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Who has directed the Spirit of the LORD
or as his counselor pas tnstructed him?

Isaiah 40:13

1. B X
ut see George Mavrodes’s paper “How Does God Know the Things He
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in general knowing in the way that befits a perfect being.) I suppose the
majority opinion, however, is that the above requirements (or at least the
first of them) are at any rate necessary for omniscience.

I. The Problem

But some have seen a problem here. They claim that there are some
propositions which do indeed have a truth value, but which are none-
theless such that not even God knows whether they are true. (Others
might not perhaps be willing to go quite as far as all that, but would
still be prepared to say that there is a ‘real problem’ in God’s knowing
these propositions.) Examples of such propositions would be, first,
‘tuture contingents’, such as there will be a sea battle tomorrow, and, more
poignantly, propositions specifying free future actions, such as

(1) Sam will be free with respect to the action of having lunch
tomorrow, and will in_fact have lunch tomorrow.

A second sort of example would be counterfactuals of (creaturely) freedom.:
truths about what free creatures would do or would have done under
various circumstances. There are at least two important varieties of
counterfactuals of creaturely freedom: first, those that say what some
of the free creatures there actually are would have done under various
circumstances, and second, those that specify what would have been
done by free creatures if there had been free creatures different from the
ones there actually are. An example of the first kind would be

(2) If you had offered to sell Paul your car for 8500, he would
have (freely) bought it.

A (slightly more arcane) example of the second would be

(3) If God had strongly actualized T(W)2 (W, a world in

Knows?” in Drvine and Human Action, ed. Thomas Morris (Notre Dame: University of

Notre Dame Press, 1988), pp. 345ff.
2. For explanation of “T(W)' see Alvin Plantinga, ed. Peter van Inwagen and James

Tomberlin (Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1985), p. 50.
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@bzc/y there exist human beings distinet from any that exist
.0, the actual world) there would have been an initig] pair

of human beiﬂgs distinct ' from any that exist in o, who, unlike
Adam and Eve, would not bave sinned,

Or

(4) Eﬁ{fme E] s unexemplified and is such thar if it had been
exemplified in conditions C, then its instantiation would have

been fo d ;
o gj/ie 0 do what is wrong but would have done only whar

We can arrange these in order o] i ’

' r of magnitude with res t t
I(i{fiﬁculty there seems to be in supposing that God could klx)li)cw t(;letr}rlle
irst a{l(.i per}.laps least difficult would be to see that God could knovx;
propositions like (1), propositions about what some presently existing
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problem with there being propositions like (1)? And doesn’t the samec
go for propositions like (2)? Knowing Paul, I am inclined to believe
proposition (2); could it really be that there simply is no such proposi-
tion? The commonsense view, surely, is that there are such propositions;
for the contrary view we would need a solid (or at least reasonably
imperforate) argument (and we would also need some account of those
sentences which seem to express such propositions but in fact, on the
view in question, do not). I don't know of any such argument, and fos
purposes of present discussion I shall simply assume that there are such
propositions.

Second, it might be held that, while indeed there are propositions
of these kinds, they do not have truth values. This is a venerable view,

“and it has boasted many advocates who are both acute and accom-

plished. This is not the place to give this view the careful attention
it clearly deserves. Instead, let me simply record the fact that I find
this view as puzzling as the previous one; it is at best monumentally
difficult to see how a proposition could fail to have a truth value. A
proposition makes a claim, it says that the world, or some part of it,
or something it contains, is a certain way, or has a certain property;
such a proposition is therefore true if the thing in question has the
property and false otherwise. Suppose I say that Paul (now) has the
property of being such that he will take part in a sea battle tomorrow.
What I say is true if he has that property and false otherwise. It is
false if, for example, there #s no such property as faking part in a sea
battle tomorrow. If there is such a property, however, then if Paul has
it, the proposition is true; and if he doesn’t (doesn’t yez, say), then the
proposition is false. How could it possibly fail to be either true or
talse? An wutterance of a sentence, of course, can fail to be either true
or false. I awake with a slight cold; testing my voice, 1 say, remem-
bering a scene from last night’s TV program but referring to no one,
“She’s got that funny look again.” My utterance is neither true nor
false: it fails to express any proposition, on that occasion. An utterance
of a sentence is true (false), however, if and only if it expresses a
proposition, and the proposition it expresses is true (false). But if you
tell me that there is such a proposition as 2> only, as it happens, it is
neither true nor false, I will be puzzled. I don’t see how it cou/d fail
to be true or false. I shall therefore also assume that the propositions

of these three sorts have truth values.
A third view is restricted to counterfactuals of freedom. This view



(5) Ifddam and Eve had not sinned, God would bave (freely)
refrained from Jorcibly evicting them Jrom the garden

and

(6)1f z‘b.z's 'bz'z‘ of tron had been beated, God would have (freely)
upheld it in existence and permitted it to expand

are true? [ shall also, therefore, assume that counterfact
freedom are not all necessarily false (and indeed that
The view I really want to discuss is the thought that, while indeed
there are true propositions of these three kinds (and sorr;e of th -
true), they can’t be known by God. Richard Swinburne iy

uals of creaturely

;[;3661 1(;1163 ;ee@fs to be that there is indeed a fruth about what I will
free 1)1/ o, ‘ut if God were to £n0t that truth, then I wouldn’t do what
wi do Jreely. It therefore follows that there is 4 truth ab 1
W1HBfreely do, but God can’t know it. o whacd
ut' @by, on the sort of view in questio ’
propositions? What, precisely, is the pcioblemr;)OCir;tanG@(\:irkg)ow .
sitions of the first sort would be that they can’t be kn;)wxl berciropo';
God 4nows what you are going to do, it follows that you dO;l’t or uws((:nl’t

3. This is the view embraced b i
the ' . y Robert Adams in “Middle Knowled
gézsrll’etm ofh E'vxl, American Philosophical Quarterly (1977). In the pieizv;neqizs?gi tﬁe
explicitly say that these propositions are necessarily false, but only this inzerf

retation \
p fits the rest of what he says, a fact that he has confirmed in personal

communication,
4. See my reply to Adams on this point in Alwin Plantinga, pp. 372,
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do that thing freely.> I don't think this does follow.6 This is not the
place to debate the issue, however; let’s set this suggestion aside, for the
moment, and assume, as seems to me in fact to be the case, that God’s
knowing that I will do 4 does not entail that I won't do A freely. T am
instead concerned with the second reason for supposing that God does
not know such propositions: the view that these propositions — coun-
terfactuals of freedom and/or propositions about someone’s future free
actions — simply can’t be known. God is omniscient, all right, but his
being omniscient means not that he knows everything (every true
proposition) but rather that he knows everything that can be known.

Well, why do such people think these propositions can’t be known?
The fundamental answer, I think, is that we can’t see Aow they could
be known. How could God know a thing like that, a thing about the
future, or about some counterfactual situation that, so far as logic goes,
could go either way? Thus, for example, Jerry Walls: “the basic idea that
God knows what is possible through knowledge of His essence is
sensible enough as is the claim that the created order in some sensc
mirrors the divine essence. But the manner in which God can know
what choices would actually be made by free creatures remains quite
mysterious.””

I think we must agree that we don’t or can’t see how God could
know a thing like that. He cant know a future free choice by taking
advantage of causal laws and causal regularities, for example, because
the action in question would be by hypothesis fiee; therefore causal laws
and antecedent conditions determine neither that the action would take
place nor that it would fail to take place. So he couldn’t know that the
action will occur by knowing causal laws and present or hypothesized
conditions and extrapolating either to the action’s taking place or to its
failing to take place.

Here the point has to do with counterfactuals of freedom; but a
similar point holds for future free actions. God can’t know that Paul
will (freely) take part in a sea battle tomorrow by knowing causal laws
and present conditions, for the action in question is by hypothesis frec.

5. See, e.g., Nelson Pike’s “Divine Omniscience and Voluntary Action,” Philosophical
Review 74 (Jan. 1965). Pike’s seminal piece has generated a veritable cottage industry

of objections and replies.
6. See my “On Ockham’s Way Out,” Faith and Philosophy 3,3 (July 1986): 235-69.

7. Jerry Walls, “Is Molinism as Bad as Calvinism?” (1), Faith and Philosophy 7, 1
(Jan. 1990): 89.
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So he can’ iti
o ca(xil' t.know propositions about future free actions by knowin
i)o conditions together with causal [aws and computing how th ,
me out; 1 X
come o & nor (on the tempo'rahst perspective) does he know them by
o I Et Oa;tlons take place, in the way we see what is presently h d
ng. - course, he might se ) hat
‘ ¢ that they wil/ take p]
pening | . ‘ axe place, but that
ces the very perplexity at issue.) Furthermore, he c;m’t know
2

y knowing causal laws and

%1:(}; eGi;)d s willing that Sam (freely) have a sardine sandwich for lunch
no problem, presumably, with seeing how God can know the;
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latter;® since the latter is identical with the former, there is also no
problem with seeing how God can know the former. Mann restricts his
account to contingent facts, facts such as that Sam is eating a sandwich,
and encapsulates his idea as follows:

For any contingent situation S, God’s knowing that S is the case =
God’s knowing that he wills that S is the case = God’s willing that
S is the case = God’s knowing himself = God.?

This is a bold and interesting suggestion; but I can’t see how it can
be right. We might note first that Mann’s restriction to contingent
truths is unnecessary; if DS is true, then for any true propositions 4
and B, God's knowing A will be identical with God's knowin ¢ B. Therefore
his knowing that Sam will freely have lunch is identical with his know-
ing that 2 + 1 = 3; and since there is no problem with the latter, there
is none with the former. Still further, on Mann’s version of DS God's
knowing that Sam will freely have lunch is identical with God'’s knowing
that he wills thar Sam will freely have lunch; but it is also identical with
God's willing that Sam will freely have lunch, and, indeed, with God'’s
willing that there be such a person as Adam. Since there is no problem
with seeing how God could will that there be such a person as Adam,
there can be none (on the current suggestion) with seeing how he can
know that Sam will freely have lunch.

Indeed, the method can be extended much further. Atheologians
have claimed that the existence of evil is incompatible with God’s being
omniscient, omnipotent, and wholly good; and believers in God them-
selves are sometimes deeply perplexed by the question of why God
permits some particularly horrifying evil. For God’s knowing that there
15 evil 1s 1dentical with Gods knowing that 7 + 5 = 12; the latter is clearly
compatible with his being omniscient, omnipotent, and wholly good;
the former entails that there is evil; therefore the existence of evil is
compatible with God’s being omnipotent, omniscient, and wholly good.

8. In fact, there does seem to be a problem with seeing how he can accomplish the
latter: If God wwilfs that Sam have lunch, will Sam have lunch Sfreely? Perhaps we can
mend matters by a change of example: God’s knowing that Sam will (freely) have a
sardine sandwich for lunch is identical with God’s permizzing Sam to have a sardine

sandwich for lunch.
9. Bill Mann, “Epistemology Supernaturalized,” Faith and Philosophy 2, 4 (Oct.

1985): 452.
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Furthermore, God’s permitting that horrifying evil is identical with his
loving mankind; there is no call for perplexity in the latter; therefore
there is none in the former either.
But surely something has gone wrong; I can’t sensibly allay my
perplexity about God’s permitting the Holocaust by noting that Gods
permitting the Holocaust is really identical with God’s Jowin ¢ humankind,
or his creating the world. Of course, one problem here is that all of
these arguments are reversible: we could just as well argue that God’s
creating the world or knowing that 2 + 1 = 3 is perplexing, since each
is identical with his permitting horrifying evil, and zbas is perplexing.
But perhaps the real problem here is the doctrine of divine simplicity.
According to that doctrine, at least as it is understood by Mann, God’s
permitting horrifying evil is identical with his loving mankind; and each
is identical with his knowing that 2 + 1 = 3. This claim is so perplexing
and counterintuitive that we should accept it only if there are
enormously massive and powerful arguments in its favor. So far as I can
see, however, there are no such arguments in its favor; in fact, so far as
I can see, there aren’t even any moderately massive and powerful argu-
ments in its favor.10 Accordingly, we are left with our original perplexity:
How can God know future contingents? More specifically, how can he
know such propositions as (1) through (4)? And we are left with our
original inclination to doubt or deny that he knows such propositions
because we can't see how he could know them.

ITI. The Solution

Now I believe this line of thought — the line 1ssuing in an inclination
to deny that God can know propositions like (1) through (4) — is
mistaken. For the presupposition here is that, while we don’t know how
God knows about future free actions, we do know something about how
God knows things — what past free actions have been performed, for

10. See my Does God Have a Nature? (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press,
1980), pp. 26ff. For contrary opinion, see William Mann, “The Divirie Attributes,”
American Philosophical Quarterly 12 (1975); “Divine Simplicity,” Religious Studies (1982);
and “Simplicity and Immutability in God,” International Philosophical Quarterly (1983).
See also Eleonore Stump and Norman Kretzmann, “Absolute Simplicity,” Faith and
Philosophy 2, 4 (Oct. 1985) and Thomas Morris, “On God and Mann: A View of
Divine Simplicity,” Religious Studies 21, 3 (1985): 299-318.
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example, or that 2 + 1 = 3, or that he exists and is omniscient, or that
he wills the salvation of all people. But do we know how God knows
these things? How does he know necessary truths, for‘ example? Y(_)u
might say, “He knows necessary truths by knowing hlS' own natulxc;
propositions are divine thoughts, simd necessary propositions are the
thoughts God thinks with assent in every posmble.w‘orld. Necessar);
propositions, therefore, are the thoughtg such that it is the nature o

God to affirm them; so in knowing his own nature he knows th'c
necessary propositions.” Perhaps so; but tben }}ow do,e's he know ‘hxs
own nature? And if there is a problem with his knowing future free
actions, how does he know past free actions? Why isn’t there a problem
with his knowing tbem? For that matter, how does God know present
free actions? How does he know that you are presently and freely (I
hope) reading this essay? - '

The truth, I think, is that we believe we have a pretty good idea f)f
how we know things of that kind; as a result, we see no prot‘ﬂem- in
God’s knowing them. He knows them (we a§sume), in something like
the same way in which we know them — or, if that’s false, then at any
rate we know of a way in which those things can be known; We think
we know how we know them, and as a consequence we aren’t bothered
by the question of how God knows them.

A. How Do We Know?

I 'want to argue that this line of thought is imperceptive. Once we clearly
see what it is for us to know such things (once we clearly see how w::
know them), then we see two things: (a) that God doesn’t and couldn’t
possibly know them in anything like the same way, a‘nd (6) that what
we know about how God does know what he knows gives us no reason
for distinguishing among various kinds of truth§, ta%dng some but not
all to be such that we have a reason for thinking it unlikely that he
knows them.

We know an astonishing variety of propositions. God has crea.ted
us with cognitive faculties designed to e;nable us to achwve true beliefs
with respect to propositions about our immediate environment, about
our own interior lives, about the thoughts and experiences of other
persons, about our universe at large, about the past, about .right and
wrong, about the whole realm of abstracta (numbers, properties, prop-
ositions, states of affairs, possible worlds, sets), about modality (what is
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necessary and possible), and about himself These faculties work with
great subtlety to produce beliefs of many different degrees of strength,
ranging from the merest inclination to believe to absolute dead certainty.
Our beliefs and the strength with which we hold them, turthermore,
are delicately responsive to changes in experience — perceptual experi-
ences, of course, but also experiences of other kinds; they are also
responsive to what others tell us, to further reflection, to what we learn
by way of systematic inquiry, and so on.

How do we know these things? How does our knowledge work?
Well, you say, we know different things differently; I know that 7 + 5
=12 in one way, that all human beings are mortal in another, that I am
appeared to redly (or am suffering a mild pain) in still another, and that
I was appeared to redly yesterday in yet another way. That is certainly
true; but can’t we also say something general about how we know? From
a theistic point of view (and who but a theist would be interested in
our problem?) the first thing to bear in mind is that we human beings
have been created, and created in the image of God. In crucial respects
we resemble him. God is, of course, an agent; he has aims and intentions
and takes steps to accomplish his aims. (Thus he creates the world,
sustains it in being, providentially brings good out of evil, institutes a
plan of salvation, and so on.) But of course God is also an intellectual
or ntellecting being; indeed, he can’t be an agent or a practical being
without being a knower, an intellecting being. He has knowledge; in
fact, he has the maximum degree of knowledge. He holds beliefs (even
if his way of holding a belief is not the same as ours). He is omniscient:
he believes every truth and believes no falsehoods. He therefore has the
sort of grasp of concepts, ‘properties, and propositions necessary for
holding beliefs; and since he believes every true proposition, he has a
grasp of every property and proposition. 11

In setting out to create human beings in his image, then, God set
out to create beings who could reflect something of his capacity to grasp
concepts and hold beliefs. Furthermore (as the whole of the Christian
tradition assures us), his aim was to create them in such a way that they

11. We can go further: from a theistic point of view the natural way to view
propositions, properties, and sets is as God’s thoughts, concepts, and collections. See
my “How to Be an Anti-realist,” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Association 5 6,
1 (1983); Thomas Morris's and Christopher Menzel’s “Absolute Creation,” American
Philosophical Quarterly (1986); and Menzel’s “Theism, Platonism and Mathematics,”
Faith and Philosophy 4, 4 (Oct. 1987).
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can reflect something of his capacity fqr holdi{lg true b'eliefs, for attalm—
ing knowledge.1? This isn't his only air'n in creating us w‘1th thatd cornpfe)‘(é
subtle, and highly articulated estabhshmeqt of faculties we) 0 dm ac
display. No doubt he also aimed at our being able to rnak((,i aﬁ e;}{ocy
and appreciate poetry, art, music, humo.r, play, adventure, and t 1e1r 1 C{
no doubt he was also aiming at our being able to love' each other (;m
him. But among his aims is that of enabling us to 'achlc.ve knowle Igc,
both for its own sake and for the sake of its connection with these other
1ims. 13

211méod has therefore created us with cognitive fz%culties' designed to
enable us to achieve true belief with respect to a wide variety of prop-
ositions. These faculties work in such a way that under the appropriate
circumstances we form the appropriate belief — better, rh.e approplzlatc
belief is formed in us. In the typical case we do not deczde. to bo T}(:r
form the belief in question; we simply ﬁnd' ourselves \fVlth it. The
Enlightenment myth of the rational human being pl'oFeedlng maglstc:
rially through life, assessing the evidence for and against the Profpo;
tions that come to his attention and coolly deciding on the'basw of t a(;
assessment what to believe, is just that: a myth.14 Upf)n being appeare
to in a familiar but terrifying way, I believe there is a truck bearing
down on me; on being asked where I went for a walk ygsterday, Iuﬁnd
myself with the memory belief that it was up Mt. Cargill; you te met
about your summer vacation and I acquire beliefs about where you wen

12. Thus, for example, Thomas Aquinas:

Since human beings are said to be in the image of God in virtue 9f their hfaémg
a nature that includes an intellect, such a nature is most in th_e 1mage9 ; 4;)
in virtue of being most able to imitate God. (Summa Theologiae 1a q.93 a.

Only in rational creatures is there found a likeness of G?d which counfs as ar;
image As far as a likeness of the divine nature is conccrn;d, rationa

creatures seem somehow to attain a representation of [that] type in virtue of
imitating God not only in this, that he is and lives, but especially in this, that
he understands. (Summa Theologiae Ta q.93 a.6)

13. In C. 5. Lewis’s novel Out of the Si/mt»P/ane{ (New York: M‘acmll%an-, 1947)i
the creatures on Malacandra (Mars) are of several dlffcrcnt types, dlspla){m% ;ev;xna_
different kinds of cognitive excellences: some are partlcularly' su1ted_to sclmn LS iltCiVi
deavors, some to art and craftsmanship, and some to poetry, interpersonal sen ty,

and insight. . o L
14 %ince the term ‘myth’ is often used in such a way that it is compatible with

truth, let me add that this is a false myth.
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and what you did. In none of these cases do I either assess evidence or
decide what to believe.

Of course, under other circumstances things are less automatic: we
tflkC a hand (so to speak) in the operation of our cognitive establishm’ent.
Expanding on the topic of your summer vacation, you tell me that you
happened to stop in the Grand Tetons and for a lark climbed the Grand
in eight hours from Jenny Lake. That sounds a bit unlikely, given your
age and shape; recalling other exaggerations on your part, figure it
was closer to twelve hours, if you got to the top at all. I may try to
assess the alleged evidence in favor of the theory that human life evolved
by means of the mechanisms of random genetic mutation and natural
selection from unicellular life (which jtself arose by substantially similar
random mechanical processes from nonliving material); I may try to see
what the evidence is and determine whether it is in fact compelling (or,
more likely, such as to render the theory less than totally implausible).,
Then I may go through a process of weighing the evidence and coming
to a Fonclgsion. Even in this sort of case I still dop’t really decide
anythmg; I simply call the relevant evidence to mind, try in some
appropriate way to weigh it, and find myself with the appropriate belief.
But 0 more typical and less theoretical cases of beljef formation, noth-
ing like this is involved. ,

Exj)erience, obviously enough, plays a crucial role in much belief
formation — a different role in different areas of our cognitive estab-
lishz'nent. 15 But there are also areas where experience seems to play only
a minimal role — memory, for example, or a priori knowledge. I re-
member what I had for breakfast this morning; there may be a bit of
phenomenal imagery, as of a partial and fragmented glimpse of a bowl
of Cheerios; but this sensuous imagery is fleeting, indistinct, variable
.from person to person, and inessential, since in the case of some persons
it seems to be altogether absent. Here, therefore, the role played by
experience 1s small — unless you count as ‘experience’ the fact that the
belief that it was Cheerios T had seems somehow right, or fitting, or
appropriate.1¢ Similar remarks hold for 4 priori knowledge.17 ’

15. For details, sce chapters 3-9 of m Warr k | 2
; - details, y Warrant and Proper Funct Ne :
Oxford University Press, 1993). Cited hereafter as WPE per fmction (New York:
16. For more on the phenomenology of “ i
' gy of memory, see WPFE chapter 3: “F
the Design Plan: Myself and My Past.” ! septer 3 Txploring
17. See WPF, chapter 6: “A Priori Knowledge.”
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Of course, there is a certain particular way or range of ways in which
our faculties function when they function properly (when there is no
cognitive dysfunction) — just as there is a way in which your digestive
or circulatory system works when it functions properly. Call this way
of working ¢he cognitive design plan. The design plan specifies, for a wide
variety of circumstances, an appropriate cognitive response. You look at
a tree; light of a certain wavelength and energy strikes your retina; if
things are working properly, there ensues a fairly complicated chain of
events culminating in your being appeared to in a certain way (a way
that is hard to describe in detail) and forming the belief that your willow
tree needs watering. Accordingly, the design plan specifies how human
cognitive faculties work when they work properly.’8 Of course, it is
possible, as a result of disease or other causes, for our faculties to work
in a way that is out of accord with the design plan: there are blindness
and other sensory malfunctions; there are agnosias and psychoses; there
are cognitive pathologies of a thousand sorts.19
From a theistic perspective, therefore, the central thing to see is
that God has created us and our cognitive faculties, and that he has
created us in accordance with specifications or a design plan. Indeed,
from a theistic point of view, the human design plan is a design plan
in the most literal and paradigmatic sense: we human beings have been
created by a conscious and intelligent person, and the design plan is
the set of specifications in accordance with which he has designed our
cognitive faculties to function. Now, how shall we think of knowledge
from this point of view? How shall we think of warrans, that quality
or quantity enough of which distinguishes knowledge from mere true
belief? Here is a natural first approximation: a belief has warrant for
a person only if his faculties are working properly, working the way
they ought to work, working the way they were designed to
work (working the way God designed them to work) in producing
and sustaining the belief in question. An initial necessary condition
of warrant, therefore, is that one’s cognitive equipment, one’s belief-
forming and belief-sustaining apparatus, be free of cognitive malfunc-
tion; it must be functioning in the way it was designed to function by

18. See WPE, chapter 2, for a fuller account of design plans.
19. For a fascinating account of some of these pathologies, see Oliver Sacks’s 7%e
Man Who Mistook His Wife for a Hat (New York: Summit Books, 1984) and 4 Leg 1o

Stand On (New York: Summit Books, 1985).
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the being who designed and created us. Of course, this isn’t sufficient;
the epistemic environment must also be of the sort for which my
cognitive faculties are designed. (If T am suddenly transported without
my knowledge to a part of the universe where the cognitive environ-
ment is quite different, my beliefs might have little by way of warrant,
even if my faculties are in fine working order — just as, for example,
your automobile won’t work well under water.) Still further, the bit of
the design plan governing the formation of the particular belief in
question must be aimed at the production of true or nearly true beliefs
(rather than beliefs useful for survival, or beliefs whose function is to
confer comfort or make friendship possible). And finally, it must be
the case, if my beliefs are to have warrant, that beliefs produced
according to faculties functioning in accord with my design plan are
likely to be true.
To put these together:

A belief B has warrant for a person S if and only if (a) §’s faculties
are functioning properly in an epistemically appropriate environ-
ment (the sort of environment for which God designed her facul-
ties), (4) the segment of the design plan governing the formation
of §’s belief B is aimed at the production of true beliefs, and (c) the
objective probability of a belief’s being true, given that its production
is governed by that segment of the design plan and that conditions
(a) and (5) are met, is high.

The basic idea, therefore, is that we are so constructed (so constructed
by God) that under certain sorts of conditions we form certain sorts of
beliefs; and these beliefs constitute knowledge when they are true and
when they result from the operation of the design plan God has im-
plemented for us — more exactly, the operation of those parts of the
design plan aimed at the production of true beliefs.

B. How Does God Know?

Now God’s knowledge can't be at all like this. And it isnt just that God
doesn’t have the kind of cognitive design plan that we do — doesn’t
have sense organs, for example. Having our kind of cognitive design
plan, after all, isn’t essential for knowledge. God could have designed
rational creatures according to design plans quite different from ours.
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Indeed, perhaps he has. Perhaps he has designed rational creatures with
sense organs very different from ours (like the bat’s radar, for example,
or the pit viper’s heat detectors, or the mechanism whereby arctic terns
can navigate for thousands of miles without so much as a glance at a
map); perhaps he has designed rational creatures without sense organs
who nonetheless have knowledge much like our perceptual knowledge,
except that it would be caused differently; perhaps he has designed
rational creatures that are vastly better at a priori knowledge; perhaps
he has designed rational creatures that have ways of knowing we couldn’t
so much as grasp. The crucial difference between our knowledge and
his doesn't lie here.

The real reason his knowledge can't be like ours is twofold: first, he
has designed us to work a certain way; and second, this design is such
that our knowledge follows the causal channels dictated by the causal
laws he has established together with the sort of general construction
we display — embodied, with a medium-sized body made of brain,
flesh, and bone — in the specific sort of environment for which he has
designed us. To enlarge a bit on the first, God has so designed me that
under certain conditions the belief that I see a horse is caused in me;
under those circumstances, furthermore (in the human cognitive en-
vironment and for the most part), when I believe that I see a horse,
there really is a horse lurking in the nearby neighborhood. God has
arranged for a certain harmony between the beliefs I hold, on the one
hand, and their truth, on the other; this harmony goes by way of the
causal connections between my beliefs and their subject matter. Essen-
tial to 7y knowing, therefore, is Ais already knowing a lot of things —
how to arrange for that harmony, for example.

This is only a first approximation, of course; for perhaps 1 could
have been created by an angel (who had the created sort of knowledge),
and that angel by another, also with the created sort of knowledge, and
so on. At some point, however, as Aquinas says in a different connection,
the series must terminate in a being who has knowledge of another sort
altogether. There must be a first knower, just as there must be a first

‘mover; and it can’t be the case that what constitutes Ais knowledge 1s

his having been designed and fashioned by some other being, designed
and fashioned in such a way that over a wide variety of circumstances
he holds true beliefs. For first of all, of course, God cant have been
designed and fashioned at all — either by himself or by some other
being. And secondly, God’s knowing a given truth can’t be dependent
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upon some ofher being’s knowing that truth or another,?0 in the way in
which our knowing something is dependent upon s knowing some-
thing.

Suppose we look into these points more concretely. Consider our
perceptual knowledge. God has created us with a set of detectors, you
might say. By way of perception, we can detect the presence of various
kinds of light and sound (and smells, etc.); by way of perception we can
also detect the presence of such things as plants and animals and other
human beings and much else. There is a causal link between things
being a certain way — there being a tree before me, for example — and
my forming the belief that there is a tree there, "This works by way of
God’s having taken advantage, in designing and creating us, of the causal
laws and arrangements he had already set in place. Perhaps he chose
the causal laws and structures of the world as he did partly because he
intended that there be cognitive beings of the sort we exemplify; in any
event, our knowing goes by way of the causal structures and channels
he has instituted.

Now of course God knew how to do all this. He knew how to
institute the causal laws and how to create us in such a way that by
virtue of the cooperation of our natures with these laws and the con-
ditions under which they operate we would have the sort of knowledge
he intended us to have. (Perhaps all he had to know, in order to know
how to do these things, was this: If I say, “Let it be thus and s0,” then
it wi/l be thus and so. Here, perhaps, we sce something of what it is
for him to have knowledge by way of knowing himself; he knows that
he is such that necessarily, if he says, “Let there be a so-and-so,” there
will be a so-and-so; and he knows that he has said “Let there be g
so-and-so.”) The point, of course, is that he already had to have knowl-
edge for any of this to work; he couldn’t have created me in such a way
that I have knowledge, without himself having had knowledge. Accord-
ingly, my knowledge presupposes his: I couldn’t have knowledge, or’
couldn’t have the kind of knowledge I do have, if he didn’t already have
knowledge. We require a first knower here, who knows without having
been fashioned or constructed to know, just as, according to some of
the theistic arguments, we require a first mover, himself unmoved.

I'say my knowledge presupposes God’s in the sense that I couldn’t know

20. Except, of course, in the sort of special case where the truth in question is that
some creature knows something or other.
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unless he knew something first. This is not simply a matter of its being a
necessary truth that God does know, so that my knowing something would
trivially entail (strictly imply) or presuppose his knowing something. That
is indeed true, but it is not, in the present context, of much significance.
(Everything presupposes God’s knowledge in this way.) It is rather that,
given theism, together with the correct account or analysis of knowledge
(human knowledge, creaturely knowledge), our knowing something non-
trivially or relevantly entails or presupposes his knowing something. An
important difference between God and us is that our knowledge presup-
poses knowledge on the part of someone else; his does not.

More fully, what theism and the correct account of our knowledge
entail 1s that someone has designed us; the right answer to the question
“How do we know 27" involves a reference to what someone else (the
designer) knows. Not so for God’s knowledge. For consider: if the above
account of knowledge is correct (and if not, why would I be bothering you
with it?), our knowledge essentially involves the connected notions of
proper function and design plan. You know that all human beings are
mortal, on that account, only if the relevant portion of your cognitive
equipment is functioning properly in producing that belief in you — only
if, that is, that portion of your cognitive equipment is functioning in
accord with the design plan for human beings. But the paradigmatic cases
of proper function and design plan involve a conscious and intelligent
designer. Something functions properly, in the paradigmatic cases, only if
it functions in the way it was designed to function by the person or persons
who designed it. Your television set, for example, functions properly only
if it works the way it was designed to work. If it doesn’t work that way —
because, for example, you unwisely washed it in the bathtub — then it
isn't working properly. Of course, there are various subtleties and compli-
cations here. Something might not be designed by any single person, but
by a committee, or perhaps by a series of committees over time. The design
of a Maori war canoe (or a Chevrolet automobile) evolves, with many
different designers adding their contributions, a bit here and a bit there.21
Nonetheless, what determines proper function in the central and paradig-
matic cases is whether the thing in question functions in accord with its
design plan, each part of which in some way essentially involves the
contribution of a conscious and intelligent agent.

Now it might be argued that in fact it isn’t in just the central and

21. For more on these complications, see WPE chapter 2.
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paradigmatic cases where this is s0; it might be argued that the very notion
of proper function and design plan involves a reference to conscious and
intelligent design, so that it is a necessary truth that if something functions
properly, then it (or an ancestral prototype) has been designed by one or
more conscious and intelligent beings.22 If this were so, then from the fact
that we have knowledge it would follow that we have been designed by
one or more conscious and intelligent agents; and if fhart were so, there
would be a theistic argument lurking in the nearby bushes. In the spirit of
Aquinas, we can’t g0 to infinity in a series of knowers, cach member being
such that its cognitive faculties were designed by the preceding member;
if so, there must be a designer of cognitive faculties himself undesigned
— and this all human beings call God.

Of course, the argument isn't necessarily coercive or wholly rigorous
—even given that proper function entajls intelligent design. For one
thing, someone who secs that proper function entails conscious design
may then deny that there s such a thing as proper function for human
beings and other natural Creatures; it /ooks like there 15, but in fact there
is not, and to suppose that there is, is really to confuse natural creatures
(which really aren't creations or creatures in the original sense at all)
with artifacts.23 For another thing, it could be, so far as the argument
goes, that the undesigned designer of cognitive faculties isn’t maximally
powerful, or didn'’t create the heavens and the earth, or isn’t good. So
far as the argument goes, furthermore, it might be that there are severa/
undesigned designers, a whole committee, even infinitely many, who
collaborate on the design of our cognitive design plan. And of course

bilities as invalidating the- argument, however, is to forget that any
serious argument takes its place in a context, a context where much else
is taken for granted. It is to forget what William James taught us about

22. The notion of a design plan doesn'’t analytically entail that of an intelligent
designer, in the way in which being a bachelor entails being unmarried. Here I use
‘design’and ‘design plan’in the way in which, . g Daniel Dennett (who is not a’partisan
of theism) uses it: “In the end, we want to be able to explain the intelligence of man,
or beast, in terms of his design; and this in turg in terms of the natural selection of
this design. .. . Brainstorms (Montgomery, VT Bradford Books, 1978), p- 12.

23. Thus John Pollock glumly speculates that “functional and psychological gener-
alizations about organisms are just false and the whole enterprise arises from confusing
organisms with artifacts (the latter having explicit designs and designers).” “How tq
Build a Person,” in Phifosophical Perspectives, 1, Metaphysics, 1987 (Atascadero, CA:
Ridgeview Publishing Co., 1987), p- 149,
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live options. For most of us, these arcane possibiliti;s (that thcr.c 157 ‘;
vast committee of undesigned designers, or that the [single] .undesw:grm(
designer did not create the heavens and th.e earth) are not hv'e O}?}IO?S;
So #f the notion of proper function entails conscious andhmte 1;)3@11;
design, then we have the materials for a good (even if less than wholly
i istic argument. '
Conj\l;l(sil\i? )t}il fr:11(8>tt1ion ogf proper function entails conscious and intelhgreni
design, we also have a crucial difference between our kr'low'IFdIgtfgjm
God’s knowledge: Our knowledge is such t%lat necessarily, i . )d?w
something, then I have cognitive faculties which have been d.631g11;(1, )I}j
an intelligent person who already had k'nowledge. Thus r}:‘ly hﬁvmg qo\s}flc
edge presupposes someone else’s having knowledge. Furt erkr:?‘;,‘i’cd .
right answer to the question “How do I know p? H?W does.my : ¢ : ]gj \
work?” will be in terms of my design plan, and ultxmfitely in terms of lt';(:
intentions and activity of my designer. The answer will be somelthm‘g 1<<,‘
this (for perception): The designer wanted me to be able t;)h}alx;c trgf
beliefs about my immediate environmcgt. Taking advantage o 1}: ?<)“ y
edge of the properties of various materials he has creat.ed and the Lalﬁft
laws he has instituted, he designed a system thz%t works in such a way tha
(when it is functioning properly in the environment for which 11'53 L:
designed) I form perceptual beliefs which are for the most part truci ( ud
of course none of this can be said for God. He does.not in the central an :
literal sense have a design plan; and if there is.a way in whxch his cogmgvc‘
faculties function, about all we know about it is given in our knowlfi dge
that he is necessarily omniscient — that necessarily, for any proposition
i if and only if » is true. ' .
? hle_%llztc lc;j:se:}i notion of);)ro/;er function entail conscious and mtelhlgcnf
design? This is a wholly nontrivial question. A 1'1umber of t?n}d}kers ?avz
recently (and not so recently) prop.o.sed naturalistic a}nalyses of t ;nj;zno::l;
of proper function, function simpliciter, and other allied concepts.?4 As y:

24. For example, there are the following earlhicr e‘fforts: Carl Hen;plel, & he é(l)fi:
of Functional Analyses,” in Symposium on Soaa/agzca/“T/Jeory, ed. L C?/"ef {n N ,_icjl‘]
(Evanston, IL: Row, Peterson, 1959); and Ernest Nagel, “The Strugtmcd oVv 61:101 9236 1‘)
Explanations,” in The Structure of Scieince (New York: Harcourt, B.race anw .o; \ ,“Fum',

. 398-428. There are also the following more recent accounts: Larry . %g ; unc:
fifcins " The Philosophical Review (1973),(reprlrgtcg in I\C/,’;Xceijlz;zfi{ I;)ZZ; 17; 982;5 up. 35&
iology: , ed. Elliot Sober (Cambridge, : ‘ , 4), p- ,
l}iﬁfggyMﬁkﬁf b[ijz/zorguagc’, Thought, and Other Bio/ogicg/ Categories (C.aml?’n;i%e,PIYI;\;
MIT Press, 1984), pp. 17ff.; Christopher Boorse, “Wright on Functions, e Philo
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would expect, these analyses typically proceed in evolutionary terms. Th
central 1dea., on which there are a number of variations, is that an kc;r :
or system is functioning properly when there is a V;ay in Whichgin
ancestor-s functioned, when that way contributed to the survival of .
tures of its kind, and when the thing in question functions in that W(;rea—
All the accounts of this kind with which I am familiar, however su%ft‘%:
from a serious — indeed, fata] — problem. Suppose a Hit’lcr ains c;ont ;
of the world. For mad reasons of his own, he sets out to modigf the h m
design plan. He gets his scientists to induce a mutation in some mer:l:l)mn
of the human population; those born with this mutation can’t see at Zrli

They ar? unable to listen to music, or read (or write) poetry or literature:
they can’t do mathematics or evolutionary biology; they can’t enjo humf)e,
play, adv.cnture, friendship, love, or any of the other things -th};t kr’
hu'man life worthwhile. Their lives arc poor, nasty, brutislgl and r}rlla y
Hitler and his henchmen (and their successors) syst’ematicaﬁ weesd Ortt.
those who do not suffer from this mutation; over the enei]atio ?Illl

nu'mbers of the non-mutants dwindle. Now consider ag air of h[lS i
b.emgs a few generations down the road, one of whom haI; the oldtlmjn
v1sual.system and the other the new. According to the above kinsdty?
analy'sm .of proper function, it is the new-style visual system thatc')

func.tlonmg properly, for the way it functions has contributed t th1S
survival of the ancestors of 1ts possessors. But surely this is wrong 'I?hes:

example by saying that Hitler and his mad henchmen 4aze proper funct;
(or. at Ieas‘t proper function on the part of human visual S)I/)stelzns) ai((:i e
Flomg th(;lr best to stamp it out. On the above analysis, if they do su ar(fi:
In stamping it out, then it wasn’t proper function in th,e ﬁrst};)lace' o
. CSto far' as I know, none of the Proposed naturalistic accounts of proper
1on 1s anywhere close to satisfactory.25 That is not to say, of course
b

. }Z)‘Z[;]/ ;;z/;z‘;w ;}]92?)98;?ff,8 J?fhn Bigelow and Robert Pargetter, “Functions,” .Téé’ |
' tlosophy - 1811f; Pollock, “How to Build a Persm; ” ’
. P ‘ : : . . . 146ft;
ir/lifp;;hi}”};;l.c/no;zl Ej)ipéagatxon and Proper Functions,” forthcomin gFE Britich jlo)z,lil
7 1 Hosopty of Scaence; and Karen Neander, “Th Te i i
Function, forthcoming 1n Australasian Journal of Péz'/a;op/.z ® leologieal Noton of
25. See WPFE, chapter 11. v
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that a satisfactory naturalistic analysis can’t be given; but it doesn’t look
promising.

It is therefore unlikely that a naturalistic analysis of proper function
can be given. If so, then our knowledge does indeed presuppose God’s
knowledge (in a nontrivial way), and an important difference between
our knowledge and his is that ours but not his presupposes knowledge
on the part of another.

But suppose that a naturalistic analysis or account of proper function
canbe given. If so, then we can’t argue in the above way that my knowing
some proposition entails that I or my cognitive faculties have been
designed. And then the theistic argument to an undesigned designer
would fail. Would it follow that it zs possible that my cognitive faculties
have not been designed? I'm not sure. If theism is true, it is a necessary
truth that all contingent beings distinct from God have been created
by him — or, if you think that is too strong, it is at any rate necessary
that all contingent beings distinct from God have been created” by him,
where a thing has been created® by God if and only if it has either been

created by God or created by something that has been created® by God.
But that is not obviously sufficient to show that God or anyone else
has designed me. Is the following story possible? God set the stage for
evolution by creating elementary particles and the (indeterministic) laws
that do in fact hold; from moment to moment he holds these particles
in being (and confers upon them their causal powers). Perhaps he
permits this process to be driven in the way contemporary evolutionists
tell us it 75 driven: by way of random genetic mutation, genetic drift,
and other blind sources of genetic variation, acted upon by natural
selection. Perhaps he does not inzend or plan or decree that this process
have the outcome that in fact it does, intending and decrecing only that
it have some outcome, and knowing what outcome it will in fact have.
If this is possible, then the development of creatures like ourselves with
the sort of cognitive faculties we do in fact have wouldn’t be something
God planned or decreed, but something he permitted to happen; and
under those conditions it would not be the case that our cognitive
faculties have been designed, although they would have been created in

the above extended sense.26
I don't know whether the above story is possible or not, but I very

26. This story is reminiscent of one told by Peter van Inwagen, “The Place of
Chance in a World Sustained by God,” in Divine and Human Action, pp. 211,
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I - i
fai;r;t\;zrsozg‘,;f Zz,e Itlhzn perhaps theism does nog entail that our cognitive
of this eS8 ejjgne.d. But My argument s really independent
Ror oy dues im, Ortaret fpomt here 11('38 ina slightly different direction.
ponsble (oo fhe~ n) }?r our question isn't, first of all, whether it’s
e et 1sm) that t.here be creatures with undesigned cogni-
e i . at counts %nstead 1s this: Qur knowledge (in fact

~HEL o1 not essentially) is indeed derivative, and it §0es by way of Z‘/JE’

he universe,

;}llse ethtxr;%1 t;).say 1s that God had knowledge prior (temporaﬂy rior)
'S establishing these caysal connections. If you think that timi begar(l)
cate ime, you will hs
fhli; I:hdc1 ali%ntd1n some other.way; but in any event y(z]u will cerZien;O
ks that (I) Freated th.e universe the way he did create it, estab]ishiny
o sal relations he did, because he knew that by so creatin it hg
uld achieve his ends and accomplish his aims. Thig knowledgeg tlhene
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there will be certain objective probabilities: there will be a high objective
probability that a human belief formed in that way is true. In his case,
there will be an objective probability of 1 of the belief’s being true,
given that it is one of God’s beliefs. (That is, the probability of a divine
belief’s being true is 1.)

There is still another analogy, this one perhaps the most important.
God has not been designed and does not have a design plan in the literal
or paradigmatic sense; still, there is a way in which (if I may say so) he
works cognitively or epistemically. This way is given by his being essen-
tially omniscient and necessarily existent: God is essentially omniscient,
but he is also a necessary being, so that it is a necessary truth that God
believes a proposition 4 if and only if A is true. Call that way of working
‘W’ Wis something like an 7dea/ for cognitive beings — beings capable of
holding beliefs, secing connections between propositions, and holding
true beliefs. Itis an ideal in the following sense. Say that a cognitive design
plan Pis more excellent than a design plan P* just if a being that works
according to P would be epistemically or cognitively more excellent than
one designed according to P% (Of course, there will be environmental
relativity here; furthermore, one thing that will figure into the comparison
between a pair of design plans will be stability of reliability under change
of environment.) Add W to the set to be ordered. Then perhaps the
resulting ordering will not be connected; there may be elements that are

incomparable. But there will be a maximal element under the ordering:
W. W, therefore, is an ideal for cognitive design plans. As Aquinas pointed
out, most of our terms apply analogously rather than univocally when
predicated of both human beings and God; it is by virtue of the above
analogies (and others) that the terms ‘knowledge’, ‘proper function’, and

‘design plan’ apply analogically to God.
So there are these analogies and similarities between God’s knowl-

edge and ours. But the main point is this: Though there are these
analogies, we don't really have any idea at all about Aow God knows.
We know that his knowledge doesn’t proceed via the causal channels
by which our knowledge proceeds; we know further that it doesn’t
proceed by way of any other causal channels either. But of course that
doesn’t give us a clue as to how it does proceed. What can we say about
how he knows what he does, about how his knowledge works? The
most natural thing to think here is that there iz’ any way in which it
works — any more than there is a way in which the numbers 1, 2, and
3 work, by virtue of which the sum of the first two is the third.
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Here we might explore still another analogy.27 Suppose Descartes
is right: we are embodied immaterial substances. Suppose he is also
right on another point: our beljefs (or many of them) about our own
immediate experiences are incorrigible for us, where g proposition pls

that God believe 2 and p be true. The difference would be (in addition
to the fact that for me this holds at most for propositions about my
own immediate experience) that it is necessary that for any proposition
2> either God believes 2 or God believes .

Accordingly, if in an analogical sense we say that there is a way in
which God’s knowledge works, then, so far as we can see, that way js
given by his being necessarily omniscient — hig being such that neces-
sarily, for any proposition p, God believes pifand only if 21 true. But
then it won’t really make sense to object to his knowing propositions
like (1) through (4) on the grounds that we can’t see how he could know
them. We can’t see how creatures who know the way we do, or maybe
even the way any other creatures could know, could know that. The
Ieason we can'’t see how that could be is that, so far as we can see, there
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this condition holds for God’s knowledge; b'ut. there aren’t 111}/ sor:) o_f
propositions such that it is self-evident ;hét g 11)5 Eecezsiry(itt ?St i é)t tﬁe
iti i e if and only if Go clieves it.
Oz:sotrlllzzftt}}:iztizoilﬁet\filjient, for exaymple, for propositions about the
i t but not self-evident for propositions about the fut}lre.) e
PasB way of conclusion, it is indeed true that we don't see how ; ot
know}; or};ould know such propositions 'as.(l) FhrO\'lg}} d(.4).;1[‘112; zlclg,
however, doesn’t give us a re;son to dl;tl-n%lslll}s,h k;r(l)\\/;nmbl; é among
ing that some of them are obvio ) ,
zlr(?ljﬁts%i’nzoilatg(l) through (4) are. For we dont' really seev h(;?i/l Gg)(i
knows any of the things he knows; all we know is that ‘nccgsi thgf;e iS
roposition p, p is true if and only if God. believes it. dg’ e
ir(iyrﬁore problem with (1) through (4) meeting that condition

with any other proposition’s meeting it.



