To Divine the Divine
On Mawson’s ‘Divine eternity’
Martin Cooke
At any rate, I am convinced that He does not play dice.
Albert Einstein

But still, it cannot be for us to tell God, how he is to run the world.
Niels Bohr

God deliberately created this universe ex nihilo. For the sake of argument, consider the proper—if (conceptually) possibly empty—name ‘God’ to be so defined. Presumably he—or she (or indeed, they)—created us for some perfectly good reason. We naturally think of him (her, them) as a perfect person (or trinity), because we’re his (her, their) creatures. In particular, I believe that God is (metaphysically) necessarily omnipotent.

He’s infallible, for example, and impeccable and, in some sense, eternal. If, as Open theists believe,
 omnipotence includes the power to change, then he’s eternal in the sense of being (necessarily) everlasting, and if not then timeless.
 According to Mawson,
 if Open theism is true then God is (firstly) not completely omniscient, since he can’t know all about the future, whence the maximally knowledgeable God is timeless and the Open-theistic God is (secondly) not so much omnipotent as liable to bodge things up, whence the maximally good God is timeless. Mawson’s first conclusion is refuted in the first of the following four sections (‘Prescience’). Indeed, since the maximally knowledgeable being probably knows truths that are indefinitely extensible—e.g. transfinite, if not finite arithmetic—so he’s probably able to learn.
And Mawson’s second argument fares no better, reducing (in ‘Conscience’) to a residual problem of evil to which a ‘free will’ defence might apply. Furthermore, do we know that our souls don’t predate our bodies? If they could then the problem of evil could become the question of whether there were any good reasons for wanting to be born. A neglected but logical and arguably plausible possibility is that if, under Open theism, perfect knowledge requires perfect justification, and full negative existential beliefs about an external world are never completely justified (see ‘Omniscience’), then if God could learn we could’ve wanted to help him investigate his outer darkness (as sketched in ‘Science’). The evidential problem of evil is thus the basis of an evidential argument that God is probably able to learn.
 Prescience

Mawson’s first argument against Open theism began with an argument for the reality of the future, which was essentially as follows.
 If you finish reading this paragraph, then either you’ll continue your reading with the next paragraph, or else you won’t. There’s a common intuition to the effect that whichever it is that you actually do, that’s a fact about the future. If you happen to believe, now, that you’ll do that—whichever it is—then you’ve a true belief about the future. And how could you have such a belief if the future isn’t, even now, real? The truth of our thoughts is, after all, their correspondence with reality.
Given, then, the reality of the future, it follows that if Open theism is true—if the future is to some extent open—then God isn’t completely omniscient,
 there being some truths that he doesn’t currently know. A timeless God, on the other hand, viewing the river of time like an eagle, rather than a kingfisher, would know all about the future. And God is maximally knowledgeable, so God is timeless, according to Mawson’s first argument. However, even though you probably know, now, that your belief was true (or, perhaps, that it was false), it’s precisely because truths correspond with reality that, insofar as reality was changing, so the truth-value of your belief could’ve changed from undetermined to true (or false) as you continued to read (or not).
 Note that it could still be correct to say that your belief was true (or false).

Mawson’s first argument might therefore seem to beg the question.
 If it’s just the way of things—since the divine essence is such—that to be is to be now, then before you continued reading there was nothing with which your belief could’ve been corresponding. Not, that is, unless the content and not just the cause of your belief included such things as, for example, your tendency at that time to continue reading. But insofar as your belief wasn’t suppositional, its truth wouldn’t have been able to indicate the reality of the future rather than (for example) that tendency’s strength. And while the future is undeniably real insofar as, for example, it will soon be tomorrow—things do change—it may not yet be determined what precisely will then be occurring. Things might be able to change unpredictably, and according to Open theists they can.
Furthermore, another common intuition is that making up your mind between several live possibilities is what could ultimately make true a belief about one of them—the one chosen—that it will be the case. And that particular intuition is practically a presupposition of rationality itself. And it seems, prima facie, that if a belief about the future was already true, then you couldn’t make it true, and so we seem to have a parallel argument for the openness of the future.
 Still, that common intuition is actually—if surprisingly—compatible with the reality of the future. E.g. Mawson uses it.
 But therefore he shouldn’t be too surprised that his chosen intuition is compatible with the openness of the future. To see how, consider how his argument is only very compelling when you see with hindsight that your earlier belief—about what was only then the future—was, as things turned out, true.
Our quotidian beliefs (e.g. that the sun will rise tomorrow) may well be unreliable guides to objective metaphysics (e.g. that it might not, or that the earth might orbit the sun). But Mawson assumes, not only that those indicating the openness of the future (e.g. the previous paragraph) are unreliable, but that some that indicate otherwise (e.g. this section’s first paragraph) should be taken at face value. So a crucial lacuna in his first argument is that he doesn’t explain why the latter are exceptional. Now, maybe they are. After all, it’s only common sense that what physics has to say about time should be valued, and in high energy physics time is part of a relativistic space-time (alongside higher dimensions, perhaps) that began with the Big Bang. And if that’s all that time is, then the universe’s creator could be expected to transcend it. Still, how clear is it, that that traditional model (of such remote physical processes) should overrule the more obvious differences between time and space?
Even within physics, quantum mechanics (the basis of chemistry) is traditionally interpreted as postulating collapses of wave-functions representing current physical tendencies towards the possible outcomes of those collapses. Since all those physical possibilities interact as such, the openness of the future is indicated because most of those possibilities won’t have been how things were actually to be.
 And while there are other interpretations of quantum mechanics, they’re highly implausible under theism. Under the ‘many worlds’ interpretation, for example, you’d be about to do everything that wasn’t physically impossible. And theists have no ‘measurement problem’ to avoid so counter-intuitively (rather than to answer scientifically) because God could collapse the universal wave-function.

Physics aims to describe the real world around us, and prima facie it’s a world of changeable continuants. Not only do most of our quotidian beliefs refer to continuants, we can always become directly aware that we’re wholly present in the (changing) present. So there are also those common intuitions that the present is to some extent a special time. Grim argues,
 for example, that some truths expressed via ‘now’ wouldn’t be knowable by a timeless God. But again, such intuitions are inconclusive by themselves. If the actual future is, even now, as real as the present, then there aren’t any such truths; just as, if the future is open, there aren’t those truths about it that only a timeless God could know. And while the latter truths must seem more numerous and important, the final two arguments of this section will undermine that appearance. And furthermore, if God deliberately created contingent continuants—if there were, on the one hand, various live possibilities, and a choice between them, and on the other an actuality amidst counterfactuals—then to that extent (at least) he’s able to change.

To avoid equivocation, let physical time be what we may (or may not) expect God to transcend in light of relativistic physics, and let transcendental time be the personal time of such a deliberating God. Insofar as we think of creating the universe as akin to composing a story, we might think of created time—physical and creaturely personal time—being to God much as fictional time is to its (non-fictional) author: An author contemplates and alters at will his story, which exists within him; and similarly, our transcendental (incorporeal) Creator is omniscient and omnipotent, at least in respect of his creation, where he’s omnipresent (immanent). Disanalogously, while an author might go back and change the beginning of his story, our past experiences could hardly change now.
 But that just means that, even if physical time is (in some respects) relativistic, and God is above and beyond it (at least in such respects), our personal time—the ‘real time’ of the reality around us—would then be (in such respects) more like transcendental time. The common sense that we are carried along by the flow of time could therefore lead us to think of an everlasting God as similarly within time. But if God is everlasting, it’s plausible that changeability originates with God’s omnipotence, with his power to change, and that the temporal dimension is just our quasi-spatial reification of change.

‘Time is a nonspatial variable, so it provides a possible fourth dimension, but the same goes for temperature, wind speed, or the lifespan of termites in Tanzania.’
 And our sense of being constrained, not just by timetables and deadlines but by time itself, might be explained by our being dependent creatures, subject to natural laws. As we try to understand change—to see what’s going on—we naturally reify it by analogy with the spatial dimensions that we live within. So we should be especially careful with the spatial connotations of our talk about time.
 In fact, if there was only the changing present it wouldn’t be thin, like the future raining down upon the surface of the past, but rich, where all life and even God was fully present; and not literally a location, to be occupied by God, but rather his omnipotence including the power to change. So rather than thinking of an everlasting God as inside (and a timeless God as outside) time, it’s better to think of an everlasting God as having (and a timeless God as lacking) the ability to change. And I’ll end this first section by arguing that God’s ability to change is a power, rather than a liability, with two arguments that follow the method of Mawson’s argument,
 by comparing the knowledge (and power) of an everlasting God with that of a timeless God to see which is greatest.
Firstly, if God could be timeless, if a universe containing people like us could be created by a perfect person who transcends their personal and physical time, then an everlasting God could create just such a universe in an instant of his transcendental time, because he would just be creating people who were that different from himself, just as a timeless God would be. There are lots of possible universes, about which God would know pretty much everything,
 whether or not he actually created them. And not creating some of them wouldn’t be a failure of omnipotence (as being unable to make them would). So suppose that God is everlasting, and that he’s chosen not to create such a universe, as ours would be were God timeless, but has instead made a universe with a more open future. God couldn’t do that if he was timeless, because a timeless God knows all about the future of any universe that he could create. So an everlasting God knows about (and is able to create) all the possible universes of a timeless God, and more besides. God being maximally knowledgeable (and maximally powerful), hence he’s everlasting, according to my first counter-argument. Of course, if God is timeless then that latter kind of universe isn’t metaphysically possible, but I’m following Mawson’s methodology. My point is that it would be wrong within that methodology to conclude that God is timeless just because only then could God be completely knowledgeable (and powerful) in respect of ourselves.

Another argument for Open theism is Grim’s Cantorian argument against complete omniscience,
 at least if we presume the arithmetical Platonism that theism most naturally implies. The natural numbers (1, 2, 3, ...) come from reiterating the addition of 1, starting with 1 and continuing endlessly. Either they’re therefore indefinitely extensible (as Mill put it), their endlessness making them essentially incomplete as a class—a potential rather than an actual infinity (as Aristotle put it)—or else they coexist as a transfinite set (as Cantor put it), a bit like so many stars shining simultaneously in some infinite space. If it’s the latter, which is the standard presumption,
 each sub-collection of just some natural numbers would also exist like that—quasi-spatially—as one of that set’s subsets. Cantor’s diagonal argument shows that the number of subsets is always greater than the (cardinal) size of the original set, and so standard maths has two extra ways of generating whole numbers: finishing an endless sequence; and thereby having all of its subsets. Consider all the numbers generated by reiterating those three processes endlessly. Since all those numbers exist, ex hypothesi, so each sub-collection exists similarly. But there can’t be more of those sub-collections, because the original collection was of all such numbers. In short it seems that, even if the natural numbers aren’t, whole numbers are in general indefinitely extensible.
A bit more simply, were there a set of all the other sets there would be, by Cantor’s diagonal argument, more subsets than there are sets, whereas a subset is a set. That result is known as Cantor’s paradox because the standard Platonic intuition thence appears contradictory.
 And while that’s hardly indisputable, Mawson’s problem is simply that, since the individual truths known by a timeless God would clearly be so known altogether, so they’d be, collectively, if not finite then actually infinite (in the Aristotelian sense). In other words, they’d form some sort of set (in the Cantorian sense).
 But for each set there’s the truth of what its members are. And, there being too many sets for there to be a set of all the other sets, so there are too many truths—and in particular, too much arithmetic—for there to be a set of all truths. Consequently a timeless God can’t be completely omniscient, in the sense of knowing all the truths that could each be known by him.
But an everlasting God could know each of those truths eventually, because the openness of his future allows his knowledge to be similarly indefinitely extensible. There would be time enough for God to know each truth eventually, because changeability being fundamentally an aspect of God’s omnipotence implies that time is absolutely continuous.
 Of course, since there’d always be some arithmetic that he doesn’t yet know, calling him ‘omniscient’ might seem odd. But perhaps we should in any case be emphasising the perfect quality of God’s understanding, and his power to know whatever he wants to know (and that can logically be known) whenever he wants to know it.
 And the main thing here is that, were he everlasting, each of those truths would eventually—and arbitrarily quickly—be known by him, whereas if he was timeless then such simple and clearly knowable truths as those of (transfinite) arithmetic would never be known by him. Consequently an everlasting God’s ability to learn isn’t completely compensated for by a timeless God’s ability to already know, contra Mawson.
 And so again, if God has the most knowledge (and power) that it’s possible to have, then God is everlasting.
Finally, another highly disputable argument for Open theism is that an omnipotent God’s perfect goodness is most likely to lead to the world being as it is if omnipotence includes the power to change. A novel reason for thinking so will emerge from the ruins of Mawson’s second argument.
Conscience

Mawson’s argument that an Open-theistic God would be liable to ‘bodge things up’
 was based around the following scenario. An Open-theistic God answers the prayers of Mrs Hitler, by saving her unborn baby from a probable miscarriage, because he wants to increase the aggregate happiness of the world. Being Open-theistic, he wasn’t to know that her baby, Adolf, would cause that aggregate to decrease. But that’s what happened, and so God’s desire for an increase wasn’t satisfied. And even if greater happiness had ensued, God would just have got lucky. Such a God might turn out to have been totally beneficent, but a timeless God, bodging up in no possible world, is necessarily perfectly good. So, God being maximally good, hence he’s timeless, according to Mawson’s second argument.
Of course, if Adolf Hitler wouldn’t have been so bad were God timeless, then history is some evidence that God isn’t timeless; but Mawson’s point was rather that something like that scenario must occur under Open theism. Still, Mawson chose that particular example, and so to see why nothing like it would have to occur under Open theism, consider what he could say about a timeless God so answering Mrs Hitler’s prayer. He could say, for example, that the world’s happiness isn’t really that important, but so might an Open theist.
 If an Open-theistic God had instead saved Mrs Hitler’s baby because he wanted to respond to her prayer in a most loving way, then the satisfaction of his desire (to further that relationship) wouldn’t have depended upon how her baby turned out. Mawson could instead say that the aggregate happiness might yet increase, and that a timeless God could be sure that it would, but so might an Open theist. Indeed, if by ‘world’ Mawson meant the whole of creation—e.g. heaven as well as this universe (or multiverse)—then why suppose that, had that been God’s desire, its aggregate happiness wouldn’t have been increasing, continually, Adolf’s birth notwithstanding? We’ve very little evidence. But Adolf’s birth alone would plausibly have increased the aggregate happiness of the earth in the short term, via Mrs Hitler’s joy in becoming a mother. And an Open-theistic God could easily have ensured the continuing increase of the aggregate happiness of creation (and of the earth) by further, finely tuned interventions, had that been his desire.
Does that seem unrealistic? Well, the real God does allow such terrible suffering. So, to identify what’s most unrealistic about Mawson’s scenario, with something other than its Open-theistic God, a good theodicy may be needed. But if Mawson can answer the evidential problem of evil, then it can surely be answered Open-theistically, because ‘free will’ theodicies (or defences) are given, not only by Open theists, but also by Mawson.
 Such theodicies will therefore be glanced at next. But furthermore, their flaws will indicate an even more satisfying theodicy, ethically and empirically, one that’s essentially Open-theistic. That yields my novel argument for Open theism because the most satisfying theodicy increases the likelihood of its metaphysical presuppositions—in particular, the nature of eternity—via the role theodicies play within such evidential (cumulative case, informal Bayesian) arguments for theism as Mawson’s,
 and most eminently Swinburne’s.

Swinburne’s defence is that,
 not only is it very good that we can make free and consequential choices, it’s so good that our having such powers outweighs the world’s evils, whose possibility is required for that good to be great enough to outweigh them (which seems a bit circular to me). Our freedom is only so good because we might, by using it, cause a lot of suffering to others; but ‘in order to have a choice between good and evil, agents need already a certain depravity,’
 because otherwise they’d always choose the former (although that’s not obviously undesirable). Now, surely such consequential choices should be made, not in depravity but in wisdom. And furthermore, how could the value that our choices have in virtue of their being freely made depend upon the predictable consequences occurring actually, rather than merely apparently? Deliberately misleading people is wrong, at least ceteris paribus, and God is perfectly good, but still. If anyone created opportunities for displays of compassion, charity and self-sacrifice, for example, and had a choice between misleading all the participants, or else torturing some of them, and chose the latter to avoid being misleading, would that not display a marked lack of those very virtues? Had the former been chosen, no sane participant would’ve objected to such modest and well motivated deception (if later told of it). And choosing the latter to avoid being misleading would be, not just vile but absurd, I think, if those opportunities had only resulted from keeping the participants in the dark, even hiding from them, to ensure their depravity. To say that God misleads us a little, for our own good, isn’t to say that he ever leads us badly. And what’s relatively clear is that the laws of nature are to some extent misleading, as shown by Copernicus, Darwin, Einstein and so forth. So if God never would be misleading, then our sciences are some evidence that there’s no God. And since suffering is similarly undeniable, so a good theodicy ought to explain why there should not be a bit more deception. Mawson’s Bambi,
 for example, was a realistic fawn, dying horribly and alone after a forest fire, and it seems to me that a good reason to overrule natural laws—or to have decreed sufficiently flexible ones in the first place—would be to save Bambi from such suffering. Surely Bambi shouldn’t suffer so just to save you from being a bit more misled than you are anyway (e.g. by your senses).
Bambi ends up in heaven, which is good, but why not a lot of (invisible) anaesthesia first (as a rule)? Not that lives full of suffering can’t be good lives, as Swinburne stressed.
 Sometimes our best option is to choose to suffer, in a good cause. But that cause would have to be more than just that suffering, since by definition suffering isn’t in itself good. And as Swinburne had noted,
 we can’t choose such an existence before we exist. For Mawson,
 our being unable to ask non-existent children if they want to be born is no reason not to bring children into such an imperfect universe. But not knowing that a possibility is safe is generally some reason not to actualise it. Furthermore, were one so knowledgeable that one knew, of some possible people, who would and who wouldn’t be glad that they lived, then surely one should prefer to actualise the former, ceteris paribus. So maybe Mawson is just passing the buck to God, who presumably allows each birth for a good reason. If so, the problem is that God can’t pass that buck.
Even if God is like a parent to us, and even if parents do have the right to inflict suffering upon their children, it’s surely right to do so only when that’s the lesser of two evils, and there was originally no evil, just God. So I wonder, why not make us someplace more heavenly first, and then consider any freely made request to come here? An Open-theistic God has a reason to do things that way round, because he couldn’t know counterfactually what our free choices would’ve been. And if we are such as might end up in some spiritual paradise, then prima facie we could’ve begun there. Some theologians think that, before our souls can do better than this universe, they must be built up, via such earthly suffering as builds good characters. But our characters, which could change with a blow to the head, aren’t our souls. And a perfect person would plausibly be able to—and would of course want to—make perfectly good souls to begin with. And how plausible a motivation, for the creation of a universe as soul-destroying as this one seems to be, is such soul-building anyway? To build the characters of our own children we’d hardly choose to drop them at random into some unruly wilderness, to keep those that cope well enough and throw back, or away, those that don’t. We’d rather create, insofar as we could, somewhere safe and educational, where we’d be well justified in sending them, whether or not they wanted to go.
What we want is a reason why God would create, not just heaven, but the earth too. Why does creation include—indeed (for a defence) how it could it possibly include—such a terribly terrestrial place as this? More picturesquely, an omnipotent (and omnipresent) Father leaves his two young children alone (causally and epistemically) with a subtly truthful dragon, in a garden built around deadly fruit that’s crudely forbidden to them, rather than hidden from them. It’s incoherent that, following their predictable fall from grace, we inherited their guilt, of course. But perhaps we’re as we are because of what we did do, in some previous life. If we’re essentially our souls, as both Swinburne and Mawson find plausible,
 then we could’ve had previous lives. And a relatively substantial dualism, in which minds arise from soul-brain interactions,
 is relatively explanatory under theism because then it’s essentially monistic. Even the trinity is substantially monistic, and even materialism struggles to justify scientifically the reduction of such dualisms as that of mass-energy and space-time. Indeed, the materialistic alternatives struggle even to accommodate awareness (as it’s directly known), whereas any spiritual creator of physical brains could of course associate them with spiritual souls in some principled way. And while neuroscientists haven’t found any signs of souls within our brains, nor have they found there a significant lack of micro-psychokinesis, the mental influencing of quantum-mechanical distributions. And our memories depend heavily upon our brain-states in this life (as do most of our psychological faculties) even under dualism, so our ignorance of previous lives is also uninformative. But the unfairness of this universe may be some evidence for reincarnation (via some Bayesian argument), and there’s also some theological evidence (e.g. Matthew 11:14, 22:30), especially if we’re inclusivistic.
As aforementioned, this universe seems too unfair for it to be plausible that it was divinely designed for reform. And why would a perfect being have made us to be such as could have become—in a better universe than this (since otherwise the same question recurs)—so bad that we deserved such a punishment? Nonetheless, maybe we asked to be born. Maybe we didn’t so much fall, as jump. Suppose we were originally noble and well informed, having been created in a spiritual paradise, in the image of a perfect person, with none of our current problems, of moral depravity and physical and mental suffering, and divine obscurity. Without those problems, the impossibility of asking us if we want to exist, before we exist, is hardly a problem. And a perfect Creator would plausibly want to make heavenly souls. Consider how composers want there to be orchestras, for example. And a perfect person has a relatively high prior probability,
 because we know for sure that people are possible, while such attributes as symmetry, limitlessness and goodness stand less in need of explanation than their opposites do. So if it’s also likely that such a person would create a universe such as this—and unlikely that any comparably elegant hypothesis could account for all we know—then by Bayes’ theorem, he probably did.
How plausible is it that some heavenly souls would probably have asked to incarnate, for a while, somewhere less heavenly, where they would be relatively ignorant and ignoble? They’d need to have pretty good reasons for such a request, if God was to allow it. But if our making important choices imperfectly could be good enough to yield a ‘free will’ defence—despite my reservations (above)—then the desire to so make them would be good enough. Such a Jump variant of the ‘free will’ defence is preferable, in some ways (as above), to the usual soul-building variant. But a more plausible possibility follows from what’s relatively plausible—or so I’ll be arguing next—that God knows perfectly well that he can’t know, not so well, that he’s the only divinity, the only one (or three) of what would be his kind, were there other divinities. If so, and if God can learn, then we may well have asked to be this far from our heavenly home, causally and epistemically, in order to help God investigate his outer darkness.
Omniscience

Perhaps we thought that by becoming more distant from, while belonging to and hence longing for, that which is now transcendent, we would be likely—enough to outweigh the dangers—to become more sensitive to any remote divinity (as sketched in ‘Science’). Perhaps not, but note that I’m suggesting a relatively slight—and no less logical—limitation of omniscience, compared to the Cantorian one (at the end of ‘Prescience’). I don’t suppose that other divinities do exist, or even that they might, but rather that God is (necessarily) the only divinity.
 So presumably there’s nothing about such others, aside from their non-existence, for God to know. But if there were other divinities they’d be in God’s transcendentally external world. What I’m suggesting is that full negative existential beliefs about such empirical matters can’t be completely justified.

Still, the posited investigation is into whether or not it’s true that God is the only divinity, and presumably (and in some senses, necessarily) he is. Since we seem to know the answer already, such an investigation could seem quite futile. So note that God could know—much better than we could—how uniquely divine he is, while being (completely justified in being) a bit uncertain.
 Our propositional knowledge is at best imperfect. God’s beliefs are presumably completely justified (and hence infallibly true), whereas we might easily, for example, confuse the monotheistic proposition in question with the rather differently monotheistic fact that this universe (or multiverse)—angels (‘gods’?) and all—is the work of just one divinity (who is perhaps a trinity). ‘Only God himself could know with absolute theoretical certainty that nothing exists, or could exist, without his bringing it about.’
 Only he could, but how likely is it that he does, that’s the question.

Suppose (for reduction to implausibility) that God is completely confident that there are no other divinities. If so he would also, being epistemically perfect, have some true belief about why he doesn’t have a partial belief instead of such certainty, and what might that be? If, for example, it’s that he’s omniscient (at least with respect to such truths), then what of his reason for believing that? It could hardly be that his beliefs include all (such) truths, as that would beg the question. So an infinite epistemic regress appears to threaten. If it does, could such a regress be, for no reason, virtuous? Could an epistemically perfect being believe that, with no reason for the virtue of that regress, there need be no doubt whatsoever about full beliefs supported in such a way, some of them—e.g. that there are no other divinities—having at least an air of the empirical about them? It seems to me that if he could then he could be similarly satisfied with there being no reason why that particular belief wasn’t rather a partial one. And that would seem to be, not so much a full understanding of the facts, as epistemic luck.
Even if God held that true belief in every possible world, if it was so held without its being based on the corresponding fact then, in being so infallible, God would seem to have got lucky in some sense. Could their being held by God be sufficient to make his beliefs knowledge—to make him omniscient (with respect to such truths)—without any further reason being necessary?
 Or would his omniscience then be, if not literally accidental, something like an enormous brute fact? If so, the relative elegance of the God hypothesis would be reduced to some extent, by comparison with that of a God whose beliefs were simply as extensive as logic and their complete justification allowed. The former sort of omniscience would be especially inelegant if it was also necessarily incomplete (as argued in ‘Prescience’). Evidential arguments for the former sort of God would therefore have relatively low prior probabilities. That is, such a picture of omniscience is relatively improbable, ceteris paribus. That’s just as well, I think, because it seems, prima facie, more suited to the complexity of an infinite database, than the wisdom of a perfect person.
For people like us, knowledge of the universe is empirical. It’s obtained with difficulty, and uncertainly. But insofar as God’s knowledge of this universe is akin to what an author might have of his own stories, it’s obtained as easily as a daydream, and yet absolutely authoritatively. His belief that the sun will rise tomorrow, for example, may well be true for no other reason than that he so wishes. Still, that belief is fully supported, because its holder is its sole ground. And relatively empirical for God would—under Open theism—be what we’ll freely choose, or whether there are any unknown beings. Surely perfectly held beliefs on such matters should be held on appropriately external grounds? If so then God, precisely because his knowledge is perfect, could never know for sure that there was nothing out there, in the outer darkness. He’d know perfectly well that such confidence would be, if not in a falsity then—for that reason—groundless, and hence imperfect.

But God’s power to create at least this universe ex nihilo is unimaginably great, and his metaphysically simple essence also includes his obscure (and possibly triune) aseity, as well as his perfect self-knowledge. In view of my limited grasp of such mysteries, I can’t completely rule out God directly intuiting his uniqueness. But the following analogy shows relatively clearly why it’s plausible that he can’t. Presumably the range of God’s possible creations is as complete as could be, in view of his omnipotence. But would he directly perceive its completeness, or rather its symmetry, its elegance? By analogy, if you knew that you could move freely within an infinitely extended, infinite-dimensional space, you might feel that you could go anywhere. But it’s no more likely a priori that such a space exists uniquely than that it exists alongside infinitely many similar spaces, as a slice of hyperspace, such a space being isomorphic to such a hyperspace. There are various disanalogies, of course, but to put my point another way, why should the necessary existents not be two in number? God creates other people (and may be triune) so relationships are important, and while his being is supremely good would there being two divinities be worse?
 I’m not suggesting that two are metaphysically possible, let alone probable, but rather wondering how anything that God could know about himself could conceivably indicate to him the absolute epistemic impossibility of his being one (or three) of two (or six).
Science

Relatively plausible, then, is that God’s direct acquaintance with his own perfection would merely lead him to believe that other divinities would, were there any, be similarly perfect. They could therefore be expected to be similarly self-sufficient, if they existed, which would help to explain his lack of contact with them on the hypothesis of their existence. Even God having had, forever,
 no indication of any others would not be much evidence against that hypothesis. If he’d been looking into that possibility with a beginningless sequence of investigations then, since the individual (rather than collective) nature of each such investigation could only have been decided upon after infinitely many previous ones,
 so God would probably have begun with infinitely many very modest ones, in order to best use whatever information each yielded. So the absence of any indication of any others would hardly indicate that none existed. Alternatively, his investigations may have had a beginning (this might be the first universe), but if so then were there any other divinities, they’d probably have been acting similarly for similar reasons.
 And any divinity would want any such investigation to be reasonably safe, and hence fairly modest. And so again, an absence of contact would be unsurprising, even were there other divinities.

So the question is how likely it is, that investigating such matters as safely as possible would result in a universe like ours. Well, a competent scientist investigating the possible existence of a charged object might put similarly charged particles wherever she thought its force-field might be, to see if anything disturbed them. So analogously, if God is triune then he could’ve observed (in his wisdom) the others of the trinity. An absence of informative perturbations could’ve ruled out some epistemic possibilities. And of course, God can create things that aren’t divine. Spiritual subjects and physical objects are dependent upon and distanced from their Creator, to some extent. So by creating them he is, in effect, actualising the boundary of his (vacuous) external world. So another fairly safe investigation would’ve been God observing his creatures interacting in their heavenly homes, where they’re relatively impeccable.
 Knowing a priori of the logical limits of omniscience, they might have asked God about that, and been told that he’d seen no informative perturbations. That could be how we came to request these lives. God (transcendentally) observing quantum-mechanical wave-functions within lifeless universes would’ve been no less safe and again, we could’ve asked about that in paradise. Such particles could’ve differed greatly from those of this universe, of course, but even these ones indicate that such a use was possible, since it seems that by (physically) observing a physical set-up we can sometimes tell whether or not it’s been observed already. And according to the most plausible Open-theistic metaphysics, matter is naturally sensitive to spirit in order to facilitate soul-brain interactions with minimal divine involvement (e.g. its wave-functions collapsing when attended to). So if our souls resemble our maker to some extent (e.g. in the freedom of our wills) then similar particles might be expected to be similarly sensitive to any divinity.
Having obtained in such ways no indication of any aggressive divinities, God could’ve decided to allow something more adventurous. The main point of this universe, on this theodicy, is that it supports biochemical brains and hence incarnated souls, which might be especially sensitive to the obscurely divine. This theodicy requires only that such increased sensitivity seemed plausible enough to God, not that we actually embody it. Since there’s presumably no such kind—as God would instantiate, were there other divinities—for us to be sensitive to, even God may be limited to pure speculation. And even if we are so sensitive, it might be quite unlike anything we’d be aware of ourselves, such as aesthetic sensitivity or the sense of being stared at. The posited investigation doesn’t involve us trying to find other divinities ourselves, while we’re here. Rather, we should—and do (I think) naturally—aim for closer relationships with God, despite being here. We might try to live as though in his family, for example.
 Our efforts to do so can then be analysed by God (or his angels), but that sounds too clinical. It isn’t that our efforts are made in vain, while he watches. But they must of course be made before they’re answered, whence they could be informative. And the responses will be relatively modest, as a rule, in order to maintain an effective distance overall. One should expect the intervention of one’s conscience, perhaps the occasional sign, but few visitations by saints, angels or God himself, not face to face.
 The posited investigation requires, and hence this Jump theodicy explains, not only the relative independence of this universe from God (whence its evils), but also a range of relatively obscure salvific interventions (whence our religions). That combination of hiddenness and revelation could indicate, prima facie, a rather bumbling God. But in the context of my theodicy, that combination clearly coheres with God’s competence.
Anyway, since the lifeless beginnings of the universe could’ve been informative, as aforementioned, so the utility—and hence the dangers—of the universe could’ve increased gradually, as animals (and eventually humans) evolved. That would’ve been fairly safe. Or perhaps God ran through the early years of the universe in just a few days of his time, like someone running a computer rapidly through a game up to some especially interesting event, after which it’d get played in real time. A lot of prehistoric suffering could’ve been avoided that way, e.g. up to some great transformation a few thousand years ago. Still, why should animals with minds, who can therefore suffer, not be incarnate souls who, like us, chose to be here? And we aren’t just sentient and social animals, relating to others of our kind through the physical, we were freely created in the image of our Creator.
 We’re creative and cultural citizens, developing languages and other tools that make us what we are, while we’re here. So our innate sensitivities (if any) are probably, as a rule, finessed on the ground by such as our religious traditions. But of course, the specifics of a realistic theodicy are bound to get complicated. The simplest thing they must do is cohere with our best scientific theories, insofar as those theories are being supported evidentially. And the standard interpretations of those theories are often (if only implicitly) materialistic. So I’ll finish by addressing some relatively basic objections to my Jump theodicy, whose aim here is just to underline my rebuttal of Mawson’s second argument (at the beginning of ‘Conscience’), much as the Cantorian argument (at the end of ‘Prescience’) underlined my rebuttal of his first. God may well be timeless, but if so then not for such reasons.

If you’re an intelligent theist with few other metaphysical commitments—or indeed, a rational agnostic—then my theodicy could even, for all its sketchy novelty, encourage a reassessment of Open theism. But you may just be thinking, ‘I didn’t ask to be born.’ If so, I wonder if you’ve any evidence that we aren’t essentially souls, or that we didn’t, as heavenly souls, so ask? I suspect not; whereas this theodicy makes—via (informal) Bayesian arguments—of the whole universe some evidence that we are, and did. And the ethical adequacy of this theodicy is nicely illustrated by how the presumption that we didn’t so ask is commonly made in order to justify irresponsibility.

If you find it unlikely that we are, all of us, such as would’ve chosen to leave a heavenly paradise to investigate such an abstract possibility, then note that an undetected entity with powers akin to God’s would’ve been a possible—indeed, the only possible—threat to heaven, especially if objective goodness is no more than accordance with divine wishes. And we are, it seems, such as dream of adventure, at least when we’re young and healthy. Had you been enjoying an idyllic immortality, coming here could’ve seemed worth a slight risk. The risk would’ve been relatively slight because death—a safe return home—would’ve been all but certain, and there might be soul-building for any serious damage caused by our consequent peccability. Or instead of such a ‘jump in fright’ motive, we may have thought of other divinities as ideal companions for our beloved God and found, in this opportunity to help him discover them, a way to thank him for our idyllic immortality—a ‘jump for joy’ motive. Scientific curiosity would also have been a good motive. And such philosophical inclinations might even be common in a more spiritual paradise. But the Bayesian application of this theodicy only requires that some heavenly souls would probably have asked for this. Furthermore, had we incarnated somewhere safer before here (this might not be the first universe), then that could’ve informed our decision to come here.
But in any case, God would’ve ensured that we were well informed, and not under any pressure to volunteer without really wanting to, because naturally he loves his creatures. Why else would he create them? Well, perhaps you think that making heavenly souls that would ask to be part of such a terribly terrestrial investigation is too much like making pigs that want to be eaten, and that that would be wrong. If so then note that, insofar as we would be right to think of that as wrong, God would also think it wrong. So a better analogy is the making of animals that naturally want what their creator would want were he one of them (cf. Jesus). It would surely be good to create good people to live freely someplace heavenly. And how could their goodness being by definition their desire to act in accordance with God’s wishes make it otherwise? Indeed, God’s love for us could’ve included such hopes for us as that we might freely choose to help with his investigations. By analogy, it would hardly detract from a symphony’s aesthetic worth that it also told a good tale. Or maybe God in his wisdom would’ve preferred us not to choose such lives as these, but in his goodness let the final decision be ours because we’re freely made in his image. That’s one way to interpret Genesis 3. But either way, a perfectly good Creator could surely let his perfectly made creatures make some relatively small sacrifices if they wanted to, e.g. as part of their collective defence, or as gifts that he could surely accept out of his love for them. There are such sacrifices because being this far from heaven, under the rule of these natural laws, means that we can be deliberately hurtful, and be seriously hurt.
Mawson’s explanation is that natural laws are ‘necessary for there to be a world with agents who enjoy the freedom to be less than perfect to one another.’
 His explanation of God’s obscurity is similarly that it would detract from that freedom of ours, were God more obvious.
 Now, perhaps such enjoyment can be good (e.g. by analogy with dangerous sports). But my conscience informs me that such dangers should result from something more like a free choice than a kidnapping. That’s why I prefer the Jump variant of the ‘free will’ defence, and to that the idea that natural laws exist in order to facilitate an effective distance from God. Natural disasters occur randomly because physical laws are objectively probabilistic in order to facilitate soul-brain interactions. Such disasters, being individually meaningless, are side-effects of our causal distance from God that contribute to our epistemic distance by making the universe seem godless. But note that, although we asked to be born (on this theodicy), we didn’t ask to be victims of bad luck or malice, but rather thought of being here as worth such risks. Presumably we also chose to incarnate randomly, since that’s fairest. So there’s no question, on this theodicy, of why anyone would’ve asked for one of the terribly poor starts in life that are all too common here. And although God could halt, perhaps to restart,
 this investigation at any especially terrible time—whence it may seem odd that he hasn’t already done so, given the evils of this universe and the heavenly alternatives—by allowing us these lives he probably committed himself to doing so only if things got too bad by the lights we saw by when we asked for them.

Has there ever been anything so bad that one should never risk it happening to oneself, not for any good cause whatsoever? Bad as agony and despair are, the biggest obstacle to God agreeing to the creation of this universe may therefore have been our increased peccability. Whether due to ignobility or ignorance, our peccability may ultimately be due to our distance from God, who is perhaps the origin of ethics as well as physics. Perhaps the extent of our peccability here, despite our being perfectly created, is some evidence that we’re up against absolute nothingness here, that there are indeed no other divinities. Even so, the peccability of creatures with libertarian freedom would also be some evidence that the investigation was worthwhile for the aforementioned ‘jump in fright’ reason.
God would of course have shown us all that was possible, before we chose to ask for this, but I wonder whether we could’ve expected any of us to become as bad as Adolf Hitler became. Knowing of that possibility, we may have decided—in our (forgotten) wisdom—that those choosing very evilly should be more completely distanced from God.
 Or perhaps the lessening of that distance would just be more purgatorial for them. But what one wouldn’t expect, as a rule (on this theodicy), is that such absolute justice—in whatever form it takes—would be visited upon evil-choosers while they’re here. As aforementioned, we should rather expect, as part and parcel of this universe’s creation, relatively modest interventions, for salvific reasons (only rarely anything like a miraculous birth), our reason for being here being to divine the divine.
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� Mawson, Belief in God, 140.
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� Mawson, Belief in God. A good way to view his ‘Divine eternity’ is in that context. But for an indication of the philosophical complexities, see Yujin Nagasawa, ‘A New Defense of Anselmian Theism,’ The Philosophical Quarterly 58 (2008), 577–596.


� Richard Swinburne, The Existence of God (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979; University Press, 2004), and his relatively accessible Is There a God? (Oxford: University Press, 1996). On the informality of such Bayesian arguments, see Robert Prevost, Probability and Theistic Explanation (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990).


� Swinburne, ibid, 98–113.


� Ibid, 101.


� Mawson, Belief in God, 107–8. Bambi is essentially William Rowe’s fawn.


� Swinburne, ibid, 112.


� Swinburne, ibid, 105 (cf. Ward, ibid, 56, 159).


� Mawson, ibid, 211.


� Swinburne, ibid, 69–94, and Mawson, ibid, 93–99.


� Better known as Platonic, Cartesian or (following Popper) Interactionist dualism. Philosophers have tended to ignore this possibility, as it lacks elegance under atheism. For the state of the art, see Wolfram Hinzen (ed.), ‘Prospects for Dualism: Interdisciplinary perspectives,’ Erkenntnis 65.1 (2006, July).
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� So God is, for example, (metaphysically) necessarily omnipotent. Had I defined ‘God’ in a more Anselmian way, such necessities would’ve been conceptual too, but that would’ve complicated matters (unnecessarily).


� God could be said to be omniscient anyway, since he could know that he was uniquely divine as well as we know that 2 + 2 = 4, despite the logical possibility of Cartesian doubts. He would just not be perfectly justified in a completely full belief that he was uniquely divine (as he’d know perfectly well).


� An analogy might be with Cartesian sceptical possibilities. They don’t arise for God because of his perfect self-awareness, but although we’re rightly certain that 21 + 21 = 22 is logically impossible, a Cartesian demon making us get such sums systematically wrong, somehow, is always an epistemic possibility for us.


� Ward, ibid, 6.


� If God knew all truths, and was the only divinity, then he’d know that he was the only divinity. But if (as argued in ‘Prescience’) the class of truths is indefinitely extensible, then he couldn’t know them all now.


� Of course, if by ‘knowledge’ we only meant beliefs held reliably, then God’s knowledge might need no more for its perfection than his beliefs being, in each possible world, all the truths. But while that analysis might be apposite if God is timelessly (and completely) omniscient, this theodicy is essentially Open-theistic. Many possible creations remain live possibilities for an everlasting God, who is nonetheless necessarily infallible.


� Insofar as ‘free will’ theodicies are right, about an uncertain choice to love God being especially good, it’s arguably better to have a pair of divinities. They might be overwhelmingly likely to discover each other eventually, and as for what might then happen, God is love. And even were they never to find each other, it isn’t obvious to me that two eternally self-contained divinities would be worse than one.


� Presumably God had no first period of being. But note that if God was of finite (transcendental) age, he wouldn’t have been failing to exist at earlier times, there being no such times. Also note that a transcendentally finite duration might be infinitely long by our standards, e.g. an ‘irreal’ amount (see my ‘To Continue with Continuity,’ 105–7). Of course, God’s omnipotence implies no last period of his being.


� Those who think, with Mawson (‘Divine eternity,’ 48), that Open theism has a rather bumbling God (a ‘Rick-Moranis God’) should note that if God is of transfinite age (the standard view) then he would’ve made no decision without the wisdom that comes from having already made infinitely many, similarly wise decisions.


� There’s some evidence that the natural numbers are indefinitely extensible (cf. notes 21 and 22), that God’s discrete changes are necessarily finite in number, especially under Open theism because then Popper’s probabilities are most likely, and they yield a modern-physical instantiation of Levy’s paradox (see section 10 [http://www.geocities.com/potential_continuity/pp10.html] of my ‘What are my chances?’).


� Perhaps, being finite creatures, we weren’t completely impeccable in paradise. Maybe some of those desiring involvement but not incarnation (‘angels’?) fell out, e.g. over the relative worth of the posited investigation. Many variations on the basic theme are possible. E.g. this universe might (also) be like an advertising flyer, and subsidiary roles could also be played by aesthetics, libertarian freedom and so forth.


� That coheres pretty well with the collective testimony of humanity, which is basically that, if we know what’s good for us, we’ll try to get in touch with our Creator, who decrees such as the Golden Rule. Cf. Mawson, Belief in God, 178.


� And everyday dawns inspire poets, painters, composers and so forth (cf. Matthew 11:15, 22:29).


� Daydreaming, music-making and story-telling may be analogous to God’s unimaginable creativity. After all, they say that while the world was commanded to be, our spirits were blown more intimately from his mouth.


� Furthermore the idea that the purpose of this universe is (transcendentally) scientific might be sound even if we don’t reincarnate, if it is indeed sufficient that we should’ve chosen to participate (as most theodicies presume it is); I just see no reason to suppose that we don’t reincarnate (nor such sufficiency).


� Mawson, ibid, 205. Swinburne’s (ibid, 107–113) explanation is similar, as is Ward’s (ibid, 69).


� Mawson, ibid, 220–1.


� Lots of possible futures of this physical universe (e.g. all the Biblical ones) are compatible with this theodicy. But the simplest hypothesis is that when we die we return to our heavenly home and have there all the options we began with, e.g. the possibility of reincarnating elsewhere.


� Being cast into the outer darkness (so to speak) could lead to their being even more sensitive, which could allow them to repay their debt to us. Such exclusion might precede (or even induce) their reform, or their annihilation, or it might even (were that for the best) last forever.


� I’d like to thank Akiko and Fiona for their insightful objections to my theodicy, at my 2008 Postgraduate Seminar at the University of Glasgow; and also Jeff and Alan, for theirs.





17

