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The Incompatibility of Determinism and Freedom

Of the large religious denominations, Judaeo-Christian and the Muslim faith, all establish a belief in a god that is thought to be omniscient, omnipotent, and all good. However the belief in this notion of an all powerful, all knowing god leads to many contradictions and paradoxes. God’s omniscient property creates a problem; God knows what actions and events will happen, detracting from man’s ability to make his own decisions and have free will. A simple argument such as the transmission of inevitability principle shows that there is a contradiction in having the ability to do other than what has been done, juxtaposed with God’s foreknowledge of one’s actions. However Molinism argues that indeed, freewill and predestination truly coincide under certain conditions. To examine this problem of determinism and freedom, we must first give a valid definition for both determinism and freedom.  Determinism is the philosophical doctrine that states that every action or event that happens in the universe is fated and inevitable, and that these are the consequences of antecedent actions, the laws of nature, and the state of the universe at earlier times. Freedom can be defined as the capacity to exercise a choice, and thus be able to act differently than one has acted or has been fated to act. Using these two definitions and through understanding Molinism and the transmission of inevitability, the two can be compared and it will be obvious that Molinism is not compatible with the provided definition of freedom.
First, it is important to clarify the argument provided by Molinism. This line of belief provides a theory that God’s foreknowledge of one’s actions is still compatible with one’s own freedom. This is accomplished through the positing on conditionals of freedom, where one’s action is free, but the decision that the individual would naturally choose to make is also what God had already known. The conditions are not necessarily true and God does not control all the conditions. Take the example that a boy does not study for an exam, and consequently he fails the test. In the circumstances of the time, the boy partied all night and did not study for the test, and failed it the next day. Given the boy’s slothful character and the circumstances of the time, his natural decision would be to not study and consequently fail the test. The boy’s natural free will and decision that he made would coincide with the conditional of freedom. Thus, he makes the decision he feels he wants to, and he does not stray from his fated timeline. The party did not necessarily have to happen, but it did and consequently the boy failed his test accordingly. Had the situation been different, he would have acted differently. Hence, Molinism attempts to provide for both a level of foreknowledge and freedom.
The transmission of inevitability argument is one that is used to argue that free will can not coexist with determinism. Supposing the conditional “if p is true then I do A” is true, and this conditional cannot be made or has ever been known to be false. Then, supposing p is true, one cannot refrain from making A true. Thus it is inevitable that A will become true. This argument can be augmented to show the clash between determinism and freedom. The ‘p’ from the previous argument is substituted by L, the laws of nature, and S, the state of the world at an earlier time. Then it can be argued, “given the laws of nature and the state of the world, I am writing this essay.” Then using the previous principle where if p is true then a must be true, there is nothing that can be done to not write this essay given the L and S. 
The problem with Molinism lies in that it uses its “conditionals of freedom” to argue that God’s foreknowledge does not detract from free choice. However, it would seem that even if God was not a puppet master but just omniscient with these conditionals, free choice is still hindered since there is only one option per circumstance and the conditionals are not under our control. Using the transmission of inevitability formula of argument, we would suppose that “If I were placed in circumstance A, I would choose to do B.” Supposing that circumstance A is true and not under my control, than I am not allowed to make B false. Thus my actions in B are inevitable and I am not free to act as not B. Any circumstance can be labeled as A, and so whatever actions are taken are still the results of the laws of nature and the state of the world. More importantly, Molinism does not provide that man can act differently than he would have acted. Rather than having the ability to freely make decision, humans remain slaves to their circumstances. It is unclear in the argument how the circumstances have arisen, but assuming that God is aware of which circumstances will surface, it would negate the Molinism argument that the conditionals of freedom are not necessarily true. However, if one circumstance is not true, another one must be, and the argument still stands sound using a different circumstance A and action B. Through the Molinism theory, free will is much more of an illusion than property. There is only one way that one would act under a certain circumstance, and though he or she lacks the ability to act differently than she will, it would certainly appear to the subject that he or she is acting upon free will. However, there is still an innate incompatibility between Molinism and having free will.
