A core tenant of the definition of free will is the belief that we, as conscious, aware and independent entities, are moral agents in our ability to make decisions on our own behalf. However, within Robert Kane’s A contemporary introduction to free will, he describes these decisions that we make on our own behalf as ‘surface desires’ such as the commodities we buy, where we choose to travel and whom we vote for in governmental elections. The Freedom of Will that we are led to believe that we have is being subtly manipulated by the powers that be, as in a maximally free world we would arguably still not have the will to choose what we desired. Several different methods are used to set our will, our leaders can be charismatic enough to win over our trust and begin to disseminate propaganda that even if not initially internalized by the population, overtime will be adopted because civilians will ‘trust’ in the innate authority of the leader or they will believe the collective population (including themselves) as something that needs to be saved by an othered group or by their own recklessness in self-governing. Ordinary citizens can be manipulated by leaders or organizations if they believe that they are the only ones that can remedy the current socio-political status that is plaguing their society. In such a scenario, they are projecting a Saviour complex onto said leader or organization, so they do not have to accept the difficulty of curating their own desires through enjoyable yet sometimes distressing experiences. As they would rather the leader instills these desires in them so that they will not be othered by the society that has already fallen to manipulation. Having freedom of will is about being your own person (Kane, 2005, p. 3). 
[bookmark: _Int_WZgxX2QF]There are several differing accounts and interpretations of free will among philosophers and the collective consciousness, with Kane’s definition being attributed to a wholly free will explanation with no outside manipulation. In other words, the entire catalogue of your desires is defined and manufactured by your own specially curated will. Another account is the compatibilist approach, of which the basic premise involves free will and determinism not being mutually exclusive, and the two somewhat working alongside each other whenever a decision is made. The argument describes that there are some determined variables in the life of a person that will heavily influence the likelihood of them taking a specific action in each situation. A soft determinist argument would conclude that a person’s genetics, socialization, education and traumatic experiences are mostly out of their control so these variables influencing their possible future actions cannot be entirely their responsibility. Conversely, a free will absolutist would claim that a person always has the choice to do otherwise, despite what every event leading up to the current one has suggested, a person is always in control of what decision they make even if it does not make sense in the context of their past. Combining these two doctrines creates a neat solution to the problem of free will in that it can still exist where determinism lies as we can choose whether to act independently of what we are ‘determined’ to do even though those determined characteristics still influence us. Again, Robert Kane details the idea of Freedom as the Absence of Constraints and asks us to ask ourselves what it means when we are ‘free’ to do something. For example, we are free to do something when we harbor the power or ability to enact it or should we decide to do so. Therefore, having the power or ability to do something, and choosing whether or not to do it is integral to the core of the free will debate. As well as this, to undertake this desired action, there must be no constraints or impediments on our person that would prevent us from doing so, as in someone had chained you to a lamppost (physical constraint); someone has threatened your life with a deadly weapon should you proceed with the action (coercion); if you were paralyzed (lack of ability); if no buses were running that day/the shop was not open on Sundays (lack of opportunity); or an irrational compulsion led you to not want to put yourself in a situation where you were stuck in a long queue at the shop (compulsion).
[bookmark: _Int_QPak9AUL]An amalgamation of these considerations in turn leads to compatibilists arguing that to be free, we must have the power or ability to do what we intend to do, therefore entailing a lack of constraints and/or impediments (including but not limited to physical constraints, coercion, and the lack of opportunity to do things). Kane classes this definition of free will as ‘classical compatibilism’ (Kane, 2005, p. 13). Traditional compatibilists such as Hobbes, Hume and Mill would agree that this definition is the core of a compatibilist approach to free will and determinism. Hobbes noted in his book Leviathan that free will is indeed compatible with determinism should a man be free when he discovers “no stop in doing what he has the will, desire or inclination to do,” Hobbes (1958, cited in Kane, 2005, p. 13). This still aligns with compatibilism because no constraints being placed on a person’s actions means that even if it is deemed that what is willed or desired by that person has been determined by the events leading up to the aforementioned desire, they have agency in the act itself. The question is then raised concerning the freedom to do otherwise and if this can coexist with a wholly compatibilist outlook. Our classical compatibilists would see this in terms of the two previous conditions, for example, you are free to do otherwise than take the bus if you have the power or ability to not take it which involves there being no constraints or impediments (physically, mentally or otherwise) stopping you from not taking the bus, such as a terrorist was using violence to coerce you to get on. Being devoid of such constraints does not mean you would do otherwise, but for classical compatibilists the fact that you could have done otherwise means that you would have if you wanted to, they then argue that with this conditional/hypothetical scenario of you doing otherwise... should you have the desire for that, also be compatible with the determinist view as even through a determined lense the freedom to do otherwise equates to free choice (Kane, 2005, p. 14).
[bookmark: _Int_8olugcP3]Are the deeper components of the freedom of will accounted for in this classical compatibilist approach? Freedom of choice or decision can be treated in the same way the freedom of action is treated generally, you are free to choose to lend money to a friend in the knowledge that you have the power or ability to do so and there are no constraints in place to prevent you from doing so. In addition to the fact that nothing has prevented you from doing otherwise if you had wanted to take that path. This is only applicable when the choices or decisions you take are not subject to constraints. Some more abstract constraints that we can be subject to are brainwashing or hypnosis, and these can destroy even our choices of deciding what we would otherwise have done in any given situation. These two conditions take away our freedom of will and make the case for hard determinism more compelling, yet still not a meta-narrative on the debate. More examples include those where a monetary object is demanded of you lest you give up your life for it. A choice could be said to be given in this scenario, although no real choice as the alternative to giving up your possession is so horrible (i.e. losing your life) that realistically you will not make it, restricting your freedom. The robber’s actions have stopped you from making the choice that you really want to make, nevertheless these types of scenarios can still adhere to the compatibilist doctrine as the two conditions for freedom of action still exist to draw clarification from, despite the choice being determined in the end.
[bookmark: _Int_ZtMJsytl]Objections to the notion of compatibilism derive from differing interpretations of the definition of the freedom of will. The ability or power to choose as you will without constraints and with the understanding you could do otherwise should you want to is not absolute enough for some. Such ultimate control is incompatible with the idea that one’s will can be determined by any events of which you did not hold control that have occurred before the current decision is being made. Any sort of free will that requires a sense of indeterminism to be at play cannot coexist with a compatibilist approach. To put it simply, compatibilists would deem arguments like this as incoherent, therefore the need to sufficiently rebuke them is unneeded in a compatibilist’s ethos. The reasoning behind this dismissal involves an interesting form of analysis, in which the same past – different possible futures doctrine that indeterminists (free will absolutists) ascribe to is deemed to be inconsiderable because with the exact same past variables taken into account, and one preference being chosen over another when both were as plausible as each other, does not make logical sense to a classical compatibilist. When understood correctly, the compatibilist argument does seem sound here as it would be senseless and irrational for a person to choose to study in one place, given that they used the exact same motives and prior process of reasoning that led them to understand that the other institution would be better to further their career. A compatibilists’ doctrine of ‘doing otherwise’ would have led to them doing so if they wanted to, which would leave the door open for them to rationally adhere to determinism based on the process of deciding where to best study to further their potential career (Kane, 2005, p. 16). Indeterminism here does not make logical sense to follow considering an idea of infinite regression, even if the absolutist tries to argue that freedom of will in deciding is independent of every other free will decision a person has ever made.
All the preceding arguments against free will and determinism being compatible have focused on misinterpretations of what type or intensity of freedom is being claimed. It is also common for people to have muddled ideas of determinism being intrinsically linked to notions of anti-free will. This does not necessarily have to be the case for example, as compatibilists reject the idea that determinism goes together with constraint, coercion or compulsion, and detractors from compatibilism cannot grasp that just because ultimate freedom is the opposite of these variables does not mean determinism encompasses them. These three restrictors prevent us from doing or choosing what we want to do or desire, yet determinism, according to compatibilists, does not control or manipulate our behaviors (Kane, 2005, p. 18-19). Determinism in this sense is an encourager to undertake certain actions based off the context of your life decisions so far, it also does not indicate that events following others according to regular patterns does not leave any room for free choice in the matter. You may be more likely to take such actions based on outcomes of previous events, but nothing ever happens in certainty based on previous happenings, leaving the compatibilist approach as the strongest indicator of a non-fatalist not wholly free-will explanation of responsibility.
John Stuart Mill summarizes the main drawback of fatalist doctrine quite astutely by rebuking the idea that once a character is forged by circumstances and experiences, it cannot be changed and therefore whatever happens to them will happen no matter what they do to try and alter it. He does this in his book A System of Logic in the writing, 
[bookmark: _Int_Fn56JcwV]‘His wishing it was formed differently is of no use; he has no power to alter it... He has, to a certain extent, a power to alter his character... His character is formed by his circumstances... but his own desire to mold it in a particular way is one of those circumstances, and is by no means the least influential’ (Mill, 1874, p.254).
[bookmark: _Int_PIBX6vcO]Mill here is countering the widespread belief among determinists that our characters are molded beyond the limits of our control and events occur without our express permission because of this. These lines of thinking can practically lead to dangerous outcomes such as in a case of a sick man excusing himself from visiting a doctor due to his belief that ‘if your time is up, there’s nothing you can do about it. Even though their ailment could have quite easily been remedied through modern medical standards, they chose to stubbornly adhere to fatalist doctrine and suffered the consequences of their ignorance. Such claims are described by ancient philosophers as the “lazy sophism” (sophisms being fallacies of reasoning) and the compatibilist response would be along the lines of ‘whether your fate is concretely determined in the sequence of the universe, truly depends on whether you go and see a doctor to ascertain if there is a cure or not. Fatalism should not exist where such logic is applied and taking on board this analytic approach to your circumstances should be enough to convince you that your life is somewhat in your hands (Kane, 2005, p.20).
[bookmark: _Int_PALG9rbo]Every now and then, our deliberations would not be able to make a difference to our fate due to processes already being in motion that lead to a certain outcome. For example, someone who has taken a train from one side of the country to another (in the circumstance the train cannot stop on the way) can have a second bout of deliberations with themselves along the way where they determine that they should not have got on the train and they would rather have just stayed at their origin point. Their deliberations do not matter to their destined fate at this point as there is absolutely no way to change it, even though our deliberations do not ordinarily involve such certain circumstances. 
Classic Compatibilists would argue in turn that once our confusions and incomplete understandings of free will, it’s variations, and determinism, along with its own, have been addressed and understood, we should deem no conflict to exist between the two and be ready to ascribe to the compatibilist account of free will.
Neither the notions of compatibilism nor incompatibilism are completely uniform in the field of Philosophy, each different Philosopher will have slightly different variations of their compatibilist approach, however five core tenants of compatibilism will generally be put forward:
· They all agree that we have one settled idea of what must be true of a choice for it to be a free one.
· One single settled idea of a free choice is of a choice that the chooser really wants.
· Both sides agree in assigning to all of us a certain belief that they take to be the absolute truth.
· Incompatibilists say that we all know that people are morally responsible if determinism is false, only then can there be choices that are both voluntary and originated.
· Both sides agree that the question they are concerned with is a logical, intellectual or theoretical one.
(Honderich, 2002, p. 109-110)
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