necessary in relationship to God? Do we have to have the possibility of free decisions? Are 

we slaves under our destiny? Is it even reasonable to assume that some form of predestination exists? 

Has God fixed all past, present and future actions? Does our free-will depend on our conception of 

God, i.e. is any form of theistic concept of God compatible with free-will? 

Contemporary research within neuroscience has produced a great amount of results about the 

mental life of human beings. Some of these results  may be useful in the discussion of free-will. These 

neuroscientific results may affect or influence our view on what free-will is or how free actions should 

be understood and if they do so, they should not be neglected in a modern discussion of human free-

will.

 To achieve the goal of determining if it is possible to find a philosophical understanding of 

human free-will,  which at least is  compatible with  major Christian  beliefs and does not contradict 

modern neuroscientific research, it will at least be necessary to answer some of the following questions 

and issues:

• First it will be necessary to describe some common philosophical theories about free-will  and 

critically assess them.

• Within  this  discussion  the  relationship  between  determinism/indeterminism  and  different 

philosophical understandings of free-will will have to be analyzed. 

• The most reasonable theory or theories about free-will will have to be found and  than have to  
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be  related  to  Christian   beliefs  and  doctrines,  in  particular  those   concerning  the  classical 

attributes of God such as, for example,  omnipotence, omniscience. 

• The questions,  whether  certain  theistic  beliefs  and doctrines  are  more easily  compatible  or 

perhaps incompatible with the certain philosophical theories of  human free-will will have to be 

answered.

• Throughout  this  discussion the question of  moral  responsibility  affects  and/or  influences of 

results of  neuroscientific research will be taken into account whenever it seems important for 

the current discussion.   A minimal demand with regard to neuroscientific research would be 

that a modern theory of free-will should not contradict neuroscientific research in an obvious 

way. 

By answering these questions and solving these issues it may be possible to achieve the goal 

stated above and thus to find a philosophical theory of human free-will,  which is compatible with 

Christian beliefs and not contradicting contemporary scientific research.

1.3. About methodology

1.3.1 Choice of literature

The amount of philosophical, Christian theological  and scientific work written about the topic of free-

will is enormous. Yet in order to answer the questions above and achieve our goal it will be necessary 

to choose books and articles within Christian theology and philosophy.  If it is necessary to refer to 

neuroscientific research a useful guideline may be to choose works written more recently. This will 

ensure that even rather new results can be considered in the discussion. 

In  the  case  of  the  philosophical  literature  it  may  be  valuable  to  consider  several  different 

aspects.  Firstly,  it  may  be  of  importance  to  find  philosophical  literature  written  by  well  known 

philosophers often referred to who also work within the area of or write about philosophy of religion. 

Secondly, it may be interesting not only to refer to works published within the Anglo-American  sphere 

and tradition, but to consider works written within the continental European tradition. Furthermore, it 
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could be of advantage if  the writers chosen also have some knowledge of and sometimes refer to 

contemporary scientific research. Finally, it should be important to choose philosophers who represent 

different points of view with respect to the question of human free-will.  Since there is a generally 

accepted distinction  of at least three types of views on free-will: compatibilism, incompatibilism and 

libertarianism – these terms will be explained in detail further down in this essay -, it may be useful to 

choose philosophers from each of these three schools. In short compatibilism is the position that free-

will is compatible with determinism, incompatibilism is the opposite and libertarianism is the position 

that incompatibilism is true and free-will exists.

In the case of the theological literature it  should even be possible to refer directly to older 

literature, since the question of free-will has a long history also within Christian theology. But our main 

focus should be on modern theology and therefore it may be important to choose theologians and/or 

philosophers of religion  involved in the present debate about free-will. 

Based on the guidelines stated above the following choice of philosophers seems reasonable: 

Peter van Inwagen has been and is an important philosopher representing the line of incompatibilism. 

He  has  also  been  an  active  writer  about  free-will  from the  80's  until  present  and has  also  made 

contributions to the field of philosophy of religion. Articles and books of van Inwagen will play a major 

role in the discussion in this essay. Robert Kane, the editor of both the first and second edition of “The 

Oxford Handbook of Free Will”, represents the line of libertarianism and works written by him will be 

considered in this essay. For the line of compatibilism Daniel Dennett, a philosopher often cited and 

referred to in the theism – atheism debate, might seem to be a given choice. But since we also would  

like to consider works written in the Central European tradition the philosopher Michael Pauen seems 

to be a more interesting choice. Similar to Dennett Pauen has also been active in the debate between 

philosophers and neuroscientists. If material from neuroscientific research is needed it  will be taken 

from the anthology  “The volitional brain” edited by Benjamin Libet – who made the famous Libet 

experiment.1 

The starting point for our discussion of free-will from the point of view of Christianity will be  

traditional  theistic  beliefs such as omnipotence,  omniscience and so on.  But  although it  would be 

possible  to  focus  mainly  on  traditional  theistic  works,  it   seems  interesting  to  investigate  how 

1  The result of Libet's famous experiment was that the  preparatory activity  in the persons brain area responsible for  
movements  started before the conscious state of willing was reported.  This suggests that conscious free-will  possibly is 
not  the cause of our actions or other brain activities. (Libet 1999:47-51)
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conceptions of free-will might work together with modern theistic thinking, especially those which 

have become aware of some of the problems surrounding the question of free-will and related topics. 

Thus  in  the  discussion  of   theistic  concepts   in  relation  to  free-will,  we  will  focus  on  works  of 

contemporary theologians and/or  philosophers of religion. William Hasker and David Basinger both 

have  a focus on questions related to free-will in their works.  Theologian Vincent Brümmer relates 

questions about God being personal to the question of human free-will.  Ideas from the works of these 

theologians and philosophers of religion will be discussed and used in this essay.

Finally   the  two  editions  of  “The  Oxford  Handbook  of  Free  Will”  will   be  used  as  a 

comprehensive reference-book for various  types of questions related to free-will. 

1.3.2 Methodological aspects

First some general aspects of free-will and concepts related to free-will must be accounted for. When 

studying the chosen literature only relevant parts will have to be analyzed and discussed  in depth.  

Especially the internal relationship of determinism, indeterminism, compatibilism, incompatibilism and 

libertarianism and the relationship of God's attributes to free-will must be discussed and analyzed.

Arguments  will – whenever necessary - be analyzed following a standard scheme. After having 

specified the arguments, they will have to be tested  for their  validity and logical soundness. This will 

include to  check if  the premises  are  true,  likely to  be true  or  at  least  seem to  be plausible.  Also 

assuming that the premises are true, likely to be true or plausible it must be tested that the conclusions 

in the argument  follow from the premises. Obviously the arguments will have consequences and these 

will have to be discussed and/or analyzed. It is not unusual that arguments are based upon premises 

which are not explicitly stated. Sometimes the premises themselves  depend on some other information 

or assumptions not explicitly written out in the argument, in this case  these 'hidden' premises and the  

possibly  unstated assumptions    have  to  be discussed and tested for  their  truth,  likeliness  and/or 

plausibility.  The arguments  will finally have to be checked for their consistency with themselves 

and/or with other relevant statements. (Stenmark 2011:79-95)

Philosophical and religious views will have to be compared. Scientific results will only be used 

to give further and possibly deeper insights into the aspects of free-will. Ethical considerations will be 
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used if they are of importance for the ongoing discussion and/or analysis.  If new questions or problems 

arise in the discussion of our material it might be necessary to attempt to answer these questions as far 

as they are within the scope of this essay. The discussion  based on the material specified in section 

1.3.1. will hopefully  lead to some creative  conclusions and results. 

It  will  obviously  not  be  possible  to  give  a  complete  picture  of   all  the  aspects  of  the 

contemporary discussion of free-will. Neither will it be possible to account for all the possible Christian 

theistic concepts of God and/or the divine and its relationship to the free-will. 
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Part II

2. The philosophical view

2.1. Philosophical questions related to free-will

It should be useful to start our investigation with a description of some possible definitions of free-will. 

Peter  van  Inwagen  correctly  observes  that  the  term  free-will  is  not  commonly  used  outside  the 

boundaries of philosophy. It is as he says “a philosophical term of art” and is not usually used in non-

philosophical language. (van Inwagen 2008:329)  Being a mainly philosophical term, the term 'free-

will'  as such is already defined in different ways in subject to philosophical debates.  Robert Kane 

states in the introduction to his book “The Significance of Free Will” that free-will is “the power of 

agents to be the ultimate creators (or originators) and sustainers of their own end or purposes. (Kane 

1996:4)” and sticks to this definition throughout his book.  Here Kane focuses on the  power of the 

individual to act freely.  

The German philosopher Michael Pauen has a different approach. In general he does not use the 

term “free-will”, he prefers to talk about freedom (Freiheit)  and/or  freedom of will (Willensfreiheit).  

To start with he does not strictly define what freedom is but he states that freedom and actions in  

freedom must at least be distinguished from actions by coercion or chance. Pauen suggests that these 

requirements are fulfilled by understanding freedom as  self-determination. Any free action is simply 

decided by the acting person him/herself (Pauen 2004:14-16)2. This understanding puts an emphasis on 

actions being free from - in this case - coercion and chance. His aim is then, from this starting point of 

self-determination, to  develop an understanding, a description of free-will or rather 'freedom of will' 

which is compatible with determinism. (Pauen 2004:25) 

Peter van Inwagen focuses on the possibility  to choose between different actions and defines 

free-will in the following way: 

The free-will thesis is the thesis that we are sometimes in the following position with respect to a contemplated  

2 It is worth noting that people talking German apparently prefer to talk about and discuss 'freedom of will' rather than  
freewill. 
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future act: we simultaneously have both the following abilities: the ability to perform that act and the ability to 

refrain from performing that act (This entails that we have been in the following position: for something we 

did do, we were at some point prior to our doing it able to refrain doing it, able not to do it). (van Inwagen 

2008:329) 

Van Inwagen focuses on the actual action of choosing different paths. But now since free-will 

actually seems to be a natural experience of human beings and most people would at least not deny that 

they experience something like free-will, that they at least feel free, that they seem to able to decide 

between two or more actions, it  seems  that van Inwagen's definition is much closer to the  basic 

experience of humans having decided to do this but not that.   Kane's  definition already involves other 

concepts which might or should be described or defined beforehand like “the power of agents” or 

“ultimate creators”. The approach of Pauen  leads also at some point  to the question of alternative 

possibilities of action, but in order to work with Pauen's definition it would be necessary to describe 

actions by coercion and chance and it may also be necessary to discuss what the “self” is. Furthermore, 

it  is not strictly a definition but rather Pauen's starting point from which he develops his theory of 

compatibilism. Van Inwagen's definition seems to be comparatively simple focusing on the idea of 

alternative possibilities and choices.  How these concepts are worked out in detail and which definition 

or understanding  is the most reasonable in relationship to the objective is yet to be found out. 

After this brief overview of possible definitions and/or understandings of free-will,  it  may be 

important to find and state some of the topics which free-will is related to.  All descriptions of actions 

of free-will include the acting person: “I decided to do this.”, “I can choose to do  this instead of that.” 

and so on. So whenever we describe an action as being free, we are also aware of ourselves. And if we 

were not aware of ourselves we would not be able to talk about free-will, in whichever way it should be 

understood. So self-consciousness is a necessary condition for free-will and if self-consciousness is 

shown to be an illusion then even free-will would consequently be an illusion. 

Directly  connected  to  free-will  is  also  the  way  we  observe  and  understand  the  world 

surrounding us. Usually – if we are not suffering of some form of psychic disorder – we experience a  

time line in our lives and looking backwards through time we can see how one event is followed by 

another. Repeatedly seeing certain events followed by other events – like I switched on the stove, it  

became warm, the water in the pan on the stove started boiling – leads us to the conclusion that one 

event is caused by another. This causal understanding of the world in turn leads us  - if extended to the 

entire world - to what usually  is  called determinism and it is at least since Laplace a very common 
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understanding within science and philosophy. It can be summarized in a simple phrase: “Determinism 

is the thesis that the past and the laws of nature together determine at every moment, a unique future” 

(van Inwagen 2008:330) Obviously there is a connection between free-will and determinism since a 

unique future at first glance seems to contradict the idea of having a choice of actions. But more about 

that further down. 

Following an analysis of van Inwagen the connection between free-will and determinism leads 

directly  to  the  following  possible  relationships.  It  might  be  possible  to  find  a  way  to  show  that 

determinism and free-will could both simultaneously be true. This is what is called compatibilism. But 

the opposite could be the case. It could also be true that determinism and free-will are not compatible. 

This is known as incompatibilism. It  could be possible that free-will exists and incompatibilism is true. 

Then by the laws of logic  indeterminism would be true. Libertarianism  holds this position. Finally 

it could be possible that determinism and incompatibilism are true. But then free-will would not exist. 

(van Inwagen 2008:330) This position is  known as hard determinism. But considering that free-will 

often is assumed to be necessary for moral responsibility a discussion of hard determinism would also 

require a thorough investigation of the consequences of hard determinism for moral responsibility and 

this would be beyond the scope of this essay and thus hard determinism will not be discussed in this  

essay. 

Although  there  are  further  views   like  hard  determinism  -  mentioned  above  -,  hard 

incompatibilism  or illusionism and so on, the distinction between compatibilism, incompatibilism and 

libertarianism appears  to cover  - taking determinism and free-will as a starting point – some main 

issues  connected to free-will. Robert Kane mainly follows this distinction in “The Oxford Handbook 

of Free Will”. (Kane 2011a: 3-33) Following this division we will proceed by accounting for some 

major thoughts and issues within compatibilism, incompatibilism and libertarianism. Determinism and 

indeterminism must also be discussed since they are intimately connected to the views stated above. 

 

2.1.1. Compatibilism

A very common theory about free-will is compatibilism. As stated above compatibilism says that free-

will and determinism are both true simultaneously. At first glance this seems to be a strange way of  
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thinking.  How  can  everything  be  determined  and  yet  human  beings  have  free-will,  make  free 

decisions? How can this be intelligible? Of course many philosophers have devoted their time and 

energy to find concepts and understandings supporting compatibilism. Actually compatibilism should 

be  perhaps the very common view amongst especially scientists since many scientists in some way or 

another – in spite of  quantum mechanics and chaos theory – still want to stick to deterministic thinking 

and do not deny the existence of free-will.  

Michael  Pauen is  one of  many compatibilist  philosophers,  who tries  to  solve the issues  of 

compatibilism  and  to  refute  the  objections  to  compatibilism.  Firstly,  although  Pauen  describes 

determinism, he is not so concerned about, how determinism should be understood. His starting point is 

how we should understand, what free-will is or  - in his terms -  rather what freedom of will is. As  

already mentioned above  Pauen distinguishes freedom  from coercion and chance. (Pauen 2004:59)3 

This seems reasonable and intuitively everybody would agree, that if an action some how is coerced or 

if it is caused by chance it will certainly not be free. To establish this distinction from coercion and 

chance on the one hand and freedom of will on the other, Pauen introduces two concepts which are 

related to each other.4

• The principle of autonomy: Free actions should not be possible to be traced back entirely to 

external circumstances5. They must be distinguished from events that happened by coercion or 

that  have  been  dictated  by  some  external  necessities  and  must  at  least  in  some  part  be 

independent from coercion and/or external influences and thus in that sense be autonomous. 

(Pauen 2004:60-62)

• The principle of the  originator: Free actions should be distinguished from actions and events 

by chance. The main difference between  an event by chance and a free action is that a free 

action can be ascribed to a person whereas an event by chance cannot. Somebody must be the 

originator of a free action. This principle is related to the responsibility for actions. Only if an 

action can be ascribed to a person, can this person be held responsible for the action. (Pauen 

3 Historically  David Hume (*1711-  †1776)  introduced  the idea  that  freedom must  be  distinguished especially  from 
coercion and compulsion. Therefore many compatibilist arguments are based on ideas which can be traced back to 
Hume.  (Dilman 1999:150-158)

4 These  two  terms  are  translated  from  German  by  the  author.  Originally  they  are:  'Das  Autonomieprinzip',  'das  
Urheberprinzip'  (Pauen 2004:60-65)

5 It is not trivial what is meant by coercion and external circumstances. For example, the own body would not be suitable 
to establish what is external and internal. Alcoholism or  compulsive behaviors have their origin within the boundaries  
of the body. (Pauen 2004:61)
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2004:62)

Now Pauen thinks that the principle of the originator and the principle of autonomy together 

form a kind of minimal concept of freedom. “Whatever is to be understood by freedom, at least these 

two conditions must be satisfied (Pauen 2004:63-64).6” Furthermore, he claims, that these conditions 

correspond to the intuitive understanding of freedom and that they in principal are widely accepted in 

the philosophical literature.   But if freedom is described by these two minimal conditions then freedom 

can also be understood as self-determination. Self-determination is a sufficient condition for both the 

principle of autonomy and the principle of the originator: if self-determination is satisfied for a given 

action then the action is certainly autonomous and the action is certainly initiated by the acting person 

him/herself. Self-determination is even a necessary condition for the principle of the originator, since 

we cannot assign an action to a person – the originator – if it were not the person him/herself, who 

determined the action in question. (Pauen 2004:64-65)

Pauen proceeds – following the two principles above - to give the details necessary to specify 

what a self-determined action actually is.  He starts with stating that any person acting freely must have 

the personal abilities to do so. The person must have a minimum of rational abilities, she/he must be 

able to make decisions by considering her/his own interests, wishes, needs and so on although the 

decisions made may not be 'rational' in the wider sense.  But, more important, Pauen thinks that the 

person must be able to understand the consequences of her/his actions. If this were not the case then the 

acting person would not be able to (consciously) direct her/his actions towards a goal and hence it 

would be difficult to ascribe the action to that person and then 'the principle of the originator' would not 

be satisfied. Finally the acting person must have the ability to put her/his decisions to action, the person 

must have 'willpower'. (Pauen 2004:68-71)

After  having described what is needed to perform self-determined actions Pauen describes what 

is needed to specifically  ascribe an action to certain individual: the acting person must have personal  

preferences.  (Pauen  2004:72)  But  what  does  he  mean  by  'personal  preferences'?  Pauen  considers 

several possible ways to determine what a personal preference is. It could be possible to say that a 

preference is a personal preference if the acting person has rational reasons for this preference. But this  

conception fails already if the person would perform a morally bad action. There might have been no 

rational reasons for this immoral action,  but if preferences only count as personal preferences – and 

6 The original text: “Was auch immer man unter Freiheit versteht: Zumindest diese beiden Bedingungen müssen erfüllt 
sein.(Pauen 2004:63-64)”
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thus as preferences establishing a free act – if they are 'rational',  then such preferences would not be 

establishing  a  free  action  and  therefore  a  person  performing  an  immoral  action  by  'non-rational'  

preferences could not be held responsible for this action since it would not have been free. (Pauen 

2004:77-78) The other  possibility  is  that,  if  the acting person identifies  her/himself  with a  certain 

preference, then the preference is personal. This kind of interpretation causes problems in the case that, 

for example, the acting person is a murderer. A murderer would most probably not accept or identify 

her/himself with her/his own readiness for violence and thus the inclination for violence would not be a 

personal  preference  and  again  it  would  be  hard  to  hold  this  person  morally  responsible  for  any 

committed murder. (Pauen 2004:92-93) 

So Pauen finally  suggests that  the most  plausible  criterion for  preference being a  personal  

preference is  this:   a  preference  is  a  personal  preference  if  and only  if  it  could  be  subject  to  an 

efficacious self-determined decision. For example the tendency only to return library books after a 

reminder would be counted as a personal preference if it is possible, if the acting person could  decide, 

to change this tendency. So  it is not necessary that a personal preference de facto can be traced back to 

a self-determined decision, it is only necessary that this  could be done, that it is  possible to do so. 

(Pauen 2004:82-83). Pauen thinks, that it is important, that this conception of personal preferences is 

open for  empirical research within the cognitive sciences and neuroscience. It should be possible to 

establish criteria  to  empirically decide whether a preference is personal prefer or not. For example 

preferences  which  cannot  be  considered  to  be  the  base  of  a  free  action,  like  those  underlying 

compulsory behavior,  are correlated to certain patterns of activity in the brain. (Pauen 2004:86)

 So the central ideas in Pauen's theory about free-will can be summarized as follows:  

• Freedom of  will must be distinguished from coercion and chance. This is done by the principle 

of autonomy and the principle of the originator.  

• Freedom of will is self-determination based on personal preferences. The personal preferences 

in turn are supposed to be possible subjects to an  efficacious self-determined decision. 

Now  one  important  feature  of  this  conception  of  freedom  of  will  is,  that  it  seems  to  be 

independent of the truth of physicalism. Pauen writes: 

“ […] But if mental processes generally can be realized by neuronal activities, then this will also hold for our decisions. 

Given these preconditions (the preconditions given by Pauen's theory, remark of the author)  it would not be possible to  
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conclude from the fact that an action is controlled by neuronal processes that it is not determined by ourselves.  It would 

not depend on, if an action is controlled by neuronal processes, it would rather be decisive, by which neuronal processes 

this may happen.  If for example the action is controlled by basal brain-activities, which are principally independent 

from our consciousness and our experiences, then it is  not self-determined […] If however the action  can be traced 

back to those higher-level neuronal processes, which also produce our conscious decisions, thoughts and emotions, then 

it would be controlled by us. (Pauen 2004:98)” 7

Interestingly Pauen  does not give the idea of  alternatives possibilities a central  role in his 

theory, but he  obviously discusses alternative possibilities since they play a major role in many other  

theories of free-will. Alternative possibilities according to Pauen should be understood in the following 

way: We have to distinguish between the choice actually made by  an acting person, this choice was 

wanted, was done “willingly” and  the other  possibilities which could have been chosen. For example, 

a vegetarian would “willingly” choose not to eat meat because of his/her personal preferences which 

could  be  the  preference   'not  to  support  the  killing  of  animals'.  This  vegetarian  could have  done 

otherwise  since  the  external  circumstances  did  not  force  him/her  not  to  eat  meat.  There  was  a 

possibility of eating meat. Such an act would be considered free. Yet the act of not eating meat is 

determined   by the personal preferences of the vegetarian and the possibility of eating meat cannot be 

ascribed to the vegetarian since that action is not based on her/his personal preferences.   So an action 

performed can be  determined by the personal preferences of the acting person. It is this action the 

person  was  willing to  perform  and  yet  there  are  alternative  possibilities  which  could have  been 

performed. But these alternative possibilities cannot be ascribed to the originator in the same way as 

the action actually performed since the performed action is based on the personal preferences and these 

preferences determine whether the action is self-determined and thus free in the sense given by Pauen. 

(Pauen  2004:110-136)8.  This  distinction  leads  to  Pauen's  conclusion  that  alternative  possibilities 

7 The original text: “Doch  wenn mentale Prozesse allgemein durch neuronale Aktivitäten realisiert sind, dann gilt das 
natürlich  auch  für  unsere  Entscheidungen.  Unter  diesen  Voraussetzungen  könnte  man aus  der  Tatsache,  dass  eine 
Handlung von neuronalen Prozessen gesteuert wird, nicht schließen, dass sie nicht durch uns bestimmt wird. Es käme 
also nicht darauf an,  ob eine Handlung durch neuronale Prozesse gesteuert wird, entscheidend  wäre vielmehr, durch 
welche  neuronalen  Prozesse  dies  geschieht.  Wird  die  Handlung  z.B.  durch  basale  Hirnaktivitäten  gesteuert,  die  
prinzipiell unabhängig von unserem Bewusstsein und unseren Erfahrungen sind, dann ist sie nicht selbstbestimmt […]. 
Lässt  sich die Handlung dagegen auf diejenigen höherstufigen neuronalen Prozesse zurückführen,  die auch unsere 
bewussten Entscheidungen, Gedanken und Emotionen realisieren, dann wäre sie durch uns gesteuert. (Pauen 2004:98, 
translation by the author) "

8 Pauen discusses alternative possibilities as a major objection to his theory. His distinction between an action which was  
done by 'will' and actions which 'could' have been done is closely related to a conception by the philosopher G.E.  
Moore. (Pauen 2004:110ff) Peter van Inwagen  makes a similar distinction in the first chapter of his book “An Essay on  
free-will”. He suggests that it is important to make a distinction between the ability and the capacity to do something.  
Later  in his book he analyzes this “Conditional Analysis Argument” in detail. (van Inwagen  1983:10-11, chap IV)
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understood in this way and thus freedom of will in Pauen's sense is fully possible even in a determined 

world. (Pauen 2004:130)  

Pauen  also  defends  his  position  against  other  objections.  One  major  objection  is  the 

'Consequence   argument'  which  will  be  described  later  in  this  essay  in  connection  with 

incompatibilism. Another common and modern objection against free-will comes from neuroscientists. 

Experiments  originally done by Benjamin Libet,  where a person is asked to press a button and register 

the time when they felt the urge to do so, gave the following result: The  unconscious neuronal activity 

when the brain prepares a movement  started 300-400 milliseconds  before  the person  reported that 

he/she consciously and willingly performed or decided to perform  the movement/action.  This suggests 

that  conscious free-will  does not cause human actions or other brain activities. (Libet 1999:47)  A 

possible interpretation of  experiments of this kind is that free-will is an illusion. Pauen admits that if  

the experiments are interpreted such, that the neuronal activities preparing a motion are not determined 

by the neuronal realizations of our personal preferences then free-will indeed is an illusion. But he sees 

no reason that the experiments should be understood in that way. Pauen analyzes the experiments and 

makes several objections:  (1) The person in the experiment was asked to observe the urge to move, but 

the urge to move – Pauen argues – is not the same as the decision  to move. (2) Furthermore the urge to 

move is usually something that is not conscious and should therefore not be interpreted as something 

connected to the persons free decision. (3) There should be alternative possibilities! The person in the 

experiment could only decide when to perform the movement. The decision to move was already made. 

(4) Free actions usually involve a process of considering pros and contras for a decision but this is not 

subject  of  the  experiment.   Pauen  also  discusses  more  recent  developments  of  Libets  original 

experiment and he finally comes to the conclusion that the results are not sufficient to draw conclusions 

about the relationship of conscious and unconscious processes and thus the conclusion that free-will is 

an illusion on the basis of these experiments is at least made far to hasty. (Pauen 2004:198-209)9

 

9 It is noteworthy that Libet himself does not come to the conclusion that free-will is an illusion. On the contrary he  
ascribes a veto-function to free-will much in the way Robert Kane describes decision-making: “The role of conscious  
free-will would be, then, not to initiate a voluntary act, but rather to control whether the act takes place. We may view 
the unconscious initiatives for voluntary actions as 'bubbling up' in the brain. The conscious-will then selects which of  
these initiatives may go forward to an action or which ones to veto and abort, with no act appearing. (Libet 1999:54)"  
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2.1.2. Incompatibilism 

Incompatibilism claims that free-will is not compatible with determinism. Of course it is necessary for 

defenders of this position to describe what they mean with free-will and how determinism should be 

understood. But in any case if incompatibilism is true, then either free-will (for example, in the way 

defined  by  van  Inwagen)  has  to  be  non-existent  or  determinism  has  to  be  false.  Intuitively 

incompatibilism seems to  be true.  How can an  action  be free,  if  everything is  determined? But  a 

philosophical analysis shows that matters are not that simple. 

Peter van Inwagen – one of the most famous representatives of incompatibilism – uses in  his 

argument for incompatibilism two simple definitions of determinism and free-will. He defines  the free-

will thesis as

 “[...]  the thesis that we are sometimes in the following position with respect  to a contemplated future act:  we 

simultaneously  have  both  the  following  abilities:  the  ability  to  perform  that  act  and  the  ability  to  refrain  from 

performing that act (This entails that we have been in the following position: for something we did  do,  we  were  at 

some point prior to our doing it able to refrain doing it, able not to do it). (van Inwagen 2008:329) “

and determinism as

“[...] the thesis that it is true at every moment that the way things then are determine a unique future, that only one of  

the alternative futures that may exist relative to a given moment is a physically possible continuation of the stage of 

things at that moment. (van Inwagen 2009:254)”

These two definitions are clear and quite simple and with help of these understandings of free-

will and determinism he develops and defends incompatibilism mainly based on an argument widely 

known as the 'Consequence argument'. Sometimes van Inwagen describes the argument in terms of 

formal logic, but the argument written out gives a direct impression why this argument appears to be 

important, why it intuitively seems to be correct and why it is widely discussed in the free-will debate:

“If determinism is true, then our acts are the consequences of the laws of nature and events in the remote past. But it 

is not up to us what went on before we were born, and neither is it up to us what the laws of nature are. Therefore, the 

consequences of these things (including our present acts) are not up to us. (van Inwagen 1983:16)”

This  arguments  is  considered  by  van  Inwagen  to  be  the  most  powerful  argument  for 

incompatibilism. In 'An Essay on Free Will' he discusses the argument in three  different versions. To 

present all three versions would be beyond the scope of this essay. The third version seems to be  the 

one van Inwagen even in later works most often refers to and it is based on two inference rules (van 
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Inwagen 1983:94-95, 2002:159) Van Inwagen's version of this third argument is slightly technical10 but 

Robert Kane presents the same argument in a more reader friendly version.  

“ (α) There is nothing anyone can do to change what must be the case (or what is necessarily so).

  (β) If there is nothing anyone can do to change X, and nothing anyone can do to change the fact that Y is a  

necessary consequence of X, then there is nothing anyone can do to change Y either.

(1) There is nothing we can do now to change the past.

(2) There is nothing we can do now to change the laws of nature.

(3) There is nothing we can do now to change the past and the laws of nature.

(4) Our present actions are the necessary consequences of the past and the laws of nature. (Or, equivalently, it 

is necessary, that given the past and the laws of nature, our present actions occur.)

(5) There is nothing we can do now to change the fact that our present actions are the necessary consequences  

of the past and the laws of nature.

(6) There is nothing we can do now to change the fact that our present actions occur. (Kane 2005:23-25)”

The inference rules (α) and  (β) are used in  the last  steps in the above argument and this 

argument is clearly valid. Van Inwagen concludes that if this argument is to be false, then – since the  

argument is valid -  one of the following  must be false (van Inwagen 1983:95):

• Determinism is true

• Inference rule (α)

• Inference rule (β)

• There is nothing we can do now to change the past.

• There is nothing we can do now to change the laws of nature. 

At least, it seems clear that neither the two premises 'There is nothing we can do now to change 

the  past'  and  'There  is  nothing  we can  do now to  change  the  laws  of  nature'   reasonably  can  be 

considered false: we have no influence on the past or on the laws of nature. The inference rule (α) also 

seems to be beyond doubt. So only the inference rule (β) or the truth of determinism  can reasonably be 

questioned. 

Van Inwagen also discusses three arguments for compatibilism. Two of them seem to be more 

important  since  similar  arguments   appear  as  well  in  the  description  of  compatibilism  as  in  the 

description of libertarianism. These two arguments are the 'Conditional Analysis Argument' and the 

10 Van Inwagen originally wrote out his argument in a technically strict form   using formal logic symbols.  
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'Mind argument'. The 'Conditional Analysis Argument' is based on similar ideas  to the argument Pauen 

uses to solve the 'problem' of alternative possibilities and is widely accepted by compatibilists. The 

Mind argument is analyzed by van Inwagen in “An Essay on Free Will” in three different ways. In later 

works  he emphasizes  that  intuitive  forms of  this  argument  have  a  “great  deal  of  plausibility  (van 

Inwagen 2002:168)” and one informal version is given by this:

“If indeterminism is to be relevant to the question whether a given agent has free-will, it must occur because the acts of 

that agent cannot be free unless they (or perhaps their immediate causal antecedents) are undetermined. But if an agent's  

acts are undetermined, then how the agent acts on a given occasion is a matter of chance. And if how an agent acts is a  

matter of chance, the agent can hardly be said to have free-will. If, on some occasion, I had to decide whether to lie or  

tell the truth, and if, after much painful deliberation, I lied, my lie could hardly have been an act of free-will if whether I  

lied or  told the truth was  a matter  of  chance.  To choose to  lie  rather  than  tell  the truth is  a  free choice only if, 

immediately before the choice was made, it was up to the agent whether he lied or told the truth. That is to say, before  

the choice was made, the agent must have been able to lie and able to tell the truth. And if an agent is faced with a  

choice between lying and telling the truth, and if which of these things the agent does is a mere matter of chance, then it 

cannot be up to the agent which of them he does. (van Inwagen 2002:168)” 

The core of this  argument is  that undetermined choices  are a  matter  of chance.  But this  is 

actually something van Inwagen – at least at this point – does not argue for, he assumes this to be  

correct.  So  one  possible  challenge  to  the  above  argument  would  at  least  be  to  question  whether 

undetermined choices are a matter of chance. Van Inwagen used this argument both as an argument for 

compatibilism and  also as  an argument  for  the incompatibility   of  free-will  and indeterminism – 

something  that  van  Inwagen   strongly  emphasizes  in  his  later  works.  So  van  Inwagen  –  at  least 

considering later works - draws the conclusion that free-will and determinism are not compatible and 

also that free-will and indeterminism are incompatible. The first statement would - as already stated - 

have the consequence that either the free-will thesis or determinism is false. Actually van Inwagen 

thinks that the idea of what he some times denotes as 'metaphysical freedom' is so general that it arises 

even with supernatural agents such as God. Did God have a choice to create the world or was creation 

determined by God's nature? (van Inwagen 1998:372)

 Originally  van  Inwagen  comes  to  the  conclusion  and  prefers  that  determinism should  be 

rejected.  “To deny the free-will thesis is to deny the existence of moral responsibility, which would be 

absurd.  Moreover  there  seems  to  be  no  good reason  to  accept  determinism.  (which,  it  should  be 

recalled, is not the same thesis as The Principle of Universal Causation) Therefore determinism should 

be rejected. (van Inwagen 1983:223)” But if also indeterminism should be rejected due to the Mind 
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argument  above,  which  option  is  left?  To  reject  the  free-will  thesis,  since  either  determinism  or 

indeterminism should be true? Van Inwagen does not think so even in later works. Again he points out 

that without free-will there would be no moral responsibility. “Denying that agents are ever able to do 

otherwise, is therefore simply not an option. (van Inwagen 2008:340)”  Yet since the question of free-

will  seemingly  is  neither  solved  by  arguments  against  determinism  nor  by  arguments  against 

indeterminism, either something is wrong with these arguments or we have to admit – regardless of the 

idea that free-will should not be rejected due to moral responsibility -  that free-will somehow is a 

'mystery' and so van Inwagen concludes that “the problem of free-will […] confronts us philosophers 

with a great mystery. (van Inwagen 2008:340)”

2.1.3. Libertarianism

Libertarianism holds incompatibilism  and the free-will thesis to be true. Some libertarian philosophers 

obviously define or describe free-will in a different way than van Inwagen or Pauen. Nevertheless they 

have in common that they believe both free-will and incompatibilism to be true. Again a description of 

how free-will and  'indeterminism' are to be understood must be made of a philosopher holding this 

position.

As already stated Robert Kane is a well known libertarian philosopher who gives an in-depth 

analysis of the issue of free-will. In his book “The Significance of Free Will” Kane defines  free-will as 

“the power of agents to be the ultimate creators (or originators) and sustainers of their own end or 

purposes”  (Kane  1996:4).  Developing  the  thoughts  surrounding  this  definition  he  states  that  two 

conditions are required for this kind of free-will: alternative possibilities – abbreviated as AP – and 

ultimate  responsibility  –  abbreviated  as  UR.  According  to  Kane  an  “[...]agent  has  alternative 

possibilities (or can do otherwise) with respect to A at t in the sense that at t, the agent  can (has the 

power or ability to) do A and can (has the power or  ability to) do otherwise. (Kane 1996:33)”  Kane 

thinks that AP is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for free-will. Kane finds it difficult to give a  

precise statement of the other condition 'Ultimate responsibility' and indeed his 'definition' in “The 

Significance of Free Will” is lengthy and complicated.11 But he summarizes the basic idea of UR in his 

11 Kane's complete definition: “(UR) An agent is ultimately responsible for some (event or state) E's occurring only if (R ) 
the agent is personally responsible for E's occurring in a sense which entails that something the agent voluntarily(or  

21



article “Rethinking free-will“: 

“To be ultimately responsible for an action, an agent must be responsible for anything that is a sufficient reason  

(condition, cause, or motive) for the action's occurring. If, for example, a choice issues from, and can be sufficiently  

explained by, an agent's character and motives (together with background conditions), then to be ultimately responsible 

for the choice, the agent must be at least in part responsible by virtue of choices and actions voluntarily performed in  

the past for having the character and motives he or she now has. (Kane  2011b:383)”

Now the condition of ultimate responsibility UR entails that at least some actions in the life of 

an agent must satisfy the condition of alternative possibilities AP. Furthermore Kane argues that the 

'ultimate' part of UR entails that either there is an infinite regress of voluntary actions for which the 

agent is personally responsible or some of these actions  are undetermined. But since an infinite regress 

is  not  possible  for  finite  agents  such  as  humans,  the  UR condition  can  only  be  satisfied  if  such 

undetermined actions  for  which  the  agent  is  responsible  exist.  He calls  these  actions  self-forming 

actions – abbreviated as SFA. Thus “The Incompatibility Thesis” can be written as “If free-will is 

exercised by finite agents and entails UR, then some undetermined self-forming actions, or SFAs, exist, 

and determinism is false. (Kane 1996:74)” Especially Kane points out that even though   UR entails AP 

at least for some free actions, it is by focusing on the origin of an action and the responsibility for that  

action that incompatibilism is established, the responsibility of an agent implies  AP.  (Kane 1996:73-

75)12 Therefore UR and SFAs have a central role in Kane's argument for the truth of, for example, the 

'Consequence Argument'.  

Kane  discusses another important question: what is the significance of free-will, why would we 

want to possess free-will in the sense given above? According to Kane there have been many possible 

answers to this throughout history; there are number of things generally desirable and worth wanting to 

humans.  Kane lists them as genuine creativity, autonomy, desert for the own achievements, moral 

responsibility,  being object  of  gratitude,  admiration  and so on,  self-worth and dignity,  uniqueness, 

hopes requiring an open future, genuine friendship and love to other sentient beings or divine beings, 

and  the  ability  to  claim to  have  acted  by  one's  own free-will.  (Kane  1996:80)  Apart  from moral 

responsibility and autonomy which already have been involved in the descriptions of different theories 

willingly)  did or  omitted,  and for  which the agent could have voluntarily  done otherwise,  either  was,  or  causally 
contributed to, E's occurrence and made a difference to whether or not E occurred; and (U) for every X and Y (where X 
and Y represent occurrences of events and/or states) if the agent is personally responsible for X, and if Y is an  arche (or 
sufficient ground or cause or explanation) for X, the the agent must also be responsible for Y. (Kane 1996:35)” Kane 
uses the term arche which is term from Aristotelian philosophy meaning origin. 

12 Kane is very precise and detailed in his argument. The argument sketched in the text above is originally split up into 
several steps each involving different theses. 
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on free-will,  the idea,  that  free-will  seems to be important  and significant  for  love and friendship 

between humans and between humans and  - in a theistic context – God, is especially interesting.  

Loving other humans or loving God would not really be love, if this love turned out to be determined 

and not given by our own free-will. (Kane 1996:88)

A usual objection to libertarianism is that indeterminism means that things happen by chance or 

by luck. This is also the central part of the version of the Mind argument presented above in section 

2.1.2. If an action is a matter of chance, the action cannot be  up to the agent. Kane questions this 

connection between chance and indeterminism, instead he claims that 'indeterminism' is nothing more 

than a technical term  primarily excluding deterministic causation, but not causation in general.  In 

support of this idea Kane presents parallel processing  in the brain. The alternative possibilities in any 

decision and especially decisions, establishing what Kane denotes as a SFA, are represented by brain 

processes happening before the actual decision. Each possibility considered has a process in the brain 

as a correlate and these processes compete with each other. But which of these processes is chosen, 

which of them leads to the actual decision, is not a matter of chance since they would be willed either 

way and  there would be reasons for this willing which ever choice is made.  And so Kane thinks that 

parallel processing in the brain  is a necessary condition for having free-will and that the indeterminism 

of decisions made by parallel processing should  not be interpreted as chance since alternative paths of 

actions are simultaneously prepared in the brain before the actual decision. (Kane 2011b:388-391):

“And so it is, […] , whichever way the agents choose, they will have succeeded in doing what they were endeavoring 

to do because they were simultaneously endeavoring to make both choices, and one is going to succeed. Their failure to  

do one thing is not a mere failure, but a voluntary succeeding in doing the other. Does it make sense to talk about the  

agent's trying or endeavoring to do two competing things at once in this way, or to solve two cognitive problems at  

once? Well, we know the brain is a parallel processor; it can simultaneously process different  kinds of information 

relevant to tasks such as perception or recognition through different neural pathways. Such a capacity, I believe, is  

essential to the exercise of free-will. (Kane 2011b:390)” 

Another argument for indeterminism not being merely a matter of chance is given by thinking 

of  indeterminism as  a  'hindrance'.  Kane  compares  this  with  a  vaccination,  a  vaccination  hinders, 

changes the probability of getting a disease, but if you get the disease despite the vaccination, then 

nobody would say that the vaccination is the cause of the disease. Likewise chance in indeterminism 

need not be the cause of a choice made, it is only influencing the choice, it is causally relevant for the 

choice, but not the cause itself. Therefore a choice done by indeterminism can still be up to the agent  
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and need not be caused just by a matter of chance. (Kane 2011b:394-395) 

Later Kane discusses a related and similar objection: the 'luck' objection, which focuses on the 

idea, that given the past for an acting agent is the same for all choices, the choice to be made would be  

a matter of luck. Although he gives reasons similar to those about chance stated above and concludes 

that choices are not a matter of luck, he admits, that the luck objection has a point and that it reveals  

something  worth  considering  about   free-will.   He  thinks,  that  a  free-choice  cannot  entirely  be 

explained by the past,  past causes or past reasons. There is some arbitrariness left and 

“[...] such arbitrariness relative to prior reasons tells us that every undetermined self-forming choice is the initiation  

of a novel pathway into future, whose justification lies in the future and is not fully explained by the past. In making 

such a choice we say in effect, 'I am opting for this pathway. It is not required by my past reasons, but it is consistent  

with my past and is one branching pathway my life can now meaningfully take. Whether it is the right choice, only time 

will  tell. Meanwhile, I am willing to take responsibility for it one way or the other.' (Kane 2011b:401)”

2.1.4. Determinism and Indeterminism

A simple definition of determinism is the one stated in section 2.1.2 given by van Inwagen: “[...] the 

thesis that it is true at every moment that the way things then are determine a unique future, that only  

one  of  the  alternative  futures  that  may  exist  relative  to  a  given  moment  is  a  physically  possible 

continuation of the stage of things at that moment. (van Inwagen 2009:254)”. Hidden in this definition 

is that 'physically possible' means something like the laws of nature.  Indeterminism could obviously be 

understood as being the possibility of more than one alternative future existing.

But matters are not that simple. For one thing determinism need not be restricted to the physical  

as is done above. Determinism could also apart from physical, be psychological, theological, logical 

determinism, the difference being that other conditions  - like, for example, the foreordaining of God – 

would be sufficient  for  the determined events.  (Kane 1996:8) But  in  this  essay only physical  and 

theological  determinism  will  be  considered.  Van  Inwagen  remarks  that  determinism  must  be 

distinguished from the 'Principle of Universal Causation', the principle that every event is caused by 

something: to deduce determinism from the 'Principle of Universal Causation' at least three premises 
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would be needed. (van Inwagen 1983:3-5)13 Yet he also states that the 'Principle of Universal Causation' 

entails determinism “is certainly a substantive philosophical thesis (van Inwagen 1983:191)” 

Next, determinism might have been the common way to think about nature until the beginning 

of the 20th century, but ever since the discovery of quantum physics it has been clear, that there are 

indeterministic processes in nature. One simple example would be the radioactive decay of certain 

atoms. At any time before the decay a radioactive atom will decay with a certain probability, so that 

before the decay actually happens, there are two possible futures for this atom. Further, the study of 

chaotic and dynamical systems has lead to the conclusion that for all practical purposes most systems in 

nature are  not predictable by calculation. (Peitgen, Jürgens, Saupe 1994:11). But this is strictly not a 

philosophical  statement,  so  the  arguments  involving  determinism  or  indeterminism  would  not  be 

affected by 'Chaos theory'.  Quantum physics sometimes is said not to be relevant for macroscopic 

events, but nevertheless quantum physics still ensures the existence of indeterministic processes. So at 

least from this point of view it should not be obvious to claim that determinism is true.

But what about  indeterminism? Firstly, if determinism is not true, then indeterminism is true – 

in the sense given above. But it seems that things become more complicated with indeterminism. For 

how  should  indeterminism  be  understood?  In  physics  indeterministic  processes  are  described by 

assigning probabilities to future events. In the simple example above a probability for the decay of an 

atom is  assigned to the event of decay according to the theories, giving scientists the possibility to 

make  a  prediction  with  a  certain  probability.  Similarly  van  Inwagen  –  in  his  argument  for  the 

incompatibility of free-will and indeterminism -  assigns a probability to an undetermined choice in his 

example about Alice deciding to lie or tell the truth and with the help of a 'replay argument', in which 

God is imagined to replay exactly this decision a thousand times, he concludes that the outcome of the 

replay must be a matter of chance and  hence cannot be the outcome of a free choice. (van Inwagen 

2002: 171-173) But is this really the only possible way to understand indeterminism? As already stated 

above Kane does not think so. In one of his replies – summarized in section 2.1.3 - to the objections to 

13 The three premises stated by van Inwagen are: “(1) if an event […]  has a cause, then its cause is always itself an event  
(or what have you) and never a substance or continuant such as a man; (2) if an event (or what have you) A was the 
cause of an event B, then  it follows, given that A happened and given the laws of nature, that A “causally necessitated” 
B, that B could not have failed to happen; (3) every chain of causes that has no earliest member is such that, for every  
time  t,  some  event  in  that  chain  happens  earlier  than  t.  (van  Inwagen  1983:4)”  Although  these  conditions  seem 
reasonable, they still are necessary to deduce  determinism from the 'Principle of Universal Causation' and they all can  
and have  been questioned by philosophers such as van Inwagen himself.
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libertarianism   given by chance and luck, he describes the probabilistic outcome of vaccination. It 

should be possible to argue - in the case of a disease and vaccination - that although a probability is 

assigned to the event of becoming ill, the cause of becoming ill is  neither the vaccination nor is it a 

matter of chance. That event can be traced back to the virus or bacteria causing the disease.  Certainly 

there seems to be a problem here. Is this event determined or not? It seems to be  determined by the 

virus or bacteria on the individual level, as soon as the person has become ill the cause can be traced in  

retrospective, giving the impression that the event is determined, yet as long as the person has not 

become  ill there are probabilities for either becoming ill or not, so the event seems to be undetermined 

in the sense that it is 'by chance'!  So at least it is not clear if assigning a probability to an event – or in  

the case of free-will  to an action -  must lead to the conclusion that this  event or action must be a mere  

matter of chance.

There is  yet another  objection to the argument  stated by van Inwagen. In his  example van 

Inwagen assigns a probability to Alice lying or telling the truth. But on what grounds is it possible to 

assign a probability to – in this case – two alternative events? In the case of the radioactive atom this is  

done on the grounds that we have empirically measured the decay of such events in the past. Likewise 

the probability of becoming ill with a certain disease is based on empirical studies in the past. But how 

would we find such a probability in the case of alternative possibilities for free actions, for Alice lying 

or telling the truth? Such actions have not passed. Van Inwagen uses a thought experiment to create a  

hypothetical  probability. In this thought experiment the actions of Alice are turned into actions in the  

past by 'replay' and only then it is possible to empirically find out the probabilities of the alternative 

actions. But in reality this is not possible. Real  choices are not probabilistic in the same sense as, for  

example, radioactive decay is.  For any given free choice we make in the present or in the future, this 

assignment of probability is never  factually possible. Furthermore, what is the purpose of assigning 

probabilities? Usually the purpose is to predict future events. We may want to know how many atoms 

have decayed after a certain time or we may want to predict the outcome of an epidemic disease. But in 

the case of a 'free' action,  we only want to predict the outcome of this action this one time.  So we 

cannot change the decision of Alice to  lie or not into a probabilistic event. And once again even if such 

an  assignment were possible, why should we conclude that this choice should be matter of chance? 

A similar conclusion is made by philosopher David Hodgson who criticizes Hume's position:

“The fundamental mistake underlying Hume's position […] is that they assume without discussion or disclosure (indeed 
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sometimes assume as if it were a logical necessity) something very close to what they claim to prove: they assume that  

whatever  happens  to  any  system must  be either  (1)  the  only development  which  is  consistent  with universal  and 

impersonal  causal  laws,  or  (2)  a  development  which  is  random,  albeit  perhaps  complying  probability  parameters  

established by such laws. (Hodgson 1999:204)” 

What does this reasoning suggest? It seems that it is not clear that the indeterminism of an event 

must be understood as this event being random. The difference between the past, the present and the 

future also seems to be important in relationship to free-will. These ideas should be investigated further 

and analyzed in depth: If indeterminism does not mean random in relationship to free-will, what does it 

mean? And what is the significance of the aspects of time to free-will? 

2.2. Discussion, summary and conclusion

But now to the question which of the three theories presented above is most reasonable, which of these 

three theories should be preferred. Pauen's, van Inwagen's and Kane's reasoning have all at least two 

things in common, they all assume that there is such a thing as free-will and they think, that free-will is 

important for the idea of moral responsibility, that without free-will, it would not be possible to make 

humans morally responsible for their actions.

Pauen's compatibilist theory has - being compatibilistic - the following obvious advantages, it is 

compatible with determinism  -  which although questioned by quantum physics  -  still  is  a  major 

position especially amongst scientists.14  It is also compatible with physicalism as described in section 

2.1.1.  Therefore  Pauen's  theory  is  basically  independent  of  the  results  produced  by  neuroscience. 

Whatever may be discovered about the dependencies of mental processes on neuronal processes, in 

whichever way the human mind may be reduced to neuronal activities, whether an action is free or not 

depends according to Pauen whether “[...] the action  can be traced back to those higher-level neuronal 

processes, which also produce our conscious decisions, thoughts and emotions […]. (Pauen 2004:98)” 

A major  weakness  in  Pauen's  theory  is   the  way  he  handles  the  question  of  alternative 

possibilities. In both other theories presented in this paper alternative possibilities play a central role in 

14 As stated in the previous section about determinism the position that the 'Principle of Universal Causation' implies  
determinism “is certainly a substantive philosophical thesis (van Inwagen 1983:191)”. But the  'Principle of Universal 
Causation' is commonly held to be true within natural-science and often even the three premises stated in footnote 13. 
Consequently determinism still plays a major role in natural-science.
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the understanding of free-will. The 'Consequence argument' in the version presented by van Inwagen 

(section 2.1.2) is based on van Inwagen's understanding of free-will  and alternative possibilities as 

being  able to choose differently in a given situation.  The opposite, which van Inwagen uses in the 

'Consequence argument',  would be that “[...]  no one has or ever had any choice [...] (van Inwagen 

2002:159)”  about  a  certain  action  or  event.  But   Pauen  thinks  that  “Understood  in  this  way,  the 

'Consequence argument' only would be a variation of the more strict interpretation of the principle of 

alternative possibilities. (Pauen 2004:138)” and concludes that the arguments based on the 'Conditional 

analysis' mentioned in section 2.1.1 above would be sufficient to refute the 'Consequence argument' in 

this version. (Pauen 2004:138)15 But isn't it obvious that an agent  could have done otherwise, if the 

personal preferences had been other, if the conditions had been differently? Why should alternative 

possibilities be understood in this way? Isn't the question really whether an agent can do/ is able to do 

otherwise? Are alternative possibilities actually possibilities, if they only could have been done under 

different circumstances? The kind of free-will involving the possibility to be able to act differently, van 

Inwagen thinks, seems to be the kind of free-will most people wish to have. (van Inwagen 2008:336) 

So Pauen evades the 'Consequence argument' by interpreting alternative possibilities as consisting of 

the action which actually is performed – the one 'wanted', the one 'willingly done' -  and those actions 

which 'could have been done' under different circumstances, but then Pauen's free-will is neither the 

same as free-will in the sense of van Inwagen – who has alternative possibilities at the center of his 

understanding – nor as Kane understands free-will, who also gives alternative possibilities a major role 

in his theory. 

Van  Inwagen  focuses  on  the  compatibility  of  free-will,  understood  as  being  able  to  do 

otherwise, with determinism or indeterminism. The main argument against free-will being compatible 

with  determinism  is  the  'Consequence  argument'.  This  argument  has  been  questioned  by  many 

philosophers and according to Daniel Speak the weakest link in the 'Consequence argument' as stated in 

section 2.1.2, if determinism is held true, is the inference rule (β)16. So opponents of the 'Consequence 

argument' usually tried to find ingenious counterexamples to (β) thus leaving the argument invalid. But 

15 Pauen also discusses even stronger interpretations of the 'Consequence argument'. For further  reading about 'stronger' 
versions of the 'Consequence argument' see Pauen's book Illusion Freiheit? Mögliche und unmögliche Konsequenzen 
der Hirnforschung (Pauen 2004:138-154)  

16 A simple example for (β) would be, that given that we have no influence on the earth moving around the sun and that  
we have no influence on that the earth moving around the sun entails that it will become summer in say June,  we then  
have no influence on the fact that it will become summer in June.
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obviously the proponents of the 'Consequence argument' in turn constructed modified version of (β) to 

keep the  argument  valid.  (Speak 2011:116-121) Anyway,  without  studying the  details  of  all  these 

arguments, it may be hard to decide if (β) really is valid. But the 'Consequence argument' is at least 

valid, if (β) is valid. Further, the inference rule (β) intuitively seems to be correct and  studying all these 

details to defend, refute or modify (β) would be beyond the scope of this essay.  Still the 'Consequence 

argument' either read in the more technical version or in the simple version given above in section 2.1.2 

remains compelling and seems to be at least intuitively correct. 

Van Inwagen's main conclusion is that free-will neither is  compatible with  determinism (The 

Consequence  argument)  nor  indeterminism (The  Mind-argument).  But  since  either  determinism or 

indeterminism must be true (or is there a third possibility?), his theory - although very conclusive – 

does not solve the question of free-will. Van Inwagen's title of one of his later essays “Free-will remains 

a mystery” (van Inwagen 2002) describes this situation and his conclusion in one sentence. Since van 

Inwagen does not  want  to  abandon the concept  of  free-will  -  which he finds necessary for moral 

responsibility - and since he doesn't present a solution to the determinism/indeterminism  problem, the 

only thing left is to claim that  “Free-will remains a mystery”.  This may temporarily be a reasonable 

position until a more satisfying  theory is found, but  understanding free-will as a mystery seems to be 

unsatisfactory in the long run.  

Kane's  theory   is  centered  around  the  concepts  of  'ultimate  responsibility',  'alternative 

possibilities'  and 'self-forming actions'  as described in section 2.1.3. But Kane also emphasizes the 

significance of free-will for human lives. There are similarities between Kane's and Pauen's theories. 

Both trace back present actions to actions earlier in  life, Pauen's 'personal preferences' are important 

for his understanding of free-will and so are the ' self-forming actions' for Kane and both have their 

origin in the past.  Kane and van Inwagen agree on the point that free-will  is  not compatible with 

determinism, but Kane defends the idea that free-will is compatible with indeterminism, whereas van 

Inwagen denies this. Kane attempts to refute the objections to indeterminism based on, for example, 

arguments  like  the  'Mind-argument'.   He  also  tries  to  find  a  connection  to  contemporary 

neuroscienctific research by claiming that parallel processing in the brain is necessary  for free-will. In 

a note Kane suggests, that the 'oversight-plus-veto' principle given by Libet17 himself fits well with 

17 For  Libet's interpretation see footnote 9. 
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Kane's  ideas  of  parallel  processes  in  the  brain  preceding,  for  example,  self-forming  actions.  The 

process  'willed'  is  chosen  by  the  conscious  oversight  whereas  the  other  processes  are  vetoed  and 

aborted.  (Kane 1996:232n12) So even Kane's theory seems at  least  not to contradict   results  from 

neuroscience. 

But  which  of  these  three  theories  should  be  preferred?  Pauen's  refutes  the  'Consequence 

argument' on the basis of a 'Conditional analysis' but loses the aspect of 'alternative possibilities' so 

important in other theories such as Kane's and van Inwagen's and even in everyday understandings of 

free-will. If he would drop his 'Conditional analysis', he would probably – perhaps unwillingly -  arrive 

at a similar point as van Inwagen and Kane denying the compatibility of free-will and determinism. 

Both Pauen and Kane realize the importance of neuroscientific research and are concerned about their 

theories  being  compatible  with  neuroscientific  results.   Van  Inwagen's  theory  does  not  'solve'  the 

question of free-will, he rejects both that determinism and indeterminism are compatible with free-will 

and he is very clear in his reasoning. Kane attempts to solve the issues arising  with free-will  but faces 

a variety of objections especially concerning the compatibility of free-will and indeterminism. All three 

emphasize the importance of free-will for moral responsibility.

In the light  of  the discussion about  determinism and indeterminism in the previous section 

suggesting that indeterminism of an event need not be understood as 'being random', the reasoning 

above and the significance of alternative possibilities to free-will  it  seems most  reasonable (a)  to 

accept 'alternative possibilities' as the or a  main feature of free-will and (b) to accept – on the basis of 

the 'Consequence argument' -  that free-will 'including' alternative possibilities is not compatible with 

determinism and thus determinism is false, if free-will is to be held true, (c)  to attempt to solve the 

questions  arising  in  connection  with  indeterminism  and  (d)  to  realize  that  free-will  is  of  great 

significance to human life in general and moral responsibility in particular. This seems to be done best 

by a libertarian  theory of the type represented by Kane. 
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3. Free-will and theistic thinking

3.1. Problems related to free-will in Christianity

Christianity is generally understood as a typical theistic religion. Compared with other theistic religions 

there are obviously concepts, ideas and beliefs within Christianity which are specific for the Christian 

religion. Such beliefs could, for example,  be the belief in the trinity, the incarnation of Christ or Christ 

resurrection. But these beliefs – at least at first glance – do not seem to be of greater importance for a 

discussion of Christianity and free-will and they are usually not discussed in this context either. Further 

free-will will - if not stated otherwise - in the rest of this essay be understood as having the possibility 

to choose otherwise, that is, having  'alternative possibilities' in the stronger sense given above. What 

seems to be more important and interesting for a discussion of  Christian theism and free-will is how 

God is understood within Christianity. But how is God described within theism and especially within 

Christian theism?    Many Christian  believers, Christian philosophers and Christian theologians would 

agree about the following attributes and properties ascribed to God: God is  personal but immaterial,  

God is the almighty creator of the universe, God is also all-knowing, - this may include some form of 

divine foreknowledge -, God is all-loving. Sometimes some further attributes are added such as, for 

example, divine simplicity and omnipresence. 

Intuitively at least the ideas of being almighty and all-knowing seem to be incompatible with or 

to restrict free-will. If God knows everything, how is it possible that we can make choices, shouldn't 

everything be determined, if this were the case? If God is almighty, couldn't it be possible that God can 

restrict, change, intervene  any intended action or choice, thus being a hindrance for free-will? Is divine 

providence compatible with free-will? But even the attribute of being all-loving creates problems with 

relevance and significance to free-will. If God is all-loving, why does evil exist? One common answer 

is usually – very simplified - that evil exists since  we are supposed to be able to act of our own free-

will.  The  problem  of  evil  is  also  closely  connected  to  the  question  of   humans  being  morally 

responsible for their actions or not. Here similarly to the philosophical discussion above, it seems that  

free-will is necessary for moral responsibility. Even more: free-will seems necessary, if human beings 

are  to  choose between following the  path  of  God or  not  and free-will  is  often  assumed to be an 
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important gift of God to humans. It is – amongst others - these kind of questions which lead to the 

discussion and importance of predestination, omnipotence, omniscience, God's personal relationship to 

humans and evil in relationship to free-will. 

3.1.1 Omniscience and predestination

One of God's attributes, according to Christian theism, is being omniscient. In simple words this would 

mean that God knows everything. But already at this stage the question arises: what is everything? 

What is covered by God's omniscience? One common distinction used both by David Basinger  and 

William Hasker  is  to  distinguish between 'present  knowledge',  'simple  foreknowledge'  and 'middle 

knowledge'.  If God has present knowledge then God knows everything that is at present, everything 

that has been and everything that follows logically and deterministically from this. (Basinger 1996:39) 

But God could know even more, God could have simple foreknowledge,  meaning that,   God could 

know all  that is to come including the  actual free choices made by humans in the future. (Hasker 

1989:53-59) Finally God could also have  middle knowledge.  Middle knowledge means “that God 

knows not only what will in fact happen in the actual world or what could in fact happen in all worlds, 

but also what  would in fact happen in every possible situation,  including what every possible free 

creature  would  do  in  every  possible  situation  in  which  that  creature  could  find  itself  (Basinger 

1996:41)”.18

Present knowledge  understood in the way stated in the preceding paragraph only presents a 

problem in  relationship  to  free-will  if   'deterministically'  means  that  every  event  in  the  future  is 

determined by events in the past, the laws of nature and God's will, that is, if  theological determinism 

is held to be true.  In that case “[...] God has control over all events and circumstances which precede  

any human decision and thus […] God ultimately determines what we will do in all cases. (Basinger 

1986:11)” Especially if God ultimately determines what humans will do, the question whether they will 

'choose'  the  path  leading  to  salvation  or  damnation  is  already  determined  and  different  forms  or 

interpretations  of  predestination  could  be  treated  within  forms  of  theological  determination.  Very 

generally, theological determinism – similar to determinism discussed in section 2 -  would either  be 

incompatible with free-will or a compatibilistic theory of free-will would be necessary to ensure that 

18 According to  William Hasker the concept  of  'middle knowledge'  goes  back  to  Luis  de Molina  (1535-1600),  who 
introduced this term in his work On Divine Foreknowledge. (Hasker 1989:16) 

32



both humans have free-will and God can  determine and has determined all past, present and future 

events. Consequently many theological determinists are actually compatibilists (Basinger 1996:27). But 

it should actually be possible to argue for the incompatibility of theological determinism and free-will  

- and thus again against compatibilism -  with a reasoning similar to  van Inwagen's version of  the 

'Consequence  argument'  presented  in  section 2.3.  .  The premise (2)  in  his  argument,  that  'there  is 

nothing we can do now to change the laws of nature.', could be substituted with 'there is nothing we can 

do now to change the laws of nature and what God has determined' keeping the same logical structure 

and thus leading to a similar conclusion, that free-will is incompatible with theological determinism. 

But  present knowledge  usually neither presupposes determinism nor  theological determinism, nor 

does it include knowledge of the outcome of actions of free-will and poses therefore no problem in 

relationship to free-will.

The concept of simple foreknowledge is stronger and claims, that God even knows the outcome 

of all actual free choices both in the past, present and in the future. God can obtain this knowledge in at  

least three possible ways: either God knows all the causal antecedents that lead to all past, present and 

future actions or God knows the coming actions by middle knowledge, by knowing what would happen 

in all  possible  situations or God knows the future event 'by itself', by 'seeing' all events that have past,  

are and are to come at once. (Hasker 1989:56) However, independent of the way this knowledge is 

obtained,  the idea of just having such foreknowledge already seems to contradict the existence of free-

will.  Hasker gives a version of  the argument for free-will  being incompatible with simple divine 

foreknowledge, involving the concept of a proposition being accidentally necessary and  presupposing 

God's infallibility. The technical term 'accidentally necessary' means that a proposition before a certain 

time t  can either be made true or false, but after a the proposition has been made true at time t, no one 

can make it false. So all events in the past, for example,  would now be 'accidentally necessary'. 

“Let three moments of time be ordered such that t1<t2<t3.

(1) Suppose that God infallibly believes at time t1 that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3. (premise)

(2) The proposition God believes at t1 that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 is accidentally necessary at t2. 

(from the principle of the necessity of the past) 

(3) If a proposition p is accidentally necessary at t and strictly implies q, then q is accidentally necessary at t.  

(transfer of necessity principle)

(4) God believes at t1  that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 entails Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3. 

(from the definition of infallibility)
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(5) Thus the proposition Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 is accidentally necessary at t2. (2-4)

(6) If the proposition  Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 is accidentally necessary at t2, it is true at t2 that 

Cuthbert cannot do otherwise than purchase an iguana at t3. (premise)

(7) If  when Cuthbert  does  an  act  he  cannot  do otherwise,  he  does not  do it  freely  (principle  of  alternative  

possibilities)

(8) Therefore, Cuthbert does not purchase an iguana at t3 freely. (5-7)      (Hasker 2011:40-41)”

This argument is valid, so any solution resolving the incompatibility of free-will and simple 

foreknowledge would have to challenge any one of the steps given in the argument above. Hasker gives 

an inventory of possible solutions. It would be beyond the scope of this essay to discuss all details of  

them, but s short summary and discussion of some of the most important objections shall be made. 

Obviously  one  possible  solution  would  be  to  become  a  compatibilist  and  modify  the 

understanding of  free-will  and alternative  possibilities.  If  the  concept  of  alternative possibilities  is 

rejected or at least understood in another way than 'being able to do otherwise', then (6) or (7) in the 

above argument could be challenged. But the objections against compatibilism made in section 2.2 and 

2.1.2  strongly suggest not to abandon alternative possibilities. 

Another common and old objection to the above argument is that God only knows the outcome 

of free actions but does not  cause them.  An event being the result of a free action or not cannot be 

causally dependent  on the knowledge of God, God can only have knowledge of an event if it actually 

occurs or will occur. But the argument above clearly makes no claim about  whether God's knowledge 

causes the actions. (Hasker 2011:43)

An objection by Alvin Plantinga is based on an alternative definition of 'accidentally necessary':

“p is accidentally necessary at t if and only if p is  true at t and it is not possible both that p is true at t and there  

exists an agent S and an action A such that (1) S has the power at t or later to perform A and (2) if S were to perform A 

at t or later, then p would have been false (Plantinga  cited in Hasker 2011:45)” 

Plantinga thus adds a condition to the definition of 'accidentally necessary', making it in our 

case  possible  for  Cuthbert  (agent  S)  'not  to  purchase an iguana at  t3'  (action  A),  thus  making the 

proposition that    God believes at t1 that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 false. So this proposition 

cannot be 'accidentally necessary' at t2 as stated in the argument above and therefore the argument 

would not hold in this case. This alternative definition actually leads to the possibility of 'counterfactual 

power over God's past beliefs'. In other words God could in the past have had the belief in the above 

example,  that   Cuthbert  will  purchase  an  iguana  at  t3,  but  Cuthbert  could  bring  it  about  by  not 
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purchasing the iguana, that God did not have the belief that  Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3, 

thus actually changing God's knowledge. (Hasker 2011:45-46) Assuming Plantinga's argument – which 

has not explicitly been stated here – is valid, the result that the past is not fixed and inalterable  seems 

very  odd  and  counterintuitive.  Further  the  additional  condition  in  the  defintion  of  'accidentally 

necessary'  appears to made for the sake of 'saving' the compatibility of 'simple foreknowledge' and 

free-will. Therefore it seems reasonable to reject Plantinga's objection. 

Yet a different solution claims that God is timeless, a solution  already used by, fore example, 

Thomas Aquinas. What lies in the future for humans does not lie in the future for God. God knows our  

actions timelessly. (Dilman 1999:104-105) In the argument above this would mean that if God were 

timeless, then the premise in step (1) is actually false, since God believes something at a certain time, 

but being timeless God cannot believe anything at certain times and thus (1) is false and even the rest 

the argument falls, since it is based on God knowing certain propositions at certain times. (Hasker 

2011: 41-42) Hasker analyzes the concept of timelessness in detail. One important objection against the 

timelessness of God is that, since God is not temporal, God can neither know anything now, in the past  

nor in the future. (Hasker 1989:158-162) Applied to Christ, this would mean that God cannot know that 

Christ  has  died,  has  risen  or  will  come  again.   God  may  timelessly  know at  what  point  in  the 

succession of time these events have occurred, but she/he cannot know – since she/he is timeless – if 

these events already have occurred, occur or are to occur in the future. (Hasker 2011:42) Again this 

consequence of God being timeless seems rather counterintuitive. Yet Hasker comes to the conclusion, 

that the concept of timelessness in itself is intelligible, but since a timeless God and the way God 

timelessly knows events in the world would leave a great distance between the believer and God, he 

prefers the concept of God – in some sense - being temporal. (Hasker 1989: 183-185)  

Luis de Molina and the molinists, who base their ideas on Molina's ideas, use the doctrine of 

divine  middle  knowledge  to  solve  the  problem  of  free-will  being  incompatible  with  divine 

foreknowledge. Since God knows what a creature would freely do or choose in any possible situation, 

God knows what would be an agent's free choice  even in any other situation than the one which 

actually occurred or will occur.  These other possibilities are usually called 'counterfactuals of freedom'. 

Hasker discusses a number of arguments against  these 'counterfactuals of freedom'. The debate over 

counterfactuals of freedom is complex and a detailed description  would be beyond the scope of this 

essay.  But in short,  one argument given by Hasker is the following. Consider a choice that might have 
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been made, but actually never is made. Let the choice, for example, be between two possible job offers 

A and B. Suppose further that nothing in the past guarantees, that either A or B is chosen. Since this  

choice, being a counterfactual of freedom, is never made, the person supposed to choose the jobs, never 

makes up his/her mind about it. So what is it, that makes the person choose job A rather than B (or vice 

versa)? The only thing to know, since the person never actually chooses either job, is not what that 

person would have decided to do, but what he/she might have decided to do.  But middle knowledge 

claims that it is possible to know what the person  would have done.  (Hasker 2008:65-67, 1989:20) 

Hasker  concludes,  that  true 'counterfactuals  of  freedom'  do  not  exist,  or,  in  other  more  complex 

arguments, he argues, that they are not counterfactuals of freedom, that it is possible to derive that the 

agents are not free if  'counterfactuals of freedom' are true.  (Hasker 2011:49-51, 1989:39-52) 

Finally it might be the case that God simply does not have the kind of knowledge assumed in 

(1), God does not have foreknowledge of future free actions. This is a position held both by open 

theists and process theists.19  Without foreknowledge of free actions the argument obviously does not 

pose a problem. (Hasker 2011:51-53)

There are even more arguments against the concept of  simple foreknowledge  mainly based on 

the  use of simple foreknowledge  for God, but since they also involve aspects of God's power and 

influence on the world, they will be discussed in the following section about God's omnipotence.  

3.1.2. Omnipotence

In theism God is considered to be all-powerful, omnipotent. This cannot be understood as having the 

power to do anything, but  omnipotence is usually at least restricted to God having the power to do 

anything  that  is  logically  possible,  still  there  is  no  being  with  greater  power  than  God.   God's 

omnipotence  is  also  of  great  importance  for  the  idea  of  God's  providence,  God's  possibility  of 

intervention in the world. If God has the power of doing anything logically possible, God should have 

19 'Open theism' is a form of orthodox Christian theism, which includes all the 'traditional' features of theism such as being 
perfect in wisdom, power and goodness, being part of the Trinity and so on.  But God is 'open' to the future, that is, does 
not know all about the future and is 'open'  in the sense, that God is affected by and responsive to the happenings in the 
world. 'Open theists' also believe that God does not exert his/her power to control everything in the world, but gives  
humans the power to make free decisions of their own. (Hasker 2008:24-29) 'Process theism' is a theology based on the 
the process philosophy of A.N. Whitehead. There is no clear definition of process theism, but according to Basinger  
'Process theists'  believe, for instance, that humans have some power of self-determination. In process theism God could  
be  compared  to  the  'conductor  of  an  orchestra'.  God  as  conductor  –  although  'controlling'  the  process  –  neither 
determines the process nor knows the future outcome of the process. (Basinger 1996:22-23)
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the power of  intervention in the world.  

Both Basinger and Hasker give similar arguments for simple foreknowledge being in direct 

conflict  with God's  providence.  One of the arguments is  as follows: Consider God to have simple 

foreknowledge. God knows that Tom has freely made a marriage proposal to Sue. God also knows that 

Tom will die in an accident a year after marriage. Sue has prayed for guidance. Being omnipotent, God 

could intervene so that Sue will not  accept Tom's proposal by changing the events antecedent to the 

event of Sue choosing to marry Tom.  But if God has simple foreknowledge, God knows at any time 

prior to the events both that Tom will die, how Sue will respond to the proposal and how he/she will 

react to Sue's prayer for guidance. So God, knowing the outcome of all events in advance, cannot really 

change the course of events and simple foreknowledge not only is - as argued in the previous section – 

incompatible with free-will, but also of no use for God in relationship to the world. (Basinger 1996:52-

55) Therefore independent of the question of free-will and its compatibility with simple foreknowledge, 

this type of foreknowledge would be useless for God, it would actually make it impossible for God to 

change his/her mind or intervene in the world, for example,  in the sense of the example given above. 

Middle knowledge is sometimes considered to be more useful for an omnipotent God  in the 

sense that it makes it  possible for God to achieve all ends and purposes desired. But Basinger argues 

against this usefulness of middle knowledge for God, if libertarian free-will is assumed to be true. 

“Consider again, for instance, the next presidential election. It may be that by creating situations, God will be able to  

bring it  about  that  I  will  decide  freely  to  vote exactly  as  God desires  that  I  vote.  However,  since  I  will  possess 

libertarian freedom in every situation in which I vote freely, it is possible that I will decide freely in every situation not  

to vote as God would have me vote. That is, it may be that there exists no 'appropriate situation' in which I freely decide 

as God desires me to vote. And if this is so, then God will in this case either have to take away my freedom and make  

me vote the way he wants or have to settle for something less than the ideal. (Basinger 1996:45-46)”  

His conclusion is, that middle knowledge does not guarantee, that God can “[...] bring it about that 

creatures will achieve his ends and purposes and that they will do so freely. (Basinger 1996:46)” So 

independent  of  the  question  whether  middle  knowledge  solves  the  problems  concerning  'simple 

foreknowledge' stated in section 3.1.1. it seems to be of no greater use in relation to God's possibilities 

to bring about his/her ends and purposes, assuming that free-will exists.

There is also another possible conflict between God's omnipotence and human free-will. If God 

– by virtue of his/her omnipotence – would make us choose actions according to God's will and plan, 

then we would not have free-will. But this conflict with free-will is not a  necessary consequence of 
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God's  omnipotence,  it  is  fully  possible  that  God  may  limit his/her  power.  Assuming  God created 

humans to  freely  serve and love God,  it  even seems reasonable to believe that God limits his/her 

power. God should not cause us to love and serve him/her. This does not exclude the possibility that 

God in some occasions intervenes in the world, using her/his power and sometimes actually restricting 

human freedom. (Reichenbach 1986:107-109) 

3.1.3. The  Personal Relationship to God

One important  question – there may be more -   concerning the relationship of God as a person and 

free-will  was raised and discussed by Vincent Brümmer: Is it possible for us to resist the grace of God? 

God offers humans salvation by grace. But is it possible to reject or resist the grace of God? (Brümmer  

1992:68-69) In a way this question is related to omnipotence discussed in the previous section. If God 

is omnipotent, why could/should it be possible to resist something offered or given by an omnipotent 

being? Brümmer  discusses this question from the point of view of a philosophical theologian.  He 

makes a  distinction between four  different  kinds  of impossibility:  conceptual,  factual,  rational  and 

normative impossibility of resisting God's grace. The conceptual impossibility depends on how God's 

grace is defined, how the concept of, for example, grace is formulated. Is God's grace defined such that 

it is impossible to resist it? The rational impossibility means that for “[...] someone who lives  in the 

awareness of being  favoured by God […] (Brümmer 1992:82) it  would be irrational  to  reject  this 

favour.   According to Brümmer it  is impossible to resist   God's grace in a normative sense,  since 

accepting God's grace can be regarded as part of a legal, normative agreement between the believer and 

God  and  thus  rejecting  God's  grace  is  forbidden.  Finally  resisting  God's  grace  may  be  factually 

impossible, it may be impossible to resist God's grace on account of how reality actually is. This form 

of impossibility is especially interesting since it involves the question of humans having free-will.  

Brümmer argues that if our relationship to God is a personal relationship, then God chooses this  

relationship freely, since a personal relationship is based on the factual possibility to freely say 'no' to 

the relationship. But this is even true for the human partner standing in relation to God. The human 

partner has the possibility of saying 'no' to the relationship with God. So only if  it  is possible for 

humans to freely enter a relationship or to freely end a relationship to God, would it be correct to call 
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this relationship personal. So what  Brümmer claims is that understanding God as  personal  has the 

consequence that humans must be free and consequently humans are at least able to factually  resist the 

grace of God. A similar reasoning is applied by Brümmer  to the love of God and our  love for God. 

Love being a kind of personal relationship must be given and returned   freely. (Brümmer 1992:70-82)

3.1.4. Theodicy

The  question  why  evil  exists  in  the  world  has  been  and  is  a  question  discussed  by  theologians, 

philosophers of religion and philosophers throughout history. A theodicy is an attempt to solve this 

question, reconciling attributes of God with the existence of evil and suffering in the world. Hasker 

distinguishes two types of evil: (1) evil and suffering caused by the natural order and (2) evil  and 

suffering caused by human beings. Each of these require – according to Hasker – a different theodicy. 

In this  context  the question of evil  caused by humans is  of special  interest.  Hasker  rejects 

compatibilism combined with predestination and divine sovereignty as a solution to the question of evil 

in the world. He argues that if all 'free' actions are determined by God in the sense that prior to creation  

God chose this  world of  all  logically  possible  scenarios,  then God “[...]  cannot  fail  to  be entirely 

delighted with the course actually taken by his creation. (Hasker 2008:151)” But this would mean  that 

rape, murder etc. committed by  humans were determined by the will of God prior to creation, that God 

desired these actions  and is delighted with them. Hasker finds “[...] this thought appalling (Hasker 

2008:152)” and cannot understand how other Christians can find this position acceptable. The above 

position also leads to the conclusion, that God on the one hand creates beings sometimes performing 

immoral acting, on the other hand punishes these beings for being sinful. Both conclusions, that God 

'desired' and 'is delighted' with evil actions and that God punishes beings for having acted according to 

his/her will, are in in conflict with the idea of an  all-loving God. So since  compatibilism combined 

with predestination and divine sovereignty leads to the conclusions and conflicts with an all-loving God 

stated above, Hasker rejects  compatibilism and concludes that free-will in the sense understood by 

libertarianism  “[...]is  essential  for  any  adequate  solution  of  the  problem  of  moral  evil.  (Hasker 

2008:152)” 

Another  aspect  strongly emphasized  by Hasker  in  his  discussion  of  evil  and free-will  as  a 

central part of a theodicy, is the significance of free-will for human life. He gives an example, asking 
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what would be preferable, raising a child which carries out any wish of its parents  at any time or a 

'normal'  child  with free-will?  In another  example he wonders,  how one would react  if  one would 

discover that one had - unknowingly and  believing that one had acted freely - been controlled by some 

stranger?  Although a  logical  conclusion  cannot  be  drawn from the  examples  given,  they  strongly 

suggest,  that  most  people  would  prefer  the  'free-will  situation'.  Thus again it  seems at  least  more 

reasonable to assume the existence of free-will. Also love, trust and affection in  relationships have to 

be given freely. What would love be if it were the result of a love potion? (Hasker 2008:154-156)

This leads to a 'free-will theodicy' given by Hasker in five propositions: (1) The world contains 

free, intelligent persons living in communities. (2) The world offers both the possibility of good and 

evil. (3) No alternative world could offer the same potential of good as the actual world. (4) Frequent  

intervention of God to prevent the misuse of freedom would be in conflict with God's concern for 

human fulfillment. Therefore intervention by God should not be expected. (5) Therefore it is good that 

God has created a universe as it is and God cannot be held responsible for the evil in the world. Hasker  

is careful with claiming that these propositions are sufficient to convince opponents, they are are rather 

a description of a way of viewing the human world, which Hasker considers reasonable given the 

problems   described  above,  that  arise  in  connection  with  compatibilism,  divine  sovereignty  and 

predestination, human evil and the significance of free-will for human life.  (Hasker 2008:162-163) 

3.2. Discussion, summary and conclusion

In the previous sections the relationship between free-will  and God's omniscience, God's omnipotence, 

the concept of a personal God and the question of evil in the world have been discussed. Especially in  

the case of God's omniscience and the question of evil a  compatibilistic position seemed at first glance 

to be a possible and rather simple solution. But in section 3.1.1 it was suggested that an argument 

similar  to  the  'Consequence  argument'  presented  earlier  in  this  essay  should  also  be  valid  for 

theological determinism, leading either to the conclusion that free-will does not exist in the libertarian 

sense  or  that  theological  determinism  is  false.  Interestingly   compatibilism  combined  with 

predestination and divine sovereignty  is considered to be an attractive position by some theologians, 

but this position as presented in section 3.1.4 also leads to the conclusions, that God 'should be pleased 

and delighted' with his/her creation and that 'sinners' will be punished for the misdeeds although their  

40



actions where predestined by God. Both of these results strongly suggest, that compatibilism should be 

rejected as a possible position for the Christian believer and that libertarianism should be supported by 

them. 

Yet even libertarianism encounters a number of serious problems. Is free-will (in the libertarian 

sense)  really compatible with omniscience, omnipotence and the idea of a personal God? In the case of 

omniscience and predestination a strong argument presented  in section 3.1.1 lead to the conclusion, 

that  especially  'simple  foreknowledge'  is  not  compatible  with  free-will.  Several  'solutions'  were 

presented,  some  of  them  more  popular,  some  of  them  less.  Again  one  solution  is  given  by 

compatibilism,  a  position  which  has  been suggested,  should  already be rejected  for  other  reasons. 

Plantinga's solution involving the possibilities of 'counterfactual power over God's past beliefs' leads to 

the 'odd' conclusion, that the past is neither fixed nor inalterable. By Ockham's razor such a solution 

seems  to  be  a  bad  choice  since  it  uses  concepts  and  ideas  unnecessarily  complicated  and 

counterintuitive. It is of course possible to argue that complicated and counterintuitive theories may not 

be false – like the Quantum theory in modern physics -, but whereas  Quantum physics is supported by 

empirical results and has greater explanatory power, the conclusion that the past is not fixed, is at least 

not supported by any empirical  results.  Understanding God as timeless seems to solve the problem of 

the incompatibility of free-will and simple foreknowledge.  But this concept leads to the conclusion, 

that God does not know anything  in time. Again this result seems  - although intelligible  - at least 

counterintuitive. Middle knowledge is a concept developed especially to solve the question of divine 

foreknowledge and free-will.  Hasker's  conclusion,  that  the  'counterfactuals of freedom' used in the 

concept of middle knowledge cannot be  known as truths, suggests, that even this  concept is of no 

greater use in the discussion of divine foreknowledge and free-will and Basinger argues, that middle 

knowledge is of no greater use for divine providence. Finally, the concept of  'simple foreknowledge' 

could simply be rejected.  But a usual claim is that a God with simple foreknowledge knows more than 

a God with only present knowledge (Basinger 1996:53) and God – being God – should have as much 

knowledge as possible.  But this is misleading. From mathematics we know that, for example, the set of 

negative  and positive  integers,  although seemingly  greater  than the set  of  positive integers,  is  not 

greater. Both are countably infinite. It is possible to uniquely assign a positive integer to every member 

of the set of positive and negative integers and thus the two sets have the same 'size'. In the case of 

God's knowledge this would mean that God's knowledge is no greater in the case of God having simple 
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foreknowledge and present knowledge than in just having present knowledge. God's knowledge is in 

both cases infinite. Therefore rejecting 'simple foreknowledge' would not make God's knowledge less 

infinite. 

So where does this lead? The answer seems to be, that either simple foreknowledge  or free-will 

should be rejected. But the discussion of evil in relationship to free-will in section 3.1.4. emphasizes on 

the one hand, that the lack of free-will or compatibilism in conjunction with divine sovereignty and 

predestination  implies conclusions about God, which are unattractive and appalling and on the other 

hand that free-will is of great significance for human life both in relation to ourselves, other people and 

God. The argument given Brümmer in section 3.1.3. goes in similar lines:  What would a personal 

relationship with God be without free-will? The idea, that free-will seems significant and possibly even 

necessary  for  a  personal  relationship  to  fellow  humans,  is  applied  by  Brümmer  to  the  believer's 

relationship to God. Again it is the significance of free-will for the personal relationship to God, which 

is  decisive.  The  issue  of  the  compatibility  of  omnipotence,  divine  providence  and  simple 

foreknowledge lead to the conclusion, that even if  'simple foreknowledge' is assumed to be possible or 

even true, it would be of no use for God. God would not be able to do anything he/she already had  

known in the past – actually since creation.  Any intervention of God, which is not already fixed and 

therefore  known  by  God,  would  be  impossible.   Even  the  concept  the  concept  of  divine  middle 

knowledge does not guarantee, that God can achieve all his/her ends and purposes in the world without  

restricting human free-will.  Further the compatibility of free-will and omnipotence would also require 

- independent of the questions about divine foreknowledge - , that God - at least in general – does not  

intervene such that humanfree-will is restricted. 

Therefore given the results about compatibilism, omniscience, omnipotence, a personal relation 

to God  and theodicy, it seems  reasonable (a) to reject compatibilism, (b) to support libertarianism (and 

thus free-will), (c) to reject simple foreknowledge and probably even middle knowledge,  (d) to believe 

that God does not generally use his/her power in opposition to human free-will and (e) to accept the 

significance of free-will both for human relations to other humans and to God. In practice this would 

mean, that God - as often is claimed -  'limits his/her power', but it would not limit God's knowledge or  

power  in  the  sense  of  God's  knowledge or  power  being 'less  infinite'  20.   These  requirements  are 

20 Again 'limiting God's power' should not be misunderstood. Similar to the reasoning on page 41 in this section God's 
power would nevertheless still be infinite even, if  God 'limits his/her power' in the sense that only some things are not  
in his/her power.  In the rest of the essay  'God's limited power' will  be understood as infinite. 
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fulfilled  by the position known as 'open theism' and even by 'process theism' 21 except for the fact, that 

in 'process theism' “[...] God cannot unilaterally guarantee to  any  extent that what he has determined 

should occur in this world will in fact come about. (Basinger 1996:23)

4. Final summary of the results, conclusions and outlook

The  discussion,  results  and  conclusions  in  section  2.2  about  compatibilism,  incompatibilism, 

libertarianism, determinism and indeterminism  lead to the following: alternative possibilities should be 

accepted as a main feature of free-will, free-will including alternative possibilities – in the sense of 

being able to do otherwise - is incompatible with determinism. Thus, if free-will is to be held true, then 

determinism must be rejected and libertarianism seems to be the more reasonable choice. These results 

are confirmed by the results about free-will in a Christian theistic context given in section 3.2.  Some 

reasons in the Christian context are similar to the  'purely' philosophical reasons. It should, for example, 

be possible to extend the 'Consequence argument' – as sketched in 3.1.1. - to theological determinism. 

Both the discussion about free-will in a Christian context and in a philosophical context emphasize the 

significance of free-will for human life. In the case of compatibilism the discussion  in the Christian 

context  gives  further  reasons for  rejecting  compatibilism,  especially  the  idea of  an  all-loving God 

punishing sinner's for predetermined sins and a God delighted with a creation containing evil, strongly 

suggest the rejection of compatibilism. Kane's  libertarianism does not contradict modern neuroscience 

in an obvious way. 

So the final picture is the following: It is possible to find a philosophical understanding of free-

will which is compatible with major Christian beliefs, which does not contradict results from natural 

science  and  which  realizes  the  significance  of  free-will  for  human  life  in  general  and  moral-

responsibility in particular.  This understanding – as was suggested in section 2.2 and 3.2  - is best  

given  by  libertarianism.  But  even  libertarianism  encounters  problems  in  relationship  to  Christian 

beliefs  and is only compatible with them under certain conditions: Neither God's omnipotence nor 

God's omniscience can be understood in the strictest sense, both have to be limited; God has to limit 

his/her power and can 'only' have present knowledge.  Both 'open theism' and 'process theism'22 – and 

possibly even other  theistic  conceptions  -  seem to be possible  solutions  meeting  the  requirements 

21 See footnote 19
22 See footnote 19 

43



mentioned  in  section  3.2.  Which  of  them is  more  reasonable  for  the  Christian  believer  from the 

religious point of view has not been discussed and should be discussed in depth in relationship to  

theological and religious problems.  

The discussions in section 2.1.4, 2.2 and 3.2 lead to some further interesting questions. It does 

not seem clear that indeterminism must be understood as 'by chance' or 'random'.  Theories like Kane's 

libertarianism attempt to solve this problem, but the ideas presented by Kane and referred to in section 

2.1.4, indicating that indeterminism should not be understood  as 'by chance' or 'random', are far from 

decisive  and further  research  in  this  area  seems to  be  necessary.  Both  discussions  of  free-will  in 

philosophy and in relationship to theism lead to questions concerning the understanding of  time. It 

became clear, that there are questions connected to determinism and indeterminism which are related to 

the understanding of  time. Determinism has its focus on past events, whereas indeterminism has its 

focus on future events yet to occur. Theologians and philosophers of religion  have used the concept of 

timelessness to solve problems in relationship to free-will and rejecting simple foreknowledge means 

that God's knowledge is asymmetrical with respect to the time-line. Even in this case further research 

seems to be of importance. 

Another issue, briefly named in section 2.1 and in the introduction, was the dependency of free-

will  on  self-consciousness.  This  raises  the  question  of  a  suitable  theory  of  mind,  both  at  least 

compatible  with  libertarianism,  the  'modified'  Christian  beliefs  of,  for  example,  'open theism'  and 

modern neuroscientific research about consciousness. As mentioned in section 2.1.3 Kane is concerned 

about libertarianism being compatible with modern science and although his theory does not seem to 

directly contradict results like, for example, the Libet experiments described earlier and uses concepts 

from modern science, like parallel processing,  a deeper analysis of the modern neuroscientific results 

should be necessary, especially since compatibilism is the more common position amongst scientist and 

well-known neurophilosophers such as, for example, Patricia Smith Churchland, clearly work  in a 

compatibilist tradition going back to David Hume (Smith Churchland 2006:6-8). In this context the 

conditions,  given  by  van  Inwagen  stated  in   footnote  13  section  2.1.4.,  needed  to  conclude  that 

universal  causation  entails  determinism,  should  also  be  discussed,  since  this  also  suggests  that 

physicalism entails determinism.

44



References:

Basinger, David, Basinger, Randell (ed.) Predestination and Free-will InterVarsity Press 1986

Basinger, David The Case of Freewill Theism InterVarsity Press 1996

Brümmer, Vincent Speaking of a Personal God Cambridge University Press 1992

Dilman, Ilham Free Will, An Historical and Philosophical Introduction Routledge 1999

Hasker, William “Divine Knowledge and Human Freedom” in  The Oxford Handbook of Free Will,  

2nd edition Kane, Robert (ed.) Oxford University Press 2011

Hasker, William God, Time and Knowledge Cornell University Press 1989

Hasker, William The Triumph of God over Evil InterVarsity Press 2008

Hodgson,  David  “Hume's  mistake”  in   The  Volitional  Brain  Libet,  Benjamin  (et  al.)   Imprint  

Academic 1999

Kane, Robert The Significance of Free will, Oxford University Press 1996

Kane, Robert A Contemporary Introduction to Free Will Oxford University Press 2005

Kane, Robert “Introduction: The contours of the free will debate” in  The Oxford Handbook of Free  

Will, 2nd edition Kane, Robert (ed.) Oxford University Press 2011 a

Kane, Robert “Rethinking Free Will” in The Oxford Handbook of Free Will, 2nd edition Kane, Robert  

(ed.) Oxford University Press 2011 b

Libet, Benjamin “Do we have free will?” in  The Volitional Brain  Libet, Benjamin (et al.)  Imprint  

Academic 1999

Pauen, Michael Illusion Freiheit? Mögliche und unmögliche Konsequenzen der Hirnforschung Fischer, 

Frankfurt/ M 2004

Peitgen,  Heinz-Otto,  Jürgens,  Hartmut,  Saupe,  Dietmar,   Chaos,  Bausteine  der  Ordnung  Springer  

Verlag Berlin-Heidelberg 1994

Reichenbach, Bruce “God limits his power” in Basinger, David, Basinger, Randell (ed.) Predestination 

and Free-will InterVarsity Press 1986

Smith Churchland, Patricia “Moral decision making and the brain” in  Neuroethics  Illes, Judy (ed.)  

Oxford University Press 2006

Speak, Daniel “The Consequence Argument revisited” in The Oxford Handbook of Free Will, 2nd

45



edition Kane, Robert (ed.) Oxford University Press 2011 

Stenmark,  Mikael  “Naturvetenskap  och  religion”  in  Religionsdidaktik, Malin  Löfstedt  (ed.)  

Studentliteratur 2011

van Inwagen, Peter “How to Think about the Problem of Free Will ?” in J Ethics (2008) 12:327–341 

van Inwagen, Peter An Essay on Free Will Oxford University Press 1983

van Inwagen, Peter, Metaphysics, Westview Press 2009

van Inwagen, Peter, “Free will remains a Mystery”  in The Oxford Handbook of Free Will, First edition  

Kane, Robert (ed.) Oxford University Press 2002

van Inwagen , Peter “The Mystery of Metaphysical Freedom” in Metaphysics: The Big Questions van 

Inwagen, Peter, Zimmermann, Dean (ed.) Blackwell Publishers 1998

46


	Part I
	1.Introduction
	1.1 The Objective
	1.2. Specifying the problems
	1.3. About methodology
	1.3.1 Choice of literature
	1.3.2 Methodological aspects


	Part II
	2. The philosophical view
	2.1. Philosophical questions related to free-will
	2.1.1. Compatibilism
	2.1.2. Incompatibilism
	2.1.3. Libertarianism
	2.1.4. Determinism and Indeterminism

	2.2. Discussion, summary and conclusion

	3. Free-will and theistic thinking
	3.1. Problems related to free-will in Christianity
	3.1.1 Omniscience and predestination
	3.1.2. Omnipotence
	3.1.3. The Personal Relationship to God
	3.1.4. Theodicy

	3.2. Discussion, summary and conclusion

	4. Final summary of the results, conclusions and outlook

	References:

