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Abstract

Ever since ancient times it has occurred to many people, great and small,
that the existence of evil constitutes evidence against that of God. The
central claim of this thesis is that, contrary to theistic belief, this evidence

is decisive.

In the introduction it is argued that all previous attempts to show this
fact have been unsuccessful. These attempts have been vitiated by the fallacy
of supposing that God, as an all-powerful, all-knowing and all-good agent, is
alvays required to do the best He is capable of doing. Though other
possibilities remain, this supposition usually manifested itself in arguments
which claimed that a God of the above mentioned sort cannot exist, because if
such a being existed, He would have created a much better world than the
actual one. Besides an appeal to God's above mentioned qualities, the sole
justification offered for this claim usually has been only to point out the fact

that it was in God's power to actualise a better world than the actual one.

But this argument is invalid. Given God's qualities, the mere fact that the
creation of a better world was an option to God cannot constitute a sufficient
reason for Him to take advantage of that option. For, given the fact that there
is virtually no limit to what a being like God can do, it is true of &7y possible
world which was in God's power to actualise that He could have created a
better one than it. Consequently, if God decided to create, say value, He would
have to be quite irrational to decide not to create some particular world just
because it was in His power to create a better one than it. For, if He did that,
He ultimately would altogether have to forego creating anything at all — which
is absurd because it cannot be the case that a being like God is unable to

perform His own will. And this is a problem for atheist endeavours because it
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shows that the claim thal /7 Gad exisied, He wawid heve cresied & betller
warld then the 6ctusl ape inevitably remains unsupported if we proceed from

this traditional approach.

The chief novelty of this thesis lies in showing the way out of this
particular difficulty. It is argued here that if God existed, He would have
created a better world than the actual one not only because it was in His
power to do so, but because the actual world fails to meet a certain adequacy
threshold of being gead eneugh for a product of the creative activity of a

perfect being like God.

The justification offered for this claim relies on a distinction between
engs and mesns . It goes in two steps: Firstly, it is argued that in God's hands
the actual world could only be a means to an end. And secondly, it is argued
that whatever God's purpose with the actual world might have been, on
account of His benevolence it would have to be a morally good one.
Consequentlu, He could have achieved that purpose by creating a world without
superfluous, unnecessary evils in it. Failure to do this conflicts with His

benevolence.

Further, in defence of this last claim it is argued that although God
cannot be reasonably required to attempt realizing the best possible moral
gasl (for nothing qualifies as such), it conflicts with His benevolence if He
fails to employ the best possible moral mesns available to Him for realizing

His goals.

The rest of the thesis contains the details and defence of an argument

from evil which is advanced within the framework of this new approach.
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1 Introductory

The Problem of Evil

The concern of this thesis is the problem of evil. More specifically, not
so much what is known as the empirics] probiem of eyr7 but rather what is

known as 4e Jagicsl probiem af evil .

Hume vras one yho seems to have thought that there was such a

problem:

Is he [God] willing to prevent evil, but nat eble? Then he is impotent. Is he eble,
but not willing? Then he is malevoleni. Is he both eble and willing? ¥hence then

is pvil1?2

The strong interpretation of Hume's argument is that if God eXists,
then by what miracle is there any misery at all in the world? If, as the
theists contend, there exists an omnipotent (almighty) and benevolent (all-
good) God, there could not be any evil in the world. That would be logically
impossible. But since there is plenty of it around, despite all the theists of

the world, there is no such thing as an omnipotent, benevolent God.3

" The empiricel problem of evil is e weaker claim then the logical problem of evil in
that it only claims that the exisience of evil renders the existence of God improbable.
By contrast, the logical problem of evil claims thel the existence of evil logicelly
precludes the existence of God.

2 Hume, 1976, pp. 226 - 7.

3 Enegetically it is not certain that this is enactly what Hume meant in the quoted
passage, for until recently the distinction between the empirical and the logicel
problems of evil had not been made. Furihermore, historically, Hume cannot be
credited es the first formulator of the problem of evil either. As he also acknovledge:
his formulation of ihe problem is almost a direct quote from Epicurus.
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The Problem’'s Significance

If the thesis regarding the logical incompatibility between the
existence of God and evil is right, the implications are rather grave: To the
extent to which one is convinced that there is evil in the world, it is
irrational, self-contradictory to believe that God exists. This thesis
therefore would be especially hard hitting for those theists who also believe
in the reality of evil. Among them are found the majority of believers within
the major monotheistic religions like Christianity, Islam, and Judaism. So it
seems that the issue at hand should be of the greatest interest to most, if not
to all, for it cuts right to the roots of our deepest concerns: our origins,

suffering, death and possibly our fate after death.

More About the Problem

Hume was confident that "nothing can shake the solidity of [his]

reasoning, so short, so clear, so decisive"4 But he was overconfident with
his argument. For, although he was on to something substantial here, as Alvin
Plantinga has pointed out, there is much more involved in showing the
inconsistency between the existence of God and the existence of evil than
Hume realized.® In fact, historically speaking, we are still awaiting the
appearance of a rigorous argument which is successful in establishing the

nonexistence of God from the fact of evil.

One reason for this is that, intuitively, the existence of certain kinds
of minor evils such as the pain from a burnt finger or the characteristic pangs
of hunger and thirst, do not seem to constitute a challenge to theistic faith.

A world without any first order evils of this sort would be an utopia which
not many of us would really welcome or choose for ourselves. The existence

of at least some first order evils seems to be necessary to make the human

4 Hume, 1976, p. 230.
S Plantinga, 1975, pp. 12 - 29.
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life really interesting, stimulating and satisfying. And not only that, but some
of it seems to be necessary in order to make the existence of certain higher
order goods possible. For example, compassion and empathy would not be
possible if no one ever suffered the slightest discomfort and, similarly,
heroism and courage would be impossible if no one ever was in real danger of
suffering some harm. So it is clear that the existence of at least some forms
nf evil is quite compatible with the existence of God. A theistic framework is
quite capable of explaining and justifying their existence by reference to the

outweighing good they are the necessary preconditions for.®

The problem for the theist, though, is that not all evils are justifiable
in this way. Not all suffering and misery is the object of kindness and
sympathy whose goodness could outweigh their badness. There are, what
Mackie calls, wrshsartied eyiis which, as he argues, present the theist with
the insurmountable and impossible task of justifying their existence within

any traditional monotheistic framework:

Cen ihe theist maintain that the only evila thet occurin the warld ere absorbed
evila? When this guestion is squarely put, it is surely plain thel he cannot. On the
one hand there are gurplus first-order evils, auffering and the like which are not
aciuelly used in eny good organic whole, and on the other there are second-order
evilg; these will not be incorparated in secand-order goods, but will contrast with
them: malevolence, cruelty, callousness, cowerdice, end states of affairs in which
there is not progress but decline, where things get worse raiher then better. The
problem, therefore, now recurs as the problem of unabsarbed evils, and we have

as yet no way of reconciling their exiatence with thet of a god of the traditionsl

90rt.7

6 For arguments and discussions of this nature see Swinburne, 29, pp. 145 - 7.
7 Mackie, 1982, p. 155.
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How good is this argument? In ansyering this question we must be able
to give reasonably clear cut answers to at least the following two questions:
(a) Is it really the case that the theist must admit the existence of

unabsorbed evils?
(b) Is it really the case that belief in the existence of unabsorbed evils
is logically irreconcilable with belief in an all-powerful, all-knowing and

wholly good God?

It is clear that in order to give real bite to the argument from evil the
atheologian must be able to show that the only acceptable answer to DD’Lh of
these questions is the affirmative one. Can this be shown? | think it can be,
but | also think that up to this date no one has quite succeeded in doing so.
For, although it is not difficult to point out that, historically, belief in the
world's exceeding and unnecessary sinfulness is an essential element of
monotheistic cosmologies, demonstrating the inconsistency referred to in (b)
has proved to be exceedingly hard. And it seems to me that although
ultimately the correct answer to the second question (b) is also affirmative,
we are still awaiting a rigorous argument which is successful in establishing

this in a philosophically satisfactory wag.a

The Fallacy in the Traditional Approach

This in turn, | believe, is partly due to another historical fact which is
one of the central claims of this thesis: virtually without exception,
discussions on the problem of evil have been carried out without giving due
weight to the fact that if any being with God's qualities decided to create a

world like the actual one, He would do so for some reason or other. In other

8 Gtrictly speaking, Mackie'a notion of unabsarbed evils will also have to be firmed up
and rendered more precise in order to enforce the intuitive appeal aof the sirategy
employed in this thesis. | have given a precise definition of ihe notion below (p. 17.)
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words, we must make a distinction between God's goals and God's means to
achieve those goals. Failure to incorporate and stress this fact as one of the
central assumptions results in a fatal flaw in any argument designed to

establish the nonexistence of God from the fact of evil.

To put it differently, historically the basic mistake was to ask questions
like hst sart af waorld weuld & being wilth Gad s guelities cregte 7 The
intuitively obvious answer: & war/d wilkeut eyi/ , or more precisely, & war/d
withawl unsbsoriied evils, af caurse , never evaded sceptical and atheistic
philosophers yho proceeded from this approach. However, because of another
conceptual truth, namely that there isn't a best possible world, it is

impossible to defend it satisfactorily as Z## right answer and conclusion.

This can be demonstrated with an example of the controversy which
rages over the question of what sort of world a being with God's qualities
would create. Plantinga is set to demonstrate that it is possible for God to
have good reasons for allowing evil which He otherwise, in the absence of
those reasons, not only could but also would eliminate. He does this by a Free
Will Defence. A Free Will Defence is a particular line of argumentation
utilized by theists and is an attempt to specify what could constitute a good
reason for God's allowing evil. As such, it is not an attempt to say what God's
reason for allowing evil actually is, but only what God's reason might
possibly be and then argue that it could be a good one. More specifically, the
first part of the defence goes something like this:

(i) A world containing significantly free moral agents who do some good
and some evil is more valuable than one in which no one is free and everyone
does what is right. This is because the creation of moral value is possible
only in the former.

(ii) However, as it happened, some of the free agents God created decided
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to do what is wrong. It is logically impossible for God to stop them from
doing this and at the same time leave them free with respect to their actions.
Hence the evil allowed by God is perfectly compatible with His omnipotence,

omniscience, benevolence and existence.

In other words the claim in (ii) is that in creating free agents God could
not have brought it about that all free agents always do what is right. For if
this means that He somehow caused them alvways to do what is right, then

they would not be free. And how else could we make sense of that phrase?

This is a clever argument no doubt. However, it misses what Mackie
considers to be a crucial point, namely that there are many possible worlds
which are much better than ours. There are possible worlds which have much
less evil than ours and worlds which have no unabsorbed evils at all and in
which significantly free moral agents always freely choose what is right.
Therefore, Mackie wants to conclude, if God existed, instead of creating our
world, He would have created one of these better worlds in which either
there is no evil whatever or just @ minimal amount of it and in which
significantly free moral agents always freely choose what is right. (For the
sake of brevity let these special, superior worlds be called &/phe warias )
But since our world is not one of these alpha worlds, according to Mackie, it
follows that it has not been created by God. By implication it also follows
that there is no such God, for if there was one, He would not have allowed the
actualisation of a world with evils like ours. Thus, Mackie wants to conclude,

the Free Will Defence is unsuccessful ®

By way of another example we can mention Antony Flew who argues along

similar lines when he contends that

9 For the original formulation of this argument see Mackie, 1971, p. 100.
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Omnipotence might have, could without contradiclion be said to have, created
people who would always es & matter of fact freely have chosen ta do the right

thing. 10

And lastly, we must mention Matson:

Bul it is logically possible far there to be a world in which there would be no
moral evil, or ai least not nearly so much; end such a world would be better than
this one. Therefore thia is not the best of all possible worlds, hence God (with a

cahital G) does nol exist.!!

The arguments of these philosophers display the characteristic flaw of
the old approach. For even if God could have created an alpha world of this
sort, a problem arises because it is not at all clear whether anything fits
Leibniz's description Z24e Lest af 6/7 passitile waorlds . As several theists have
pointed out, regardless of what world one specifies, it is always possible to
specify a better one with more happiness and goodness in it.'2 For,ina
way, the description ?#4e fesi passitile war7d is like the description 24

gresitest prime number , which is not satisfiable by any particular number.

However, perhaps because so far nearly everyone has failed to
capitalize on this observation!?, atheologians seem to be quite oblivious to
the fact that this will eventually present difficulties for their arguments. To

point out that there are alpha worlds actualisable by God which are far better

10 Flew, 1955, p. 152.
11 Matson, 1965, p. 166.
12 See, for instence, Plantings, 1975, p. 34.

13 Schiesinger and Journet, for inatence, are exceplions to this. See Schlesinger,
1982, pp. 25 - 31; end Journet, 1963, pp. 117 - 8.
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than ours simply isn't enough for their purposes. From the mere fact that
there are possible worlds which are much better than ours, and from the fact
that God could have created moral agents who would always freely chose the
good, it does not follow that if God existed He wew/d have created an alpha
world with agents like that instead of this present one. Why doesn't it?
Because given that there is no best possible world, it would be irrational for
a divine creator to attempt creating the best one of all the possible worlds.
That would be Tike trying to find the greatest possible number. For any
particular warld God might want to actualise there would always be g better
one than it. " Hence a divine maximiser of value would necessarily fail to
create anything at all if there being better worlds than the one He intended
for actualisation constituted a sufficient reason for not creating it. If there
isn't @ best possible world which God can create, the reason in question would
be sufficient by itself to persuade the Creator to decide against actualising

any one particular world.

Given these states of affairs, and God's goal to create, say value, it
#ould be irrational for him to aim at maximizing value. The only rational

strategy for Him, therefore, is to be @ satisficer regarding value. 19

14 Echlesinger tries to dissolve the problem of evil by an argument relevantly
enalegous to this ane. It does nol occur to him, however, that the problem he
legitimately dismisses on maximizing grounds resurfeces on setisficing ones. This is
why his argument fails to touch the problem as reformulsated in this thesis.

(Schlesinger, 1582, p. 29.)

15 A morel sati sficerig one who does not attempt elweys to do whel is the best, but
only whet is good enough. And, according to moral satisficing principles, there are
tirnes when less than the best mey be good enough. According to setisficing
consequentielism, for example, "an act might qualify 65 morally right through having
good enough consequences, even though better consequences could have been produced
in the circumatences’. {Slote and Peltit, 1984, p. 140.)

Of course, morel setisficing need not be tied to consequeniielism alone. The more general
ides behind it i3 thet an ection is morally right if it is above & certein satisficing
threshold of "good enoughness®, however specified. Far more details on morel
satiaficing see Slote and Petlit, 1984
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Otherwise, we would have the consequence that, despite all His perfections,
God can fail to exercise His own will. But this is absurd and, therefore, the
only rational expectation anyone can have of a divine creator of worllds is that
the world actualised for this or some other purpose should be a gaad enatigh
one.'® But, if so, Mackie and Flew are hard put to task, for they will have to
argue that the actual world does not meet the adequacy threshold of being

good enough.

It will be useful, perhaps, to indicate briefly the enormity of their task.
It seems that it is a plausible way to explicate the notion of a good enough
world as one in which the sum of the goods is s/gw//icsent/y greater than the
sum of the bad. In other words, according to this satisficing criterion, a
world meets the adequacy threshold just in case it has some significant
positive sum-value after the sum of its evils is subtracted from the sum of
its goods. But if this is a satisfactory way of explicating the notion of a good
enough veorld, showing that this criterion is not satisfied in the case of the
actual world seems to be an insurmountable task. Considering the
eschatological nature of monotheistic religions, it seems extremely unlikely
and, therefore, implausible to say that God could not in the future transform
this world in such a way that eventually the sum of the evils accumulated in
it during its history will be quite significantly outweighed by some not yet

seen (but already promised) infinite future good.

And this is where and how all atheological arguments from evil that

proceed from the old approach are bound to fail. They cannot rationally

16 McCloskey fails to maeke this aimple deduction after defending the view that
Leibniz’s nolion of the best of all possible worlds is an incoherent one. Inatead he goes
on and insists that this "in no way invalidates the basic ethical principle. .. that an
all-perfect being ought/must elways to chopse the betier rather then the less good".
‘ (McCloskey, 1974, p. 82.)
This position is especielly puzzling in view of 1he fact thet he also accepts the view thet
noil even en omnipotent being can be required ta do the lagicelly impossible. (p. 45.)
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support the intuitively attractive claim that if God existed He would have
created a world without evil. For there doesn’'t seem to be any better reason
to support this claim than the fact that such a world would have been a better
world than the actual one. And, as we have already seen, this is not enough for
the purpose because the same lack would be present in &7y particular world
which God might have actualised. It would be irrational of God to decide
against actualising some world, say, a world like the actual one, just because
there are better ones which He could create. For it is true of eyary such
world that God can create better worlds than it. Therefore, if the argument
from evil is to be given support in a philosophically satisfactory way, an

altogether different approach is needed.

The Mew Approach

The backbone of the approach suggested in this thesis essentially
consists in putting the emphasis on the fact that if, as monotheists
universally claim, the world has been created by God, 77 was dane sa wilh
same purpese ar ather . Furthermore, if we distinguish between morally
acceptable and unacceptable gaes/s and morally acceptable and unacceptable
mesns , the contradiction between the claim that (unabsorbed) evils exist
and the claim that the creator of this world is an all-good God should become
easier to show. It is necessary to elaborate on these ideas in a bit more
detail.

The first thing to note is that the question W&t sart a7 warid wawld &
being with &eds sltribuies creste? is an incomplete one for the purpose at
hand. It is analogous to asking something like h%e? sart af campuler
£ragremme wauld the waric s Lest pragremme writer cregte? Clearly, this
is an incomplete question as it stands, for we cannot specify the features of

the programme unless we know at least roughly the purpose the programme is
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intended for. Similarly with God. We must approach the whole issue of
creation with this fundamental assumption that it has been created with
sorme particular purpose yrhich is different from creation itself. In other
words, given that on account of His benevolence God would never create evil
for its own sake, the creation of the actual world with its large amount of
evil and moral wickedness can only be a /eés/72s to an end. But on account of
God's benevolence we know that He could only have a good purpose in mind
when He decided to create the world. With these observations in mind the

dilemma | propose for monotheism is this:

Either God created the world and allows it to be as it is for its own
sake, or He created it and allows the world to be as it is for the sake of
something else. It is clear, however, that He could not have created it as it is
for its own sake. For since God is in all respects perfect and is intrinsically
opposed to evil, He cannot will or allow its existence either directly or out of
negligence.

But He could not have created the world for the sake of something else
either. For, since He is benevolent, His purpose would have to be a marally
acceptable one. And, if so, since He is omnipotent and omniscient as well, He
cou]d have accomplished such a purpose without the existence of evil — more
precisely, He could have accomplished it without the existence of unabsorbed
evils:

So either way, God, if He existed, would neither have actively created nor
would have allowed the actualisation of an evil world like the actual one.

Therefore, God cannot exist.

Failure to see the issue from this perspective, led some philosophers to
gssert that God would not eliminate evil in all conceivable circumstances.
And among the defenders of monotheism the most cherished circumstance of

this sort is believed to be one in which God has a good reason for allowing
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evil. But these philosophers are mistaken and | shall attempt to show in this
thesis that the concept of God together with the fact that God could have
accomplished His purpose without the existence of unabsorbed evils
deductively implies that God cannot have a morally acceptable reason for
allowing or purposefully employing these evils for achieving any morally

permissible goal.

If my arguments are correct, the atheist need not make the strong, and
prima facie implausible, claim that w#&leyver the circumstances, insofar as
it is logically possible for Him to do so, God will eliminate and prevent all
evil. He can afford to assert instead the weaker and obviously true version of
that claim by inserting in front the qualificatory clause &/7 aiher things
Leing equsl - the claim that &/7 ainer things being equsl, insarsr 8s it 7s
WIthIn His pawer. God wiil eliminate end preveht 811 eviis of the relevent
sort . And once this is granted, it is easier to argue that whatever purpose
God might have had in mind, insofar it was a morally agreeable one, the
qualificatory clause is or can be satisfied in all circumstances. One of the
major contentions of this thesis, then, will be that God cannot have a good
reason for allowing unabsorbed evils because, given His qualities and
excellences, for Him all other things && and swst he equal. Therefore,
irrespective of His purpose, since it was within His power God, if He existed,
would have prevented at least the existence of evils of the above mentioned

sort.

Some of my claims are bound to be controversial and it would be overly
optimistic to expect a universal acceptance of all my arguments in support of
my main thesis. But even so, | hope that this new approach has the virtue of
allowing a clearer view of the most fundamental assumptions held by the
debating parties and thereby an easier way of bringing the controversy, one

way or another, to a conclusion.
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Z2The Argument

(1) Unabsorbed evils exist.

(2) God is omnipotent and, therefore, he is able to bring about any
logically possible state of affairs the bringing about of which is compatible

with being brought about by a being with God's other attributes.

(3) God is essentially omniscient and therefore He knows for certain at
any particular time any detail of the past, present and the future, as well as
all the possible ways things could have been and also how things would in
fact have been if certain things were contrary to fact. In short, God has

certain and complete knowledge of everything there is to know.!?

(4) There are many possible worlds actualisable by God which are just
as good or even better than the actual one for realizing any morally
acceptable goal. Meny of these worlds are without unabsorbed evil and are
ones in which every significantly free moral agent always freely does what is

right. (For brevity's sake | shall call these gjahe 1warios )

(5) God is an all-good, perfect roral agent and is totally and
intrinsically opposed to evil. He is not selfish, careless, stupid or childish
enough to mess around with people’s lives. Consequently, whatever the
circumstances, &// ather things teing egusl, God will seek the prevention and
elimination of all evil the elimination of which constitutes a logically

possible task for him.

17 another way of saying thig is to say that God knows everylhing relevant to the
aciusl history of the world end He has middle knawledge as vell. Middle knowledge is
knoviledge abaut whet wauld be or would have been the case if certain things were
different from the way they in fact were, are or will be.
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(2), (3), (4), and (5) imply (6):

(6) God, as an all-powerful, all-knowing and all-good agent, cannot have
a good, morally acceptable reason for allowing the actualisation of a world
containing unabsorbed evils and, therefore, if God_ existed, the actual world

yould be an alpha world devoid of them.

But undoubtediy

(7) The actual world is not an alpha world because a lot of unabsorbed
evil exists. (Implication from (1) given the definition of an alpha world as
given in premise (4).)

Therefore, equally undoubtedly

(8) God does not exist.

As far as | can see this argument is deductively valid and therefore if
it could be plausibly argued that all of its premises are true, we would have a

justification for the thesis that there indeed is a logical problem of evil.
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2 The Premises

{1) Unabsorbed evils exist.

Since the discussion and defence of a number of the subsequent
premises will involve the claim that evil exists, it is best if | clarify from
the outset its intended scope. For, as | already indicated, for present purposes
| do not intend to extend the scope of the concept of evil to everything which
is unpleasant or disagreeable to us for one reason or another. The existence of
certain kinds of minor evils such as the pain from a burnt finger or a bee
sting, may or may not constitute evidence against the existence of God. A
world without what is sometimes termed gr7meary or 7irst arder evils would
be, perhaps, an utopia which not many of us would really welcome or choose
for ourselves. Many first order evils may well be necessary to make the
human life really interesting, stimulating and satisfying. Therefore, | do not
intend these evils to fall under the scope of my claim that £v// eyisis wiich

15 prafilemestic for belier in Gad .

Instead, | shall unconditionally grant the possibility that many first
order evils are necessary for the existence of second order goods, such as
heroism, empathy, mercy and compassion. My claim, however, is that second
order evils and some forms of intense and, what seem to be, utterly
purposeless forms of first order evils do present a problem for theistic belief
and it is these ones that | have in mind when | say that evil exists or that God
should not have allowed evil into the world. It is the presence of these, what
Mackie called wrshsarfed evils, which disqualifies the actual world from

being an alpha world.
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The notion of an wwslsariied evi7 |, however, must be refined and
rendered more precise before good use can be made of it. This is because in
its present shape it could be interpreted in such a way as to give the
impression that a sound, defensible theodicy is possible. It could be taken to
mean, for instance, evils which in some vague sense, are ¢26ccapislie .

In fact, John Hick seems to be arguing exactly along these lines:

The greatest difficulty in the wey of [e successful theodicy] is, | think, the stark
question whether we can [reesonably] believe thei the postulated end cen justify the
known means; whether all 1he pain and suffering, cruelty end wickedness of human

life can be rendered acceptable by an end-stete, however gr;-cacl."3

And his position is that “[there can be] a future good so great as to
render acceptable, in retrospect, the whole human experience, with all its

wickedness and suffering”.!®

Unfortunately Hick leaves it a total mystery as to how exactly we
should understand this notion of eyi/ seing rendered sccaplshie in retrospect .
But, if his notion is to bear real relevance to the problem at hand, whatever
else he might mean by it he must mean at least this much: that the existence
of the evils concerned will, in the future, be made compatible with the
existence of God as an all-good, all-powerful and all-knowing agent.
Consequently, all | have to show here is that there is a defensible way of
explicating the notion of an unabsorbed evil according to which many familiar
evils, such as rape and child abuse for instance, will turn out to be impossible
to absorb even in the long run, in the sense that their existence cannot be
reconciled with that of God regardless of what wonders the obscure future

might bring.

18 Hick, 1977, p. 385.
19 yick, 1977, p. 326.
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For this purpose | propose the following candidate:

A avil is unshsarhed just 1 cese either

{1) it outweighs the emaunt of good 16ciliteted twy il or

() the gaad in guestion caild heve heen sohieved lhraugh the

empiaiment af same /esseér eyvil

And canversely,

An eyil is shsorbed just 1 c8seé

£ 7t is autweighed by the emaunt af goad 16ciiiisled by i, eng
{3 the goad in quesition cauwld nat have been schieved through the

empiatinent af saie lgsser evil

These definitions should enable the atheologian to say the intuitively
right thing: namely that unless the actual world is the best one possible,
many evils in the world are unabsorbed and there is no way they could be

absorbed at a later stage by a future good, however great.2%

For, on this account, even if some evils are going to serve some very
useful purpose, if the purpose in question could have been achieved without
them or if it could have been achieved by employing less evil, the evils in
guestion are unabsorbed. Their absence is compatible with the existence of
all the positive good found in the world. For example, although being burned
and disfigured for 1ife on the face may deter a child from ever again playing
with matches in the future, a good spanking, more education, closer
supervision and perhaps a painful, burned finger would have been just as
effective in achieving the same result. On this account, being disfigured and

disabled for life is an unabsorbed evil despite the fact that, strictly speaking,

20 and there are very few theista who will nol admit thal the actuel world is not the
best one possible.
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it happens to serve some very good purpose (beside the bad ones) right

through the individual's life.

And even if we take into account all the benefits of such an experience
and find that they jointly outweigh its badness, it still would be demonic to
even think that this is good enough, that it is acceptable that a child should
learn this important lesson in such a harsh manner when less brutal and less
disastrous ones are available. We all agree that accidents of this sort should
never happen and we take many precautions to prevent them. And no doubt
even the theists hold the same about whole hosts of other evils as well, such

as the ones already referred to: rape and child abuse.?!

Clearly, there are innumerable unabsorbed evils like these around and,
conseguently, the actual world does not and cannot meet the adequacy
threshold of being @ good enough world for any morally permissible purpose.
For, even if God is a moral satisficer, not only regarding goals but also
regarding means, only alpha worlds with no unabsorbed evils in them can meet
that threshold.22 This is because God is intrinsically opposed to evil and it
conflicts with His benevolence to say that He allows unabsorbed evils which
He could eliminate or prevent. There is simply no justification for doing this
and this fact certifies to the appropriateness and legitimacy of the
definitions proposed. These definitions also accord well with monotheistic
views of the state of the world. According to these faiths there is much
unnecessary evil in the world and they relentlessly exhort mankind to stop

committing any more of them.

2l rore good, lively discussion on the various types af goods and evila aee Matson,
1965, pp. 149 - 53. More importently, however, see McCloskey, 1974, pp. 13- 5.
22 Thig doesn’i, of course, mean that all elpha vworlds meet that threshold. Being an
alpha sarld is a necessary but nat sufficient condition far being e good enough world
for God's creative act.
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All this, however, is not to say that in some other sense God will not be
able to render acceptable in retrospect all of the world's wickedness and
suffering. It is possible, for instance, that God is going to resurrect the dead
and beg for our forgiveness for allowing us to be unnecessarily harmed and
tortured in all sorts of ways. He could, perhaps, spoil us all so lavishly that
we will be moved to forgive Him for everything despite all the terrible
experiences He failed to spare us from. Such a situation could be made
possible, perhaps, by a natural extension of our pragmatic attitude expressed
in the saying A// is welil 56t ends well . However, it would be a mistake to
suppose that such a rendering acceptable in retrospect is sufficient to justify
the existence of unabsorbed evils in the sense of reconciling their existence
with that of an omnipotent, omniscient and benevolent God. If it was in God's
power to achieve His goals without allowing unabsorbed evils into the created
arder, there simply cannot be a morally satisfactory justification for His

allowing them in the first place.

As far as | can see, the monotheistic concept of God by itself
guarantees that God not only cew/d have but also wew/d have achieved any
morally agreeable goal by employing as little evil as it was absolutely
necessary for its realization. And this claim has brought us to the next
premise of the argument because a justification of it is impossible without a
detailed analysis of the concept of God as the highest possible, the uniquely

all-powerful, all-knowing and all-good agent.
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{2) God is omnipotent and, therefore, He is able to bring about
any logically possible state of affairs the bringing about of which
is compatible with being brought about by a being with God’s other

attributes.

The first part of this premise simply states an essential element of the
monotheistic belief system, namely, that God is all-powerful. The second part
renders the first one more precise by placing two restrictions on the concept
of omnipotence:

(a) The first one is that an omnipotent being is not required to be able
to perform the logically impossible in order to qualify properly as all-
powerful. For example, it would be most unreasonable to accuse anyone
(including God) of impotence just because he was unable to draw a round
square or because he was unable to find the greatest prime number. The
difficulties in performing such feats lie not in anyone’s shortcomings, but in
the conceptual incoherence of the tasks proposed.

(b) The second restriction absolves an omnipotent being from being
required to be able to bring about possible states of affairs which are
inconsistent with His bringing them about. For example, the creationof a
world is a logically possible task for God, but the creation of a world which
is not created by God is not. Again, climbing a tree is a logically possible
task, for even children do it. But it is nevertheless impossible for God to
climb trees which aren’t ever climbed by him. This restricted construal of the
concept of omnipotence is relatively uncontroversial and, therefore, it is

unnecessary for me to pursue it here at any greater length.

However, what is commonly known as 24e slane psrédey or ihe
persaay af omnifalénce seems to pose a serious threat to this understanding

of the concept. The simplistic and familiar version of the paradox is as
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follows: Can an all-powerful being create such a huge stone that He Himself
cannot 1ift it? Either way we would want to answer that question, it seems
that omnipotence is an impossible attribute to have. For 1f one can create
such a stone, then one cannot lift it. Because of this one cannot be said to be
omnipotent. On the other hand, if one cannot create such a stone, then one is
equally disqualified from being omnipotent on that account. It seems that

either horn of the dilemma is equally disastrous to omnipotence.

More generally, we can ask whether an omnipotent being is capable of
restricting any one of His powers. If the answer is #&s, then a being whose
power is restricted cannaot be omnipotent. On the other hand, if the answer is
Ne , then the candidate cannot be legitimately said to be omnipotent either,
for there is one thing that He cannot do, namely, restrict His own powers. 5o,
either way we go, it seems that omnipotence is impossible; there must be

sormething wrong with the concept.

But this only see&ms to be the case. The paradox of omnipotence is
solved by pointing out that an omnipotent being can exist and can remain
omnipotent as long as He does not exercise His self-limiting power.
similarly, the answer to the stone paradox is that an omnipotent being with
the ability to create a stone 50 huge that He could not consequently lift can
exist and remain omnipotent as long as He does not exercise His creative

ability in such a self-destructive way.

Ingenious as it is, this solution seems to involve a cost for traditional
theology: namely that it requires the abandonment of the doctrine of divine
immutability — at least in its strongest form. Although we have to keep this
in mind, this should not alarm the theists too much, for the abandonment of
this doctrine need not damage any of the other, vital parts of the theistic

stance 23

23 See, for exemple, Kverivig, 1986, p. 165 and also Swinburne, 1977, pp. 211- 5.
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(3) God is essentially omniscient and therefore He knows for
certain at any particular time any detail of the past, present and
the future, as well as all the possible ways things could have been
and also how things would in fact have been if certain things were
contrary to fact. In short, God has certain and complete knowledge

of everything there is to know.

That God is omniscient is an universal monotheistic claim, but there
seem to be wide disagreements on how exactly the concept of omniscience is
to be understood. For example, Journet insists on the interpretation as

understood above:

God who knows all things not by foresight or memory but by pure vision , anly
geve his plan effect ance he had already made allowance from all eternity for all the free

refusals of his creeture8‘2'4

Hick also seems to suppart this interpretation of omniscience, at least

in passages like the following:

[Evil] cannot be unforeseen by the Crestor ... We must nol suppose that God
intended evil as a small domestic enimel, and was then teken abeck to find it
grawing into e great ravening beast | The creator to whom this could heppen is
not God. 22

Jesus' death was an experience of agonizing pain end suffering ... which wes
worked by humen yrickedness and morsl feilure. The everice of Judes; the blood-
lust of the Jerusalem mob; the cowardice of Pilate; the brutelity of the soldiers,

all contribuled to il: and all were contrery to God's will. ... [Yet] all this was

2‘:”._Icnur'net, 1863, pp 231 - 2,
25 Hick, 1977, p. 289,
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divinely foreseen [by God]. 26

But others disagree and think that this is just another misconception of
the theologians and that omniscience ought to be more narrowly construed.
According to Hartshorne, for instance, although an omniscient being is
required to knows all the details of the past,the present and, perhaps, most of
the future, He is not required to know those details directly or indirectly
dependent on the future free decisions of actual and possible agents.
"Dtherwise would not God be 'knowing' the future as what it is not, that is,

knowing falsely?"27¢

Is there a way to decide which of these two rival interpretations is
correct? The prima facie difficulty in straightforwardly answering this
question lies in the apparent existence of three considerations that could be
taken into account in deciding the theologians' disagreement:

1. An examination of the scriptures of monotheistic faiths.

2. An examination of the actual beliefs of the adherents of these faiths,
taking, perhaps, the view of the majority as the criterion.

3. & judgement upon which of the two interpretations allows for the

construction of a viable theodicy.

26 yick, 1977, p. 355.

Haveever, in ather places, in the face of atheistic arguments which he believes sppeal to
such divine foresight, Hick blatantly contradicts himself and claims that "the Christian
conception of the divine purpose for man requires as its pastulate the stronger notian
of free will as a capacity for choice whose outcome is in principle unpredictable”.
(Hick, 1977, p. 262; see also p. 343)

Itie worth noting thal besides conlredicting other passeqes, this claim is questian
begging as well. Il is question begqing because rather then giving arguments Hick
simply essases that Lthere can be such a thing es a capacity for choice whose outcome
is unpredictable in principle. For it is still et issue whether the thoughis and actions of
free beings are in principle unknovvable until they occur or not.

27 Hartshorne, 1924, p. 27.
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But in actual fact we need not bother at all with these considerations
for deciding the matter at hand. For if it can be plausibly argued that all the
actual and counterfactual free decisions of actual and possible free agents
are predictable in principle and consequently can be known beforehand, the
narrow construal of omniscience is not an option for the theists — not
without virtually giving up the concept of God as the Most High, the Supreme

Being, that of which a greater one cannot be conceived.

A good way to start this imposing task is to dispel some of the most
serious misgivings about the conceptual feasibility of construing God's
omniscience as widely as | am suggesting it has to be construed. For it has
been quite commonly doubted whether it is logically possible for anyone to
have complete knowledge of the sort specified in premise (3). There are
several reasons which seem to warrant such doubts:

The first one of these | shall call i4e 7eig/ist atjectian whichrests on
the thesis that foreknowledge entails the unavoidability of the foreknown
event.

The second one is what | shall call 74e anii-resaiisi alijectian which
essentially relies on the claim that there are no truths about what free
agents will do in the future or would do in situations contrary to fact.

And lastly | shall consider what | shall name 2#4e jeck af jusiivicelion
atrjectianr which is the claim that it is impossible to have adequate
justification for making Awaw/egge c/eims regarding counterfactuals of
freedom or the future free decisions of significantly free agents, even if such

claims happen to be true.

I shall argue that none of these three objections constitutes a threat to
the proposed wide construal of omniscience. For one reason or another, they

all fall short of the truth. To show this | shall take them one by one.
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The Fatalist Objection

Briefly, the heart of this objection is that if someone has
foreknowledge of every detail of the future then, at least on a libertarian
account of freedom, freedom of the will is impossible. But because we are
free, on the assumption that the libertarian account is the correct one, it is

impossible to have foreknowledge of every detail of the future.

More formally, if someone knows some proposition 2 about the future,
then, by the definition of knowledge as justified true belief, & is true. And if
this is so, it cannot be the case that # might not be true. This seems to show
that foreknowledge entails the wesvaigsti7ily of whatever 1s foreknown.
Hence the claim that it is impossible in principle to have foreknowledge of
the actual future free decisions of significantly free agents. Although it can
be conceded that on a compatibilist account of the freedom of the will this
would be possible, it is believed that on a genuinely libertarian account it is

hot.

This objection may have some prima facie plausibility, but a little
reflection makes it clear that it rests on the general fatalist fallacy of
arguing from the truth value of propositions to what is possible and
ultim"éte]g what agents can do. To see that this indeed is a fallacy, consider
just one of its.implicatinns: if it is true now that tomorrow morning you will
have corn flakes for breakfast then it is not in your power to refuse to have
corn flakes for breakfast. Put this way it should be clear that the strateqgy is
wrong. The simple answer to the objection is that it is perfectly possible for
it to be true now that tomorrow | will have corn flakes for breakfast
precisely Lecsuse tomarrovy | will 7ree/y choose to have corn flakes. The

truth values of propositions about the present and the future are fixed by



i science 26

what takes or will take place in the world; and what takes or will take place
in the world often depends on what people do and on what they will freely
decide. Hence, truth and foreknowledge about the future neither determine the
future nor show that the future is inevitable. They only show what is going to
take place as a caniingent matter of fact. And, presumably, what will take

place in the world partly depends on what people will freely decide to do.

The above argument shows that detailed foreknowledge of an
undetermined future is logically possible. There is no contradiction involved
in that claim. On the contrary: positive arguments can be given to the
conclusion that foreknowledge of future contingents is not only possible in
the weak logical sense but that it is quite commonplace. Take as an example
the common experience of approaching the traffic lights. When | sit beside the
taxi driver and see the approaching lights turn amber and then red | know that
the driver will decide to brake and not enter the intersection before the
lights turn once again green. By way of another example, | also know that the
driver upon taking off will not start in the fourth gear straightaway but will
start from first, change to second, to third and finally to fourth in that order.
I know these things by foresight, by knowing the correct way of driving a car

in the traffic and knowing that taxi drivers are experts at it.

It would be rather odd to claim that my foreknowledge of some of the
taxi driver's decisions somehow shows that his decision to stop at the red
light, say, was not really free. It was up to him to stop or speed through the
lights and if | knew beforehand that he would stop, that was partly because
fe decided to stop out of his own free will. To deny this is extremely

implausible. This point has also been made by Schleiermacher:
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We estimate the intimacy between two persons by the foreknawledge one hes of
the aclions of the other, without supposing that in either case, the one or the
other's freedom is thereby endangered. So even the divine foreknovrledge cannat

endanger freedom. 28

The Anti-Realist Objection

The essence of this objection is the anti-realist claim that
propositions about the future and counterfactuals of freedom are
truthvalueless and hence they cannot be the objects of knowledge. But
intuitively this thesis seems wrong and, therefore, 'we need to take a
scrutinizing look at the reasons advanced in support of it. Though other
arguments may be found, | would like to consider here only the three most

threatening ones:

The First Anti-Pealist Arqument

Essentially, this first argument is that there aren't any true
propositions about the future at all because so-called propositions about the
future are in fact propositions about the present.29 Along these lines Geach

argues as follows:

28 Schleierrnecher, 1923, p. 228.

There are, of course, many olher erguments in support of the incompatibility thesis
contested here. But these attempta aren't any more succesaful then the one already
presented above. Helaon Pike, for instance, gave s rather sophisticated argument to
show thaet although human foreknowledge is cornpatible witlh free egency, &vine
foreknovledge is nat. See Pike, 1965, pp. 33 - 4. {Also reprinted in Cahn and Shatz,
1982.)

But Plentinge thoroughly refuted Fike's argument in his 1975. Far an excellent, lucid
account of the Pike - Plantinga shovedoyn an the cornpatibility of humen freedom and
divine omniscience see Quinn, 1985, pp. 271 - 287.

Jonathen L. Kvenvig in hia 1986 hes also considered and refuted three other arguments
in considerable deteil. See Kvanvig, 1986, pp. 72 - 116.

29 shell restrict my discussions here only to proposilions about the future but
presurnebly the very sarme erguments and counter arguments with little modifications
could be developed regarding counterfactual propositions.
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Fulure-land ig a region of faeirytele.' The future’ cansists of certain aclual trends
and tendencies in the present ihet have not yet been fulfilled. ... ... Whel was
going to happen at an earlier time may not be gaing to happen at a later time,
because of same aclion teken in the interim. This is the way we can change the
future: we can and often da bring it ebout that it will not be the case thet p,
although before our action it was going to be 1he case thet p; ... Before the
operation it was right to say 'Johnny is going to bleed to death from the injury"

after the aperation this weas no longer the case. 30

Geach's position can be summarized in a two-step argument as follows:
1) ANl propositions apparently about the future are propositions about
what is going to be the case.
(2) Propositions about what is going to be the case refer to the present,
not the future.
.Therefore,

{3) There are no propositions about the future.

The problematic premise in this argument is the second one. The first
thing to note about it is that it is ambiguous. It can either mean that

(2a) Propositions about what is »e&//y going to be the case refer to the
present, not the future;

or it can mean that

(2b) Fropositions about what is going to be the case 7 mai prevented

refer to the present, not the future.

Futting aside the question whether (2b) is true or false, it is obvious
that {2a) is false. And this is a probler for Geach's argument because it is
valid only if premise (2) is understood as (2a). 1t is obvious that the desired

conclusion does not follow if we read the second premise as (2b).31

30 Geach, 1977, pp. 52, 50.

31 For en eleborate defence of this objection to Geach's ergument see Kvanvig, 1936,
pp. 7- 11,
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Further, if we assume that Geach's first premise (1) is true, we can

reinforce the conclusion that his second premise (2) is false. For this purpose

-

AW

consider the follawing statement: 3

(4) The present tends towards #'s being true, but # will in fact be

falze, even though no one prevents # from being true.

The important thing to note here is that (4) isn't a contradiction. In an
indeterministic universe tendencies of the present are no guarantee that what
are tended towards will in fact occur. For example, when Joe is travelling at
120 km/h and his car goes out of control on an extremely busy motaorway,
states of affairs tend very strongly towards Joe's ending up either in the
morgue or in the hospital. But does it follow from all this that he will in fact

end up in either of those places? Clearly not.

And even if hiz car's going out of control in those conditions causally
determined that he would be killed, it would still not be contradictory to say
at that moment that Joe will not in fact be killed. Of course it would be
fe/s& to say it, but not contradictory. This is because although from that
moment onwards his survival would be a causal impossibility, it would
nevertheless remain Jagicslly possible that he survives. This shows that (4)

wolld not be contradictory even if universal determinism was the case.

But Geach's argument denies this obvious truth. If both of his premises
are true, then the statement & will in fact be false” (which is a statement
about the future and forms part of (4)) is to be understood as meaning "the
present does not tend toward #'s being true” or something equivalent to it.
This means that Geach is forced to regard (4) as a blatant contradiction

because on his thesis {(4) is to be understood as (4'):

(4') The present tends towards #'s being true, but the present does not

tend toward #'s being true, even though no one prevents # from being true.

32 For the ergument which follows | @m indebied to the one in Kvanvig, 1986, pp. 11-3.
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But, as | already argued, (4) is not a contradiction. It has no trace of the
silliness embodied in (4'). Therefore, both of Geach's premises cannot be true.
And since there doesn't seem to be anything wrong with the first one, the

culprit must be the second one.

But however that may exactly be, it is clear that reductionist attempts
to show that there are no propositions about the future along the lines
suggested by Geach are doomed to failure. The reason is that for any argument
which attempts to prove the reducibility of propositions about the future to
propositions about the present a corresponding version of (4) can be found.
And if such a non-contradictory analogue can be found for any reductionist
attempt of this sort, such attempts are clearly futile. Mo argument of this

sort can lend support to the anti-realist thesis | am contesting here.

The Second Anti-Realist Argument

This second argument is specifically directed against the possibility of
middle knowledge. The claim here is that there can't be any true
counterfactuals or subjunctives of freedom because such propositions lack
the necessary truth makers. More specifically, the issue here is whether it is

possible that counterfactual propositions such as (1) and (2) are true:

(1) If David stayed in Keilah, Saul would besiege the city.
(2) If David stayed in Keilah and Saul besieged the city, the men of Keilah

would hand David over to Saul.

The problem with propositions such as these, according to Adams, is
that there do not seem to be any grounds in virtue of which they could be true.
His chief reason seems to be that there was not, is not and will not be actual

states of affairs to which they might correspond:
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e must note that middle knowledge is not simple /f@eknowledge. The enswers
that David got fram the ephod — "He will come down,” and "They will aurrender
you" — are not understood by the thealagiens as categorical prediciions. If they
were calegorical predictions, they wauld be false.. .. For there never was nar
will be an actual besieging of Keilah by Saul, nor en actusl betreyal of David to

Saul by the men of Keilsh, to which those propositions might correspond:33

Adams also lists a number of other ways in which it is impossible to
ground adequately the truth of subjunctives of freedom such as (1) and (2).
But instead of listing them all, | shall move on to meet his basic criticism
that subjunctives of freedom can't be true because there doesn't seem to be a

satisfactory yay of grounding them.

The first thing to note here is that Adams’ argument is too swift.
Instead of giving arguments he simply &ssumes that the truth of these
subjunctives must be grounded in some way or other. But it is not
immediately obvious that this is correct. For example, one might quite
sensibly claim that the proposition "Cats are generally lazy” is true because
most cats are most of the time lazy. This simple explanation does not seem to
mention any gregwgs for the truth of "Cats are generally Tazy” and Adams has
not shown that explanations of this simple sort are unsatisfactory for the
purpose. Consequently, it may well be that (1) and (2) are true simply because
had David stayed, Saul would have besieged and if Saul besieged Keilah, David
would have been surrendered to Saul. Note that | am not arguing here that
explanations of this simple sort are all that are needed for the purpose. i1y
point is simply that, apart from his assumption to the contrary, Adams has

not given us the slightest reason to think it otherwise.

33 Adems, 1987, p. 80. Adems refers here to the Biblical passege found in Semuel |,
Chepter 23. | heve a bit more to sey on this passage below {pp. 64 - 6.)
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But even if Adams is right in his assumption, he is once again'hastg in
expressing doubts regarding the gassitiZizy of middle knowledge.®4 His
only reason for these doubts seems to be his own failure to find the requisite
grounds for the truth of the subjunctives in question. This is puzzling, for
even if the right grounds were never found by anyone, that would still be
insufficient evidence for the conclusion that it is imipassifiie that there
should be true subjunctives of freedom. Otherwise, the claim that "because no
one has ever seen a white crow, it is smpassil/e that there should exist any”

would be a perfectly good argument.

Hovrever, the truth of subjunctives of freedom can be grounded in an
analogous fashion to the way in which Adams seems to be happy to ground the
truth of propositions about the future. He correctly observes that "most
philosophers . . . have supposed that categorical predictions, even about
contingent events, can be true by corresponding to the actual occurrence of
the event that they predict” 35 As Kvanvig pointed out, such an account of
the truth of propositions about the future accords well with the following

thesis regarding the ontological priority of the present:

gince it is what iz pccurring now thet is mast truly real, eny contingent propositian
that is true muat be true in virtue of some relation to some "now"” or other.

Such & position generates simple explenations for the truths ebout the peat and
future. There ere trutha about the past beceuae there was a lime in the pasi at
which some particular event, atate or process, elc vwas "present”. Further, there

are truths about the future because there will be such "present” events at some

future time‘36

34 sdams, 1927, p. 81.
35 Adams, 1987, p. 0.
36 kyanviq, 1926, p. 136.
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We cannot of course explain the truths of subjunctives of freedom in
exactly the same terms as are used to explain either the truths about the
past or the future. But this cannot be counted against the present proposal
because the same holds good both about the past and the future: we cannot
explain the truth of propositions about the past in exactly the terms used
to explain the truth of propositions about the future and we cannot explain
the truth of propositions about the future in exactly the terms used to
explain the truth of propositions about the past. We can only explain either
of these by reference to their respective (then) present: the truth of
prapositions about the future by reference to some later present and the
truth of propositions about the past by reference to some earlier present.
Otherwise the so-called truths about the past and the future would not be

truths about, respectively, the past and the future after all.

The same holds good when it comes to explaining the truth of
counterfactuals in terms of some gresen? . |If we could explain their truth in
terms of a time which either was, /& or wJ// ke present , these so-called
counterfactuals would turn out not to have been about things counter to fact
after all. So the crucial question at hand is whether we can explain the truth
of counterfactuals by reference to some greseni or other? From what went

before, there is a simple and natural step to such an explanation:

Take the claim thel if & werein £, £ would do 4 .This claim aaserts that if
there were a {present) time at which & was then in £, at {hat time & would

(then)da A . 37

37 kvanvig, 1986, p. 136.
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In order to see the practical application of this proposal for grounding
the truth of counterfactuals consider the earlier claim (1), that if David
stayed in Keilah, Saul would besiege the city. Adams’ worry was that he could
not find a satisfactory way of grounding its truth. We are now in a position to
dispel this worry by saying that (1) is true because if there were a (present)
time at which David stayed in Keilah, Saul would (then) have besieged the
city. Similarly with (2): (2) is true because if there was a (present) time at
which David stayed in Keilah and Saul besieged the city, the men of Keilah

would (then) have handed David over to Saul.

We can satisfy ourselves that this is a legitimate and satisfactory
account of grounding the truth of subjunctives of freedom by considering the
way the truth of propositions regarding the present are grounded. Obviously,
what makes contingent claims about the present true is the way the world /s
in fact at 2475 particular time, now. Similarly, what makes claims about the
future true is the way the world w77/ in fact be at the appropriate later
"present” times, at later "nows". In the same way, what makes claims about
the past true is the way the world wé&s in fact at the appropriate earlier
“present” times, at earlier "nows". Analogously, what makes subjunctive
claims true is the way the world waow/d be or wouic heve been at the
relevant "present” times, at which the conditions specified in the antecedent

of the subjunctives concerned obtained.

It might be objected here, however, that all this hardly explains
anything: the whole explanation &sswmes the very thing we sought to explain.
But if this explanation of counterfactuals is question begging, so are our
analogous explanations of how the truth of propositions about the future and

the past are to be grounded:
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If one becomes skepticel that there are truths sbout the future, and insists an a
clarification of what makes these claims true, all that can be offered is »#&!¢

ihe presend wili de 77k& If 1he objeclor then insists that one has begged the
question by appealing to the reslity of the future elready, there is not much mare
that cen be said. Similarly with regerd to the pasi; if one insista on a clarification
of what makes claims about the pest true, all thet cen be of fered is A&l doe
gresent 1és ke And again, if the objector insists thet one has begged the
question by eppesling to the reality of the past, there is not much more to be seid.

Finally, the same goes for claims about subjunctives of freedam39

In short, if these circularity objections are to be taken seriously, with
the cansequence that the truth of subjunctives of freedom cannot be grounded
in the way proposed here, the truth of propositions about the future and the
past can't be grounded either for the very same reasons. And | trust that there
will be general consensus that if the truths of the future and the past are to
be abandoned with subjunctives of freedom for these reasaons, so much the

worse for Adams’ worries about the grounding of subjunctives of freedom.

On the other hand it may be that Adams had something entirely
different in mind in requiring that the truth of subjunctives be adequately
grounded. If so, it is not at all clear what that might have been. He says that
“those who believe [that middle knowledge] is possible have some explaining
to do"3% This, of course, is true. However, before setting us to the task, it
would have been only fair if Adams took his fair share in explaining, or at
least broadly indicating his requirements for the satisfactory explanation he

is purportedly looking for.

38 kvanvig, 1926, pp. 136 - 7.
39 adems, 1927, p. 1.
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The Third Anti-Realist Argument

This third argument is perhaps the most powerful one that can be made
against the possibility of middle knowledge. The argument, once again, is
Adams' and it is a short but powerful attempt to show that the law of
conditional excluded middle (CEM) is false. 40

Unfortunately the argument is a disconcertingly swift treatment of a
highly complicated and delicate issue. This, | believe, is the chief reason why
some authors, like Jonathan L. Kvanvig, who gave an otherwise remarkable
criticism of Adams’ article, completely missed both its point and its force.
Kvanvig quite appropriately criticises Adams for denying the CEM without
giving a decent counterexample of his own to it. He also correctly points out
that the ones which Adams makes reference to in the literature are not
particularly convincing because they invariably fail to make the needed

metaphysical point that would show that the law in question is indeed false:

The examples that are used are of the following kind. First, it is claimed to be true
that:

(10) If Reegen and Chermenko had been compatriots, then either Reagan would have
been a Russian or he would not.

Yel, it is claimed, neither of the following is true:

(11} If Reegen and Chermenko had been corpatriots, then Reagan would haeve been a
Russian.

(12) If Reagen end Chernenko had been compatriots, then Reagen would not have
been a Rugsian.

| do not find exarnples of this sort especially cornpelling, for it is easy to confuse
whether either (11) or (12) is true with whether and how one might determine

which of the two is true. | have no ides which is true; bul thet is an

40 have already considered this particular ergument of Adems’ in my essay "Where

Did Jacksan Err? {In Defence of Actualism)”. There | have consirued it as one of the beat
arguments against the ethicel doctrine of actualism. Hovever, since Adems specifically
employs il egainst the passibilily of middle knowledge, completeness requires that its
discussion, with the approprieie modifications, should also be included here.
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epistemological point, not & metsphysicel one - and it is & metaphysical point thet

needs to be established to shove ket neither of the twois true.‘“

Kvanvig is right in what he says. But his words also betray that he
failed to recognize Adams’ argument for what it really is: A brief but
powerful attempt to establish just the metaphysical point he has been asking
for. It is worth presenting and examining the argument in greater detail.

Adams is arguing against the view that fy dhe CEY either (37 ar (47 7s lrue

(3} If David stayed in Keilah, Saul would not besiege the city.

(4') If David stayed in Keilah, Saul would besiege the city.

Adams’ argument is that since as a matter of fact David didn't stay in
Keilah, neither of these claims is true and, therefore, the CEM is false. This is
because “[we can] deny both of them by asserting, "I David stayed in Keilah,

Saul might or might not besiege the city™ 42

Is the Argument Yalid?

I shall set out the argument in greater detail and elaborate on it
A relatively minor point to note is that, strictly speaking, Adams’ argument is
invalid. The claim that "If David stayed in Keilah, Saul might or might not
besiege the city” can be true without both (3') and (4') being false. For
example if it is true that Saul might besiege the city but false that he might
not (say, because determinism is true and Saul cannot help but besiege) then
the claim that "If David stayed in Keilah, Saul might or might not besiege the

city” is still true but this is quite compatible with the truth of {4').

* kvanvig, 1926, pp. 131 - 2,
42 Adams, 1927, p. 79,

An edactly enalogous, but more detailed, argument egainat subjunctive conditionals is
mede by Micheel Tooley. 5o anything | sey here conceming Adams’ erqument equally
holds againat Tooley's. See Tooley, 1980, p. 364.
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Similarly, if it is false that Saul might besiege the city but true that
he might not then the claim that "If David stayed in Keilah, Saul might or
might not besiege the city” is still true but this is quite compatible with the
truth of (3'). The upshot of all this is that if Adams wants to deny Zaés (3')
and (4') then instead of saying "If David stayed in Keilah, Saul might &~ might
not besiege the city” he has to affirm "If David stayed in Keilah, Saul might
gnd might not besiege the city”. With all likelihood this is in fact what
Adams really wanted to say and, therefore, this is what henceforward | shall

assume.
In other words, what Adams is saying is that both (3) and {(4) are true:

(3) If David stayed in Keilah, Saul might besiege the city.
(4) If David stayed in Keilah, Saul might not besiege the city.

Furthermore, Adams would want to claim that (3') and (3) are
incompatible and, therefore, they imply each other's negation. The same goes
for (4') and (4) respectively. Therefore, since both (3) and (4) are true, both
(3') and (4) are false; in which case we have the metaphysical point Kvanvig

has been asking for.

The argument from (3) to the denial of (3') has the following form:
(1) If 4 were the case, & might be the case.
Therefore, (1') is falge;

(1) If 4 were the case, & would not be the case.

Similarly, the argument from (4) to the denial of (4') has the following
form:

(2) If 4 were the case, & might not be the case.

Therefore, (2') is false:

{2') If 4 were the case, & would be the case.
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These argument forms are clearly valid. To take the first one, it is
impossible to affirm (1) without denying (1). If given &4 , # would not be the
case then it is contradictory to say that given 4 , £ might nevertheless be
the case . Similarly, it is impossible to affirm (27) without denying (2). If
given 4, & would be the case then it is contradictory to say that it

nevertheless might not be.

Are the Premises True?

The only thing in dispute, therefore, remains the truth of the premises.
Given the argument’s validity, the credibility of the conclusion will be only as
good as the strength of the arguments advanced in support of the premises
are. The main, if not the only, argument for the claim that in the case of
arguments of these forms both premises, [i.e., both (1) and (2)], must be
affirmed , is that this is necessitated by the indeterminist supposition that
the future is really open, in the sense of not being determined. IT we really
suppose, for instance, that in the hypothetical situation where David stays in
Keilah Saul was free to besiege the city and also free not to besiege it, then,
on pain of inconsistency, we must affirm the truth of both (3) and (4). That is,
on the plausible supposition that the correct account of freedom is the
libertarian one, we must say that in case David stayed in Keilah, it is true to
say that Saul might have besieged the city and it is also true to say that he

might not have.

But these claims are wrong. And this can be demonstrated by having a
closer look at just how much of the meaning of "might” in those sentences
needs to be affirmed in order to allow for the libertarian assumption
regarding the indeterminacy of the future. For although the general meaning of
the term m7ight loqically entails /¢ /s nat the case thaet it wauld net and
similarly the meaning of might #a? logically entails Jf /s wat the case thst

it would , these implications are not secured by that particular reading of
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might and srigis? ne? which must be affirmed in order to allow for the
indeterminist assumption. Simply put, my thesis is that

(a) There is another, weaker reading of s27g/#! and migit nat beside
the rather strong one which Adams’ argument employs. This is what David
Lewis would call the wew/c-tre-passifiie reading of #7igh! which is to be
contrasted with its »saf-waw/g-nai reading which Adams’ argument assumes
and emplays. 47

(b) The assumption of indeterminism guarantees only the truth of this
weaker, wawld-te-passitiie reading of the relevant premises and not the
truth of their na?-wawic-nat reading which Adams’ argument employs.

(c) These waw/g-he-passifiie readings of the relevant premises are not
strong enough to entail the desired anti-realist conclusions and,

consequently, Adams’ argument fails.

As part of substantiating these claims, | suggest that the following,
somevwrhat restricted interpretation of (1) (or something equivalent to it) is
all that is secured by the supposition that the future is genuinely

undetermined:

(1-) If 4 were the case then it would be that: & is possible.
(Or what is the same thing: If 4 were the case then it would be

possible for &Z to be the case).

Furthermore, | also suggest that the very same supposition is capable
of securing nothing more than the following, similarly restricted,

interpretation of {2) {(or something logically equivalent to it):

{2-) If 4 were the case then it would be that: #ef & is possible.
(Or alternatively: If 4 were the case then it would be possible for saf &

to be the case).

43 Lewis, 1286, pp. B3 - 4.
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Defence of These Claims

| trust that, on refiection, the truth of these claims becomes obvious.
Mevertheless, it is prudent to anticipate distrust from certain quarters.
Because of incompatible commitments in other fields or because of a long
held conviction to the contrary, one may wonder whether there is anything
more to be said in favour of this thesis beside this appeal tﬁ intuition. In
other words, it may be doubted whether this allegedly prima-facie plausible
position is coherent and sound enough to form the basis of a viable research
programme which could eventually succeed in substantiating my thesis

(consisting of (aJ, (b and (c) above).

As a satisfactory response to such skepticism what must be shown
here is that on the relevant assumptions the truth conditions of these two
readings are different. This can be done by showing that there is at least one
situation in which one of them is true while the other one is false. More
specifically, on indeterministic assumptions a possible situation must be
specified in which the #a?-1waeu/d-nat readings of the relevant premises are
false but their wow/g-be-possitiie readings are true. This would conclusively
show both that the truth conditions of the two readings concerned are
different and that indeterminism fails to support satisfactorily the requisite

readings of the relevant premises for Adams’ argument.

It is evident, however, that the construction and specification of such a
situation will inevitably have to be done in the context of, and with resort to,
some sort of system of counterfactual semantics. Without that it is
impossible to explicate further those two types of readings and additional
support can be given neither to the intuition that their truth conditions are
not the same nor to the intuition that indeterminism assures us of the weaker

one's truth alone.
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Currently it is beyond me to develop such a semantics of counterfactuals
from scratch. It is also beyond the purposes of this thesis to defend any such
semantics that may happen to exist already. For the time being | shall have to
satisfy myself only with showing how my thesis can be made good within the
framework of an already existing and widely accepted possible worlds
sernantics for counterfactuals. The particular system | have chosen for the
purpose is that of David Lewis and, | must hasten to add, it may not be
flawless. But | think that it is as promising a research programme as any
other one of its kind that is currently available on the market. And in the
circumstances this ought to be enough to give us confidence that the thesis
| am arguing for need not rely on its intuitive appeal alone. This much said, it

is time to explicate the relevant readings:

On Lewis' similarity account of counterfactuals we can make sense of
the two readings as follows:

(1) means that in some of the most similar worlds to ours where 4 is
the case, & is also the case; whereas (1-) means that Z is possible in all of
them.

Similarly, (2) means that in some of the most similar worlds to ours
where 4 is the case, wa! 7 is the case; whereas (2-) means that #af & is

possible in all of them.

Dbviously, the two readings are not the same. On indeterministic
assumptions, they have different truth conditions. To see this, take the
situation in which there is an unfulfilled possibility of # in all of the most
similar worlds to ours where 4 is the case. In this situation (1) is false but
(1-)is true and so is, of course, {(1°). But this means that unlike (1), (1-) is
quite compatible with (1') and, therefore, the earlier conclusion to the denial

of this last one no longer follows.
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Similarly, on the assumption that indeterminism is the case and,
therefore, that there are genuine, objective but unfulfilled possibilities, in
the situation in which there is an unfulfilled possibility of »af & in all of the
most similar worlds to ours where 4 is the case, (2) is false whereas (2-)
is true and so is, of course, (2'). But, once again, this means that unlike (2),
(2-1is quite compatible with (2') and, therefore, the earlier conclusion to the

denial of this last one fails as well.

The Failure of Adams’ Argument

This shows that my criticism of Adams’ argument holds good. Firstly,
the indeterminist assumption does not secure by itself the particularly wide,
nat-wawid-nat readings of (1) and (2) which are assumed by Adams. We have
seen that on a Lewisian-type account the indeterministic assumption that the
future is genuinely open only guarantees the truth of their more parsimonious
counterparts (1-) and (2-). |

And secondly, unlike (1) and (2), (1-) and (2-) are quite compatible with
(1) and (2') respectively and, therefore, the earlier implication to the denial
of these latter ones no longer follows. This is because unlike on the »a?-
waowig-nat interpretation, on the wew/d-be-passit/e interpretation might
does not logically entail /7 js nat the case tast 7t waevid net . And, similarly,
although on the former interpretation m7g»2¢ nat logically entails 77 js nat
he case that 7t woewld , this implication no longer holds if might nat is

interpreted as 77 wauid be passitie thst nat .

More to the point, contrary to Adams’ suggestiaon, in the hypothetical
situation where David remains in Keilah the supposition that Saul is genuinely
free does not guarantee by itself the »sai-wavig-nat reading of either (3) or
(4). | trust that it is obvious that the libertarian supposition on its own only

guarantees their waw/g-te-possitie readings (3-) and (4-):
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(3-) If David stayed in Keilah, it would be that: Saul besieges the city
is possible. (Or alternatively, it would have been possible for Saul freely to
besiege the city.)

(4-) If David stayed in Keilah, it would be that: Saul does not besiege
the city is possible. (Or alternatively, it would have been possible for Saul
freely to omit besieging the city.)

And it is clear that, unlike (3) and (4), (3-) and (4-) are quite
compatible with (3') and (4') respectively. Consequently, the earlier

implication to the denial of these latter ones no longer follows.

Let us summarize: Anti-realists sympathetic to Adams’ argument are
faced with the following dilemma: Either they accept the #ef-waw/d-nat
interpretation of #27g4¢ in the relevant premises or they accept the wew/a-
ne-passifé/e interpretation of it. If the former, their arguments are
deductively valid but they don't seem to be able to justify the premises.
Contrary to anti-realist suggestions, the indeterministic supposition is
insufficient by itself to necessitate the maef-wau/d-nat readings of (1), (2),
(3) and (4) which would be incompatible with (17, (27, (3') and (4"
respectively. Obviously, such readings stand in need of defence and how such a
defence might proceed, without assuming the falsity of these latter ones

from the very start, is hard to ses.

But grasping the other horn of the dilemma is equally disastrous to
anti-realist ambitions. For, although in this situation the truth of the
relevant premises is guaranteed by the indeterminist assumption that the
future is open, the waw/g-be-passitie readings of these premisés are too

weak for the purpose. They fail to imply the desired anti-realist conclusions.
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The conclusion to draw here is that what seemed to be Adams’ best
anti-realist argument against subjunctives of freedom 1$ @ sophism. It can't
give support to the anti-realist position which philosophers like Adams
advocate. The thesis in question still stands in need of an adequate defence,

and how such a defence might go still remains to be seen.

Fositive Support for the CEM

On the other hand we have good reasons to think that the law Adams
sought to deny is true. As an appeal to intuition, consider the following
passage from Alvin Flantings:

... 1 do not know howe o produce a concluaive argurnent for this supposition, in
case you are inclined to dispute it. [But] | do think it i= the natural view, the one
we take inreflecting on aur owhn morel failures and triumphs. Suppase | have
spplied for a Netional Science Foundetion Fellowship end have asked you to write
me & recommendation. | arm esger 1o get the fellowship, but eminently unqualified
to carry out the project | have proposed. Realizing that you know this, | ect upan
the mawxim that every mean has his price and of fer you $ 500 ta write a glbwing, if
inaccurate, repart. You indignantly refuse, end add morsl turpitude tomy other
disqualifications. Later we reflectively discuss whal you would have done had yau
been of fered & bribe of $50,000. One thing we would take for grentad, | should
think, is thet there is a right answer here. e may not know what thet answer is;
but we would reject aul of hand, | should think, the suggestion thaet there simply is

none. 44

There is a myriad of everyday situations of the sort mentioned here
where we suppose that the law in question obviously holds. This, coupled with
the fact that there are no good reasons to suppose it otherwise, is good
enough to show that the supposition that God can have middle knowledge i< &

legitimate and reasonable one to make4S

4+ plantings, 1974, p. 180,

43| shall consider later another argurnent against subjunctives by Toaley (pp. 87 - 8
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The Lack of Justification Objection

Richard Swinburne has given an interesting argument to show that
justified true belief regarding the future free decisions of individuals is
impossible. Though he doesn't have an argument to show that for the same
reasons knowledge of subjunctives of freedom is impossible as well, it seems
that with some modifications the same sort of argument could be constructed
against subjunctives. But since such an argument would have all the strengths
and weaknesses of the one concerning knoyvledge of the future free decisions
of individuals, there is no loss in concentrating only on the argument

Swinburne actually gives.

The first thing to note is that Swinburne’s argument is different in
nature from the ones already considered. The fatalist and anti-realist
objections against the wide construal of omniscience have been made on
metgmiysicss grounds while Swinburne's reasons are purely

gpistemalagics/ . This can be seen from the following passage:

In normal uae, prapositiona about a narmed future time (including claims about any
future free actions) are irue or false — Limelessly. \We mey not Awen them to

be true ar falge, until the occurrence of that of which they speak. Thal which
rnakes them true or felse may alsa lie in the future. But vwhat | cleim may be true,

evenif | do not know it to be true, and even if what [ claim has yet to occur.4P

So it is clear that Swinburne has no quarrels whatsoever with claims
that propositions about the future free decisions of agents have truth values.
Rather, he insists that these cannot be known in advance because in his belief
it is smpassiti/e to have satisfactory justification regarding them. In other

words, the claim here is that even if divine foreknowledge is compatible with

46 Ewinburne, 1977, p. 175.
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freedom and even if there are true propositions about the future and also true
counterfactuals of freedom, none of these propositions can be &waiy because
it seems impossible to have adequate justification for knowledge claims
about them. In favour of this strong epistemic inaccessibility thesis

Swinburne offers two arguments:

owinburne's First Argument

It appears that the only way Swinburne can think of providing an
adeqguate justification of such claims would involve an appeal to backward

causation, which Swinburne rules out as impossible.

It seems cleer ihat [a person] & could not hold justified true beliefs about the
future actions of & perfectly free agent 4 [where nothing in the past in eny way
influences whel A does]. ...If # isto be justified in supposing that his
beliefs abaul 45 sctions are trug, he must be justified in believing that there
are correlationa between [his] beliefs about them end A5 future actions.. ..
[But] # could only be justified in supposing thet there wes & correlation betyween
hig beliefs and 4 s actions if he were justified in supposing thet A s Bctions
made a difference to his beliefs; that his beliefs about them were caused (or
largely influenced by} 4% ections. But ta meke this suppasition is to allow
beckward causetion, which es | heve suggested, is apperently something logically

impossihle.‘”

This argument is clear enough in itself but it is puzzling why it has
been made in the first place. For even if Swinburne is right regarding
backward causation, he commits a fallacy by supposing that this is the only
wal] in which future events (such as free actions) can make a difference to

current beliefs about them. Later on | shall present two conceptually feasible

ways in which such future events can make a difference to what an agent

Y Swinburne, 1977, pp. 171 - 2. Note algo that on p. 172 of Swinburme's book there
are three errors in the passage | heve quoled. The originel passage telka ebout "P's
aclions”, but it is cleaer that "A's actians” should have been meant.
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believes about them before they actually take place® And even if there
was no plausible account available on Aan the thing in question is possible,
that could hardly justify the claim that the thing in question is /mpassitiie .
Consequently, any considerations of backward causation in establishing

Swinburne’s thesis are simply beside the point.

Swinburne's Second Argument

Swinburne's prima facie more meritorious argument by which he
attempts to make good his strong epistemic inaccessibility thesis goes as

follows:

Mow consider the free action of an egent 5 performed et a time ¢, Teter then

. ‘We saw earlier that if & acta freely, which action he perfarms et ¢ ¢ is
ultimately delermined by his choice at { | end nol necesaiteted by eerlier slates.
Mow consider any person et ¢ who has beliefs eboutl whet & will doel ¢ 4.
By his choice & has it in his power at { | to make the beliefs heldby # at ¢

true or false. 48

In this passage "any person P is intended by Swinburne to include
within its scope God. Understood this way, if Swinburne's arg.ument Was
correct, the upshot of it would be that, quite generally, free agents have it in
their power to make false any one of God's beliefs regarding what they were
freely going to do in the future. Under such circumstances it would indeed
seem impossible that any one (including God) should have adequate
justification for the beliefs in question. And even if by some "very fortunate
coincidence” all of God's beliefs turned out to be true, Swinburne is quite
correct in observing that not many a theist would want to claim that God is

omniscient in this "very precarious way".3°

45 Gee below the sections an Timeless Knoviledge and Molinism. (pp. 53 - 63)
49 Gwinburne, 1977, p. 169.
30 Swinburne, 1977, p. 170 - 1.
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But is Swinburne correct in claiming that free agents have it in their
power to make false the relevant beliefs that might be held by God? | think
not. His argument, which has also been made by Melson Pike,®! makes the

critical claim that the following argument is a deductively valid one:

(1) God believed at ¢ that & would do, say A, at a later time 7 4.
Therefore:
(2) It was within &'s power at ¢ | to do something (namely, omit

doing 4') that would have brought it about that God held a false belief at 7.

But this argument is invalid. (2) is not entailed by (1). What {2) says is
that it was within &'s power at ¢ y to do something such that if & had done
it then God would have had a false belief at /. But does (1) entail this?
Clearly not. All (1) entails is that it was within 5's power at 7 ; todo
something, namely refrain from doing 4, such that if & had done it, then a
belief to the contrary, i.e, the belief that God had in fact held at 7, ywould

have been false.

Swinburne and Pike have 1ost sight of the crucial point that we are
vrorking here with the basic assumption that God is essentially omniscient.
For the theistic claim regarding God isn't merely that God is omniscient, but
that He is essentielly armmiscient To say that God is essentially omniscient
is to say that God's beliefs are infallible in the sense that none of them can
be false and God has foolproof justification for all of them. In other words,

all of God's knowledge is csisin knovledge.

Keeping this assumption in mind it should be relatively easy to see

that if & had in fact refrained from doing 4" at ¢ 4 then God, whom we have

51 Pike, 1965, pp. 33 - 4. As | alresdy mentioned in en eerlier footnote (p. 27},
Plantinga thoroughly refuted Pike's argument in his 1975, Swinburne makes no
acknowledgement of this refutation and repeats Pike's fallacies.
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assumed to be essentially omniscient, would not have held the belief at /
that & would do 4" at 7 . Rather, God would instead have held the belief
that & will refrain from doing 4" at ¢ {. This follows from the assumption

that God is essentially omniscient.

The same point can be made by resorting to an explication of it in terms
of possible worlds ontology: According to (1), in the actual world God
believed at ¢ that & would do 4" at ¢ 1. Since, by hypothesis, God is
essentially omniscient, in the actual world all his beliefs are true and so in
the actual world & does A" at 7 |. We have also assumed, of course, that in
the actual world it was within &'s power to refrain from doing 4" at 7 y.
This assumption entails that there is at 1east one possible world, other than
the actual one, in which & does refrain from doing 4" at 7 {. Consider one
such world: Because God is, by hypothesis, essentially omniscient, if He
exists in that possible world, then all His beliefs are also true in that world.
It follows that in 2##¢ world God believes at 7 that & will refrain from
doing 4 at 7 y. Therefore, neither in the actual world (where & does A) nor
in the possible world (where 5 omits doing 4') does or would God hold any

false beliefs regarding &'s decisions with respect to 4".

It should be obvious by now that the power & has in the actual world to
refrain from doing 4" at 7 ¢, (a power that &, of course, does not exercise in
the actual world), cannot be a power to bring it about that God in the actual
world held a false belief at 7. Rather, it is a power which could bring it about
at 7 ¢ that God would hﬁve. held a false belief at 7 if He in fact believed at /
that & would do 4" at ¢ . But of course God would not have held such a
belief at 7 if & in fact chose to exercise his power to refrain from doing 4’
at /4. To suppose it otherwise would be to contradict the earlier assumption

that God is essentially omniscient.
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But & was just any free agent and 4" was just any free action of &.
This means that on the basic assumption that God is essentially omniscient,
no agent has it in her power to make any one of God's beliefs false. For
whatever an agent might decide to do, God always has the right beliefs about
her decisions. If an agent chose to do otherwise than she in fact did, if God
exists, He would have known that too. This means that Swinburne's second,
perhaps, most promising argument is also unsuccessful. It cannot establish
his strong epistemic inaccessibility thesis regarding the future free

decisions of significantly free agents.

To sum up the discussion of the three objections considered here, the
claim that 25 7uiure 7ree decisions af significently free égents, 7or
whateyver reasans, 6re unknawshie in principle is wrong. It is perfectly
possible, at Teast in principle, to know what free agents will in fact decide.
Furthermore, it is also possible to know what they would decide in situations
contrary to fact. And this is so regardless of whether freedom of the will is

given a compatibilist or a libertarian account.

The Nature of God's Knowledge

The right conclusion to draw from the previous section is that God's
omniscience can only be construed widely. There are two reasons for this,

each of which is sufficient on its own to guarantee it.

The first one of these is that otherwise we could imagine another being
who knew all the details of the past, present and the future, as well as all the
possible ways the world could have been, including all the actual and
counterfactual future free decisions of all significantly free (actual and
possible) agents and in a relevant sense this being would be more

knowledgeable, and therefore greater, than God who was omniscient only in
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the narrow sense. But this is plainly absurd. Mo one can be more

knowledgeable or greater than God.

The other reason is that if we regard (not implausibly, | contend)
knowledge as one of the powers an agent can have or lack, since it is in
principle passifzie for God to be omniscient in the wide sense, God's
omnipotence requires that He ## omniscient in the wide sense. Otherwise,
God would be less powerful than He in fact could be — which means that God
could not perform everything which is logically in His power to perform. But
this is, once again, absurd. For, by the definition of omnipotence, an
omnipotent being is one who can do anything which is logically possible for

Him to peform.

From this much, the conclusion to the wide construal of God's
omniscience already follows. |f God exists, He can only be omniscient in the
wide sense. Nevertheless, it would be nice if in addition we could at least
briefly indicate 4w God can be essentially omniscient in the wide sense. For
even if we have shown that God can only be omniscient in the wide sense and
that His complete and certain foreknowledge is compatible with free agency
and that it is possible for Him to knov what free agents would do and what
they would have done in any logically conceivable situation, none of this

provides an explanation of 4w God can know any of these things.

An Inadequate Suggestion

In human experience the most familiar way of having foreknowledge of
the future, including the future free decisions made by significantly free
agents and the events which are the direct outcome of such decisions, is by
foresight. It was by foresight, for instance, that | had foreknowledge of some
of the future free decisions of the taxi driver in the earlier example. So it

might be thought that God can know the future by foresight of this kind.
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But this sort of approach is unlikely to be very successful. For when |
foreknow some of the future free decisions of the taxi driver, | do not
foreknow them for cerés/» . There is always a chance, no matter how remote,
that my beliefs regarding the future free decisions of this man will turn out
as mistaken. It is clear however that this cannot be the case with God. As we
have already seen, a being whose beliefs can turn out to be false cannot be
God. If God exists, He must believe all and only true propositions as well as
have fullproof justification for all of His beliefs so that all of them are
certain and unmistakable. In this sense, all of God's beliefs qualify as certain
knowledge and the shortcomings of this proposal is that it would only explain
probsbilistic foreknowledge and profsti/zstze middle knowledge regarding
the actions of significantly free agents. It would not suffice to explain how

God can have certssn knowledge of such actions.

Timeless Knowledqge

A more promising suggestion is made by Journet who says that "God . . .
knows all things not by foresight or memory but by pure vision".32 No doubt,
this claim could use a lot more clarity, but it must be quickly pointed out that
the concept employed is not an atheist or agnostic invention but a theistic
one and it is supported by several passages in the Bible. For example, we are
told that in a vision an angel sent by God told Daniel: | have come to make you
understand what will happen to your people in the future. This is a vision
about the future.”33 So, if the concept is in need of any explanation at all,
ultimately, the onus is on the Z48/sfs to explain to us these words which, by
their own lights, are the unmistakable, true words of God. It turns nut',
however, that there is a rather promising interpretation of Journet’s notion
of Anawledge by pure vision . This is, what is sometimes called, Z/me/ess

Anair/edge and on this account God does indeed turn out to know all things

32 Journet, 1963, pp. 231 - 2
33 Daniel, Ch. 10, vs. 14.
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for certain as required by the notion of essential omniscience. It is

worthwhile to explore this in some detail.

The doctrine that God is outside time and that therefore His knoyyledge
is also timeless is part and parcel of a particular interpretation of the
essential theistic belief that God is an &Z&/&/ being. Aquinas presents the

view as follows:

Morv although conlingent events come into actual enistence successively, Gad
does not, as we da, know them in their actual existence successively, but all at
once; because his knowledge i9 measured by eternity, as is also his ekistence;
and etemity, which exists as a simultaneous vhole, tekes in the whole of {ime. ..
Hence all that takes place in time is elernally present to God .. . because he

eternally surveys all things a2 they ere in their presence to him . .. a4

50 according to this view God sees all things and events of the past,
present and the future in one simultaneous, eternal present. It is not readily
obvious how this is even possible but the following metaphor may be of help

in grasping the idea:

Suppoge there is a long line of travellers, in a single file, walking in the same
direction, elong a road which branches only in the direction in which they ere
travelling. A traveller on the road cennat see the travellers in front of her
beyond the next fork. Each traveller is thus like e different temporal stage of &
single person veho faces various future choices. Aquinas's observer from a

height would see not only the ways the file of trevellers could proceed, but elso
the way it proceeds in fact. This in no way prejudices the fact thet the road does

branch in front of each traveller, 99

4 Cuwrns Thealagres, la. 14,
35 pddie and Perrett, farthcomi ng.
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Two Objections and Their Refutations

Assuming that the idea is sufficiently clear, | shall consider two
criticisms of it. For it has appeared to some philosophers that "the claim that
God is timeless . . . seems to contain an inner incoherence and also to be
incompatible with most things which theists ever wish to say about God".96
It seems to me that both these charges can be satisfactorily blocked. To show

this, | shall take them one by one.

Briefly, the charge of incoherence goes as follows:

If God's eternal knovvledge is simultaneous yvith the occurrence of some
event E and it is also simultaneous with some later event E* then, (by the
symmetry and transitivity of simultaneity), E and E* are also simultaneous
with each other. But, the objection goes, this is absurd: by assumption E
nccurs at an earlier time than E* and, therefore, they would have to be bath
simultaneous and naot simultaneous with each other — which is impossible. It
follovrs that there must be something wrong with the idea of timeless

knowledge.37

But it is not at all clear whether the source of the contradiction should
not be traced to the objection itself*® This is because the objection
essentially rests on the dubious assumption that simultaneity is a Zwe-p/sce
relation. But, if the Special Theory of Relativity {(STR) is to be given any
credence, this assumption is false. Simultaneity is not a Zwa-a/sce relation
between events but a /Aree-pléce relation between events and some

particular observer (or frame of reference). The novel but well-known

36 Swinturne, 1977, p. 220 - 1.

© 97 Thig argument wes originally farmulated by Aquinas’ oppanent Alvaro Suarez but it
has some contemporery defenders as well such as Anthony Kenny and Richard
Syvinburne. See Kenny, 1969, p. 264; 1979, pp. 3@ - B; Gwinburne, 1977, pp. 200 -1.

58 For a detailed presentation of the argument which follows see: Oddie and Perrett,
forthcoming
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consequence of understanding simultaneity in this way is that events which
are not simultaneous from one point of view may be simultaneous from

another point of view, and vice versa.

The upshot of this for the issue at hand is that on this understanding of
simultaneity the incoherence objection simply disappears. The thesis of God's
timeless knovwledge can be understood as the thesis that all the events of the

past, present and the future are simultaneous from God's paint of view. And
this is obviously compatible with the claim that those events are not

simultaneous from, say, our point of view.

| shall turn now to the irreconcilability objection which basically
questions the possibility of such a knower being capable of fulfilling certain
roles which are familiarly ascribed to God. The concern here is with person-
making properties such as the ability to think, know, warn, punish, forgive
and the like. 1t is hard to see how any of these activities could be possible for
an atemporal, changeless being. It seems that if these things are really
actions of an agent, they must be performed at some time or another. For
example, if God punishes some particular sin, He must do it &7tar it is
committed. But it is inconceivable how this could be done if for God there is
no Zeforeness or srlermass . Inview of these seemingly insurmountable
conceptual difficulties the conclusion to be drawn seems to be that an
immutable, timeless being would be incapable of fulfilling certain roles
which must necessarily be ascribable to full-blooded agents and which indeed
are matter of factly ascribed to God.3° Consequently, it seems that there is
ho chance for Journet's claim (that God knows all things by pure vision) being
cashed out as God knowing all things timelessly, in one gigantic eternal

present.

39 For detailed arguments af thig sort see Pike, 1970, pp. 121 - B,



n
|

Genniaciance

But in fact things do not stand as badly as that. The essential elements
of a resourceful and ingeniously conceived research programme in this
respect are already emerging. This programme’s central notion is that of an
etarnss actian 89 This novel nation in turn rests on a fine distinction
between that aspect of an action which is /zierms/ to the agent and that
aspect which consists of some &/7ec? produced by that agent in performing
the action concerned. At least some of the effects of our actions often occur
at tirmes other than when the original act was performed. For example, one
may try to kill the weeds in one’s garden by spraying them at some particular
time, though the weeds don't actually die until two or three weeks later.
Clearly, the dying of the weeds is only an aspect of the action in question. It
is still part and parcel of ane's action of A777ing t4he weeds ; farif the weeds
somehow managed to survive, one's spraying by itself would not amount to
killing them. At best it would be an attempted killing, but not a complete and

successful one.

This much said it isn't difficult to see how this kind of distinction
allows an explanation of an eternal action. Of this ¥illiam P. Alston has given

a particularly lucid account:

The cruciel point is thel the two espects cen differ in lemporal status. The
veorldly effect {of God's aclions) will be at a lime. But that is quite compatible
Wwith this that the divine volition should be timeless, should be embraced with all
other divine activity in the one eternal 2a@n. The aclionis in time by vlirtue of
its effect, but not by virtue of the immediete ectivity of the agent.. .. [Soa
timeless being can ect in the temporal world] by limelessly performing acts of

will that have termporel effects 0!

60 bee, for example, Kvenyig, 1986, p. 163.
61 Alston quoted in Kvanvig, 1986, p. 163.
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So an eternal action is one the internal aspect of which is timeless but
its effects occur in time. On this understanding God, as a timelessly eternal
agent, acts in history by timelessly performing acts of will which have

temparal effects.

If this account of the notion of an eternal action is coherent, there is
no canceptual difficulty in a timeless being fulfilling the roles which are
familiarly ascribed to God. The claim that God is timeless is quite compatible
with ascribing to Him the relevant person making properties. Consequently,

Swinburne's incompatibility objection can be put aside as harmless as well.

The Possibility of Timeless Knowledge

Furthermore, the strategy used to give an account of the notion of an
eternal action can also be used to develop a parallel account of the notion of
eterns] nawiedge by pive visian . For, just as there is a distinction between
the internal aspect of an action and the effects of that action, there is a
parallel distinction between what is known and the knowing itself whenever
knowledge occurs. In the Tight of this distinction we should be able to make

good sense of the following passage:

“When a timeless being knows & fact infecled with temporality, what is known is

certainly lemporal. However, the knavwing of that fact can none the leas itself be
timeless. ... | see no principle(d] resson for thinking thet & timeless being cannat
grasp lhe essence of every temparal moment directly, reqardiess of whether that

roment is present for us or not.

Mo

5o eternal knovrledge by pure vision of some temporal fact is one the
knowing of which is timeless but its object, the fact known, is in time. On
this understanding God, as a timelessly omniscient agent, knows or "sees”

every single event of history by timelessly being aware of every single

62 Kyanvig, 1936, p. 164.
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temparal event as a temporal event. In practical terms this means, for
example, that God timelessly knows what | had for dinner on 28/12/89 and
also that | wrote this particular sentence at 1.00 AM 29/12/89 in

Palmerston North.

To sum up the arguments of this section, there is a very promising
research programme within which Journet's notion of knowledge by pure
vision can be quite fruitfully explicated. Appropriately interpreted, Journet's
notion lends positive support to the intuitively correct claim that God can
have certsiz foreknowledge not only of determined events but also of the
future free decisions of free agents. For if God knew, or "saw”, all events of
history timelessly happening in a gigantic eternal #e», He would indeed
know all things for certain even if He would not, strictly speaking, /a-e know

them in the same way as temporal agents foreknow future things.

A Molinist Account of God's Omnisciencef8?

An alternative framework (which is possibly compatible with the
previous one discussed) within which God's omniscience in the wide sense
can be successfully explicated is a Molinist one. This account assumes the
objective existence of unique individual essences in the sense defined below.
These essences in turn are to be understood as properties or universals which

are regarded in the realist's sense as necessary beings.84

Further, we must also clarify certain key notions that surround essences

and their instantiations.

8% The Molinist sccount | shall briefly outline in this section owes a lot to Jonathen L.
Kvanvig's work. (Kvenvig, 1986, pp. 121 - 6.} He presents certein aspects of the
sccount in more detail than | do, olhers in less. His defence af it is also quite extensive.
See pp. 126 -4 85,

64 Malurally, those who for some reason are reluctant to admit Platonic universals into
their onlology ere not gaing 1o be over impressed with thia particular explanation.
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E 75 &1 6556nce =goy E 75 & praperiy WHich 15 necesssrify such thet
{7} 7t is passitie thal samelhing exempliry il 6nd

{770 1t 18 nat passitie thet mare then ane thing exemplify i,

& subset of essences are person essences. These are essences the
instantiation of which has to be a person. More specifically, we can define a
person essence as a complete and consistient set of (world indexed) properties
the instantiation of which would be a person. These properties are of the form
heing-a-in-h-gl-7 or, alternatively, of the form nai-feing-a-in-w-si-7.
For example Zeing-Huwmen-in-w'-gi-7 and its complement nal-being-Humnén-
in-h-gi-T and, similarly, seing-bive-eyed-in-w-gt-7 and its complement
nat-terng-tlue-eyed-in-iv-gt-7 are such properties. Consequently, they may
be included in sets that properly qualify as person essences — provided, of
course, that such inclusion does not render the set in question inconsistent.
From all this, it follows that any complete and consistent set of world-
indexed properties the instantiation of which would be a person, does qualify

as 4 person essence.

e can also accept:
Necesssriiy, every ingiviousi (Wnich exists in same passitie warid ar

ather) hes &n essence

And, since there cannot be things which lack an essence, God when
creating creates objects with essences. Of course, this cannot be taken to
mean that in His creative activity God creates objects s77 essences. That is
impossible, for essences are properties and as such they are necessary

beings. On realist assumptions it is simply impossible that they do not exist.

Rather, God's creative activity is to be taken to consist in creating

particulars which nsieniisie essences in the actual world. So, for example,
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the claim that God creates Adam and Eve should be understood as saying that
God actualises or brings into existence two particulars, which are named
“Adam” and "Eve” respectively, one of which instantiates the complete set of
world-indexed properties that jointly constitute the personal essence of
&dam while the other one instantiates the complete set of world-indexed

properties that jointly constitute the personal essence of Eve.

Mowe if we take the theistic assumption that through God's creative activity
a subset of essences instantiated are free agents, it follows that, strictiy
speaking, God's creative activity does not by itself amount to the actualisation
of any particular possible world. For there is a distinction between those
features of the actual world which are actualised by God and the ones resulting
from the creative activity of the free creatures in it. So on the above
assumption, God has not in fact actualised any particular world through His
creative activity. What He actualised by His instantiation of essences is &
rénge of possible worlds — call such a range "a galaxy” (of worlds) — and left
it up to the free creatures He created to decide on which particular world out

of that galaxy should become the actual one.

This feature of the account so far satisfies the intuitively essential
requirement that God's pre-creative knowledge is to be understood in such a
way that after His creative activity the future remains genuinely open. For
since the agents created by God are significantly free, from the time of their
creation it is partly up to them what the future will in fact be like and not
entirely up to God. But, of course, the most important feature of our account of
God's essential omniscience will have to be the ability to demonstrate how God
can have complete and certain knowledge in advance of all the free decisions
of the'creatures He will in fact actualise, as well as of all the free decisions

of the creatures He could have actualised. The crucial time at which God's
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knowledge must have this feature is, obviously, the time immediately
preceding creation; before He sets about to actualise some galaxy of worlds or
other. Otherwise, we could not claim that we have shown #ai God knew

exactly what He was doing at creation.

This second requirement can be captured by showing that essences are such
that, even before being instantiated, they reveal what an instantiation of them
would be like. This can be done by complementing the above account with a
versinnlof the Molinist doctrine about subjunctives of freedom. For this

purpose let us adopt the following principle:

Necesssrily, 76 every essence B such 1h8t 71 s passibie 16t 67
insientistion af € s frea, 67 essentisl progeriy 6f € is af e farm:

heing stch that same meximel sulijunclive af 1reedom regeramng & 1ree
instentistion S af b 75 {rue

This principle says that each individual's essence includes a maximal
subjunctive of freedom regarding what its instantiation (i.e. that individual)
would do it the circumstances at the relevant time were maximally specific. A
maximal subjunctive of freedom is of the form /7.8 were in circumsisnces &
&l i, & wauid ga {or weuld et gaing) 4 &t ¢, where circumstances £ at ¢
are maximally specific in the sense that they include every single fact up to /
about the galaxy the actual world is a member of — except, of course, 4's

freely doing {(or omitting to do) 4 at /.

According to this account, whenever the antecedent of a subjunctive is
maximally specific regarding the history of the galaxy actualised by God (and
the free agents in it), there is always a true subjunctive of freedom regarding
what any free agent in that galaxy would do in those circumstances. This
account also implies that every possible free action figures as the consequent

of a true subjunctive the antecedent of which is maximally specific.
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Obviously, it is the fact that every essence includes a maximal
subjunctive of freedom regarding any occasion on which its instantiation is
free to do (or omit doing) some particular act that enables us to explain Aan-
God can know exactly at the time preceding creation what the instantiations of
these essences will or would do in any situation. God can know for certain
what free individuals would in fact do under any conceivable circumstances by
knowing the essences they are the instantiations of. And he can know for
certain what free individuals will in fact do by knowing in addition which
particular galaxy of worlds He is going to create. And God can know what He is
going to do because His vast knowledge of essences was there to aid Him in
this respect. (In fact, to get ahead of ourselves for a moment, this means that
God could have chosen to actualise a galaxy which included only creatures
whom He knev would always freely do the good and thus, in cooperation with

Him, freely actualise an alpha world.)

To sum up: if the account outlined here is an acceptable explanation of how
God can know what He is doing at creation, we have here the additional support
to consolidate and foster more confidence in the earlier conclusion that God
can be essentially omniscient in the wide sense.f5 For reasons | have already

given,55 this means that, contrary to the suggestions of some philosophers —

some of whom are theists — we are obliged to accept the widest possible

construal of omnhiscience as the correct one.

The Biblical Support

Indeed, it seems that the theists who give any real credence and not
merely 1ip service to the scriptures ought to be the last to want to construe

God's omniscience narrowly. For, to take an example, in a great many passages

&85 Since Kvanvig has given an extensive defence of this account, (see pp. 126 -4 9), |
shall not engege into further defence of it here.

66 gee above pp. 51 - 2.
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of the Bible an apparently undetermined future including the future free

decisions of agents is foretold. For example, to stick with the Book of Daniel,

In the third yeer thet Cyrus was emperor of Persia, a message was revealed to
Iilenliell vho waa elso called Belteshazzer. The message was f7ze [my emphasis]
bul exiremely hard ta understand. It wes explained to him in a vision; [in which an
angel sent by Gad told him:] “I heve come to make you understend what will happen

to yaur people in the future. ...l ceme. .. to reveal ta you what is written in the

Book of Truth. 87

And then there follow some three pages packed with information about
which king will do what, who will become arrogant and who will have a

change of heart, who will sin and who will not, . .. etc, etc,.

[t is worth taking another example, where God is said to be scolding the

Jews through the prophet lsaiah:

The Lord says to Isreel, "Long ego | predicted what would ieke place;. .. | knew

thet you vrould prove ta be siubborn, as rigid as iron and unyielding as bronze. And

g0 | predicted your future long ego, ennouncing events before they toak place"f8

whatever the explanation, the claim in this passage is that God £»en-
fefarensnd what the Jews will freely decide to do. Presumably, their
stubbornness was at least to some extent the result of their own free choice,
for otherwise f/&ming them for their stubbornness would be unjustified (on

plausible assumptions about the relation of blamewaorthiness to freedom).

Scriptural passages also give support to the claim that God has not only
complete foreknowledge of the future, but that He has middle knowledge as

well. For example, when David is said to have consulted God regarding Saul's

87 Deniel, Ch. 10, vs. 1, 14& 20.
68 Isaiah, Ch. 42, vs. 3 - 5.
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plans to capture him at Keilah, God' answer was that Saul will besiege Keilah
and that he will be handed over to Saul.8% But following this consultation
David left Keilgh and hid in the hills. Consequently, learning of his escape,
Saul never bothered to go to Keilah and David was not in fact handed over to
him. Mevertheless, and this is a crucial point, we presume that David was
wise to trust God's words. But this simple and natural assumption makes no
sense it God had no knoyledge of what He was talking about with Daviﬁ. For
God's knowledge could not have been about the actual future because David
wasn't in fact handed over to Saul; nor did Saul, for that matter, ultimately go
to Keilah. Consequently, since His knowledge could not have been of the past
or the (then) present either, it could have been only about what »waw/d have
been the case /7 certain things were different from how they in fact turned
out to be. That is to say, if God knew what He was talking about then He could

only have known the following:

(1) If David stayed in Keilah, Saul would besiege the city.
(2) If David stayed in Keilah and Saul besieged the city, the men of Keilah

would hand David over to Saul.

Assuming that Saul would be free to besiege and also free not to besiege
the city if David stayed there, knowing the first one of these counterfactual
conditionals amounts to middle knowledge. Similarly, on the assumption that
the men of Keilah would be free in their decision to hand David over to Saul,
knowing the second statement also amounts to middle knowledge in the most

straightforward sense of the word.

As we have seen earlier, Robert Adams tried to show that this
interpretation of the Biblical passage in question is wrong. He tried to show

this by denying that (1) and (2) "ever were, or ever will be, true.”7® But if

59 Samuel I, Chapter 23.
70 sdams, 1927, p. 75.
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Adams was right, we would have the absurd consequence that in the passage
in question Ged and David didn't know what they were talking about. Nor would
we, for given Adams' position on the issue and also the fact noticed by him
that "there never was nor will be an actual besieging of Keilah by Saul, nor
and actual betrayal of David to Saul by the men of Keilah"?!, it is

impossible to see how we should understand the conversation between God
and David. In view of this it isn't surprising that in this regard Adams makes
no suggestions whatever. For on the assumption that God is essentially
omniscient {(which means that none of His beliefs are probabilistic, but rather
involve certain know]edgen), the question of mis? David came to kKnow

from God is one on which Adams must remain mute.

Considerations of these scriptural passages can leave little doubt that the
earlier conclusion, once again, is unavoidable: God's omniscience must be
construed widely and we have seen that such a construal is quite compatible
vith a libertarian account of free agency. We are, in other words, obliged to
say with the other Bible passage that if God exists, He is the one who is
“telling from the beginning the finale, and from long ago the things that have
not been gawe".?%  Indeed, many respected and distinguished defenders of
theism admit this and thereby remain honest both to themselves and to the

tradition they are set to defend.’

?1 pdams, 1987, p. 80.

"2 This is whet excludes the passibilily that Devid might have come to know from BGad
that Saul will gredsd/y come to get him. But, elthaugh not incoherent, this would be
&n impleusible suggestion enyyway because when David heerd of Saul's preparations to
besiege Keilah he already knew that Seul will probably come to get him. Therefore, &
far more plausible suggestion in the context would be thet whel David wented to find
oul (and ultimately did find aut from God) was whether Saul would in fact come to
besiege Keilah if he stayed there.

?3 |saiah, Ch. 46, vs. 10. (My italics)

£ See, for instence, Plantings, 1975, p. 43; Kvanvig, 1986; end the better parts of
Hick, 1977. e.g., p. 289, the passages already quoted above. (pp. 22 - 3.)
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(4) There are many puésible vorlds actualisable by God which
are just as good or even better than the actual one for realizing
any morally acceptable goal. Many of these worlds are "alpha
worlds™ without unabsorbed evil and are ones in which every

significantly free moral agent always freely does what is right.

This premise has quite a bit in common with J. L. Mackie's contention that
God could have chosen to create an alpha world instead of the actual one.’>
Plantinga responds to this claim by a series of sophisticated and somewhat
technical arguments which are shrouded in the language of possible worlds.
His reply, which can be equally made against the above claim in (4),
essentially consists of the following two claims which are an essential part

of his Free Will Defence:

(a) Although there are many possible worlds which are better than the
actual one, it is false to claim that God could have created just any one of
them because some possible worlds are logically impossible for God to
actualise. The relevant reason here is that once God chooses to create free
agents, He necessarily 1oses control over certain features of the world to be
actualised. Depending on the degree of their freedom, it is up to these agents
to actualise (at least in part) some particular world and thus not entirely up
to God. For example, if | am really free to complete this thesis and also free
not to complete it then it isn't entirely in God's power to actualise either the
world in which | complete this thesis or the world in which | do not complete
it. At least in part it is up to me and if | chose not to complete it, for
instance, then it is logically impossible for God to actualise the world in
which | freely completed it. In short, Plantinga claims that there are

possible worlds that God could not have actualised.’®

?S For this srgument see Mackie, 1971, pp. 100 - 1.
?6 plantings, 1975, pp. 34 - 44.
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{b) It is possible that all those worlds which are better than ours,
including the alpha worlds in which there is no evil at all and in which
significantly free maral agents always freely choose what is right, are among

the ones that God could not have actualised.’?

Clarification of the Debate

In order to clarify in more detail the exact nature of this debate, below is
a map of logical space which shows all the possible world-types (WT1 —
WT 16) which could be actualised by some particular individual who upon being
created is significantly free on four occasions to do (or omit doing) the

morally right thing with respect to some action or other. (Figure 1.)

World-types  Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4
WT 1 Right Right Right Right
WT 2 Right Right Right Yrong
WT 3 Right Right Wrong Right
WT 4 Right Right Wrong Wrong
WT S Right Wrang Right Right
WT 6 Right Wrong Right ¥Wrong
WT ? Right Wrong Wrong Right
WT 2 Right Wrang ¥rong Wrong
WT 9 Y¥rong Right Right Right
WT 10 ‘Wrong Right Right Wrong
WT 11 Wrong Right Wrong Right
WT 12 Wrong Right Wrong ¥rong
WT 13 Yrong ¥Wrong Right Right
WT 14 ‘w'rong ¥rong Right Wrong
T 15 ‘rong YWrong “Wrong Right
WT 16 Wrang ¥rang Wrong Yfrong
Figure 1.

?7 plantinga, 1975, pp. 45 - 53.
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(Motice that WT1 — WT 16 are not particular possible worlds, but only
world-types, because the agent can do the right or the wrong thing within
gach situation with respect to an infinite number of possible actions
depending on the particular circumstances that obtain in the particular
possible world in which the agent might find herself at any particular world
time. For instance, on the first occasion in one world she might do thé right
thing by repaying her debts, whereas in another one she might do the right

thing by returning some lost property to its rightful owner and so on.)

Mackie's Argument

Recall that Mackie's contention was that:

(1} There are many possible worlds in which an agent only does what is
right and, by extension, there are many possible worlds {(alpha worlds) in
which every agent alyrays freely does the same. Therefore, on account of His
perfection,

(2) If God existed, He would have created an alpha world.

A quick glance at our map of logical space (Figure 1) makes it plain that
Mackie's contention in (1) is right. There are worlds in which an agent freely
does what is right on all four occasions (or at all four world times). These are
within world-type wT1. From this it seems to follow that it is possible that
all significantly free agents should do the same and the world they would
thus actualise would be an alpha world in which everyone would freely do

what was right. Consequently, it is true to say that there are alpha worlds.

Plantinga's Reply

Plantinga grants this. But he disputes the second contention that it was up
to God to actualise one of these alpha worlds. His argument is that (a) and (b)
are true because it is up to each particular agent {(whose deeds and misdeeds

we are considering) to actualise an alpha world and not entirely up to God. If
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an agent really is free with respect to the actions concerned at the four
world times, then there is simply no way God could have ensured that an alpha
world, or for that matter, any particular world within those world-types, is
actualised without interfering with that agent’s freedom of choice. If this
agent chooses to go wrung at some (or even at all four) world times, there is
little that God can do about it unless He interferes with the agent's freedom.
And, clearly, the same goes for &7/ free agents. Consequently, it is false to
say that it was within God's power to ensure the actualisation of an alpha

warld with significantly free agents within it.

Two Criticisms of Plantinga's Argument

But this argument is invalid. We can concede all that Plantinga claims in
his premises without conceding his conclusion. First of all, Plantinga’s
argument for claim (a) that 4srs sre same wardds (45t Gog camial 8CHETISE
is vitiated by a fallacy. Tooley has shown that the argument in question is
invalid because Plantinga fails to take into account the following distinction

between two ways of actualising some state of affairs: '8

Une sirongly sclusiises slate of affairs & if and only if one makes it
the case that & is actual.

One wesiiy scivsiisas & if and only if one makes it the case that

(i) some state of affairs & is actual and

{ii) the subjunctive conditional "If 4 were the case then & would be the

Flantinga asks us to consider an example in which a free agent, Curley, is

free to accept and is also free to reject a bribe:

78 The criticism which follows hes been made by Taoley in his 1980, pp. 365 - b.
Generously enough, Tooley alsa gives enother interpretation to whel Plantinga might be
saying but on thaet interpretetion the argument feils just the same. {p. 366.)
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There ig & pagsible world # where God strongly ectualizes a totality 7 of
states of affairs including Curley’s being free with respect to taking the bribe,
shd where Curley tekes the bribe. But ihere is another possible vrorld h'#
where God actualizes the very seme states of affesirs end where Curley re7acis
the bribe. Now suppose it is {rue &s s matter of fact that if God had actualized

¥, Curley would have accepted the bribe: then God could not have actualized

[ W#*] And if, on the other hand, Curley ywould heve rejected the bribe, had
God ectuslized 7, then God could not have ectuelized [ #/]. So either way

thare are worlds God cauld not have actualized.’?

But this argument is invalid. Taking the situation where Curley accepts
the bribe when God strongly actualises 7, there is nothing in the premises
which would preclude either the possibility that if God mwest/y actualised 7,
then Curley would have rejected the bribe, or the possibility that God could
have mwest/y actualised 7. Consequently, it may well be that while God
actualises # by sirwsg/iy actualizing 7, He could actualise #°* by

(merely) westiy actualising 7.

Anh exactly analogous objection can be given against Plantinga’s argument
that if instead Curley rejected the bribe it would not have been in God's power
to actualise #. For his argument’s premises exclude neither the possibility
that God could have west/y actualised 7, nor the possibility that if God had
weakly actualised 7 then Curley would have accepted the bribe.
Consequently, it may well be that if as a matter of fact Curley rejected the
bribe, God could actualise #v* by sireng/y actualizing 7 while at the same
time it was also in His power to actualise & by merely mwesdfy actualizing
7. Hence, Plantinga's justification for his first claim (a) i4s8? there sre

SOPE Worics 1581 Gog caennal sciiEiiA¢ 18 inadequate.

79 plantinga, 1974, pp. 180 - 1.
Motice that the bracketed "w" and "W*" are misiakenly interchanged in the original text.
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Furthermore, even if this particular argument of Plantinga's was not
beyond repair, his second claim (b) 248¢ 7 Js passitiie thst 877 these warigs
WICH 8re halier than 1he BClUET aRe 6rE &mang Ihe anes st God couid nat
heve sctysiised s wrong. For it seems that given the above mentioned
distinction between strong and weak actualisations, God caw/g have weakly
actualised an alpha world of the desired sort. As we have seen earlier, {(on
account of His knowledge of essences, perhaps), God knows in advance which
particular creature would freely sin and which one yrould not if actualised
under such and such circumstances. If so, He could have created those ones
which He knewt would freely go right on all occasions. 50 it seems that it was
in God's power to actualise an alpha world because He could have availed

Himself of such an opportunity.

Plantinga’'s Reply

Plantinga seems to be oblivious to the problem raised by Tooley but he
attempts to meet the second difficulty. He argues that we are making an
illegitimate assumption by thinking that there definitely are possible persons
who in fact would go right on all occasions when the opportunities arose.
There may be, but also there may not be such persons. For it may be the case
that all possible persons suffer from what he calls "transworld depravity”. A
person suffers from this condition just in case she would in fact go wrong
with respect to at least one action if she were actualised. It must be noted
that it is not that on such occasions she caw/d saf go right. Rather, it is
simply that, as a matter of fact, out of her own free choice, she waw/an? .
And, Plantinga reasons, if it is possible that ase person suffers from such a
condition, it is also possible that &// possible and actual persons are

affected in the same way.8°

80 plantings, 1975, pp. 45 - 0.
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Has the Problem Been Solved?

Some contemporary philosophers believe that through this Free Will
Defence Plantinga has conclusively established the logical compatibility of
evil and the existence of God. John Hick, for example, in the lTast chapter of
the second edition of his book £377 &ng i4e Gad af Lave claims that "Alvin
Plantinga, Melson Pike and others have shown that the claim of some -
philosophers that the reality of evil makes possible a strict logical disproof

of God's existence is mistaken” 81

But this view is wrong. If anyone, Plantinga cannot be credited with such
an accomplishment.82 For even if Plantinga's first claim (a) happened to be
true, in his second claim (b) he is wrong without qualification. As we have
already mentioned, Plantinga's reason for holding (b) is his belief that it may
be that every possible person {actual ones included) suffers from the rather
nasty condition of transworld depravity.8% But this is a false belief and to

show this we rust take a closer look et the notion involved.

Transworld Depravity and Persons

Transworld depravity essentially consists in this: that if a person ~
suffers from it, then in any passible world in which # exists, if and when
that world was actualized, / would freely go wrong with respect to at least
one action 4 . A very strange feature of this condition though is that in some
possible worlds & may not go wrong with respect to any actions whatever
but always freely does what is right. (This is how Plantinga allows for the
possibility of alpha worlds.) The symptoms of the condition appear only when
one of these alpha worlds, or any other world in which at least one such

affected person exists is just about to actualise. Upon the actualisation of its

31 Hick, 1977, p. 365. A similar claim is being made by Adems vtho says that "it is
fair to say thaet Plantinga has solved this problem”. Gee Adams, 1985, p. 226b.

32 Nor can Pike. But | shall deal with his argurnent later. See belaw pp. 90 - 1.
3% For the rest of the deteils see his 1975, pp. 45 - 53,
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affected person exists is just about to actualise. Upon the actualisation of its
maxirnal world segment 5 (where & is all the states of affairs in that world
except A's freely choosing what is right with respect to 4 ), # freely
chooses to go wrong with respect to 4 . He chronically does this no matter
which one of the (alpha) worlds he exists in is just about to actualise.
Consequently, since it is possible that every person suffers in this wauy,
although there are many possible alpha worlds in which all significantly free
moral agents always freely choose the good, it is possible that none of them
are in principle actualisable by God. For if they were, when actualised these
affected people would always freely choose to do what is right, which
contradicts the assumption that they are suffering from transworld

depravity.

This argument is both ingenious and subtle. But why should we suppose
that it is possible that eyery possible person suffers from transworld
depravity? Plantinga’s reply is that because it is possible that every possible
person essence suffers from it 34 And if this is correct then, since every
person must be an instantiation of some person essence or other, there may

not be any persons free from this condition.

Transworld Depravity and Person Essences

It is worth investigating this allegation in more detail. After some
necessary preliminaries | intend to dispute this crucial claim that it is
possible that every person essence suffers from transworld depravity, for it
seems to me that this claim is false. But by way of preparing the scene, let us

consider, once again, essences and their instantiations.

Recall that we defined an essence as a property which is necessarily such

that ane and only one thing can exemplify it and that a subset of essences are

person essences. These are ones the instantiations of which would be persons.

84 Prantings, 1975, pp. 49 - 53.
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We also noted earlier that God's creative activity is to be taken to consist in
creating particulars which instantiate essences in the actual world.5

A fruitful discussion of the issue at hand, however, also requires the
employment of an extension of Leibniz's law (of the non-identity of the

diverse) regarding the identity and diversity of essences:

i1} Necesssrily, For ony e 8ssences ¥ end |, 1T % H8s o incluges &
praperty et | daesnl ar vice verse hen k end | &re nal the seme bt

TISTIRCE 855810885,

Another thing which is also important to note here is that it is not a
requirement on any particular essence that it be co-exemplifiable with just
any other essence in any particular world. Indeed, this would be an
unreasonable requirement as it can happen that two different essences share
some property which cannot be instantiated by more than one thing in any one
world. For example, seing-ihe-rirst-horn-chilg-af-{same-porticuier)-so-
sng-sa is a property that can be instantiated at most by one individual in any
one world. Nevertheless, it is a property which can be included in more than
one essence. |t can be part of an essence which also includes the property
feing-s-gsughter-ar-sa-gn7gd-s¢ and it can also be part of a different essence
which includes the property Zeing-e-san-af-se-eng-5a . This is because it is
possible that so and so has a daughter as her first child and it is also possible
that she has a son as her first child, but it is not pogsible in any world that
she has both a daughter and a son as her first child. (| assume here that in the

case of twins, for instance, one of them will be born earlier than the other.)

These preliminaries over, we must find satisfactory answers to the

following two questions:

85 gee ghove pp. 60 - 61.
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(i) Is it possible, as Flantinga claims, that some person essences suffer
from transworld depravity? And if the answer to this question is found to be
affirmative,

(ii) ls it also possible that &/ person essences are infected in the same
manner?

Briefly, my position is that although the answer to the first of these
guestions is affirmative, the answer to the second one is negative. As before,
the drawing up of a clear cut map of person essences (Figure 2) will be of

considerable assistance in illustrating these points.

Ferson 1-st Op. 2-nd Op. J-rd Op. 4-th Op.
Essences tosinatTli tosinat T2 tosinetT32 tosinatT4
PE1 Good Goad Good zoad
PE2 Gaod Good Good Bad
PEZ Gaood Good Bead Goad
PE4 Good Good Bad Bad
PES Good Bad Goad Good
PEE Goad Bad Good Bad
PE7? Good Bad Bad Good
PEZ Goad Bad Bad Bad
PED Bad Good Gaod Goad
PE1Q Bad Good Good Bad
PE11 Bad Good Bed Goad
PE12 Bad Good Bad Bad
PE13 Bad Bad Good Goad
PE14 Bad Bad Good Bad
PE1S Bad Bad Bad Goad
PE1G Bad Bad Bad Bad
Figure 2.

But before we can start reading off the answers from this map it is

necessary that an outline is given regarding some important distinctions
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between two types of properties concerning essences and a clarification of
their respective categorisations. The distinction | wish to draw attention to
is that between

{a) The properties which are fsciuges in essences; and

ib) The properties that ofsrscierise those essences.

| shall call the first type of these "atomic properties” and those of the
second type | shall call "nonatomic properties . In the present context this
terminology is appropriate because it is the properties of the former type
that ultimately make up or constitute essences (in the same way that
individual numbers make up and ultimately constitute the various sets of
nurnbers) whereas those of the latter tupe césreciarise the essences so

abtained 96

These two types of properties in turn can be further categorised as
follows: Atomic properties are either determinate or indeterminate.
Nonatomic properties are either necessary or contingent.

These last two categories are familiar but the first ones might not be.
The indeterminate properties included in an essence are the ones with respect
to which the agent instantiating that essence is significantly free and the
determinate ones are the ones with respect to which the agent isn't free. For
example, it is a determinate property of my essence that | be born of 8 human
being because this particular event was simply out of my control. By contrast,
it is an indeterminate property of my essence that | be racking my brains over
this thesis because, unless | am grossly mistaken, it is up to me whether to

exert myself with respect to this project or not.

36 |n the discussion thet fallows it is cruciel to keep in mind this difference between
atormic and nonetamic properties. The distinciion cen be illustreted with an enelogy:
The number S is Joc/waed in the set consisling of 3, S and 7, bul the property of being
8 three-membered set obs~ecie75ea the set in question. | have signified the
digtinction between these two types of properties by hyphenaling the former type but
not the latter.
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With the help of these observations we can render the earlier definition of
@ person esSence mMore precise: d g&raan eSsence Js & campiele 670 cansisiant
& af SGmic pronsriies (he insisnlislion af Which Waiid b & fersar .

The requirement of completeness guarantees that an essence either
includes or does not include a particular property among the ones that
constitute it. (More formally we can say that, necessarily, for every atomic
property ~z an essence £ either includes 4z or it includes the complement
of 47 [which is Ma? 4z 1). And the requirement of consistency guarantees

that all essences are in principle exemplifiable.

Mow for the purpose at hand | suggest that we regard PE1 to PE16 (in
Figure 2) as individual person essences. In fact they are, what | shall call,
sister essences of each other. Sister essences are the ones which share all
the same determinate properties with each other and only differ with respect
to the indeterminate ones. So, for the sake of simplicity | shall assume that
PE1 - PE16 have all their determinate properties in common and for the same
reason | shall also assume that their instantiations would find themselves
faced with the very same choices in the very same circumstances on four
different occasions if actualised. Being significantly free, these
instantiations have it in their power on each such occasion to do the good and
they also have it in their power to do the bad. But they can't, of course, do
both of these on any given nccasion and so "Good” indicates when the
instantiation of a particular essence would freely do the good and "Bad”
shows when the instantiation of that essence would freely do the bad. In
other words, "Good" and "Bad” show the indeterminate properties included in

each essence.

We must satisfy ourselves that PE1 - PE16 are indeed 16 different
essences. In the light of the earlier mentioned law ¢Z/ that governs the

identity and diversity of essences, it is easy to see that they indeed are. Each
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one of thern includes some property which the other ones don't. For example,
PE 13 includes the indeterminate and complex atomic property segs-ise-isa-
Lhing-&1-T I -6ng-Tr-ti-daes-ihe-gaad-lhing-61-73-670-7<, while none of

the others include it.

With these preliminaries over, we can turn now to Plantinga’'s two claims
regarding person essences and transworld depravity. In a nutshell, according
to him a person essence is characterised by, or suffers from, this condition
just in case it has, or it is asserscierisas by, the property jnsi&siisiion gaas
wrang &1 jessi an ane accssiay or, what is the same thing, insissizsiion

PETTRG &1 18651 GR& inarEliY Wiang 6CTia . av

Glancing at our map of person essences (Figure 2) we can see
straightaway that Plantinga is right in claiming that same person essences
are characterised by transworld depravity in this sense. It is clear that 15
out of the 16 essences are indeed of this sort. With the exception of PE1 they
all include at least ane atomic property of the form goes-teg-omn-such-6m9-
stch-secssian . As a consequence of this they indeed are characterised by the
pro peftg Instentislion goes \Wwrong 8t 76651 677 6i¢ aecssies — which amounts

to the essences in question being transworldly depraved.

It is also easy to see that the agents instantiating these essences yould
all go wrang on some occasion or other if actualised. Otherwise, contrary to
assumption, they would not be the instantiations of depraved essences.88
AS & consequence, if these possible instantiations were made actual, the
world they would freely actualise within one of the 15 world-types would not

turn out to be an alpha world.

However, PE1 is an exception. This person essence is not characterised by

87 prantings, 1975, pp. 52 - 53.

35 This, of courae, need not prejudice their ections in nonectual posaible worlds in any
way, vihich meeng that they are free to ectualise an alpha world if they wanted to.
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the malady in question and, consequently, its instantiation, although free to
go wrong, would freely go right on all four occasions. It is easy to see that
this particular essence is not characterised by the property /usianiiation
goas wrong & 1665t o one accssian becsuse it does not include any atomic
property of the form gass-d6a-an-such-ana-such-eccssion . And this amounts
to saying that Plantinga is wraong in his crucial claim (ii) that it is possible
that &// person essences suffer from transworld depravity. Necessarily,

some of them do not, although it is true that, necessarily, some of them do.

In fact, it is not difficult to see that, necessarily, for any essence that
suffers from transworld depravity there is a sister essence which does not. It
will be expedient to call these &lpie essances . To find the corresponding
alpha essence to any depraved essence we simply take all the determinate and
indeterminate properties of the depraved essence with the exception of those
indeterminate properties with respect to which the instantiation of the
depraved essence would go wrong. Clearly, these are of the form gdees-tad-
an-Such-ena-such-ocessionts/ and we need to substitute for every such
negative indeterminate property the corresponding positive indeterminate
property dees-gaad-an-such-end-such-accssion(s/ . The essence so arrived at

15 the sister alpha essence of the depraved one.

The Failure of Plantinga's Arqument

Plantinga's basic mistake lies in regarding transworld depravity as a
contingent feature of essences. But this assumption is indefensible. As
already noted, essences are properties or sets of properties and,
consequently, both these sets and the properties composing them are
necessary beings. Of course, these sets do have contingent features such as
the property of Zeing {or nal heing) insianiisied in {same psriiculer) werlc
#. But the relevant guestion here is whether any set of properties which

qualifies as a person essence has contingently the following critical,
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depravity signifying property: insisntistion gaes wrong &t /esst on ane
accasion ; or what is the same thing: instentiation pervarms &t /éast ané
marelly wrang sctian . Plantinga thinks that essences do have this property

contingently. But the truth of the matter is that, they do not.

There are three facts which jointly justify this claim:

1) Part of the first one is that the critical, transworld depravity
signifying property /nsisniiaticn periarms st Je6si one morsliy wiang sction
is a nonatomic one. It is not a property essences ##c/wde but one which
oherecierises , or is predicated of, them. And an essence has this crucial
depravity signifying property only if it Jjso/wdes among the properties that
constitute it an atomic property of the form freely-dees-the-Lea-ai-54ch-
GHG-SHCHR-QOCESTT .

To put this 1ast point in a different way, whether a person essence is
characterised by transysorld depravity or not depends entirely on whether the
set includes as one of its members at least one atomic indeterminate

property of the form fregly-goas-iHa-060-a-S00H-810-SUCH-00C8810H .

(2) The second crucial fact is that the inclusion in an essence of an
giayiic property of this last sort is not a matter of accident or contingency.
To endorse the contrary view is like holding the analogous view that the
membership of any particular number in the various sets of numbers is a
matter of contingency®®  Although, as already noted, essences have some
aargtamie contingent properties, unlike the situation with the atomic ones,
it makes no difference to the essences in question whether they have or lack
such properties. They can gain and lose them at any time and still remain the
same essences. But essences include all their determinate and indeterminate
properties necessarily, for had they failed to include a property which in fact

constitutes them, they would not be the essences they actually are.

89 Examples of such claims would be that it is 8 matter of contingency that 2 is &
rmember of the set consistingof 1,2, 3 and 4, or that 7 is a memberof 5, 6 and 7.
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{3) And lastly, the third crucial fact is that since the /zc/usian of an
atomic property in an essence is not a matter of contingency, the 2sving of
the crucial nonatomic property insientisiion periarms &t jegst ane morsify
wyong 6cticn cannot be a matter of contingency either. To deny this would be
on a par with the making of the spurious claim that the set consistingof 2, 5

and 8 is contingently characterised by the property canisins 6 add niunier .

In order to satisfy ourselves that this last claim is correct, let us analyse
and isolate the relevant features in virtue of which the claim "the set
consisting of 2, 5 and 8 is contingently characterised by the property

CaniEing &% 6oG niynder” 1s a spurious one. The reason is a composite one:

(a) The set has the property canisins 67 agd numier simply in virtue of
one of its members being of a certain sort (i.e. 5 being an odd humber); and
(b) This member (5) being included in the set not as a matter of

contingency, but one of necessity.

Now notice that the very same conditions hold against the claim that
essences may be contingently characterised by the crucial, transworld
depravity signifying property insieniisiion performs 8t Jessi ane moreliy
wrang 6ction . We have the same sort of reasons for this as in the analysis

above:

(a') The set of properties (which qualifies as a person essence) has this
crucial property simply in virtue of one (or more) of the atomic properties
which make up its membership being of a certain sort, (i.e. being a negative
indeterminate property of the form Jsreely-dags-ihe-tisd-on-such-600-500h-
acession ); and

(b") This member being included in the set is not a matter of contingency,

but one of necessity.
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Clearly, these analyses conform to the same pattern and if correct entail
that Plantinga's crucial assumption that essences are characterised by
transworld depravity as a matter of accident or contingency must be rejected

as absurd.

Objections and Their Refutations

Some objections might come to mind against my arguments here. It might
be objected, for example, that it is perverse, or at best mistaken, to identify
PE1 - PE16 as 16 different individual essences. Rather, we should regard
them as the 16 different ways in which a free individual might act when

faced with 4 choices of doing either the good or the bad.

But objections of this sort are based on confusions; and in particular, the
confusion involved in conflating:

(i) the properties /ne/uced in some particular essence; and

(ii) the possible ways in which the instantiation of that essence caw/d |

act in certain circumstances.

But (i) and (ii) are clearly different. The former is captured in Figure 2
which shows the indeterminate properties of the 16 essences in question,
while the latter is captured in the first table which shows the 16 different
ways the instantiation of any one of the 16 essences could act and thus
actualise a possible world within one of the 16 different possible world-
types. The structural similarity of these two tables is no excuse for
confusing what they each represent. Person essences are necessary beings and
they are quite distinct from the possible ways in which their instantiations

could act.

Other doubts may arise regarding whether the exemplification of, say PES,
is really free to act otherwise than the way she in fact does if and when

actualised. For, if she really has it in her power to go wrong, say, on the first
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uccasiqn, then it seems that she has it in her power to change her essence
from PES to one of the other ones. But this would be absurd because no

individual can lose or change its essence.

In response, we must agree that such a state of affairs regarding
essences and their instantiations would be unacceptable. We cannot allow
either that particulars be able to lose or change their essence, or that
essences be exemplifiable by more than one particular at any one time. But
the system | have outlined here does not allow for such an outcome. The short
answer to the objection is that the mere fact that it is in that agent’s power
to act otherwise than she in fact does, doesn't show that it is in her power to
change her essence. If some particular really is the instantiation of PES then
it is necessarily true of that individual that, although she is free to go right
and also free to go wrong (in the full-blooded libertarian sense of that word)
on all four occasions, as a matter of fact she freely chooses to go right on the
first and the last two occasions and freely chooses to go wrong on the second
occasion if instantiated. This is necessarily true of her in virtue of the fact
that she is the instantiation of PES which includes the relevant properties
which ultimately guarantee this. But this should not be confused with the
claim that she necessarily goes right on the first and the last two occasions
and necessarily goes wrong on the second occasion if instantiated. This last
claim does indeed entail that the agent in question is not free to do otherwise
than she in fact does. But that is perfectly all right for, as far as | can see, it

cannot be deduced from the system | am bent on defending here 0

On the other hand, if any particular agent doesn't in fact go right on the
first and the last two occasions and doesn't in fact go wrong on the second
occasion if instantiated in W, then that only shows that she is not the

instantiation of PES after all but of some other essence. And it is simply

90 In fact this sort of objection is based on the fatalisi fallacy which we have elready
encountered. See above pp. 25 - 6.
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contradictory to suggest that the instantiation of PES wouldn't in fact go
right on the first and the last two occasions or wouldn't in fact go wrong on
the second occasion if instantiated in W, for it flies right into the face of the
necessary truth embodied by the denial of that claim. The denial of this claim
is a necessary truth in virtue of the stipulated fact that the agent in question

is the instantiation of PES.

It will also be noticed that because of their being sister essences, not
more than one of PE1 - PE16 can be instantiated. But, as we have already
seen, this is perfectly in order. wWhat really matters is not that PE1 - PE16 be
co-instantiable but rather that, individually, each one of PE1 - PE16 be
exemplifiable. And this condition is satisfied if the properties included in

each of these essences form a complete and internally consistent set.

Summary of These Discussions

To sum up, it is not true that it is possible that all person essences suffer
from transworld depravity and it is not true that it is possible that there
aren't any persons ywho upon being instantiated wouldn't always go right. |
have endeavoured to show that for any essence characterised by transworld
depravity there is a corresponding alpha essence among its various sister
essences which is not so characterised. Consequently, for every possible
person (actual ones included) who as a matter of fact sometimes (or all the
time) freely does what is wrong, there is a corresponding sister person who
upon being actualised yould always freely do what is right. And since God's
creative activity is to be understood as the activity of instantiating
essences, there doesn't seem to be any contradiction in saying that by
creating God instantiates alpha essences the instantiations of which He knew
would always freely go right. Had God done this, the galaxy actualised would
have been an &/pbs gs/sxy which included only creatures who would always

do the good and thus, in cooperation with God, would have freely actualised an



Alnhs Worids 86

alpha world.

The conclusion to draw here is that even if Plantinga was right in
claiming that it is possible that it is not up to God to actualise just any
particular world subsequent to His creation of free agents (because from that
moment onwards it is partly up to these agents which particular world will
be the actual one), he is wrong in his suggestion that it is possible that there
might not have been &syiiing that God could have done to ensure the eventual
actualisation of an alpha world. For, since it is not possible that all person
essences suffer from transyorld depravity, it is not possible that all
possible persons suffer from it. Plantinga cannot deny the claim that it was
in God's povver to actualise an alpha galaxky which only included significantly
free creatures who, although free to go wrong, always freely chose to go
right. Had God availed Himself of such an exciting possibility, His creative
activity would eventually have resulted in the cooperative actualisation of an

alpha world with no unabsorbed evils in it.

One More Objection

It is relatively easy to see that the above argument in support of premise
(4) doesn't rely on the claim that there are alpha essences yhich God could
instantiate alone. It also takes advantage of the distinction made earlier
between two ways of actualising some state of affairs.3! More
specifically, this argument claims that, although God could not have siranaly
sctuslized some alpha world #¢, He could have westiy sclvsiised one. God
could have done this by strongly actualising some galaxy of worlds & which
contained only instantiations of alpha essences of whom it was true that if
they were instantiated in &, their instantiations would always freely go

right and thus eventually make it the case that &/ is actual.

91 gee above, p. 70.
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This looks as it should, but some philosophers find arguments of this sort
objectionable. Michael Tooley, in his otherwise excellent critical paper on
Alvin Plantinga, dismisses arguments of the sort | have advanced above for
the truth of (4) on the grounds that on full-blooded libertarian assumptions
the second condition {ii) in the notion of weak actualization can never be
satisfied.92 After presenting his argument with characteristic clarity, his
conclusion is that "conditionals of the form 'If £ were the case, then &
would have done 4 ' are necessarily false if one adopts the [above mentioned

libertarian] view" 9%

But Tooley is not entitled to this conclusion any more than Adarms ig.94
Just like Adams, Tooley uses the strong #al-waw/s-#et interpretation of
might conditionals in deriving his conclusion. But as | have already shown,
the libertarian assumption in guestion is insufficient by itself to justity such
a strong reading of them. On ite own, that assumption only guarantees the
weaker wew/g-lie-passitiie reading of mxght conditionals with the result
that on this particular reading the arguments in question become invalid.
Hence, Tooley is faced with the same dilemma as Adams: he can either have
true premises or a valid argumend for the conclusion in question, but not a
valid argument with true premises — not until satisfactory support is found
for the strong sai-wau/d-nat reading of might conditionals. What possibly

could fulfil that task, still remains to be seen.

But in order to do full justice to Tooley's position on the question of
subjunctives we must also acknowledge what seems to be an independent

‘argument to support the same sort of conclusion. Consider subjunctives of the

92 For the definition see above p. 70.
93 Tooley, 1980, p. 365,
94 ee the earlier section "The Third Anti-Realist Arguinent”, pp. 36 - 45 above.
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(7) If 4 were the case, & would be the case; and

(8) If 4 were the case, # would not be the case.

Of these Tooley says:

Anpther reason why it is very difficult to see why one should think [thal either (7)
is true or (@) is trug] is that neither & consequence analysis of subjunctive
conditionals nor e possible worlds analysis of the Lewis variety entails that either
(7)is true or @) is true. A Stalnaker type account daes have this consequence, but
it does so beceuse it collapses 'would' conditionals and 'might’ conditionals, and is

implausible for precisely thet reeson. 95

Just how much support is this argument capable of lending to the
conclusion Tooley favours? Some, but certainly not enough. For even if we
suppose its claims are correct, it only shows that we have not yet found the
ideal way of accounting for the truth of subjunctives. It certainly does not
show that neither of (7) and (8) is true, (and Tooley doesn't deny this). On the
other hand, as | have already shown,%® on a Lewisian type of possible worlds
analysis we can make good sense of the two readings of "might” conditionals.
in such a way that Tooley's crucial argument against subjunctive conditionals

clearly fails.

| conclude, then, that premise (4) of the main argument of this thesis
cannot be denied in the ways suggested by Plantinga, Pike and Tooley. And in
the absence of a better argument for their position in this regard, | shall

move on to consider the next premise of the argument.

95 Tg0ley, 1980, p. 364.
96 gee p. 42 above.
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{5) God is an all-good, perfect moral agent and is totally and
intrinsically opposed to evil. He is not selfish, careless, stupid or
childish enough to mess around with people’s lives. Consequently,
what‘ever the circumstances, all other things being equal, God will
seek the prevention and elimination of all evil the elimination of

which constitutes a logically possible task for him.

It might be tempting to think that the Supreme Being is some sort of
impersonal force or that it is the collection of natural and cosmic laws
governing the universe. But such an understanding of the God of monotheism
ywould be misguided for several reasons, the relevant one here being that, a
priori, something impersonal cannot be an agent, et alone a positively and

actively good one as God, the Supreme Being, is supposed to be.

For example, an irpersonal being wouldn't be able to know &anything. But
God is supposed to be omniscient. Such an impersonal being being would not
be able to act either, and hence it could not be the omnipotent creator God is
supposed to be. Furthermore, an impersonal God would be incapable of
affection, caring and love. But the God of monotheism is conceived of as a
&og of Jove who relates Lo His creatures in the most personal of terms.
Among other things this means that God is a mature, responsible agent and
hot selfish, careless, stupid or childish enough to mess around with people’s
lives. And, although the list could be continued, this much is enough to make
the point that nothing impersonal can fall under the concept of God we are

dealing here or be the proper referent of the term "God" in this sense.

It must also be observed here that it is part and parcel of the concept of

benevolence that a benevolent being does not and cannot attach the minutest
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intrinsic worth to evil. Therefore, even if such a being decides to allow or put
up with evil at any one time, that can be only because either the evil in
question is necessary for some greater good or because it is beyond the power

of that agent to eliminate it.

{6) God, as an all-powerful, all-knowing and all-good agent,
cannot have a good, morally acceptable reason for allowing the
actualisation of a world containing unabsorbed evils and,
therefore, if God existed, the actual world would be an alpha world

devoid of them.

Premise (6) is the conclusion from premises (2), (3), (4) and (5). All
these premises are a priori truths and, therefore, so must be (6) which
logically follows from them. Notwithstanding, virtually every theist denies
its truth. | shall consider briefly three of the most significant ones:

Plantinga, Pike and Hick.

The Failure of Plantinga's Attempt

Plantinga thinks that () is false because he believes that (4) is false.
He holds that it is possible that all those worlds which are better than ours,
including the alpha worlds in which significantly free moral agents always
freely choose what is right, are among the ones that God could not have
actualised.97 However, as | have already endeavoured to show in defence of
premise (4), this claim is false. Consequently, Flantinga has no grounds for

denying premise {6).

The Failure of Pike's Attempt

Melson Pike also assumes the falsity of premise (6) in his attempt to

resolve the problem:

97 plantings, 1975, pp. 45 - 53.
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If the proposition, “There is & good reason for evil in the theistic universe” (i.e.,
"thers are molives or other factual conditions which, i/ éxeuw, would render
blarming God for evil ineppropriate”) cav/7 be true, then the logic of the phrase
“perfectly good person” ellovrs thet the propositions "God is e perfectly goad

person” and "God alloya evil in the world even though he could prevent it”

c@//d be true logether. 98

However, in the light of the earlier discussion on unabsorbed evils,32 it
is clear that Pike's argument has a false premise. For although it is possible
that there is a good reason for the existence of same evils in a theistic
universe, it is impossible that this should be the case concerning the
gxistence of unabsorbed evils. Taking into account the excellences of God, the
proposition "There is a good reason for evil in the theistic universe” cannot be
true when the evils referred to are of the unabsorbed sort. There cannot be a
morally acceptable justification for God's allowing these to enter the created

order.

Hick's Attempt

At its heart Hick's theodicy claims that God's reason for allowing a world

v/ith unabsorbed evils in it was that He wanted to be freely trusted, 1pved,
obeyed and worshipped in faith by his creatures. The way Hick arrives at this
absurd conclusion is quite interesting in itself.

First of all, he holds that the divine will wasn't just to create morally
righteous souls who would always freely relate to each other in morally
impeccable ways but souls who would also /reely came in 78ith ta jave,
{rust, obey end warship Geg . This is what Hick calls “the religious
dimension” to God's purpose. 199

Furthermore, Hick claims that given this purpose it was necessary that

the world should be constituted in such a way so as to keep mankind at an

98 pike, 1957-52, p. 119,
99 gee above pp. 15 - 9.
100 Hick, 1977, p. 372.
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epistemic distance from (i.e. ignorant of) God. The purported divine reasoning
behind this move was that only then would human beings have the creaturely
independence in relatio'n to their Maker for it to be possible for them freely to
reject or freely to worship God.'®! For, in the absence of an epistemic
distance between a creature and its Maker there would be no possibility of
the former freely choosing to love, yorship and obey the latter. A constant
awareness of God's glorious existence would make it impossible for anyone to

reject Him.

But, the reasoning continues, ignorant of God and left at the mercy of a
harsh environment (which is also necessary for the purpose of soul making),
man could not help but be self-centred. This self-centredness in turn is the
root-cause of all sin and moral failure. Thus we have the rather unusual but
interesting Christian picture of God creating mankind in a fallen state
through the 1ong and painful process of evolution with the hope that at some
stage'they will all come to always freely do the morally right thing towards
each other and, most importantly, that eventually all of them will freely

decide in faith to love, trust, worship and obey God.102

The Failure of Hick's Attempt

If my earlier claim is right that (6) is an a priori truth because it follows
from & priori reasons, Hick's denial of (6) will necessarily have to go hand in
hand with the denial of one of the other premises which jointly entail it. It is
not difficult to show that this indeed is the case, for Hick's theodicy fails to
incorporate and preserve the essential theistic claim that God is an all-goad,
perfect moral agent. For even if epistemic distance is a prerequisite to our
freely choosing to yorship and obey God, the obvious thing that God should

have morally done yould have been to create human beings whom He knew

101 Hick, 1977, p. 373.
102 Yick, 1977, pp. 253 - 261.
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would always freely act rightly towards each other and at the same time
would freely choose in faith to love, trust, obey and worship Him if and when
created at an epistemié distance from Himself in the midst of a harsh
environment. Failure to do this is incompatible with God's benevolence. Hick

has altogether overlooked the fact that this possibility was open to God.

An Internal Criticism

Furthermore, Hick's theodicy i5 open to an objection which can be raised
from within his particular system. Hick believes that there was a way (call it
"method X°) by which God could have made morally righteous creatures in such
a fashion that they always freely acted rightly towards each other. God didn't
do this, reasons Hick, because that would have defeated His religious purpose
of freely being loved, trusted, obeyed and woarshipped in uncompelled faith by

His creatures. 193

But, regardiess of the exact reasoning that may lie behind this last claim,
even if it was right, does not God's benevolence still remain in question? For
if God could have employed method X in making human beings who would
always freely chose to be moral towards each other, there should be a much
better and weightier reason for deciding on an epistemic distance than a
desire to be freely loved, worshipped and obeyed in faith by others. Since in
Hick's system, this "religious dimension” to God's purpose is the sole
justification for the epistemic distance between God and man, (and
consequently the sole justification for ailowing unabsorbed evils), we are
forced to ask why it is so important for God to be loved, worshipped and
obeyed in faith by His creatures in the first place ? For, surely, anything
similar would be congidered to be a serious moral flaw in the character of
any one of us. And it is hard to see how and why God should be exempt from
this rebuke, especially when we consider the costs involved in the form of the

misery and suffering which humans consciously inflict on others in the world.

103 Hick, 1977, p. 274,
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In view of these considerations Hick's Creator would have had to be either
extremely selfish, or careless, or just very stupid, to have decided to create
mankind at an epistemic distance from Himself just to satisfy His desire to
be freely loved, obeyed, trusted and worshipped in faith by His creatures. It is
clear that Hick's theodicy violates the fundamental theistic claim that God is
an all-good, perfect moral agent. But since this tenet cannot be denied by the
theist, we have to deny the suggestion that God's religious reason for

allowing unabsorbed evils is a morally acceptable one.

Other Possible Attempts

An initially more promising line of argument might go like this: Just
because there are possible worlds which are much better than ours, and
because God could have created moral agents who would always freely chose
the good, it does not follow that if God existed He ma/s have created an
alpha world with agents like that. Given that there-is no best possible world,
it would be irrational for a divine creator to attempt creating the best one of
all the possible worlds. Clearly, for any particular world He would want to
actualise there would alyvays be a better one that He could create. Given these
states of affairs, and God's goal to create, say value, it would be irrational of
Hirm to attempt to maximise value. The only rational strategy for Him,
therefore, is to be & satisficer regarding value and create a world which,
although isn't the best, is good enough. And, it might be added, the actual

vworld is a good enough one.

But, as | already pointed out, this argument works only against the
traditional atheistic approach to the problem of evil. It has no grip
whatsoever on the strategy employed in this thesis. For although there isn't a
best possible world, and hence alpha worlds cannot be preferable for this
reason, there is a best possible way to achieve any particular purpose and for
this reason alpha worlds are definitely preferable to ones with unabsorbed

evils in them.
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In other words, it must be the case that God created whatever He
created for some purpose or end. Clearly, even if this does not hold good of
intrinsically good things, it must hold good of the evil aspects of the created
order. Monotheism in general is committed to the instrumental value of any
evil. It is one of its essani/s/ characteristics to deny the minutest amount of
intrinsic value to evil. And my argument here is that wieierer God's purpose
may be with regard to evil, there was a better way of achieving that purpose.
This is why creating the actual world would not have been a morally good

enough act on God's part.

One possible reply to this argument could be to claim that sere /s ne
marslly best passiliie wey of achieving any possible purpose. But, unlike the
parallel claim that Zhere /s na besi passitiie wearld , this is clearly false. It is
self-evident that there is a best 1ogically possible way of doing anything —
unless, of course, there are two or more equally best ways to achieve the
same thing. Consequently, a similar argument to the one to the irrationality

of a divine maximiser cannnt arise with this approach.

But what if God is a moral satisficer not only regarding goals but also
concerning means? Given that He has a morally satisfactory goal to achieve
through the creation, perhaps He is only obliged from a moral standpoint to
bring His goal about through a mare/ly selisfaciary wey and not obliged to

bring it about in the mars//y best passitiie wey .

The reply to this objection is that, all other things being equal, an all-
good being would and must choose the best possible moral means to actualise
whatever goal He wants to achieve. For otherwise we could imagine another
being who always chose the morally best possible means for achieving His

morally equally good goals and, clearly, in this case this latter being would be
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a better one. But this is absurd, for by definition there cannot be a better,
more loving being than God. Therefore, if God exrists, necessarily, He will be a
moral maximiser regarding the means through which He achieves His goals.
This, of course, in no way prejudices the fact that He will have to be only a
moral satisficer with respect to goals if, and since, there is no morally best

possible goal.

Furthermore, we must also observe that since God is not only
benevolent but omniscient and omnipotent also, for Him all other relevant
things &re end must ke equal. Therefore, He cannot be a satisficer with

respect to means in the way suggested, but only a maximiser.

But even if God could be a satisficer regarding means, that would still
be of little consolation to the theists. Given that there are innumerable
unabsorbed evils of the sort already mentioned (like many cases of rape and
child abuse), the actual world does not and cannot satisfy the adequacy
threshold of being a good enough world for any morally permissible purpose.
Only alpha worlds with no unabsorbed evils in them can satisfy that
threshold. This is because God is intrinsically opposed to evil and it is
incompatible with His benevolence to say that He unnecessarily allows evils
which He could eliminate or prevent. There can be no justification for Him

doing this.

To repeat, (6) is an a priori truth because it follows from a priori reasons,
despite the fact that theists often choose to make it their favourite
scapegoat when the tenability of their beliefs are called into guestion.
Consequently, any Free Will Defence or theodicy which is built on the
assumption that the central claim of premise (6) is false, can be found to

conflict in some way or other with at least one of monotheism's core tenets.
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{7) The actual world is not an alpha world because a lot of

unabsorbed evils exist.

This last premise logically follows from premise (1) in virtue of the
definition of an alpha world as given in premise (4). Consequently, there is no

need to further defend it here.

Conclusion of the Main Argument:

(8) God does not exist.

This conclusion deductively follows from premises the truth of which |
have defended. Therefare, to the extent to which that defence is adequate, we
can have confidence in accepting this conclusion as stating the truth of the

matter.



The Napeyistence af God 90

4 Conclusion

The Monexistence of God

In this thesis | have argued that, contrary to the beliefs of many, the
existence of certain kinds of evil makes possible a strict logical disproof of

God's existence.

In the first section of the thesis | have argued that previous attempts to
show this are unsatisfactory because they all make the unreasonable

assumption that God is invariably obliged to be a moral maximiser of value.

| argued, however, that an atheologian can dispense with such a strong
assumption, in favour of a weaker one which allows God to do 1ess than what
He is capable of. This principle only requires that whatever God engages in, He
should not slip below a certain moral satisficing threshold because that
vwould have the unacceptable consequence that on moral considerations His
actions or goals will fail to be good enough. And | have claimed that this
weaker principle is quite adequate for the construction of a sound

atheological argument from evil.

In the course of attempting to make good this claim by the construction
of such an argument, besides giving a detailed analysis of the concept of God,
| tried to demonstrate how the incorporation of this weaker assumption is
capable of delivering the aformentioned atheological conclusion. Taking
advantage of the familiar distinction between engs and mesns , | argued that
since there is no limit to the amount of good which God can create He is not
required to be a maximiser with respect to ends. However, on account of there
alyays being a best possible way of achieving any morally acceptable
purpose, at least insofar as others are affected by His actions, God is morally

required to be a maximiser with respect to means.
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Further, | argued that, on account of its evils, the actual world could only
be a means to an end in God's hands. And, because it was in God's power to
actualise a world which was very much like the actual one but without
unabsorbed evils in it, by creating the actual world God would have had to fail
to employ the best possible means to achieve whatever end He might have had

in mind.

In the form of a reply to a possible objection | also argued that even if
God is not required to be a moral maximiser with respect to means, the actual
world would still fail to be a good enough means for the achievement of any
morally permissible purpose by God. Given that His decisions affect other
agents, it is incompatible with God's benevolence to allow the minutest
amount of unabsorbed evil in the course of realizing His goals. Therefore, if
premise (1) is correct and a lot of unabsorbed evils exist, it cannot be the
case phat the creator of the actual world is an all-powerful, all-knowing and
morally perfect agent. Furthermore, it also follows that such a being cannot
exist, because a person of that sort would not have allowed the actualisation
of aworld with the amount and kinds of evils we sadly enough have to

witness in the actual world.

To sumup, if God existed He could not be absolved from being the object
of mars/ blame for the existence of a great many evils of the created order.
A being like God cannot have a good, morally acceptable reason for allowing
them. For, whatever God's purpose with the creation might have been, if that
purpose meets the minimum moral requirements necessitated by His
benevolence, He could have accomplished it without allowing the unnecessary
evils and suffering we witness in the actual world. Therefore, the ultimate
conclusion to be drawn is that the only possible, morally acceptable excuse

for God is that He does not exist.
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