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The claim that our universe is deterministic may be taken to be the claim that everything that happens – and I mean everything, right down to the tiniest of details – is causally necessitated to happen as it happens: it is ‘determined’, one might say. One can think of the world as deterministic in this sense and not believe in God, in which case one will probably maintain that what does the determining are the initial conditions of the universe and the laws of nature operative on the universe. But, if one believes in God, then, naturally, one will trace what does the determining back to Him and His act of creating these initial conditions and laws. If one explains the Determinism of our universe thus in terms of God, one is hence a Theological Determinist. 

Some people have been led to believe in Determinism by reasons that have nothing to do with whether or not there’s a God; and some have been led to deny Determinism by reasons that have nothing to do with whether or not there’s a God. But if you believe that there’s a God, then you’ll soon find yourself wondering whether on balance that theological belief adds to the case for Determinism or whether on balance it adds to the case against it. In my paper, I want to look then at the theological reasons one might have for finding Determinism attractive, before looking at some theological reasons for rejecting it.  
What theological reasons then might make Determinism attractive? There are two, closely-related, ways in which it has been claimed that a deterministic universe better serves the needs of Theology: Providence and Divine Foreknowledge. 
At about 10:30 in the evening of 13th December 1931, Winston Churchill was crossing 5th Avenue in New York City. Forgetting from which direction the traffic would be coming, he looked the wrong way up the street; judged it to be clear; and stepped out. He was immediately hit by a taxi. Whilst severely injured (he needed a week in hospital and two weeks more recovering in a hotel), he went on to make a complete recovery. What would have happened had that taxi been going just a little bit faster? Almost certainly Churchill would have been killed and then what for Britain’s – and thus the world’s – chances some ten years later? Lord Halifax would have led Britain into an ignoble peace with Hitler immediately after the Fall of France; Hitler would have never faced a war on two fronts; the Soviet Union would have been crushed; and then – with an empire that stretched from Western Europe to the Bering Straits; in alliance with Japan; and having been first to develop nuclear weapons and rocketry – Hitler would have turned his gaze, the gaze of someone who had never known defeat, on the Americas. If you believe in God, you’ll say, ‘Thank God that didn’t happen’.
But why thank God that didn’t happen? If we are to be clearheaded in thanking God for the taxi not going that little bit faster, it can only be because we suppose that it was down to Him and not instead a matter of luck that the taxi was going at the speed that it was. And the only worldview that offers us the complete elimination of this sort of luck is Theological Determinism. On this view, God has a plan for each of us (not just ‘world-historical’ individuals like Churchill, but everyday people like you and me); and He has left nothing in that plan to chance. It’s not just that God guides the general direction in which history will flow, perhaps miraculously intervening now and again in the case of important figures, but leaving it to chance whether the rest of us get run over by taxis or not. Rather, God directs every detail of His creation. Psalm 139 tells us that prior to any of our births, God had written in his ‘book’ ‘all the days that are ordained’ for each us, each of us that is, not just the Churchills of this world. Nothing other than Theological Determinism can allow us to see the world as ruled in this way and in all its details solely by God, not at all by chance; only Theological Determinism can give us this meticulous providence. 
On such a view, whatever will happen to us will happen because God has fore-ordained that it will happen. And because everything is fore-ordained in this fashion, so God knows about everything equally - past, present, and future. Each of us is in fact destined to die at some particular location and at some particular time. God knows of each of us that that’s where we’ll be and that’s what’ll be happening to us at that time. In your own case then, you may rest assured that nothing you – or anyone else - can do between now and then can make the belief that God has that that’s when and where you’ll die false; nobody then will succeed in killing you before your time (just as – perhaps less cheeringly - nobody can save you when your time comes). And God knows infallibly that and indeed everything else about the whole of history. Some have found this an exhilarating worldview - John Calvin, Gottfried Leibniz, and Jonathan Edwards, for example - but questions about it may certainly raised. One of the most pressing is this:-
Is Theological Determinism compatible with our freely choosing to do what we do? 
On some Theological Determinist accounts, which we may call ‘Soft Theological Determinist’ or ‘Compatibilist’ accounts, the answer to this question is that yes; it is.  On other accounts, which we may call ‘Hard Theological Determinist’ or ‘Incompatibilist’ accounts, the answer to this question is that no, it is not. The debates here mirror the general debates between Compatibilists and Incompatibilists on the issue of Free Will – God doesn’t add anything to the equation – but let’s sketch the two variants of Theological Determinism. 
On the Compatibilist view, one should shrug off as irrelevant the fact that there are causes, external to me and predating me by millions of years, which are entirely sufficient to determine me to do whatever it is that I end up doing and thus that, in that sense at least, I could not have done otherwise than whatever it is I ended up doing (or even have wanted otherwise than I wanted, since my wants are as much a product of God’s plan in creation as anything else). All of that, according to the Compatibilist, is quite compatible (the clue’s in the name) with my freely doing whatever it is that I ended up doing. Compatibilist accounts of freedom have proliferated; some are tremendously technically sophisticated. But the starting point might be a thought like this: as long as your body does what you want it to do as a causal result of your wanting it to do that thing rather than anything else, that’s you freely performing the action which that bodily movement constitutes. It just doesn’t matter for that if the causes that necessitated you so to want and move can be traced back to factors billions of years before your birth. Similarly, the Compatibilist will maintain, it doesn’t matter if there’s a God who infallibly foreknew that you would do this thing; His infallibly knowing that you would do it and thus your not having the power not to do it again doesn’t stop it being you who freely does it. And thus all the everyday apparatus of moral appraisal – praise and blame - can still be utilized. Soft Theological Determinists or Compatibilists will insist that their view leaves all of that just where it was.  

But there is an alternative view within Theological Determinism - Hard Theological Determinism or Incompatibilism. According to the Incompatibilist view, the fact that our universe is deterministic is incompatible (again, the clue’s in the name) with us being free. If there’s a God and He’s to justify, let’s say, sending some of us post-mortem to Heaven and some of us post-mortem to Hell, it won’t then be because He can truly say of some of us that we deserve Heaven as a result of the ante-mortem choices that we’ve freely made and of others of us that we deserve Hell because of the ante-mortem choices that we’ve freely made. But, the majority within the Hard Theological Determinist camp have maintained (following Calvin), God can justify sending some of us to Heaven and some of us to Hell nonetheless. How? Because all of us would deserve Hell were it not for the fact that God has ‘elected’ some of us to accept the atoning sacrifice of Jesus, which acceptance then makes us deserve Heaven. One’s status as a member of The Elect (or as one of the Non-Elect) isn’t something that one can oneself affect by one’s free choice; one doesn’t, after all, have a free choice. It’s all part of God’s meticulous providence that the souls He’s determined for salvation will not have the power to mess things up for themselves, and indeed – less cheeringly – all part of His meticulous providence that the souls He’s determined for damnation will not have the power to make things better for themselves.   
Thus far, Theological Determinism; some theological reasons that people have found it attractive; and two variants of it – ‘Hard’ and ‘Soft’. Now to consider if there are any theological objections to it. 
First, a reaction which many people have to the position just sketched - Hard Theological Determinism plus the claim that there is this sort of division between the Elect and non-Elect - is that it is grossly unfair. Suppose I’m one of the non-Elect, well that fact – from which it follows that I’m destined to get an eternity in Hell – is something that was determined by factors entirely outside my control and there’s nothing I can do about it now. Surely, that’s just unfair; God shouldn’t place people beyond the scope of His saving power in this way. In response to this objection, a Hard Theological Determinist might depart from the majority view and adopt Universalism, the view that in fact everyone is a member of the Elect (some, of course will only accept Jesus post-mortem); thus all will get into Heaven eventually. This is arguably still unfair, but not in a way that worries us so much; if we’re all getting stuff that we don’t deserve as a result of any of our free choices, that’s only a real worry if some of us are getting bad stuff that we don’t deserve. Another response would be to move to a Soft Theological Determinist position. Either response seems (to me – I wonder what you’ll think about it) adequate and thus I take it that this objection is only good against a particular variant of Theological Determinism, not against Theological Determinism per se. So what objections can one raise to Theological Determinism per se?
Second then, it’s sometimes suggested that all forms of Theological Determinism make God the author of human sin and evil. If a man performs a particularly evil act –perhaps the sort of cold-blooded murder for financial gain that forms the starting point of so many classic detective stories – then that he performed that evil act was entirely determined by God’s will; God was the ultimate cause of the murder. We’d hardly blame the gun that the man used in performing the murder for the murder. ‘Guns don’t kill people, people kill people’ is a slogan beloved of the NRA with which we must agree, albeit grudgingly (as it ignores the fact that people find it a lot easier to kill other people if they have ready access to guns). Just as we wouldn’t blame the gun for the murder, so, if God is ultimately behind it in this way, surely we shouldn’t blame the man either. Just as the gun was merely a tool in his hands, he was merely a tool in the hands of God. Again though, this looks as if it’ll be a problem for the Hard Theological Determinist view, not the Soft Theological Determinist one. The Soft Theological Determinist remember believes that even though there is a sense in which it’s true that God is behind this murder, that sense doesn’t stop the man being morally responsible for it; the moral buck stops before God. We might find the claim that the moral buck can stop before God if Determinism is true very implausible, but our reasons for finding it very implausible aren’t, I submit, theological reasons; they are reasons that have solely to do with the implausibility of compatibilist accounts of moral responsibility.
Third (though closely related to the second objection), the Problem of Evil looks as if it’ll be harder to solve on Theological Determinism. Why would God create a world in which so much evil and suffering occurs as a result of what people do when He could have made a world in which everyone only did the good? Calvin replies to this line of thinking with the claim that whilst it is indeed true that God could have made a world without sin or evil (or even could have chosen to save all sinners rather than punish some of them, i.e. could have made us all members of The Elect), He did not exercise these options as only thus could God’s full ‘glory’ be displayed. Well, that’ll be about as plausible to you as is the notion of glory on which it depends. But one worrying implication of this view is as follows. If God really does need to have some people doing evil to display His glory, it looks as if either God needs evil (not theologically attractive) or He doesn’t need to display His glory (more theologically attractive), but if the latter, then why did He not forego displaying His glory in order to bring about what seems the greater good of a world with no sin or evil in it? So, that doesn’t seem to be terribly satisfactory, but there are other solutions to the Problem of Evil that the Theological Determinist may avail himself or herself of and which don’t commit themselves to such implausible theses.
Personally, I incline to think that Theological Determinism is untenable, but that it is untenable for reasons that aren’t primarily theological reasons. It’s untenable for reasons to do with the nature of free will and moral responsibility. Be that as it may, suppose we do in the end decide, for whatever reasons, that we believe in God but don’t believe that the universe He’s created is deterministic. What then for Divine Providence and Foreknowledge? 

One will need to abandon the doctrine of Meticulous Providence as sketched earlier; one won’t be able to hold that every detail of the world God created is an intended part of God’s plan in creation; some of it is down to ‘dumb luck’ and some, no doubt, down to the free choices of His creatures. God can still miraculously intervene and thus keep things running ‘to plan’, but the plan he keeps things running to will be a more general one, leaving many details unspecified. An analogy sometimes used is of a chess grandmaster. Given the rules of chess, if a perfect chess player gets the first move in a game, then there is no way he or she can be defeated. God has a similar relationship to His creation; the people He has created are left free to work for Him or against Him, but His ultimate aims in creation cannot be frustrated. 

Some theists who eschew Theological Determinism take the view that  God doesn’t in fact know what will happen in the future, but there is – it seems to me and to many  – a way to preserve God’s omniscience about the future even whilst allowing that He has not determined it in all its details: think of God outside time. On this view, whilst God knows everything about the past, present and future, He does not strictly speaking know now what will happen at times that are from our point of view future, because God does not exist now; He’s not in time at all. When some moment of choice arrives for me and I could do either A or B, my ending up doing whichever it is that I end up doing is that in virtue of which God ends up knowing that that’s what I’m then doing. It’s not that God’s knowing prior to then that that’s what I will end up doing is that in virtue of which I actually have to end up doing whichever it is of A or B that I end up doing. 
So, if you’re going to believe in God but not be a Theological Determinist, I suggest you must abandon Meticulous Providence and, in order to preserve omniscience, you should think of God as outside time. And I suggest that your reasons for either being a Theological Determinist of one sort or another or eschewing the position entirely are best thought of as not primarily theological, but rather as springing from your understanding of the nature of freedom and whether or not we have it. If all that’s right and you do end up eschewing Theological Determinism, as I have done, you need to be a bit more careful the next time you cross the road, just in case there’s a taxi heading towards you at a dangerous speed that’s in no way part of God’s plan. 
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