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Are divine foreknowledge and human freedom compatible?
If god were to exist, do we really have free will? No one living person can be completely certain, but I will try to give you enough information for you to make your own assertion on the matter. In this essay, I will be presenting the argument for the compatibility of divine foreknowledge and free will, which I myself do believe to be compatible, in the sense that, God and human freedom can coexist when God does not have foreknowledge over life; I will also have my own thoughts and variations on the compatibility of divine foreknowledge and free will. I will first begin by presenting the argument for divine foreknowledge and free will along with presenting my argument of how they are compatible in the first paragraph in relation to using a Boethian solution approach. After which, I will give one reason why one might object to my argument as to how they can coexist, and how that relates to free will of life in general to convince someone not to accept the solution to the problem. In rebuttal to that objection, I will give reason to why that objection is false or can be disproven in my reply. After which I will present my own argument separate from the Boethian solution that will explain the possibility of divine foreknowledge while still having a compatibilist free will. In the final paragraph of the body I will object to my second argument and then again fight back with a response to dispute that objection.
Well, simply put, the argument from divine foreknowledge is, if god exists then free will can’t/doesn’t exist. God exists; so, free will can’t/doesn’t exist; this would be the simplistic version of the theological problem. The parts of the hindrance with the theological problem are as follows: Divine omniscience is the idea that God is all powerful, all knowing, and all loving; The Necessity of the Past denotes that everything that happens happened based on what came before it. Tripartite Analysis of Knowledge means X knows X, if and only if, [1.] X believes Y, [2.] Y must be true, [3.] X believes that Y is justified.  Transfer of Necessity Principle is, for example: I’m sitting here in my room, if my room is in my home, then I am in my home, therefore necessarily I am home. The Principle of Alternative Possibilities says, if I were free then I would have the power to act differently then what is/was determined. There are three separate attempted solutions to the divine foreknowledge argument, and each has their own sets of problems/contradictions. The names of each solution I have learned thus far are the Aristotelian, Boethian, and Ockhamist. The theological problem, expanded upon the first premise is what I am denying with the Boethian solution, presented by Anicius Manlius Severinus Boethius (born: circa 475–7 C.E., died: 526? C.E.), from the Consolation of Philosophy. 1. Yesterday, God knew you’d do X tomorrow, (Divine Foreknowledge). Boethius accepts the argument but denies that omniscience includes foreknowledge. Considering what I have learned so far, to me, the Boethian solution seems like the most practical and least likely solution to the God and free will dilemma to be objected to; therefore this makes more sense to argument the compatibility of Fd (Divine Foreknowledge) and free will. The Boethian solution goes a little something like this, it advances that God exists eternally, i.e. outside the flow of time, “…God's perspective is that of eternity, that is, ‘the whole, simultaneous and perfect possession of unbounded life.’ In other words, God sees everything that ever happens all at once, so he does not, strictly speaking, know things ahead of time…” (Wierenga). That quote from the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy states Boethius’ argument fairly well, now for the objection to this solution we must move on to the following paragraph.
This portion is on the objection to my previously given argument, which I will present in this paragraph and refute this same objection in the next. To start, there is such a thing called obscurum per obscurus which basically means you can’t solve one mystery by appealing to another. The fact that we are taking the mystery of God along with not knowing exactly what the being is or God’s exact abilities, Fd and free will are mysterious. Stating that God is eternal to deny the first premise of the theological problem seems to be such another mystery; therefore, the objection states that Fd and free will can’t be solved by appealing to divine eternality. A second objection to this argument is called the theological quagmire, and this can be easily deterred. This quagmire states that if God has eternality then you would have a diminished life, you couldn’t enjoy things that take time, which are such things as, music, conversation, friendship, etc. Because God sees everything, and each moment of time is separated into what would seem like slices of bread; there is no change, no movement, no action, etc., it would require four dimensional persons. The third and final objection is that of an ‘Escaping goblins to be caught by wolves’ aspect in the sense that, simply put, the premise is basically the same but instead of using the word “yesterday,” you would start it off by saying eternally; “[Eternally], God knew you’d do X tomorrow.” For example, consider the principle of alternative possibilities, if in timeline one, or alternate universe, (T1) you decide to eat a burger, but in timeline two (T2) you decide not to eat that burger. They may be different choices, yet, in those individual timelines you would not have been able to do differently then you had, for instance in (T1), you would not have been able to not eat that same burger. That’s it for the objections to the Boethian theological resolution to God and free will, which in my opinion seem fairly easy to shut down. Which brings me to my next section; we will move on to my refutation to these objections.
Well, to start off my retort, I will negate the obscurum per obscurus portion, all I would like to say is that the transition of one mystery to another doesn’t bother me, I feel like it explains it further; sure it begs the question, but at the all the while it’d doing is changing from one mystery to another to attain an explanation. At least this new mystery makes sense to us and could be used to make God and free will compatible. The mystery for a mystery objection is a minor deterrence to offset you to think that it wasn’t something you could prove, but you also cannot disprove that God has such another phenomenal power, therefore not making it a false belief. Secondly, with the theological quagmire, it really just matters how you see it, can you really consider that you understand the world is sort of, in a way, each moment is like a slice of bread. Sure God may understand the universe as if it were all happening at once, but it’s more of your own perspective, can you feel like you have significance, like time moves before you? He is considered to be outside time, but you still experience life as a whole as moments in time. It is right now, in the power of human beings to determine what God’s knowledge shall timelessly be. “Escaping goblins to be caught by wolves,” can be refuted in the fact that, yes you may want alternative possibilities to combat it, but you don’t need alternative possibilities to be free in my perspective, which would be considered a compatibilist view as opposed to the libertarian whom does believe you need alternative possibilities to be free. In this sense of the meaning of free will, I only need to be able to do what I desire and/or be driven by my second-order desires, which I do believe. This view is also backed by the fact that even though when, with the Boethian solution, and the preceding argument, God still does not at all control what we do; what I mean is that we make our own decisions based on our first and/or second-order desires, which is relative to my next argument to the theological problem.
As I mentioned before, this is my proposition, “Our freedom is destroyed (only) if there is a prior cause over which we have no control. But divine foreknowledge does not cause our actions, so it poses no threat to free will” (Hasker, 99). Obviously, this idea can appeal to anyone, seeing as you’d think it would be obvious to many people to be able to fight for the compatibility of free will and God. God’s foreknowledge does not cause our actions; this goes back so far in philosophy and has always been one of the most popular solutions. I am basing my acceptance of free will from the contemporary compatibilist view which is that, ‘I am free just so long as I am able to act on my second-order desires, as nothing is forcing me to do the opposite.’ “On Frankfurt's analysis, I act freely when the desire on which I act is one that I desire to be effective. This second-order desire is one with which I identify: it reflects my true self” (O’Connor). As opposed to the libertarian view that humans have to have the ability to do otherwise, or agent causation has to be true, (this would mean you are the first cause in a cause and effect state, example: A causes B, B causes C… You are A in this situation.). Knowing that, I think you would agree that we are free on the grounds that God doesn’t control our actions; Although we can be forced to do things by certain other forces, such as other human beings. Therefore this argument brings about that God and free will are possible to exist together in the compatibilist view of free will. Now let’s see what I can chalk up on an objection to this argument so I can find a way to refute it.
Unlike the previous paragraphs, I will be discussing the objection and retort in this one paragraph, just in your own interest to know that. Even if God’s foreknowledge doesn’t make our actions necessary, it shows that they are necessitated, which is detrimental to this particular argument for the compatibility of God and free will; this indicates that, even though God can see into the past present and future, and cannot control your actions, the actions that occur are still necessitated by determinism; (Determinism denotes that something is determined just so long as it is the inevitable consequence of what came before it.) This means that they cannot be changed, and happen as determined. In dispute to this, I decide to poke a hole in that by using the contemporary compatibilist view. It is only necessary to be able to make decisions based on your first/second-order desires to have free will; I don’t believe we need the libertarian’s idea free will. There is no need to be able to do otherwise with this type of free will, making it possible for free will to exist along with God. Although I can’t go back in time and change events, I still have the ability to make my own decisions based on my desires.
To conclude, now that you are more informed, do you believe that God and free will are compatible or would you even disagree with me and like to counter my arguments and/or retorts with your own objection? In this essay, I presented to you, two arguments for the compatibility of divine foreknowledge/God and free will. First I started off with giving an explanation of what divine foreknowledge and the theological problem were. Then I gave my first argument using Boethius’ approach, gave an objection to that, and contested that objection to bring you back to give credibility to the main argument. I then gave my second argument which is a sort of variation on an old view that has been brought back to light in recent years, giving one objection to that and then moving on to dispute that for my final section of the body.
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