
North American Philosophical Publications

Recent Work on God and Freedom
Author(s): John Martin Fischer
Source: American Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. 29, No. 2 (Apr., 1992), pp. 91-109
Published by: University of Illinois Press on behalf of North American Philosophical Publications
Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/20014405 .
Accessed: 24/02/2011 13:12

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of JSTOR's Terms and Conditions of Use, available at .
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp. JSTOR's Terms and Conditions of Use provides, in part, that unless
you have obtained prior permission, you may not download an entire issue of a journal or multiple copies of articles, and you
may use content in the JSTOR archive only for your personal, non-commercial use.

Please contact the publisher regarding any further use of this work. Publisher contact information may be obtained at .
http://www.jstor.org/action/showPublisher?publisherCode=illinois. .

Each copy of any part of a JSTOR transmission must contain the same copyright notice that appears on the screen or printed
page of such transmission.

JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of
content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms
of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

University of Illinois Press and North American Philosophical Publications are collaborating with JSTOR to
digitize, preserve and extend access to American Philosophical Quarterly.

http://www.jstor.org

http://www.jstor.org/action/showPublisher?publisherCode=illinois
http://www.jstor.org/action/showPublisher?publisherCode=napp
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20014405?origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp
http://www.jstor.org/action/showPublisher?publisherCode=illinois


American Philosophical Quarterly 
Volume 29, Number 2, April 1992 

RECENT WORK ON GOD AND FREEDOM 

John Martin Fischer 

I. Introduction 

?N the last twenty-five years, and increas? 

ingly in the last ten, there has been a consid? 

erable amount of work on the cluster of 

issues pertaining to the traditional problem 
of the relationship between God and human 

freedom. The richness and fertility of the 

puzzle are remarkable, and its intractability 
is not less noteworthy. In this somewhat pan? 

oramic?and, necessarily, compendious? 

essay, I shall present and organize some of 

the recent work on the set of issues involved 

in the puzzle. 

II. What Does He Know, and 

When Does He Know It? 

I shall suppose here that "God" is the 
name of an individual who possesses the di? 

vine attributes. These divine attributes in? 

clude essential eternality and essential 

omniscience (among others). But there are 

two alternative conceptions of God's essen? 

tial eternality: atemporal and temporal 

(sempiternal). 

Atemporality 

On the atemporal picture of God's 

eternality, God exists outside of the temporal 
framework in which humans exist. This 

leaves two possibilities: either God exists in 

another temporal framework, or He does 
not exist within any temporal framework. 

For my purposes here, it will be convenient 
to lump these two possibilities together in 
the category of the atemporal conception of 

God's eternality. There is an interesting de? 

velopment of an atemporal conception of 

God in Stump and Kretmann (1981, 1985, 

and 1987). For some skeptical ruminations, 
see Pike (1970), and Fitzgerald (1985). There 
are recent defenses of the coherence of an 

atemporal God in Helm (1988) and Leftow 

(1991). 
A set of problems emerges from the inter? 

action of God's essential eternality?con? 
strued as atemporality?and essential 

omniscience. It is a delicate business to de? 

fine omniscience, but it is sufficient here to 

say that it is at least plausible to think that an 

omniscient being knows all the propositions 
that are true. Thus, if a being does not know 

certain propositions, this is at least prima 

facie reason to suppose that he is not omni? 

scient. The problem is that if God is atempo? 
ral, then there appear to be certain things He 

cannot know. For instance, an atemporal 
God cannot know what time it is now, and 

thus it might be supposed that such a being 
could not be omniscient. There is an early 
discussion of this issue in Kretzmann (1966) 
and Casta?eda (1967). (Kretzmann has in? 

formed me that he recently told Casta?eda 
that he has changed his mind about the main 
issue about which they disagreed, to which 

Casta?eda responded that he has also 

changed his mind. Thus, a disagreement re? 

mains.) 
There is no time (within the human tempo? 

ral framework) at which an atemporal God 

knows what He knows. He timelessly knows 
what He knows. But this does not mean that 
He does not know many things?even many 

temporal facts. He timelessly knows what 

happens at each human time (and the tem? 

poral relations between these events). It is 

important to distinguish the time at which 

knowledge is held from the temporal con? 

tents of the knowledge; even though God 
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possesses His knowledge timelessly, He can 

know temporal facts. But whereas an 

atemporal God can know that John F Ken? 

nedy is assassinated in 1963 (where the "is" 

is not taken to express the present tense), 
and that Ronald Reagan is president at a 

later time than John F Kennedy is president, 
such a God cannot (it seems) know what 

time it is now. Further, it might be supposed 
that a being who cannot know what time it is 

now cannot know all things and hence can? 

not be omniscient. There is a development of 
a similar line of argumentation in Grim 

(1985). (For useful background analysis and 

discussion, see Perry [1977 and 1979] and 
Millikan [1990].) 

One strategy of response to this objection 
to the possibility of an atemporal agent who 

is omniscient would employ an alleged anal? 

ogy with omnipotence. (Swinburne, [1977].) 
According to this approach, it is unreason? 

able to demand that an omnipotent agent be 

able to do anything. Rather, an omnipotent 

agent must be able to do anything which it is 

logically possible (in a broad sense) for that 

agent to do. Thus, the inability of an agent to 

square a circle or for God to sin are alleged 
not to be genuine limitations which would 

rule out omnipotence. By analogy, then, the 

inability of an atemporal God to know what 

it is logically impossible for such an individ? 

ual to know?what time it is now?would be 

no genuine limitation on God's cognitive 

powers. 

But there are two problems with this strat? 

egy. First, it is not evident that this approach 
works in the case of omnipotence. If an indi? 

vidual is defined as having as an essential 

property that he can only do one thing? 
count to four?then the definition of omnip? 
otence will deem him omnipotent if he can in 

fact count to four. (For a similar example, see 

Plantinga [1967].) But it is very implausible 
to suppose that such an individual is omnip? 
otent. Further, it is not uncontroversially ev? 

ident that the definition can be refined to 

rule out such examples. (For an illuminating 
discussion of this point, see Flint and 

Freddoso [1983].) Finally, even if the defini? 
tion can be suitably refined, it is not clear 

that omnipotence and omniscience are rele? 

vantly similar. Indeed, Kretzmann (1966) 

and Kvanvig (1986) have disputed the puta? 
tive analogy between omnipotence and om? 

niscience. 

Another strategy of response claims that, 

despite the appearances, there is really noth? 

ing (in the example of God's allegedly not 

knowing what time it is now) that an 

atemporal God fails to know: nothing is 

there for God not to know. The proponent of 

this response to the worry points out that the 

phrase, "what time it is now," contains the 

(temporal) indexical element, "now," and 

thus picks out different times on different 
occasions of usage. (For an excellent discus? 

sion of the logical behavior of indexicals such 
as "I," "he," "she," and "now," see 

Kaplan 

[1979].) Further, the sentence, "It is now ten 

o'clock," picks out different propositions on 

different occasions of utterance; there is no 

single proposition associated with this sen? 

tence. Indeed, whereas understanding the 

meaning of the sentence, "It is now ten 

o'clock," involves understanding the way in 

which "now" picks out a time on an occasion 

of utterance, it does not involve associating a 

particular proposition with the sentence 

(apart from a given context of utterance). 
Thus, although an atemporal God cannot 

know what time it is now, there simply is no 

proposition which is true and to which such a 

God cannot have cognitive access. 

Let us suppose that at ten o'clock Mary 
utters the sentence, "It is now ten o'clock." 

By uttering this sentence, Mary expresses 
the proposition, "At ten o'clock it is ten 

o'clock." Although it does not require great 
acumen to know this, it is at least a true prop? 
osition which Mary can know at ten o'clock. 

Of course, even an atemporal God can 

(timelessly) know this proposition. Note that 

Mary's knowledge of the pertinent proposi? 
tion is in some sense "mediated" by the sen? 

tence, "It is now ten o'clock." In contrast, an 

atemporal God's knowledge of the proposi? 
tion in quesiton cannot be mediated in the 

same way: He cannot know the proposition 
via the sentence (or corresponding mental 

state), "It is now ten o'clock." But of course 

this is not to say that an atemporal God can? 

not know certain things; rather it is to sug? 

gest that he cannot know them in certain 

ways. (For such a view, see Kvanvig [1986].) 
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And that a being cannot know a given prop? 
osition in certain ways may not impugn his 

omniscience. Consider an analogy: only I can 

express the proposition that John Martin 
Fischer is in Dodger Stadium by uttering the 

sentence, "I am in Dodger Stadium," even 

though others can express this same proposi? 
tion by employing other sentences. But this 
fact does not seem to be a significant limita? 

tion on the powers of other agents. It would 
not be evidence of another individual's fail? 
ure to be omnipotent that he cannot express 
the proposition that John Martin Fischer is in 

Dodger Stadium by uttering the sentence, "I 
am in Dodger Stadium." Similarly, that an 

atemporal individual cannot know a certain 

proposition in a certain way does not seem to 

be a significant limitation on his cognitive 
powers. 

Sempiternality 

On the temporal conception of God's es? 

sential eternality, God exists within the tem? 

poral framework in which we exist. His 

eternality consists in "sempiternality"?exis? 
tence at all times. God's essential eternality 
can be interpreted as his sempiternality in all 

possible worlds in which He exists. (God's 
essential omniscience conjoined with His 

necessary existence entails His sempiternal? 
ity in all possible worlds.) 

The interaction of the temporal picture of 
God's essential eternality and His essential 
omniscience issues in a conception of God 

according to which he knows at all times in all 

possible worlds in which He exists all there is 
to know (at those times). (Alternatively, one 

might say that on this picture God knows in 
all worlds in which he exists at all times all 
that it is logically possible for Him to know at 

those times.) But this relatively abstract 
model leaves room for more and less robust 

conceptions of God's knowledge of the 
future. 

Let us define a "future contingent" as a 
statement saying that some human being will 

freely perform some action (or freely refrain 
from performing some action) in the future. 

(For the purposes of this discussion, we need 
not consider other contingent statements? 

perhaps involving natural events?about the 

future.) A fairly radical way of denying that 

God knows anything about the free behavior 
of humans in the future is to deny that future 

contingents are really about the future. Peter 
Geach has argued that although future con? 

tingents seem to be about the future free be? 
havior of human agents, their real content 
concerns the present; they specify present 

dispositions and propensities. (Geach [1977]; 
for a critical discussion, see Kvanvig [1986]). 

Some philosophers have held that God 
cannot at any time know any future contin? 

gents because all future contingents fail to be 
true (prior to the times they are "about"). 

On one such approach, all future contingents 
are false (prior to the times they are about). 
(See Prior [1962].) On another such ap? 

proach, all future contingents are neither 
true nor false (prior to the times they are 

about). (See Lukasiewicz [1967].) On still an? 

other approach, future contingents are as? 

signed values between zero and one which 
are treated according to the probability cal? 
culus. (This approach is developed in Purtill 

[1988].) Here, although God could know the 
probability that certain future events would 

occur, He could not know any future contin? 

gents (of the form, "Agent A will freely per? 
form act X at time T.") Alternatively, some 

have argued that although (some) future 

contingents are indeed true prior to the 
times they are about, it is logically impossible 
for God to know these truths. (See Hasker 

[1989]; for a critical discussion of this sort of 

view, see Kvanvig [1986].) 
On all the above approaches, God's omni? 

science does not involve His knowledge of 
future contingents. Note that He remains 
omniscient insofar as He knows at all times 
all those truths which it is logically possible 
for Him to know at those times. Neverthe? 

less, His knowledge of the future is not ro? 

bust. Given the lack of robustness of His 

knowledge of the future posited by these ap? 

proaches, it is unclear how (on these ap? 

proaches) God exercises his providential 
activity. (Below it will be noted that even if 

God is taken to have a very robust picture of 
the future, it is puzzling how this would help 
him in his providential activity.) Insofar as 

God does not have a robust representation 
of the future, Hasker believes that God must 
take risks in His providential activity. (Has 
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ker [1989]). Also, this "restricted" approach 
to God's omniscience does not fit well with 

various passages in the Old and New Testa? 

ments; for a useful discussion of these pas? 

sages and an argument that the dominant 

Biblical view of God implies that God pos? 
sesses foreknowledge of future contingents, 
see Craig (1987). 

Finally, there is what I would call the "ro? 

bust temporal" conception of God's (essen? 

tial) omniscience. On this picture of God's 

essential omniscience, God essentially 
knows at all times all future contingents 

(among other things He knows). Some pro? 

ponents of the robust temporal conception 
are incompatibilists about God's essential 

omniscience and human freedom, while 

other proponents of this conception are 

compatibilists. A discussion of the relation? 

ship between the robust temporal concep? 
tion and human freedom will be presented 

below. In the next two sections I shall 

(briefly) explore some other aspects of the 

robust conception of God's essential omni? 

science. 

III. How Does He Know 

What He Knows? 

I shall divide this section into two discus? 

sions. First, I shall discuss the issue of 

whether God knows the future via having 

beliefs about the future. This is a question 
about the analysis or components of His 

knowledge. Second, I shall discuss the evi? 

dence or procedure for generating His 

knowledge of the future. 

Some philosophers hold that God's 

knowledge is like all other knowledge to the 

extent that it includes true belief. (Knowl? 

edge involves more than true belief, but ex? 

actly what must be added is of course highly 

controversial.) Thus, on this approach, God 

has knowledge of the future (at least partly) 
in virtue of having true beliefs about the fu? 

ture. William Alston has denied this claim, 

arguing that God's knowledge does not in? 

volve beliefs. (See Alston [1986].) Alston 

suggests that insofar as God does not have 

beliefs about the future, one can avoid the 

worries for the robust view generated by the 

Basic Argument for Incompatibilism pre 

sented below. Hasker however criticizes 
Alston's position, arguing that it is plausible 
to suppose that God's knowledge involves 
beliefs and further that even if it didn't, there 
would be a problem similar to the problem 

generated by the basic argument for in? 

compatibilism. (See Hasker [1988b].) 
There is a further question about the na? 

ture of God's beliefs, if indeed He has beliefs. 

Supposing that God does have beliefs, Fi? 
scher has argued that it is appropriate to 

apply a certain constraint to these beliefs 

which would render God's beliefs similar in 
an important respect to human beliefs. (See 
the discussion of the "incompatibilist's con? 

straint" in Fischer [1983 and 1986].) J. A. 

Fodor has argued that human beliefs must be 

constrained by what he has called the "for? 

mality condition:" Fodor [1980]. Very 

roughly, this constraint implies that two 

human thoughts "can be distinct in content 

only if they can be identified with relations to 

formally distinct representations. 
... mental 

states can be (type) distinct only if the repre? 
sentations which constitute their objects are 

formally distinct." (Ibid., p. 64) Fodor even 

suggests?perhaps in jest?that not even 

God will violate the formality constraint in a 

certain way. (Ibid., p. 67.) Fischer has offered 
a constraint on God's beliefs which is in cer? 

tain respects analogous to Fodor's formality 
condition on human beliefs. On Fischer's ap? 

proach, it cannot be the case that one and the 
same (formally specified) state of God's 

mind would count as one belief about the 

future should one event occur in the future, 
but would count as another belief should an? 

other event occur in the future. (See Fischer 

[1983 and 1986].) Thus, Fischer has in effect 
claimed that God's beliefs should be treated 

as analogous to human beliefs in meeting 
some sort of formality condition. There are 

useful discussions of this view in Kvanvig 

(1986); Helm (1988); Zemach and Widerker 

(1988); and Wierenga (1989). 
On the basis of what evidence, and in vir? 

tue of what procedure does God (on the ro 

bust conception of God's essential 

omniscience) know about the future? I shall 

distinguish three answers to this "how" 

question. The first answer claims that God 

knows future contingents in virtue of know 
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ing their causal antecedents and the causal 
laws which link those antecedents with the 
events posited by the relevant future contin? 

gents. This answer is natural and appealing, 
but it seems to presuppose causal determin? 

ism; this presupposition might be problem? 
atic for a proponent of compatibilism about 

God's foreknowledge and human freedom 

(This point illustrates the interaction be? 

tween certain answers to the "how" question 
and the issue of the compatibility of God's 

foreknowledge and human freedom.) A 

variant on this answer claims that God can 

have genuine knowledge of future contin? 

gents based on knowledge of the anteced? 

ents of the events mentioned in the future 

contingents and non-deterministic general? 
izations linking the antecedents with the sub? 

sequent events. But whereas this picture 
allows one to avoid the presupposition of 

causal determinism and its attendant prob? 
lems with regard to freedom, it attenuates 

the claim that God has knowledge of the 

events mentioned in the future contingents. 
Another answer to the "how" question 

claims that God has some sort of "direct" 

knowledge of the actual future event. On this 
sort of approach, God's knowledge is di? 

rectly "brought about" by the relevant fu? 
ture event. It is as if God gazes into the 
future in the manner in which a man on a tall 

mountain may gaze down a road, or in the 
manner in which someone might gaze into a 

telescope or a crystal ball. A prima facie 

problem with this approach is that it accepts 
a certain sort of backward causation which 
links future events with God's mental states. 

A third answer to the question of how God 
knows about the future appeals to the 

"Molinist" doctrine of "middle knowledge." 
For an excellent presentation and discussion 
of Molinism, see Freddoso (1988). Here is a 

crisp formulation of the position: 

The theory of middle knowledge holds that, for 
each possible free creature that might exist, 
and for each possible situation in which such a 
creature might make a free choice, there is a 

truth, known to God prior to and independent 
of any decision on God's part, concerning what 

definite choice that creature would freely 
make if placed in that situation. (Hasker 

[1989], p 20). 

Molina called this type of knowledge 
"middle knowledge" because it is in between 

God's "natural knowledge" of the various 

possible circumstances that he could actual? 
ize and His "free knowledge" of what will 

happen (which God possesses after His free 
act of willing the creation of certain circum? 

stances). God employs His middle knowl? 

edge to go from knowledge about which 

circumstances will obtain to knowledge of 
which free actions will occur. This transition 
is possible because middle knowledge con? 

sists in conditionals linking circumstances 
with actions. Also, He (allegedly) employs 
His middle knowledge providentially: it 

guides Him in His selection of circumstances 
to actualize. Thus, the doctrine of middle 

knowledge has considerable appeal. It offers 
a picture of how God can know the future 

which avoids both the presupposition of 

causal determinism and the assumption of 

backward causation. Further, it provides a 

natural model of the providential use of fore? 

knowledge. 
But there is considerable controversy over 

whether middle knowledge is possible. The 

controversy centers on whether the "condi? 
tionals of freedom" essential to middle 

knowledge can be true. Plantinga is a propo? 
nent of middle knowledge. (Plantinga 1974b) 
There are also defenses of middle knowledge 
in Freddoso (1988), Wierenga (1989), and 

Craig (1991). Robert Adams has offered a 

sustained critique of middle knowledge in 
Adams (1977 and 1991). The leading idea 
behind skepticism about the existence of 
true conditionals of freedom comes from the 

problem of the metaphysical grounding of 
such conditionals. If conditions obtain which 

ground claims about what individuals would 

definitely do in certain circumstances, it is 
hard to see how the individuals would be 

acting freely. But if no such conditions ob? 

tain, then one cannot have any basis for say? 

ing in advance what individuals would 

definitely do in the circumstances in ques? 
tion. Thus, it is alleged, there are no true con? 

ditionals of freedom. (For criticism of 
Adams' argument, see Freddoso [1988], 
Wierenga [1989], and Craig [1991].) There is 

another argument against the possibility of 
middle knowledge in Hasker (1986b and 



96 / AMERICAN PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY 

1989). For critical discussion of Hasker's ar? 

gument, see Freddoso (1988), Flint (1990), 
and Wierenga (1989). (There is a response to 

Flint [1990] in Hasker [1990].) 

IV. What Good Is It For God To Know 
The Future? What Can He Do With 

His Knowledge? 

It is perhaps evident how knowledge of 

conditionals of freedom might be providen? 

tially useful. If God had such knowledge, it 

could guide him in his choice of which cir? 
cumstances to actualize. 

But what good would it be for God to have 
robust, complete knowledge of "absolute" 

(non-conditional) future contingents? If 

God had such knowledge, it would seem to 

be useless, for having such knowledge would 

appear to imply that it is "too late" to do 

anything about the content of the knowl? 

edge. As Hasker puts the point, 

We are inclined to think, albeit unconsciously, 
of God's foreknowledge along the lines of the 
limited foreknowledge we ourselves some? 

times have, when we see certain events coming 

that are not contingent upon anything we may 
choose to do or to refrain from doing. In such 
cases the actions that we take in view of our 

foresight lead to no paradox. But if we could 

foresee everything, then for us, as for God, it 
would be too late to do anything about it. (Has? 
ker [1989], p. 62) 

There is an ingenious and lucid presentation 
of this idea that foreknowledge of absolute 

future contingents would be providentially 
useless for God in Hasker (1989). For an in? 

teresting critical discussion, see Hunt (forth? 

coming). For Hasker it is some consolation 

for the fact that it is logically impossible for 
God to know future contingents that such 

knowledge would in any case be providen? 

tially useless. 

V. The Basic Argument 

for Incompatibilism 

There is a powerful argument which pur? 

ports to show that the robust conception of 

God's essential omniscience is incompatible 
with human freedom (of the sort that implies 
"freedom to do otherwise"). One can find 

many different formulations of this "Basic 

Argument for Incompatibilism" in the con? 

temporary literature; such formulations in? 

clude (but are not exhausted by) Pike (1965, 
1970, 1977, and 1984), Fischer (1983, 1984, 
1985a, 1985b, 1986b, and 1988), Widerker 

(1989a, 1990), Zemach and Widerker (1989), 
Hasker (1985, 1988, 1989), Freddoso (1982, 
1988), Plantinga (1986), Davies (1983), 

Wierenga (1989), Zagzebski (1991), and 

Craig (1986, 1987a, 1987b, 1988b, 1991). I 
shall here provide a very simple version of the 

argument, formulated in two ways. What it 

lacks in precision and rigor it gains in simplicity 
and transparency. I believe that, despite the 

myriad and sometimes technical formulations, 
the argument is really rather simple. 

First, certain assumptions must be made 

explict. I assume here that God is temporal 
and essentially omniscient in the robust 
sense. That is, for any possible world in which 

God exists and for any proposition P and 

time T, God believes that P at Tit and only if 
P is true at T. (Further, future contingents 
are assumed to be true prior to the times 

they are about.) Now suppose that God 

(construed as robustly omnscient and tem? 

poral) exists and that Mary does something 
at time 72?she raises her hand. Given that 

she does in fact raise her hand at 72, we can 

nevertheless ask whether she has it in her 

power at 72 (or immediately prior to 72) to 

refrain from raising her hand at 72. But 

Mary has it in her power at 72 or immedi? 

ately prior to 72 to refrain from raising her 

hand at 72 only if her refraining from raising 
her hand at 72 could be an extension of the 

actual past relative to 72. But since Mary 

actually raised her hand at T2, God believed 

at Tl that she would raise her hand at 72. 

Thus, given God's essential omniscience, 

Mary's refraining from raising her hand at 

T2 cannot be an extension of the actual past: 
the actual past includes God's believing at 

Tl that Mary would raise her hand at 72, and 

"God believes at Tl that Mary will raise her 

hand at T2 and Mary refrains from raising 
her hand at 72" is incoherent. So Mary can? 

not at 72 or immediately prior to T2 refrain 

from raising her hand at T2. 

I elaborate a bit on the conception of the 

fixity of the past contained in this argument. 

Imagine various pathways into the future. 
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The point is that the only such paths that indi? 

cate what an agent has it in his power to do are 

the ones which are extensions of the actual past: 

they are the paths whose initial segments corre? 

spond to the actual world up to the present. 
We can put the argument slightly more 

formally as follows. Let us make the same 

assumptions about God, and we again as? 

sume that Mary in fact raises her hand at T2. 

Now we adopt the following constraint on 

power-attributions: An agent A has it in his 

power in possible world W at time T to per? 
form act X only if there exists some possible 

world W* with the same past relative to T as 

in W in which A performs X. Thus, we see 

that Mary has it in her power at T2 or imme? 

diately prior to T2 to refrain from raising her 

hand at 72 only if there exists a possible 
world with the same past (relative to 72) as 

the actual world in which Mary refrains from 

raising her hand at 72. But there is no such 

world. (Such a world would be one in which 

God believes at Tl that Mary will raise her 

hand at T2 and Mary nevertheless does not 

raise her hand at 72?a manifest impossibil? 

ity.) Hence, Mary does not have it in her 

power at T2 or immediately prior to T2 to 

refrain from raising her hand at T2. 

I believe that these (admittedly com? 

pressed and informal) formulations capture 
the leading ideas of the Basic Argument for 

Incompatibilism. The engine that drives the 

argument is the infelicitous interaction be? 
tween God's essential omniscience (con? 
strued as temporal and robust) and the fixity 
of the past constraint (the idea that if one can 

perform a certain act, then it must be possi? 
ble that one's performing it be an extension 
of the actual past). 

VI. OCKHAMISM 

One method of response to the above ar? 

gument has been particularly salient in the 

contemporary literature: Ockhamism. Fol? 

lowing William of Ockham, this approach 

distinguishes temporally genuine from tem? 

porally non-genuine (or mere relational) 
facts about the past and it further alleges that 

God's prior beliefs are in the class of tempo? 
rally non-genuine facts about the past which 
are also not presently "fixed" or beyond our 

control. That is, the Ockhamist partitions the 

class of facts about the past into temporally 

genuine ("hard") facts and temporally non 

genuine ("soft") facts, and then divides the 

class of soft facts about the past into two 

sub-classes: the class composed of facts 

which are soft but nevertheless currently 
fixed and the class composed of facts which 
are soft and not currently fixed. Finally, the 

Ockhamist's claim is that God's prior beliefs 

about one's present activity are in the latter 

group: they are alleged to be non-fixed soft 

facts about the past. 
It should be agreed by all parties that the 

principle of the fixity of the past only applies 
to temporally genuine facts about the past. 

For example, given that Mary in fact raises 
her hand at T2, it is a fact about 77 that it 

preceeded Mary's raising her hand at T2. But 

this fact, being a temporally non-genuine, re? 

lational fact?a "soft fact"?about the past, 
need not be held fixed when considering 
what Mary can do at 72: this fact (and facts of 

this sort) should not be considered part of 

the actual past when one is considering 
which pathways into the future are pertinent 
to freedom ascriptions. Everyone should 

agree with this. The distinctive ingredient of 

Ockhamism is the further claim that God's 

prior beliefs are relevantly similar to the fact 

that Tl precedes Mary's raising her hand at 
72: the claim that God's prior beliefs are in the 
class of soft, non-fixed facts about the past. 

Many philosophers have attempted to 

present rigorous accounts of the distinction 
between hard facts (temporally genuine 
facts) and soft facts (temporally non-genuine 
facts). It is to be hoped that appeal to such an 

account can help to determine the status of 

facts about God's beliefs. Let us explore 
some of these accounts. 

Marilyn Adams's account of the distinc? 

tion between hard and soft facts can be pre? 
sented as follows: 

(A) (1) A fact F is about a time Tl if and only if 
Fs obtaining entails that something occurs at 77; 

(2) A fact F about Tl is a soft fact about Tl if and 

only if Fs obtaining entails that something (con? 
tingent) occurs at some later time 72; (3) A fact F 
about Tl is a hard fact about Tl if and only if it is 
not a soft fact about TL (Adams [1967].) 
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What exactly is meant by "something's oc? 

curring at 77?" In effect, Adams would say 
that "something's occurring at 77" consists 

in "the happening or not happening, actual? 

ity or non-actuality of something at 77." 

(A) is initially attractive. Also, (A) has the 

implication that God's belief at a time (about 
the future) is a soft fact about the time at 

which it is held, and thus (A) is appealing to 
an Ockhamist. But (A) is defective: see Fi? 

scher (1983). It will be useful to set out a 

fundamental problem with (A) here. 

The problem with (A) is that it appears as 

though (A) must classify all facts as soft. 

Consider the fact, "Jack is sitting at 77." This 

should be classified as a hard fact about 77. 

But notice that "Jack is sitting at 77" entails 

that it is not the case that Jack sits for the first 

time at 72. Thus, in virtue of (A)'s embody? 

ing the Entailment Criterion of Soft 

Facthood, it must classify "Jack is sitting at 

77" as a soft fact about 77. Because this sort 

of result is clearly generalizable, it appears as 

if (A) will classify all facts as soft, and it is 

therefore evidently unacceptable. For a criti? 

cal discussion of this criticism of Adams's 

account, see Widerker (1989b); for futher 

discussion, see Fischer (1991). 
I now wish to discuss very briefly some of 

the accounts of the distinction between hard 

and soft facts which have been given in the 

contemporary literature. When considering 
the various accounts, it is important to distin? 

guish the issue of whether the accounts are 

faithful to our considered judgments about 

clear cases about hard and soft facts from 

whether the accounts are "Ockhamistic," 

i.e., whether they imply that God's belief 

about the future is a soft fact. Before I dis? 

cuss aspects of the particular accounts, I wish 

to emphasize a feature they all have in com? 

mon. As Freddoso puts it, the Ockhamist be? 

lieves in the "metaphysical primacy of the 

pure present." (Freddoso [1983].) On this 

view, truths about the past are now true be? 

cause of what happened in the "pure pres? 
ent" at past times. And truths about the 

future are now true because of what will hap? 
pen in the "pure present" at future times. 

The notion of the "pure present" is the idea 

of what is "really happening" at a time?of 

what is happening in a "basic" sense. What is 

happening in the pure present at any given 
time can be identified with the temporally 
nonrelational, i.e., hard facts about the time. 

Thus, the search for hard facts is the search 
for the "pure present," which is taken by 
the Ockhamist (and perhaps any other 

non-fatalistic philosopher) as metaphysically 

primary. 
Each of the various accounts of hard facts 

begins with an ingredient meant to capture 
at least part of the idea of what is happening 
in the pure present at a time. I shall call this 

ingredient of each account its account of the 

Simple Facts. It is interesting to compare the 

various accounts of the Simple Facts. Fur? 

ther, each account constructs the notion of a 

hard fact about a time from the account of 

the Simple Facts. Again, it is interesting to 

compare the various ways in which the dif? 
ferent accounts construct hard facts out of 

the Simple Facts. 
In my brief presentation of the accounts of 

the Simple Facts, I shall simplify consider? 

ably, because my purpose here is to give the 

reader the fundamental ideas behind the 

various approaches and to compare and dis? 

cuss them in a clear way. In presenting these 

accounts, I shall sometimes depart consider? 

ably from the actual presentations by the 

original authors. 
Zemach and Widerker (1988) can be un? 

derstood as employing the idea of a set of 

facts compatible with the world's ending at 7 

(i.e., there being no times after T) as part of 
an account of the pure present at 7. It is 

clear, of course, that this captures only part 
of the idea of the pure present at 7, because 

contained in the set of facts compatible with 

the world's ending at 7 will be facts about 

times prior to 7. This account of the Simple 
Facts then is meant to capture those facts not 

about the future relative to 7; what is hap? 

pening in the pure present at 7, then, will be 

a subset of these facts. Widerker and Zemach 

then proceed to construct an account of hard 

facts about 7 from the Simple Facts consist? 

ing of the set of facts compatible with the 

world's ending at 7 For a critical discussion 

of Zemach and Widerker's approach, see 

Wierenga (1989). 
To generate the set of hard facts about a 

time 7, Freddoso begins with the set of 
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"present-tense, atomic, and temporally indif? 
ferent" facts relative to 7: Freddoso (1983). 

A fact Fis temporally indifferent (relative to 

T) if and only if (roughly) (a) F (and its nega? 
tion) obtains at 7 in some possible world in 

which 7 is the first moment of time; (b) F 

(and its negation) obtains at 7 in some possi? 
ble world in which 7 is the last moment of 

time; and (c) F (and its negation) obtains at 7 
in some possible world in which 7 is an inter? 

mediate moment in time. Freddoso then pro? 
ceeds to construct an account of hard facts 

about 7 from this set of Simple Facts: the set 

of present-tense, atomic, and temporally in? 
different facts. For critical discussion of 

Freddoso's approach, see Zemach and 

Widerker (1988), Wierenga (1989), and 

Craig (1991). 
William Hasker begins with the set of facts 

which are atomic and "future-indifferent" 

(with respect to T): Hasker (1985 and 1989). 
He defines the set of atomic propositions 
which are future-indifferent with respect to 

7 roughly as follows: those atomic proposi? 
tions which are consistent with there being 
no times after 7 and also consistent with 

there being times after 7. As Hasker puts it, 
"a future-indifferent proposition must per? 

mit, but not require, that the entire universe 
should disappear and there be nothing at all 
after [7]." (Hasker [1985], p. 133.) As with 

Widerker and Zemach, it is clear that 
Hasker's account here is intended to capture 
part of the idea of the pure present: those 
facts which are not at least partly about the 
future. Hasker then proceeds to construct an 

account of the hard facts which employs this 
set of Simple Facts?the set of atomic, fu? 

ture-indifferent facts. 

For Hoffman and Rosenkrantz, the pure 

present at 7 is built out of those present 
tense facts which obtain at 7 and both are 

"unrestrictedly repeatable" and do not en? 

tail unrestrictedly repeatable facts which ob? 
tain at times after 7: Hoffman and 

Rosenkrantz (1984). Their account is quite 
subtle and complex, and I shall greatly over? 

simplify here, in order to provide a clear pic? 
ture of the thrust of the account. An 

unrestrictedly repeatable fact is one which 

"may obtain, then fail to obtain, then obtain 

again indefinitely many times throughout all 

of time." (Hoffman and Rosenkrantz [1984], 
p. 423.) They thus posit a stroboscopic con? 

ception of the sort of fact which can be part 
of the pure present. For example, "Sam sits" 
would be an unrestrictedly repeatable fact, 
whereas "Sam sits at 77" or "Sam sits for the 
first time" would not be unrestrictedly re? 

peatable facts. Hoffman and Rosenkrantz 
then employ the set of Simple Facts?the set 
of present-tense facts which are both un? 

restrictedly repeatable and do not entail un? 

restrictedly repeatable facts about future 
times?to generate the account of the hard 

facts. 

In a certain way, Hoffman and Rosenkrantz 
are refining the Entailment Criterion of Soft 
Facthood embodied in Adams's account of 
the distinction. Basically, Adams claimed 

that a fact is a soft fact about a time insofar as 

it entails that a contingent fact obtains at a 

later time. Hoffman and Rosenkrantz em? 

ploy a similar strategy. But on their ap? 

proach, it is not sufficient for a fact to be a 

soft fact about a time that it entail that some 

contingent fact obtains at a later time; rather, 
the fact must entail that some contingent fact 

of a certain sort?an unrestrictedly repeat 
able fact?obtains at a later time. There is 
critical discussion of the approach suggested 
by Hoffman and Rosenkrantz in Hasker 

(1988a and 1989). 
It is interesting to note that all of the above 

accounts seem to embody some version of 
the Entailment Criterion of Soft Facthood: 
the claim that a fact is a soft fact about 77 if 
it entails that a certain kind of fact obtains at 
later times, where the relevant kind of fact 

might simply be that the world does not go 
out of existence. The approach of Hoffman 
and Rosenkrantz explicitly embodies a ver? 

sion of the Entailment Criterion. The other 

approaches appear implicitly to rely on such 
a criterion. For instance, Widerker and 
Zemach employ the notion of a set of facts 

compatible with the world's ending at 7 to 
isolate the hard facts about 7. This implies 
that a soft fact about 7 is (among other 

things) incompatible with the world's not 

ending at 7. But to say that a fact is incom? 

patible with the world's not ending at 7 is to 

say that it entails that the world continues at 
a time after 7. (In general, P entails Q just in 
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case P is incompatible with not-g.) Similar 

remarks apply to the other approaches to the 

distinction between hard and soft facts. 

There is an interesting alternative strategy 
in Kvanvig (1986). Kvanvig's approach is 

rather nuanced and complex, and I shall 

merely sketch the leading idea (with the 

hope that I am not oversimplifying too 

much). Consider the fact that corresponds to 

the proposition expressed by the sentence, 
"Lincoln freed the slaves in 1864." This fact 

is a hard fact about 1864. Kvanvig attempts 
to capture this intuition by pointing out that 

this fact corresponds to a proposition that 

could be expressed by a purely present tense 

sentence uttered in 1864, such as, "Lincoln is 

now freeing the slaves." One could say then 

that one should begin the account of hard 

facts about a time 7 by isolating the proposi? 
tions that can be expressed by the utterance 

of atomic, purely present tense sentences at 

7. These will help to fix the Simple Facts 

about 7, from which the hard facts are con? 

structed. 

Kvanvig notes that there is a certain time 

at which hard facts "become hardened." 

"Soft facts are facts which have not, so to 

speak, become hard yet." (Kvanvig [1986], p. 

102) (One is reminded of remarks by Wil? 

liam Hasker: "A colleague suggested to me 

that besides hard facts and soft facts, there 

may also be facts sunny-side-up. But why 

stop there? Why not scrambled facts, 

poached facts, and even facts Benedict?" 

[Hasker (1985), p. 135].) An interesting fea? 

ture of Kvanvig's approach is that it does not 

appear to be committed to some verison of 

the Entailment Criterion of Soft Facthood. 

VII. Troubles With Ockhamism: 

The Problem of Baggage 

It is important to note that not all soft facts 

about the past are currently under our con? 

trol. That is, it is not the case that all soft facts 

about the past are not currently fixed. Con? 

sider, for example, the fact that it was true on 

Monday that the sun would rise on Wednes? 

day. This, presumably, is a soft fact about the 

past relative to Tuesday, but nevertheless 

fixed on Tuesday: one cannot do anything 
about it on Tuesday. (Thus, it is important to 

distinguish the issue of "hardness"?tempo? 
ral nonrelationality?from the issue of "fix? 

ity"?being out of one's control.) The 

indispensable and distinctively potent ingre? 
dient of Ockhamism is the contention that 

facts about God's beliefs fall into the sub? 
class of soft facts about the past which are 

currently not fixed. 
But various philosophers have argued that 

even if facts about God's prior beliefs are 

properly considered soft facts about the past, 
there are good reasons to deny the 

Ockhamist's contention that they are in the 

subclass of soft facts about the past which are 

currently not fixed. That is, these philoso? 

phers have argued that God's beliefs are cur? 

rently beyond our control and fixed, even if 

soft. For one such strategy of argumentation, 
see Hasker (1985 and 1989). 

One way of arguing that God's beliefs are 

(even if soft) fixed (which differs from 
Hasker's strategy) is to point out that there 
are contexts in which so acting that God's 

belief in the past would have been different 

from what it actually was would require so 

acting that some indisputably hard fact 

about the past would not have been a fact. 

Thus, the soft fact would have excess bag? 
gage: a hard fact "comes along" with the soft 

fact and must be altered if the soft fact is to 

be altered. The hard fact "piggybacks" on 

the soft fact in such a way that falsification of 

the soft fact would require falsification of the 

hard fact. In such contexts, it is plausible to 

suppose that the soft fact is fixed, insofar as 

hard facts are taken to be fixed. 

One version of this sort of strategy is 

found in David Widerker (1989 and 1991). 
Let us consider Widerker's example: 

Suppose that God believes at TO that Jack will 

pull the trigger at T10, with the intention of 

killing Smith. Suppose further that wanting to 
save Smith, God reveals this fact to Smith at 

75, in which case Smith when meeting with 
Jack wears a bulletproof vest that saves his life. 

It seems plausible to suppose that were Jack 
not to pull the trigger at Tl0, God would not 

have believed so, and hence would not have 

told Smith about this. Hence, if it were within 

Jack's power at T9 not to pull the trigger at 

T10, it would be within his power to bring 
about the non-occurrence of a causally neces 



RECENT WORK ON GOD AND FREEDOM /101 

sary condition of the event of Smith's coming 
to believe at T3 that Jack will attempt to kill 

him, and by implication to bring about the non 
occurrence of that past event itself. (Widerker 

[1989], p. 107) 

Widerker's point is that in this context the 

only way in which Jack can at 79 so act that 

God would have had a different belief at TO 
from the one He actually had would have 

been to so act that some hard fact about the 

past would have been different from what it 

actually was?the fact that God warns Smith 

at T3 or the fact that Smith hears at T3 a 

voice telling him that Jack will attempt to kill 

him or the fact that Smith comes to believe at 

T3 that Jack will attempt to kill him, or some 

such fact. Thus, because of the baggage car? 

ried by God's belief at TO, it is plausible to 

say that in this context God's belief is fixed 

(even if soft). 
Now someone might wonder whether 

Widerker's strategy really shows that God's 

omniscience is incompatible with human 

freedom. This is because all that is necessary 
to establish that God's omniscience is com? 

patible with human freedom is the existence 

of some contexts in which it is plausible to 

say that God's omniscience does not rule out 

human freedom. This of course is consistent 

with there being other contexts in which 

there is divine omniscience and no human 

freedom. Further, the circumstances of 
Widerker's example do not always obtain; 

that is, God certainly does not in fact always 
intervene in the way envisaged in Widerker's 

example. Thus, it is reasonable to think that 

there are cases in which God's beliefs come 

without baggage: there are cases in which 

there are no piggybacking hard facts, and the 

existence of some such cases would be suffi? 

cient to establish the compatibility claim. 

I am not certain how Widerker would re? 

spond, but he might respond as follows. With 

regard to the issue of whether the agent is 

free at 79, there is intuitively no difference 

between the case in which God does in fact 

intervene (in the way envisgaged in 

Widerker's example) and one which is sim? 
ilar except that God does not intervene That 

is, the freedom of the agent at 79 should not 

depend on whether or not God actually in? 
tervenes in the way envisaged. But since this 

is so and since the agent is not free if God 

does in fact intervene (because of the prob? 
lem of baggage and the fixity of hard facts 

about the past), the agent is not free even 

when God has not actually intervened. Fur? 

ther, it cannot be argued that, since the inter? 

vention of God should make no difference 

and since the agent is free if there is no inter? 

vention, then the agent is free even if there is 

intervention. This strategy cannot be em? 

braced by anyone who accepts the fixity of 

hard facts about the past, because when God 

has actually intervened, falsifying the fact 

about God's belief requires falsifying some 

(other) hard fact about the past. 
It is interesting to note that Widerker's 

strategy can be employed to show that even 

atemporal omniscience is incompatible with 

human freedom. (Widerker has developed 
this point in Widerker [forthcoming].) Sup? 

pose that God is outside time and thus His 

omniscience is atemporal. Nevertheless, He 

may have it in his power timelessly to pro? 
duce effects in time. (His actions are here 

construed as atemporal, but their effects are 

temporal: see Stump and Kretzmann 

[1981]). Thus, even an atemporal God may 

produce the kind of warning described in 

Widerker's example. And then the argument 

proceeds as above. If the warning has been 

given, then even if God is outside of time, the 

only way in which the agent can do otherwise 
is so to act that some hard fact about the past 

would not have been a fact. But since the 

past is fixed, the agent cannot do otherwise. 

Further, this sort of strategy would seem to 

be applicable even if God's omniscience 
does not involve beliefs (as in Alston [1986]). 
Thus, the most salient strategies that attempt 
to "sidestep" the problems posed by the 

Basic Argument for Incompatibilism may 
nevertheless be vulnerable to quite similar 

problems. 
Fischer has developed another strategy 

which argues that there is good reason to 

think that facts about God's prior beliefs are 

fixed currently, even if they are soft facts 

about the past. Like Widerker's approach, it 

appeals to the problem of baggage. But 

whereas the baggage in Widerker's examples 
consists in allegedly indisputably hard facts 

which are not parts of the facts about God's 
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beliefs, the baggage in Fischer's strategy con? 

sists in allegedly hard aspects or features of the 

facts about God's beliefs themselves. Fischer 

argues that facts about God's beliefs are soft 

facts with hard components. (Fischer [1985a, 
1986a, and 1991]). Further, Fischer argues 
that the only way an agent can at a later time 

falsify a fact about God's prior beliefs is to 

affect one of the hard elements. Insofar as it 

is plausible to suppose that hard features of 

the past are currently fixed, and if in order to 

falsify a fact about God's belief in the past 
one must affect some hard feature of the 

past, Fischer argues that facts about God's 

beliefs in the past are plausibly taken to be 

currently fixed, even if soft. Fischer has dis? 

tinguished two kinds of hard components of 

facts, corresponding to two ways of dividing 
facts. If you divide facts into smaller compo? 
nent facts, then some of the component facts 

may be hard. If a soft fact has a hard compo? 
nent fact which must be falsified if the soft 
fact is to be falsified, Fischer calls the soft 

fact a "hard-core soft fact." If you divide 

facts into individuals and properties, then 

some of the component properties may be 

temporally genuine or "hard" properties. If a 

soft fact has a hard component property 
which must be affected if the soft fact is to be 

falsified, Fischer calls the soft fact a "hard 

type soft fact." Insofar as it is plausible to 

suppose that no agent can so act that some 

individual who actually had some hard prop? 

erty in the past would not have had this prop? 

erty, then it is plausible to think that 

hard-type soft facts are currently fixed. 

Widerker's point is that soft facts can have 

baggage which consists of other, related 

facts; this generates a piggybacking problem. 

Perhaps a soft fact on which there is a piggy? 

backing hard fact could be called a "hard 

edged soft fact." Fischer's point is that soft 

facts can have internal baggage; hard-core 

and hard-type soft facts are "hard-hearted" 

soft facts. 

viii. compatibilism and 

Newcomb's Problem 

Various philosophers have argued that 

certain variations of Newcomb's Prob? 

lem can be constructed which provide 

decisive support for compatibilism about 

God's omniscience and human freedom: 

Plantinga (1986) and Craig (1987a, 1987b, 
1989, and 1991). Indeed, Craig says that 

Newcomb's Problem is the "final vindica? 
tion of the Ockhamist..." (Craig [1989], p. 

245.) Let us briefly explore the relation? 

ship between Newcomb's Problem and 

compatibilism about God's omniscience 
and human freedom. 

A version of Newcomb's Problem can be 

set forth as follows. You are confronted with 

two opaque boxes, A and B. You know that 

box B contains $1,000 and that box A con? 

tains either $1,000,000 or nothing at all. You 
can choose to take both boxes or to take just 
box A. You know that the money was put 
there eighty years ago by an extremely 
knowledgeable agent according to the fol? 

lowing plan: if he believed that you would 

take both boxes, he put $1,000 in box B and 

nothing in box A; if, on the other hand, he 

believed that you would take only box A, he 

put $1,000 in box B and $1,000,000 in box A. 
What should you do?take both boxes or 

just box A? 
This is an interesting puzzle, insofar as 

there seem to be good reasons for both pos? 
sible choices. But some have argued that it is 

evident what you should do, if the predictor 
is God. Craig says: 

...if the predictor is essentially infallible, then 

there is no debate: the one-box choice is cor? 

rect simply because there are no possible 
worlds in which the predictor errs and one 

winds up with $1,001,000. The choice is be? 
tween receiving $1,000,000 or $1,000; and it 

takes no genius to make this decision. (Craig 

[1989], p. 245) 
But even if what Craig says here is true, it is 

hard to see its relevance to Ockhamism or 

any other form of theological compatibilism. 
Let's suppose that you adopt Craig's analysis 
and opt for choosing the one box (and that 

you do indeed choose it). It follows that the 

predictor (God) knew this in advance. Thus, 

you did something such that if you were to 

do it, God would have put the $1,000,000 in 

box A. This is then an example in which a 

certain backtracking conditional is true, but 

note that it is not a backtracking counter factual. 
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And it is not enough to vindicate compatibil? 
ism to present a case in which both a can 

claim and an appropriate backtracking 
conditional are true; what is necessary is a 
case in which both a can-claim and a back? 

tracking counterfactual are true. That is, the 

compatibilist must contend that there are 
cases in which an agent can so act that tem? 

porally nonrelational?hard?features of 
the past would have been different from the 

way they actually were. (This would be the 
denial of the claim that only those pathways 
into the future which start with the actual 

past are relevant to power ascriptions.) 

Perhaps Craig would respond as follows. 

Whereas what has been said so far is correct, 
it neglects the fact that you have it in your 

power (in the puzzle circumstances) either to 

choose the one box or the two boxes. Given 

that God actually knew that you would 
choose the one, that you nevertheless have 
the power to choose the two, and that if you 

were to choose the two, God would have 

known that you would choose the two, you 

obviously have the power so to act that God 

would have had a different belief in the past 
from the belief He actualy had. 

But remember the dialectical situation 

here. The issue that is being debated is 

whether God's foreknowledge is compatible 
with human freedom. Thus, it is obviously 

inappropriate simply to assume a set of cir? 
cumstances in which God exists and has fore? 

knowledge and nevertheless a human agent 
is free. It is dialectically unfair simply to as? 

sert that although God exists and knew 

eighty years in advance that you would 
choose the one box, nevertheless you had it 
in your power to choose the two boxes. Of 

course, the incompatibilist will not be sur? 

prised to learn that if you begin with the as? 

sumption that God's foreknowledge is 

compatible with human freedom, then you 
can "generate" the conclusion that humans 
can sometimes perform acts which are such 

that, if they were to perform them, the past 
would have been different from the way it 

actually was. But to begin with this assump? 
tion is to beg the question in an egregious 
fashion. 

In my opinion, Alvin Plantinga makes pre? 

cisely this sort of mistake: 

Let us suppose that a 
colony of carpenter ants 

moved into Paul's yard last Saturday. Since this 

colony has not yet had a chance to get properly 
established, its new home is still a big fragile. In 

particular, if the ants were to remain and Paul 
were to mow his lawn this afternoon, the col? 

ony would be destroyed. Although nothing re? 
markable about these ants is visible to the 
naked eye, God, for reasons of his own, intends 
that it be preserved. Now as a matter of fact, 

Paul will not mow his lawn this afternoon. God, 
who is essentially omniscient, knew in advance, 
of course, that Paul will not mow his lawn this 

afternoon; but if he had foreknown instead 
that Paul would mow this afternoon, then he 

would have prevented the ants from moving in. 
The facts of the matter, therefore, are these: if 
Paul were to mow his lawn this afternoon, then 
God would have prevented the ants from mov? 

ing in. So if Paul were to mow his lawn this 

afternoon, then the ants would not have moved 

in last Saturday. But it is within Paul's power to 
mow this afternoon. There is therefore an ac? 

tion he can perform such that if he were to 

perform it, then the proposition (34) That col? 

ony of carpenter ants moved into Paul's yard 
last Saturday would have been false. (Plantinga 
[1986], p. 254.) 

But the context here is a discussion of 

whether God's foreknowledge is compatible 
with human freedom. The specific issue 
under consideration is whether human 

agents can so act that hard features of the 

past would not have obtained. (Alterna? 

tively, the issue is whether a pathway into the 
future needs to share the actual past in order 
to indicate what we have the power to do.) 

But in attempting to answer this question, 
Plantinga posits an example in which it is 

simply asserted that God has foreknowledge 
of Paul's not mowing this afternoon and nev? 

ertheless that Paul has it in his power to mow 

this afternoon. Thus, this example is question 
begging. 

What, then, is the significance of 

Newcomb's Problem with God as predictor? 
I believe that the puzzle, so construed, raises 

interesting questions for a theological com? 

patibilist. That is, if one accepts theological 
compatibilism, then one can legitimately 
think about the puzzle and consider what it 
shows about various approaches to rational 
choice and practical deliberation. But it can 
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not legitimately be invoked (at least in the 

way suggested above) to establish theologi? 
cal compatibilism. In my view, then, 

Newcomb's Problem is not the final vindica? 

tion of compatibilism; it is more like 

compatibilism's Mother of All Victories. 

IX. Connections 

In this review article I have been able to 

touch upon only some of the issues treated in 

the voluminous recent literature on God and 

freedom. Many topics have had to be passed 
over, and even the ones selected have often 

been discussed lightly. An interesting thing 
which emerges from even a superficial scru? 

tiny of the literature is its many connections 

with debates in other areas of philosophy. 
There are the obvious connections with the 

debates about the relationship between 

causal determinism and human freedom and 

also the relationship between freedom and 

moral responsibility. Further, there are vari? 

ous other important connections, some of 

which have been mentioned above. For ex? 

ample, there is a connection between this lit? 

erature and the literature in philosophy of 

mind concerning the representational char? 

acter of belief and also the issue of whether 

beliefs are "in the head;" we have seen that 

such questions arise for God's beliefs. Also, 
there are connections between the literature 
on God and freedom and the discussions in 

philosophy of language about the nature of 

"indexicals." In particular, there is an inter? 

esting connection between parallel discus? 

sions of attitudes de se. (See Lewis [1979], 
Boer and Lycan [1980], and Kvanvig [1986].) 

Also, in addition to the discussions of 

Newcomb's Problem, there are interesting 
connections between the literature on God 

and freedom and various issues in philoso? 

phy of physics (and metaphysics) such as 
retrocausation and time travel: Horwich 

(1987) and Craig (1987b, 1988, 1989, and 

1991). There is also a recent discussion of the 

relationship between the issues that arise in 

regard to God and freedom and the issues 

pertinent to debates about the nature of pos? 
sible worlds ("actualism" v. "possibilism" 
and the indexical theory of "actuality"): see 

Lewis (1986) and Fischer (1988). 
Finally, it is clear that the distinction be? 

tween hard and soft facts is related in an in? 

teresting way to other distinctions that are 

philosophically important, especially the dis? 

tinction between "intrinsic" and "extrinsic" 

properties of objects and the distinctions be? 

tween "projectible" and "non-projectible" 

predicates (Goodman [1955]) and between 
terms which pick out "natural kinds" and 

those which do not. It would perhaps be illu? 

minating and fruitful to explore whether 
some of the machinery developed in the var? 

ious accounts of the distinction between 

hard and soft facts may help us better to un? 

derstand the related distinctions. 

University of California, Riverside 
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