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Chapter 3  

Modern approaches  

to the free will dilemma  

 

This chapter considers some key modern approaches to the free will dilemma. In order to 

capture the diversity of arguments and the implications of these arguments for human life I 

have focused on the work of the following philosophers: the French philosopher and 

mathematician René Descartes (1596-1650), representing the birth of the modern era and 

following in Plato’s tradition supporting a style of dualism;
379

 the Dutch philosopher 

Baruch de Spinoza (1632–1677), representing a version of Stoicism and hard 

incompatibilism with its implications on daily life, bringing Stoic thinking into the modern 

philosophy;
380

 the Scottish philosopher David Hume (1711–1776) representing a form of 

Aristotelian naturalism and its implications for natural beliefs and a compatibilist 

position;
381

 and the German philosopher Arthur Schopenhauer (1788–1860) whose reversal 

of Plato’s divine cosmos into a pessimistic view produced a form of dualism within hard 

incompatibilism which had a profound influence on literature, poetry and art is 

considered.
382 

The chapter will also consider some of the more contemporary solutions 

which include challenging the universality of determinism, and the nature of causality. 

Chapter 2 considered the classical arguments on theories of fate. This chapter will present 

modern arguments around free will and determinism.  

 

Introduction  

From the period of the seventeenth century, philosophers have been clarifying their 

definitions regarding the free will dilemma. The classical concepts of necessity, 

contingency, chance and fortune, discussed in chapter 2, are no longer used in 
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contemporary philosophical debates. Necessity was eventually replaced with determinism 

where the source of causality was no longer divinely motivated and filled with purpose but 

was, instead, inanimate and defined by the laws of physics. The ambiguous concepts of 

contingency, chance and fortune which were random and unpredictable in nature are now 

understood by mathematics and probability.
383

 Fatalism, however, has been retained and, 

as defined in the previous chapter, is the concept of inevitable teleology. The classical term 

fate, with its theories of interrelated beliefs cited in the previous chapter is now, according 

to Robert Solomon, held in philosophical disdain.
384

  

 

The idea of a classical sympathetic cosmos with fate providing a personal element was 

rejected, as it represented non-causal physics. It was replaced with a non-divine universal 

cause, determinism, which left little or no room for the concept of the freedom of the will, 

and even the meaning of life as it was based on the laws of physics widely accepted as 

universal and applicable to all organic and inorganic objects.
385

 Philosophers were thus 

challenged to produce arguments concerning the very nature and existence of free will 

which could allow for a belief in a purposeful life.  

 

René Descartes —free will as true  

According to John Cottingham, the work of the French philosopher and mathematician 

René Descartes (1596–1650) was synonymous with the birth of the modern era in both 

science as well as philosophy.
386

 Considered a revolutionary in science for his 

development of the reductionist approach to the natural world, Descartes wrote: ‘I 

recognise no matter in corporeal things apart from that which the geometers call quantity, 

and take as the object of their demonstrations, i.e. that to which every kind of division, 

shape and motion is applicable.’
387

 However, having argued that all of nature could be 

reduced to the concept of quantity he then added a crucial caveat to his definition of nature: 
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In short there is nothing in the whole of nature, nothing, that is, which should be 

referred to purely corporeal causes, i.e. those devoid of thought and mind, which is 

incapable of being explained on the basis of these self-same principles.
388

  

 

For Descartes, the realm of thought and mind were not included in the corporeal world. 

The world, for Descartes, was made of two distinct substances; the first was res extensa, 

the world of matter subject to the reductionism that he was advocating, while the second 

was res cogitans, the world of thought, not subject to the laws of physics and existed in 

every conscious mind.
389

  

 

Descartes’ view of the world as two distinct substances announced his dualist 

credentials.
390

 Plato, discussed in chapter 2, had advanced a body–soul duality where the 

immortal soul was insulated from being totally consumed by the world of matter.
391

 It can 

be argued that Descartes’ concepts extended Plato’s ideas; for Descartes equated the soul 

with a substance, a substance that was not of the body. Broadie claims that there were 

fundamental differences between the dualism of Plato and that of Descartes. She argues 

that this difference was ‘Plato's acceptance and Descartes' rejection of the assumption that 

the soul (= intellect) is identical with what animates the body.’
392

 She expands this point by 

arguing that for Plato the body was an instrument for the soul which had ‘a sort of limited 

omnipotence’ and required the use of a body to aid its return to the divine.
393

 Broadie also 

points out that for Descartes the mind — and in the example she is discussing she equates 

it with the soul — did not actually require the body; the ‘mind and body are ontologically 

separable’ with the mind able to exist independently.
394

 She argues that Descartes saw a 

‘universal separability’ between mind and body.
395

 For Descartes the mind consisting of a 

substance whose whole essence was to think.
396

 This universal separability, where the 

mind did not require membership to the material world grew in popularity. Albert Blaz 
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comments on the popularity of the idea by writing, ‘the Cartesian isolation of the soul from 

nature, and its definition as substance, undergoes a remarkable increase in importance. The 

mind-body dualism was advanced by Cartesians as an irresistible truth.’
397

  

 

This universal separability informed Descartes’ notion of the body, or the natural world, 

which he saw thus as a machine consisting simply of physical elements: 

I should like you to consider ... all the functions I have ascribed to this machine 

such as the digestion of food, the beating of the heart and the arteries, the 

nourishment and growth of the limbs, respiration ... I should like you to consider 

that these functions follow from the mere arrangements of the machine's organs 

every bit as naturally as the movements of a clock or other automaton follow from 

the arrangements of its counterweights and wheels.
398

  

 

Into this view of nature as a machine Descartes then placed God’s will. David Cunning 

notes that for Descartes God’s will was immutable and God himself was indifferent and 

separate to the world.
399

 For Descartes wrote of God as ‘completely indifferent with 

respect to all things’ and in talking of God’s actions: ‘although his actions were completely 

indifferent, they were also completely necessary.’
400

 In addition to this deism Descartes 

considered that God preordained all things from eternity. However, for him this 

preordination of all events did not challenge human freedom. As Mo Weimin and Wang 

Wei state, freedom for Descartes ‘belongs exclusively to the human soul.’
401

 In this way 

the human will remained totally free and, as argued by Robert Rethy, was to be used to 

resemble God in action and thought.
402
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Michael Norwitz comments that Descartes’ dualism was a form of libertarian retreat from 

the idea of determinism in human life.
403

 Additionally, Daniel Dennett, in 1984, saw 

Descartes’ dualist philosophy, when applied to the nature of free will, as having lead 

philosophy on an interesting but nevertheless ‘…wild goose chase…’ for the last three 

centuries.
404

 Notwithstanding some of the philosophical disdain about using dualism as a 

solution for the free will dilemma, Manuel Vargas argues that dualist arguments have been 

reinforced by Western culture and Christianity for centuries so that now, he believes, they 

are the dominant western philosophical belief amongst non-philosophers.
405

  

 

Consequently my research may well find dualist beliefs within the astrological 

communities I have studied. If so, this dualism could exist in two forms. Firstly it may be 

aligned with Plato’s dualism, argued in chapter 2, which is a partnership of body with soul, 

at times strained but always necessary for the soul’s relationship with the divine. Secondly 

it may be aligned with Descartes’ dualism where there was an inherent isolation: a physical 

body which was only a machine separate to the mind, or soul, which held all the freedom 

and sought, what Arthur Lovejoy labelled, an ‘otherworldliness’, a desire for the better 

place beyond the natural world.
406

  

 

The points in Descartes’ thinking which are significant for my investigation of astrologers’ 

beliefs are: 

i. The will of God, a deist model, is eternal, unchanging and preordains all things. 

ii. Free will exists in the mind which is separate and independent from the body. 

iii. The mind has a form of omnipotence and should resemble God in its activities – 

human sovereignty over nature. 

 

Baruch de Spinoza — the chains that bind us 

According to Steven Barbone, the Dutch philosopher Baruch de Spinoza (1632–1677) was 

dissatisfied with Cartesian physics and intentionally broke with the Cartesian definition of 
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a will that was free.
407

 With this rejection of freedom of the will Vargas notes that Spinoza 

accepted the reality of hard incompatibilism, defined in chapter 1.
408

 Spinoza expressed 

this when he wrote, ‘…from a given determinate cause the effect follows necessarily; and 

conversely, if there is no determinate cause, it is impossible for an effect to follow.’
409

 

Dilman notes this argument led Spinoza to develop a different approach to the nature of the 

human will. He writes that, ‘self-control, for Spinoza, is not a matter of willing or the 

exercise of one’s free will — as Descartes held. For in Spinoza the will is itself subject to 

causality; it is not a ‘free cause.’
410

 Joel Friedman points out that Spinoza’s arguments 

show that he rejected the Descartes dualist position.
411

 Indeed Spinoza’s thinking was 

actually in contrast to the dualist arguments of Descartes as well as those of Plato, Plotinus 

and Aquinas, cited in the previous chapter, all of whom considered in different ways that 

the human will existed outside the realm of fate or necessity; for Spinoza the will was 

embedded within determinism. Jarrett argues that Spinoza can be considered as either 

supporting neutral monism, where something is inherently neither mental nor physical, or 

supporting a dual aspect theory, where the mind and body are two aspects of the one thing. 

However, he notes that this version of dual aspectism is ascribed to Spinoza and Spinoza 

alone.
412

 Steven Smith, however, accepting Spinoza’ monism credentials, argues that 

Spinoza represented a ‘revival of Stoicism in early modern moral philosophy.’
413

 Smith 

points to Spinoza naturalism and comments that Spinoza’s acceptance that humanity did 

not control nature but was instead dependant and embedded within it revealed, in him, a 

Stoic immanent world view.
414
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This immanent world view was reflected in Spinoza’s belief that the universe was made of 

one substance, but that this substance had an infinite number of modes; we were, however, 

only aware of two of them, one being thought (mind) and the other being extensions 

(matter).
415

 Spinoza considered that this idea was replicated through the whole of nature. 

All physical objects also had a mental correlate, thus, as Scruton points out an inorganic 

object like a stone could think.
416

 In this way all things in the world were subject to 

determinism — mind and body. Thus Spinoza concluded that a person’s perception of the 

freedom of their will was an illusion of ignorance: 

Men are mistaken in thinking themselves free; and this opinion depends on this 

alone, that they are conscious of their actions and ignorant of the causes by which 

they are determined. This, therefore, is their idea of liberty, that they should know 

no causes of their actions…
417

 

 

This concept of ignorance reflected Homer’s necessity, ananke, which Nikolopoulou, in 

chapter 2, argued as operating ‘…on instinct, and because instinct is governed completely 

by necessity, the animal creature does not recognize necessity as alien to it, and thus 

remains unconscious of negation, limits, and ultimately, death.’
418

 Spinoza labelled this 

notion of freedom as a ‘fictitious idea’ which led to the construction of absurdities in 

philosophy ‘which are not worthy of rational refutation.’
419

 

 

Freedom for Spinoza, according to Firmin DeBrabander, consisted of autonomy:  

I may also be considered autonomous since my mind spawns a sequence of ideas 

that is wholly distinct from the order of imaginations, that medium where I am 

acquainted with things through external determination. I am autonomous in another 

respect in that I am the cause of my emotional states, since my understanding 
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produces its own rational emotions. Taken together, these aspects constitute 

Sponozistic freedom.
 420

  

 

Thus understanding and acceptance of the continual influence of emotions in one’s self, 

was the only the freedom offered to humanity by Spinoza.
421

 He argued that a person who 

purely reacted to an emotion of hurt or anger actually lacked freedom and that their will 

was simply a response to the deterministic forces around them. Dilman expands this point 

stating that if a person has: 

 ‘…only been a party to a transaction in which his role has been purely reactive 

and, therefore, passive, his reaction is the expression of a necessity that worked 

through him. In this respect he is like a puppet on a string. While he so reacts he is 

not himself.’
422

  

 

This type of reaction, or rather action of being passive in the face of necessity, is what 

Weil suggested was at the heart of Homer’s Iliad, discussed in chapter 2 – the blind 

reaction to situations only amplified a deterministic momentum. Weil’s assessment of the 

Iliad can be considered Spinozan as Spinoza saw that it was the illusion of free will that 

actually created our bondage. We believed in the contingency of things, the unexpected 

nature of events, only when our mind was passive — for Spinoza this was simply reacting 

to external events rather than responding.
423

 Spinoza’s position, therefore, was opposite to 

that of Calcidius, cited in chapter 2. Calcidius argued that the formation of contingent 

events was partly the result of the freely taken actions of individuals. To ensure this he 

defined these contingent events as separate to God’s providence. However, for Spinoza 

such a claim would be considered an illusion.  

 

Scruton points out that for Spinoza the human mind and body were one and the same and 

both were subject to determinism.
 424

 He argues that this led to the notion of mental 

determinism where individuals were subject to internal ‘chains that bind us’, and he adds 
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that Spinoza believed that by ‘gathering our chains into ourselves, and becoming conscious 

of their binding force, we also rid ourselves of them, and obtain the only freedom that we 

can or should desire’.
425

 Thus one could gain a form of freedom by being aware of one’s 

reactions to the events of the external world. However, this form of freedom was not a 

force of the will but rather an expression of a form of consciousness. Spinoza defined his 

version of conatus as this sense of self, the body as a form of mind. Smith comments on 

Spinoza’s version of conatus by stating: 

Our conatus may indeed grow out of a biological desire for self-preservation, but it 

contains the presence of an urge, however poorly understood, to live rationally or 

intelligently. We desire not just to live but to enjoy the fullness or plenitude of life. 

Spinoza regards this desire as the foundation of all the virtues.
426

 

 

Friedman comments that for Spinoza conatus flowed from our desire for wellness of being 

and he points out that, ‘According to Spinoza, the mind habitually imagines well-being in 

the body.’
427

 Hasana Sharp talks of the importance of conatus for Spinoza as the power for 

a being to ‘…preserves its integrity amidst infinitely many other beings…’
428

 This 

Spinozan integrity can be seen as the acceptance of the determinism of one’s mind and 

body while maintaining a sense of individual self by seeking to understand and develop the 

self, conatus, to the fullest degree. For Spinoza a person is self-determined when his 

actions are allowed to follow his own nature, his own conatus. Thus if a person is unaware 

of their nature, their conatus, then they are unaware of their actions and are not self-

determined; they have failed to understand their will.  

 

Spinoza considered that within each individual there was a true self, an inner nature — 

conatus — which can be allowed to produce one’s responses only if it can understand the 

determinism in which it is embedded. This is similar to the concept of Plotinus’ authentic 

self which was cloaked in a garment of planetary fate-bestowing influences as it descended 

to earth. For Plotinus one needed to learn to free the soul by releasing it from the cloak of 
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planetary fate.
429

 However, unlike Plotinus, Spinoza did not consider that the individual or 

the soul could actually free itself from determinism. Spinoza’s notion of virtue was also 

reminiscence of Stoic thinking discussed in chapter 2. Friedman claims that Spinoza saw 

happiness as the acceptance that one could only be self-determined in regard to one’s inner 

responses.
430

 Such inner harmony was Spinoza’s concept of virtue.
431

 Drawing on Stoic 

moral theory, DeBrabander argues that Spinoza provided a form of ethical individualism 

which ‘eschews external authority in ethical matters’ and removes the human being from a 

privileged position within the world view.
432

 In this regard conatus for Spinoza was the 

idea of an inner self based on internal reflection, rather than any external loci of control.  

 

Spinoza considered there were two ways an individual could overcome their ignorance 

which produced the internal chains that bound them. The first, reminiscent of Plato 

discussed in chapter 2, was by use of reason. Spinoza claimed that reason saw the world 

sub specie aeternitatis, without reference to time. He wrote, ‘In so far as the mind 

conceives a thing under the dictates of reason, it is affected equally, whether the idea be of 

a thing future, past, or present.’
433

 He defended this by pointing out that reason was 

affected just as much from things in the past as those in the present and future, so personal 

history and memories all existed in the present, timeless. Martin Lin notes that in this idea 

Spinoza does not mean eternity, time without end, but rather he is referring to a form of 

‘atemporal timelessness’.
434

 To this timelessness of reason Spinoza also argued that our 

emotions and desires exist in the world of specie durationis — linear time— since our 

emotions and desires are subject to the flow of events, internal or external.
435

 Scruton 

comments that Spinoza considered that, ‘…freedom is not the release from necessity but 

the consciousness of necessity that comes when we manage to see the world sub specie 

aeternitatis — in a timelessness mode — and ourselves as bound by its immutable 
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laws.’
436

 Jarrett draws parallels between Plato, Aristotle, the Stoics, and Spinoza and states 

that ‘His [Spinoza’s] primary concern, like theirs, is with how it is best to live and his 

answer, in outline, is the same: “in accordance with reason”.’
437

 

 

Spinoza’s second concept to help the release from ignorance was to use an instrument of 

sub specie aeternitatis which allowed for a level of detachment.
438

 Dilman argues that this 

detachment is not the same as indifference, as the ego needs a way to avoid reacting to the 

internal question of ‘why has this happened to me?’
439

 The individual thus requires a way 

to cultivate detachment in order to release their ego from the basic reactions of anger, 

blame, or feelings of rejection which can be catalysed by the necessitated external events. 

Scruton comments that, for Spinoza, the more we understand causality the more we 

increase our understanding of it and so the more we are self-determined.
440

 

 

Spinoza’s contribution to my investigation is that he contemplated not only a lifestyle of 

living with determinism, in a manner similar to the Stoics, but he also suggested a method 

by which this could be achieved. The key points in his thinking which are relevant to my 

research are: 

i. Body and mind/soul were of the same substance, thus body and the human will 

were both within the influence of determinism.  

ii. Lack of awareness of determinism led to an illusion of free will which was based 

in an ignorance of the antecedent causes.  

iii. Emotionally reacting to external events was simply responding to determinism and 

showed a lack of what Spinoza considered was the only freedom we could have.  

iv. By accepting the consequences of determinism one could begin to release oneself 

from reacting to the determinism of the mind. This task could be aided by using 

the method of: 

a. Stepping out of time to enable clarity of thinking – the notion of sub specie 

aeternitatis. 
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b. Defining one’s self — conatus— by an inner authority.   

c. Using an instrument of detachment. 

  

In astrology, as discussed in chapter 1, the instrument of determinism or fate is generally 

the horoscope which may act as an antecedent cause where its geometry ultimately 

imposes the timing of the events of life.
441

 But the horoscope is also, according to Costello, 

an instrument which provides a level of detachment from emotional issues.
442

 The 

horoscope, therefore, can potentially offer the astrologer a Spinozan instrument of sub 

specie aeternitatis as it can provide detachment and through this detachment also a sense 

of self and autonomy from not reacting externally or internally to the determined forces 

around one. This notion will be explored in later chapters.  

 

David Hume — Freedom as our illusion 

The Scottish philosopher David Hume (1711–1776) offered another approach to freedom 

and determinism. In his discussion on the naturalism of David Hume, Norman Kemp 

Smith in 1905 introduced the term ‘natural beliefs’. This was a way of defining Hume’s 

notion that beliefs are instinctive and, as a product of determinism, tends to also be 

irresistible.
443

 Smith expanded this Humean concept and added that these natural beliefs 

arise from ‘the particular fabric and constitution of the human species.’
444

 Louis Loeb 

comments that Smith’s ‘naturalistic interpretation has been the dominant force in the Hume 

literature ever since.’
445

 Don Garrett notes that the term naturalism varies depending on the 

different views of ‘what is meant to be excluded from the scope of the term “nature”.’
446

 

With this in mind the label of naturalism when used to describe Hume’s argument is 

referring to the notion that human beliefs were not formed by reason but rather by nature.  
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For Hume all questions of philosophy and belief needed to be explained within human 

experience. Hume wrote, ‘Nature by an absolute and uncontrollable necessity has 

determined us to judge as well as to breathe and feel…’
447

 Garrett notes that Hume’s focus 

on naturalism meant that he could not and would not, ‘make sweeping pronouncements 

about matters that lie far beyond “common life” and experience… .’
448

  

 

John Bowlin makes a case for linking Hume’s ideas to the naturalism of Aquinas, citing 

Aquinas’ belief that virtue and justice are features of human life because they are useful to 

us in the world and have stemmed from or are shaped by the necessity of the world.
449

 

However, Bowlin points out that Aquinas was not committed to naturalism as was Hume, 

for Aquinas also embraced the notion of divine life and its influence, a dualist argument.
450

 

In contrast Hume considered that even a belief in the divine was a product of nature or 

determinism. Garrett notes that Hume rejected the notion of God or supernatural beings, 

dismissed any arguments of dualism and recognised no miracles or even undetermined acts 

of free will, ‘endorsing instead a universal determinism requiring uniform laws that extend 

even to human belief and action.’
451

  

 

For Hume, ‘…all our reasoning concerning causes and effects are derived from nothing but 

custom; and that belief is more properly an act of the sensitive, than of the cogitative part 

of our natures.’
452

 In this way Hume considered the human mind as ‘nothing but a bundle 

or collection of different perceptions, which succeed each other with an inconceivable 

rapidity, and are in perpetual flux and movement.’
453

 For Hume the mind and reason were 

simply products of determinism and thus so too the notion of human reflection.  According 
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to Ainslie’s interpretation of Hume, it was these reflections and perceptions that were the 

building blocks of personal identity, not reason.
454

 Differing from Platonic and Stoic 

thought, Hume dismissed ‘reason’ as the vehicle for finding free will or self, and thus as 

Shaun Gallagher comments, Hume reduced the human soul, the supposed holder of reason, 

to romantic fiction, something that was ‘written by the imagination.’
455

 Gallagher 

continues that for Hume the mind was always in a ‘temporal flow or succession of 

perceptions (impressions and ideas) which perpetually and spontaneously glide away.’
456

 

The thoughts of the mind, Hume considered, were the result of determinism and thus 

consisted of shifting and inconsistent beliefs formed partly by our history and partly by 

current circumstances. It was in his work An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding 

that Hume extended his thinking and argued that with all of the features of humanity 

contained within the determinism of nature, we lived a ‘mixed kind of life’.
457

 Scott Yenor 

points out that by this argument Hume considered ‘that the modern world is the home of 

the virtues most attuned to our complex and mixed nature.’
458

 Hume thus saw the human 

mind in a state of flux, shifting in perception and thoughts as events occurred.  

 

Such mixed and varying thoughts are revealed in the field work of Nichols and Knobe, 

cited in chapter 1. Their findings, that people held varying beliefs concerning the nature of 

determinism, support Hume’s naturalistic argument.
459

 Nichols and Knobe found that these 

beliefs varied, even within a given individual, between hard incompatibilism through to 

libertarianism depending on the external circumstances. Nichols called this phenomena 

‘folk intuition’ but in taking a Humean position, as Smith did in 1905, they could be more 

aptly named ‘natural beliefs’.  
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Hume’s arguments challenge the very autonomy of the human mind. However, by 

maintaining his naturalistic orientation, he argued that humanity may not have free will but 

still retained moral responsibility: 

… no human actions, where it [liberty] is wanting, are susceptible of any moral 

qualities, or can be the objects either of approbation or dislike. For as actions are 

objects of our moral sentiment, so far only as they are indications of the internal 

character, passions and affections it is impossible that they can give rise either to 

praise or blame, where they proceed not from these principles, but are derived 

altogether from external violence.
460

 

 

Hume thus argued that if the world was not governed by determinism then all events would 

be random and thus one’s actions must also be random. Consequently one’s actions could 

not be determined by personal desires, preferences, or values. But if one’s actions were not 

determined by these things, then a person could not be held responsible for the random 

events they performed. Thus within Hume’s naturalistic arguments moral responsibility 

requires determinism. Hume is considered a classical compatibilist or a naturalistic 

compatibilist and can be considered to have set the tone of compatibilist arguments for the 

next two centuries.
461

  

 

Spinoza considered that most people’s concept of freedom was based in ignorance or 

illusion of the influence of determinism on their minds. Hume, however, considered that 

we do have freedom, found in the very ignorance pointed out by Spinoza. Hume saw that 

an individual could have the illusion of freedom, particularly when unaware of any 

coercion. He called this the ‘liberty of indifference’.
462

 This was the liberty based in 

illusion of autonomy.
463

 To think one is free to choose to do otherwise while free of any 

known coercion; to freely choose to stir one’s tea clockwise or anticlockwise is a simplistic 

example of Hume’s liberty of indifference. Kane defined Hume’s ‘liberty of indifference’ 

as only dealing with ‘surface freedom’, freedom based in the illusion of being free of 
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causal agents.
464

 Yet within Hume’s naturalistic position, as argued, this is the only 

freedom that one can actually gain. Kane appears to concur with Hume as he points out 

that in our everyday life we are all products of our upbringing and social conditioning and 

thus the pursuit of a deeper freedom, free from any coercion, may be unrealistic.
465

 Kane 

argues that to experience deep freedom, one has to invoke a dualist argument.
466

 Kane 

appears to agree with Hume, by asking the question, ‘Why sacrifice the everyday freedoms 

that really matter to us, freedoms from coercion, punishment, constraint, oppression, and 

the like, for an illusory freedom of the will that we cannot have anyway?’
467

 Hume also 

accepted that the will could never be freed but for Hume, as previously argued, such 

freedom was not required for moral responsibility, which for Hume was the greater prize. 

Hume defined free will, therefore, like that for the soul cited earlier, as a product of our 

imagination, but an important product of our imagination.  

 

Hume also focused on the nature of human identity: 

But there is no impression constant and invariable. Pain and pleasure, grief and joy, 

passions and sensations succeed each other, and never all exist at the same time.... 

For my part, when I enter most intimately into what I call myself, I always stumble 

on some particular perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love or 

hatred, pain or pleasure. I never catch myself at any time without a perception, and 

never can observe anything but the perception.
468

 

 

Barry Stroud argues that Hume considered identity as fictitious based only on our temporal 

reflections and illusions.
469

 Donald Ainslie suggests that, for Hume, identity was founded 

in reflective secondary ideas and memory, not so much as being engaged in an action but 

reflecting back one’s engagement with that action.  

 

In summary, therefore, Hume considered that our personal values and beliefs emerged in 

our minds as a result of the actions of nature — actions shaped by the necessity of our lives 
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and the utilitarian re-enforcement of justice and goodness by the actions of society. 

Personal moral responsibility came out of nature and determinism rather than notions of 

free will. Freedom itself was an illusion but an illusion which facilitated the development 

of moral responsibility and virtue.  

 

The key points in his thinking which are relevant to my research are: 

i. For Hume freedom only existed as an illusion. We experience the illusion of free 

will when our awareness of coercion is at a minimum.  

ii. Hume argued, however, that in a similar manner to Aquinas, that moral 

responsibility and thus virtue was a product of the natural world.   

iii. Hume used a naturalistic approach to human beliefs. He considered that all our 

beliefs, which included beliefs about freedom and determinism, were subject to the 

personal history and current events, all of which were also subject to determinism. 

In this way, for most people, their beliefs were varied, complex and often 

inconsistent — natural beliefs.  

iv. Personal identity, which for Hume was mutable, was enhanced by self-reflection 

(memory and personal history) of our actions and decisions. 

 

In this way for an astrologer the use of the natal horoscope with its basis in natural celestial 

cycles could be seen as a Humean naturalistic object of reflection, on their personal 

history, to build self-identity. As the British astrologer Margaret Hone wrote in 1951:  

Inasmuch as a man identifies himself with his physical self and the physical world 

about him, so he is indissolubly part of it and subject to its changing pattern as 

formed by the planets in their orbits.
470

  

 

 

Arthur Schopenhauer — an irrational world with free will as illusion 

The German philosopher Arthur Schopenhauer (1788–1860) had a profound influence on 

music, literature, poetry and art and thus in many ways his views have had a wide impact 

                                                 

470
 Hone, The Modern Text-Book of Astrology: p.17. 



Bernadette Brady, ‘Theories of fate among present day astrologers’, Trinity Saint David University of Wales, 2012      

106 

  

 

on society well beyond the confines of philosophy.
471

 He saw character as central to his 

views on humanity, and spoke of character in the following manner: 

Since a man does not alter, and his moral character remains absolutely the same all 

through his life; since he must play out the part which he has received, without the 

least deviation from the character; since neither experience, nor philosophy, nor 

religion can effect any improvement in him, the question arises, What is the 

meaning of life at all? To what purpose is it played, this farce in which everything 

that is essential is irrevocably fixed and determined?
472

 [Schopenhauer’s italics] 

 

Character for Schopenhauer was not the state of flux as argued by Hume, but was instead a 

fixed, shaped by the causality of determinism, and present from the moment of birth. 

Schopenhauer wrote: 

Since character, so far as we understand its nature, is above and beyond time, it 

cannot undergo any change under the influence of life. But although it must 

necessarily remain the same always, it requires time to unfold itself and show the 

very diverse aspects which it may possess.
473

 

 

Thus for Schopenhauer a man’s actions ‘…proceed from his innate and unalterable 

character and they are more immediately and particularly determined by motives. A man’s 

conduct, therefore, is the necessary product of both character and motive.’
474

 This 

character formed by determinism was the result of what Schopenhauer labelled as the 

‘World as Will’ and the ‘Will’ was in all things.
475

  

 

Roger Caldwell writes of Schopenhauer’s approach to the notion of will by stating, ‘For 

Schopenhauer, “Will” is the fundamental driving force of the universe: in galaxies, rocks 

(through gravity), in plants, animals and humans alike.’
476

 Schopenhauer saw will existing 

in parallel with the idea of ‘mind’. Stjepan G. Meštrović notes the dualist feature of these 

arguments, for Schopenhauer saw the world as consisting of both the ‘Will’, which at times 
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he called the ‘heart’, as well as the notion of ‘mind’, also known as the ‘representation’ or 

idea.
477

 But for Schopenhauer the relationship between the will and the mind was, as 

Meštrović points out, ‘an antagonistic relationship... .’
478

  

 

Schopenhauer’s arguments have parallels with Plato’s views, discussed in chapter 2, for 

Plato also considered that character was fixed; he located it within the soul and as a 

consequence it was immortal, and polished by its actions and choices both in the material 

world and the spiritual afterlife.
479

 Additionally Zain Imtiaz Ali argues that 

Schopenhauer’s, ‘concept of freeing the Will is akin to Plato's desire to purify the soul.’
480

 

Plato also considered that the relationship of the body to the soul could be seen as one of 

tension.
481

 However, Plato argued that the notion of a World Soul filled with divine reason 

‘overruled Necessity by persuading her to guide the greatest part of the things that become 

towards what is best, and the result of this subjugation of Necessity to wise persuasion was 

the initial formation of this universe.’
482

 Some thousand years later Calcidius extended this 

to suggest that the World Soul was in essence fate.
483

 Schopenhauer disagreed. Henri 

Ellenberger makes this point when he wrote that: 

Schopenhauer's will had the dynamic character of blind, driving forces, which not 

only reigned over the universe, but also conducted man. Thus, man is an irrational 

being guided by internal forces, which are unknown to him and of which he is 

scarcely aware.
484

  

 

Caldwell also focuses on the irrational or a lack of purpose to Schopenhauer’s will by 

arguing that, ‘Taken as a whole the ‘World as Will’ is endless, utterly meaningless, and 

blindly striving towards nowhere in particular.’
485
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Schopenhauer actually reversed the traditional dualist arguments. He saw the will as the 

dominant force in the world and the mind or reason a secondary concept. This dominant 

will not only shaped the unconscious but was experienced as emotional, instinctual and 

passion driven. Georg Simmel points out, ‘All philosophers prior to Schopenhauer 

conceived of man as a rational being,[but] Schopenhauer challenged the dogma that 

rationality is the deep-seated and basic essence of man that lies beneath the other ripples of 

life.’
486

 For Schopenhauer humanity was dominated by an irrational force, the will. 

Schopenhauer saw the relationship between the will and the mind like a ‘strong blind man 

carrying the sighted lame man [the mind] on his shoulders’
487

 R. K. Gupta also stressed 

that Schopenhauer's will was not rational but rather irrational, a blind and involuntary 

force.
488

 Meštrović concludes that, ‘In essence, Schopenhauer turned the Enlightenment 

understanding of human nature in which the mind is ultimately granted a superior position 

in relation to the heart upside down.’
489

 

 

For Schopenhauer the human mind or consciousness was not in control of the individual. 

He defended this argument by citing examples of an individual unable to prevent 

themselves from undertaking certain unwanted actions.
490

 In popular language this may be 

expressed as a person having a weak will or a lack of will power, as well as, perhaps, a 

lack of awareness of why they may be self-destructive.  

 

Faced with the concept of humanity living in an antagonistic relationship with the 

irrational will which not only shaped the individual’s unconscious but also dictated all 

external events, Schopenhauer answered his own question, cited earlier, on the meaning of 

life. For him life was a farce however the personal meaning of life was so that:  
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… a man may come to understand himself, that he may see what it is that he seeks 

and has sought to be; what he wants, and what, therefore, he is. This is a knowledge 

which must be imparted to him from without.
491

  

 

Not all agreed with Schopenhauer’s view of life. William James (1842–1910) expressed 

his distaste for Schopenhauer’s philosophy when he defined Schopenhauer’s notion of an 

‘incurably vicious Will-substance’ which dominated the mind as ‘a pessimistic 

principle.’
492

 Carl Gustav Jung (1875–1961) also rejected the irrational nature of 

Schopenhauer’s will and wrote of Schopenhauer’s notion of will as, ‘the blind World-Will 

that it is so strong that a man could slay his brother merely to grease his boots with his 

brother's fat.’
493

  

 

Dilman notes that repugnant as Schopenhauer’s reversal of the classical concept of dualism 

was to some philosophers, Schopenhauer did, however, have a strong influence on the 

development of psychoanalysis, which functions on the premise that the individual may 

need to be freed from the bondage of his or her unconscious.
494

 Gupta argues that there 

were strong similarities between Schopenhauer’s view of will and Sigmund Freud's (1856–

1939) concept of id.
495

 Gupta continues by noting that, ‘Both Schopenhauer and Freud 

reacted against the prevailing overvaluation of reason and intellect in man, and saw the real 

driving force behind his action in the dark depths of the unconscious.’
496

 Similarly with the 

emphasis that Schopenhauer placed on the will as an unconscious irrational dominating 

force, Gupta argues that Jung was also influenced by Schopenhauer’s thinking.
497

 It should 

be noted, however, that, as cited earlier, Jung rejected the irrational foundation of 

Schopenhauer’s notion of will. However, in influencing Freud, and thus Jung, 

Schopenhauer’s thinking forms the foundation of psychological astrology, discussed in 

chapter 6, through the work of Margaret Hone and Liz Greene.  
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The features of Schopenhauer’s philosophy which contribute to this work are as follows:  

i. Character was the immutable product of determinism and could not be altered by 

the individual’s experiences, philosophies, or religious beliefs. 

ii. The world was governed by Will: Indeed Schopenhauer saw the World as Will. 

iii. The Will was irrational, thus the character of an individual was formed in an 

irrational manner: it was not the product of a benign deity with a sense of harmony 

and balance to its motives, it was formed by the state of the Will at the time of 

birth.  

 

Moral responsibility —other contemporary compatibilists’ arguments  

The question of free will is also a question of moral responsibility. Hume’s arguments for 

determinism, cited earlier, can be viewed as arguments on how naturalism can create moral 

responsibility, the sense of what is good and what is not good.
498

 The resulting model of 

free will which emerged from Hume’s naturalism was a ‘liberty of indifference’. In more 

recent times Harry Frankfurt focused on the link between moral responsibility and 

freedom.
499

 Frankfurt sees the will as being based in desires and considers different levels 

of human desire. He argues that humanity has ‘…the capacity for reflective self-evaluation 

that is manifested in the formation of second-order desires.’
500

 It is these second-order 

desires which are not our impulses or cravings but our rational decisions and which are, for 

Frankfurt, the location of moral responsibility, our ability to override a desire. However, in 

commenting on Frankfurt’s arguments, David Cockburn points out that there are different 

combinations of freedom and moral responsibility: they are not a pair of single concepts.
501

  

  

Another argument, put forward by Susan Wolf, is that the debates on determinism and its 

conflict with free will are not relevant. She suggests instead that moral responsibility and 
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one’s depth of autonomy should be the centre of the argument, not freedom and 

determinism.
502

 Applying Wolf’s arguments to Stoicism, for example, it could be argued 

that, in choosing to act for the good, without reward or punishment, praise or blame, and 

with no immediate consequences in this life or the next, Stoic thinking genuinely displayed 

the true nature of human freedom. When talking of this style of freedom Wolfe states 

‘Only this kind of freedom will be neither too much nor too little. For then the agent is not 

so free as to be free from moral reasons, nor so unfree as to make these reasons 

ineffective.’
503

 Cockburn adds to Wolf’s argument by suggesting that this question should 

not be about fitting moral responsibility into determinism but rather one should see if 

‘…there is room for determinism (and indeterminism) in the gaps left by responsibility.’
504

  

 

Placing moral responsibility in the centre of the argument and allocating a secondary role 

to questions of free will and determinism may be a motivation for some astrologers. They 

may use their horoscope as a guide to live what for them is a morally correct life, 

regardless of the implications or demands that astrology makes on their personal ideas of 

free will.  

  

Questioning the nature of determinism  

Spinoza, Hume and Schopenhauer focused on living with determinism, a determinism 

defined by the laws of physics. By accepting the constraints of the universal nature of 

determinism their only option was to redefine the nature of free will. However, a different 

approach to the free will dilemma is not to look to make free will fit into universal 

determinism but rather to challenge the nature of determinism.  

 

Challenging determinism’s universality  

The belief in the universality of determinism has been the dominant philosophical position 

since the seventeenth century and the acceptance of its universality from that period is 

reflected in the scorn of François-Marie Aroue, known as Voltaire (1694–1778), when he 
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stated, ‘It would be very singular that all nature, all planets, should obey eternal laws, and 

that there should be a little animal, five feet high, who, in contempt of those laws, could act 

as he pleased, solely according to his caprice.’
505

 Nevertheless in the face of this 

hegemony, Mark Balaguer argues that by challenging universal determinism one can 

effectively insulate free will from determinism.
506

  

 

The universality of determinism, discussed in chapter 1, states that the organic and the 

inorganic worlds are equally affected by the laws of physics, laws that have no moral 

content, following only mathematics and the laws of thermodynamics. Determinism makes 

no comment on the experience of human life. It is silent on matters of quality of life, 

matters of fortune, misfortune, good or evil and, as David Hodgson states, it, ‘…has no 

place and role for consciousness.’
507

 Due to the consequences of this universality there are 

contemporary arguments that dispute this claim.  

 

Nancy Cartwright challenges the universality of determinism and considers this feature of 

determinism to be a ‘fundamentalism of physics’, ‘...there is a tendency to believe that all 

facts must belong to one grand scheme and moreover that this is a scheme in which the 

facts … have a special and privileged status.’
508

 Cartwright also points to the self-

organizing emergentism of biology and its resistance to reductionism — a feature of 

determinism — suggesting this is an indication of an error in the assumption of the 

universality of determinism.
509

 She suggests instead metaphysical nomological pluralism, 

which is the doctrine ‘...that nature is governed in different domains by different systems 

of laws not necessarily related to each other in any systematic or uniform way; by a 

patchwork of laws.’
510

 She argues that the laws of physics are theoretical generalizations 
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based on what should be the phenomenological laws of nature and that by this 

generalization they produce distortions.
 511

  

 

Carl Hoefer also lists a range of arguments against the universality of determinism, one of 

which is the twentieth century assumption that the laws of physics actually create nature 

rather than simply explain nature.
512

 He argues, in a similar way to Cartwright, for a 

determinism of parts, ‘...each part bears a determining—or partial-determining—relation to 

other parts, but in which no particular part [antecedent space or times] has a special, 

stronger determining role than any other.’
513

  

 

Emergentism, self-organising systems 

Determinism’s universality is also challenged by self-organising systems. Christian Fuchs 

et al points out that these systems appear to be governed by ‘...less than strict 

determinism… [as] a touch of indeterminism enters causal relationships that involve self-

organizing systems, for the systems themselves select one of the several possible ways to 

react.’
514

 Klaus Brunner comments that, within a system undergoing self-organisation, 

‘Different inputs may lead to the same output, and the same input may lead to different 

outputs. So causes and effects are not coupled unambiguously.’
515

 These ‘less than strict’ 

deterministic situations contain the potential for a system to emerge into a pattern whose 

final form is not inevitable. Commenting on this type of pattern-forming behaviour Brian 

Goodwin writes, ‘Such unexpected, orderly patterns from disorderly elements are known 

as emergent properties. In general they cannot be predicted from a knowledge of how 

individuals behave and how they interact.’
516

 Furthermore such emergent systems are 

common. They occur in mathematics when fractals are formed by certain types of 

equations undergoing iterations. ‘Iteration’ is when the results of the equation are fed back 
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into the next application of that equation.
517

 They also occur in living systems: social, 

political, cultural and even the lives of individuals.
518

 Thus an emergent system is not fully 

described, nor can its behaviour be predicted by using the properties of determinism, with 

its universal antecedent causality. According to Goodwin, the features of an emergent self-

organising system are cyclic where feedback within the system produces new order in a 

manner which is similar but not the same as the previous order.
519

 The resulting order from 

this repetition, or cyclic nature, was defined by the mathematician Benoit Mandelbrot 

(1924-2010) as self-similarity.
520

 An emergent system therefore appears to challenge 

determinism’s universal claims as it moves forward through time in a cyclic manner 

producing order by returning to its earlier variation and each new phase of order produced 

is similar but not identical to the previous expression.
521

  

 

Part of the field work of my research has been to explore astrologer’s beliefs for an 

emergent style of fate. This is reported on in chapter 7.  

 

Teleology as a causal agent 

Emergentism with its self-organising systems can lead to questions around teleology. F. J. 

K. Soontiëns notes that Aristotle, discussed in chapter 2, accentuated an ‘internal teleology, 

in which final causes are active in nature itself: things strive to the actualization of their 

own form.’
522

 Soontiëns points out that Aristotle’s internal teleology became converted to 

external teleology in the Christian period: 

Under the influence of Christian theology, this Aristotelian concept of 'internal 

teleology' was radically transformed. Nature came to be viewed as the result of 
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'external teleology': all natural order and all natural processes were the outcome of 

God's plan and purpose.
523

 

 

Soontiëns argues that there is now a general and incorrect assumption that teleology 

implies a purely external teleology linked with the ‘purposes of God’ and 

‘anthropomorphism’.
524

 

 

Teleology was also a causal agent within the cosmological view of Alfred Whitehead 

(1861–1947). He suggested, in a way reminiscent of Stoic doctrine, that the cosmos was 

only immanent and he wrote:  

The mutual independence of contemporary occasions [an event or entity] lies 

strictly within the sphere of their teleological self-creation. The occasions originate 

from a common past and their objective immortality operates within a common 

future. Thus indirectly, via the immanence of the past and the immanence of the 

future, the occasions are connected. But the immediate activity of self-creation is 

separate and private, so far as contemporaries are concerned.
525

 

 

In this way Whitehead considered all things to be dependent on each other but not causally 

linked to each other. Each ‘occasion’, which he defined as a person, an idea, a nation state, 

or a landscape was self-creative and influenced by its individual history and by its internal 

need to move, in a creative manner, forward through time rather than reaching for an 

Aristotelian potentially inevitable view of an idea of perfection.  

 

Paul Cilliers, arguing from the discipline of process philosophy and complexity science, 

suggests that this behaviour described by Whitehead is emergent but that it happens blindly 

or randomly.
526

 Nicholas Rescher comments on both Cillier’s and Whitehead’s arguments. 

He labels Cilliers’ argument as a naturalistic wing of process philosophy which is 

‘…nature’s processuality as a matter of an inner push or nisus to something new and 
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different.’
527

 He then labels Whitehead’s argument as the teleological wing defined as a 

belief in ‘…nature’s processuality as a matter of teleological directness towards a positive 

destination.’
528

 A middle position was suggested by the cultural historian and 

ecotheologian Thomas Berry (1914–2009). Instead of the blind emergence of Cilliers he 

supported Whitehead’s form of teleology and argued that order was immanent and 

emergent but not as inevitable telos but rather non-inevitable telos that is moving forward 

in time in a creative manner maintaining a loyalty but not exactness to a pattern.
529

 

Whitehead’s and Berry’s ideas are in fact another form of sympathetic cosmology, 

emergent and held together by a desire for order but creative with regard to that order. 

Klaus Brunner sees such a view of teleology as, ‘...establishing a middle ground between 

the extremes of mechanism [scientific determinism] … and vitalism, introducing a degree 

of indeterminism while remaining a fully naturalistic philosophy by rejecting supernatural 

influence.’
530

 Brunner was discussing emergent computing but saw his work as applicable 

to all complex systems organic or non-organic.  

 

However, Ernst Mayr argues against the existence of teleology and points out that, since 

the work of Charles Darwin and the development of the concept of evolution, teleology is 

no longer required to understand the world. He suggests that evolution ‘...provides a 

satisfactory explanation for the course of organic evolution and makes an invoking of 

supernatural teleological forces unnecessary.’
531

 F. Soontiëns, however, puts forward the 

idea that the human is a teleological being with current actions being directed by future 

ambitions. In this way he argues that humanity could not be the product of an a-

teleological world, for he states that, ‘If nature and evolution are a-teleological, than we are 

either obliged to conclude that human teleology stems from a non- (extra-, super-) natural 

source, or we are obliged to conclude that human teleology is only an illusion.’
532

 

Potentially astrologers may support Soontiëns argument and accept teleology as a form of 
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fate. For this reason questions around patterns and teleology were included in the survey 

discussed in chapter 7.  

 

Challenging antecedent linear causality  

Whitehead, Cilliers, Berry, and Brunner all challenged the theory of antecedent linear 

causation, replacing it with different versions of emergence and/or teleology. This 

challenge was not without precedent. Menno Hulwit argues, ‘...contrary to what is 

generally supposed, causation is not a univocal conception …. It is an ambiguous 

conception, with at least two (or three) different meanings, each of which requires a critical 

analysis on its own.’
533

 David Sapire also comments that science and philosophy ‘still lack 

a satisfactory general theory of causation — a theory that captures in a unified way the 

acceptable aspects of both traditional and contemporary causal concepts.’
534

 Any shifts in 

the meanings of causation as referred to by Hulwit and inferred by Sapire has implications 

for definitions of determinism suggesting that determinism may not be adequately 

described as the universal application of a law of physics concerning force, mass and 

acceleration. 

 

Such debates on causality were also present in the classical period. Plotinus, cited in 

chapter 2, was guarded around issues of causation when he suggested, ‘Cause might 

conceivably underlie all the entities in both orders [spirit and material] or none in either. It 

might underlie some, only, in each order, the others being causeless.’
535

 In contrast to 

Plotinus’ ideas of causation, the Stoic causal theory underpinned the Stoics’ entire 

philosophy and was, as Bobzien states, a single cause.
536

 This single Stoic cause, according 

to Long and Sedley, was only antecedent in that ‘...a cause is a thing which, by its activity, 

brings about an effect.’
537

 Additionally Bobzien argues that this single Stoic cause was 

unlike the modern view of causation in that all causes needed to have motion rather than 
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just effect, and indeed cause and effect were seen as two separate concepts.
538

 Thus, for the 

Stoic, any object in motion was a cause in itself, be that a moving planet or any form of 

life, including an individual human being. Each object moved within its own individual 

nature, influencing and/or restricting other objects. Bobzien points out that by this 

movement, and a belief that such movement complied with universal reason, the order of 

the world slowly emerged and the ‘moving’ god was created.
539

  

  

Thus both the nature of causality and the claim of determinism to be universal have been 

challenged. Within the philosophical debates on free will and moral responsibility it is 

being considered that determinism may not be universal; it may not apply equally at all 

times to all objects. The causal agent contained within determinism may be emergent and 

have teleological characteristic rather than being solely antecedent. Awareness of these 

points needs to be maintained when considering any present-day theories of fate which 

may be found within the beliefs of astrologers. Astrologers may have what Smith defined 

as ‘natural beliefs’ and these natural beliefs may not only contain Platonic, Stoic and/or 

Aristotelian themes discussed in the previous chapter or post-seventeenth century 

philosophical themes as discussed in this chapter. Present-day astrologers may also hold 

intuitive beliefs which do not accept the universal nature of determinism driven by 

antecedent causality.  

 

 

Chapter summary  

This chapter has examined different modern approaches that have been argued as solutions 

to the free will dilemma. The chapter focused on the solutions advocated by René 

Descartes, Baruch de Spinoza, David Hume, and Arthur Schopenhauer. Descartes argued 

for a dualism which allocated freedom to the human will which existed in consciousness, a 

form of libertarianism based in universal separatism. Spinoza postulated that what people 

considered freedom was an illusion; his arguments were aimed towards the notion of 

removing the ignorance of the ‘chains that bind us’. He posited a therapeutic approach to 
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living with determinism by implementing a timeless mode and adopting a level of 

detachment to enable reason to grow in understanding of the deterministic nature of the 

mind. Hume’s work drew on naturalism and saw all beliefs as derived from nature. In this 

way he considered that free will was an illusion but an illusion that provided for moral 

responsibility. Schopenhauer took a dualist position but reversed the classical position of 

divine reason that dominated the world of matter. Schopenhauer saw character as fixed at 

birth and defined by the will, an irrational expression of determinism which controlled the 

individual through the influence of emotions and instincts emerging from the unconscious. 

Schopenhauer thus placed humanity into an irrational world where the immutable character 

created by the force of determinism was only revealed through the actions and life of the 

individual.  

 

The chapter then considered some of the more contemporary solutions to the free will 

dilemma which focused on moral responsibility through the arguments of Harry Frankfurt 

and Susan Wolf, who in different ways, argued that moral responsibility should be the 

focus of the debate and not the tension between the notion of free will and the notion of 

universal determinism. The chapter also discussed solutions to the free will dilemma which 

challenged the universality of determinism and the nature of causality. Nancy Cartwright’s 

arguments for the non-universality of determinism were considered as well as different 

causal models such as the concept of emergentism and its cyclic self-similar producing 

nature. Additionally teleology was discussed, both internal and external, producing the 

concept of inevitable as well as non-inevitable teleology.  

 

The questions that can now be asked of the astrological community are as follows: Do they 

support some or all of these modern solutions to the free will dilemma? Have astrologers 

followed suit with philosophical modern thinking and rejected the existence of a 

sympathetic cosmology filled with theories of fate? If not, then what is the nature of the 

theories of fate within present-day astrology? Furthermore, independent of the astrologer’s 

choice between fate and determinism, do present-day astrologers accept Aquinas’ solution 

and embrace dualism, either Cartesian or Platonist? Are they following the naturalism of 

Aristotle and later Hume and thus instinctively accepting Hume’s argument for a natural 

compatibilism? Do they intuitively follow Spinoza’s concept based in Stoicism and see 
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their horoscopes as a detached expression of themselves? Or does the pessimism of 

Schopenhauer’s dualism produce a therapeutic — psychological— form of astrology? Is 

there one single solution to the free will dilemma that astrologers adopt, if they adopt one 

at all, or are there many different solutions? 

 

The next three chapters begin to answer some of these questions through the literature of 

the twentieth- and twenty-first century astrological literature while subsequent chapters 

take these questions into the field.    

  


