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During World War II, it is estimated that Nazi Germany slaughtered over 11 million 

innocent men and women,
1
 and under the communist reign of Lenin, Stalin, and Khrushchev, 66 

million men and women were massacred.
2
 These are just two examples of the horrific evil which 

humankind has encountered and inflicted on itself throughout its history. Even more horrific are 

the stories of the innocent whose lives are taken in horrific and excruciatingly slow ways; 

William Lane Craig recounts the story of a young child in Colombia who spent the last days of 

her life pinned up to her chin in muddy water, slowly declining and eventually dying in the cold 

waters.
3
  

Horrible evil
4
 like this is a reality of life on earth, this reality has furnished Atheists and 

others who would desire to undermine the Christian faith with powerful ammunition for their 

attacks. In the hands of an atheologian or skeptic, the reality of evil becomes a weapon known as 

the Problem of Evil.   

This supposed problem is presented before Christians in three different forms, together 

the forms of the Problem of Evil carry such virulent potential that the Problem
5
 has been called 

by some the “Achilles’ heel” of Christianity.
6
 The first form is the emotional Problem of Evil. 

This version of the Problem of Evil often arises when someone experiences the death of a friend 

or intense suffering, it is the form of the Problem that pastors find themselves addressing 

regularly. The emotional Problem of Evil asks how God can be good or exist in light of the 

                                                           
1
 Russell Grigg, “Eugenics... Death of the Defenceless,” Creation, December 2005. 

2
 Gregory Koukl, Tactics: A Game Plan For Discussing Your Christian Convictions (Grand Rapids, Mich: 

Zondervan, 2009), 177. 
3
 William Lane Craig, On Guard: Defending Your Faith with Reason and Precision (Colorado Springs, 

Colo.: David C. Cook, 2010), 151–152. 
4
 Evil is sometimes used explicitly of actions undertaken with wicked intentions, but in the context of the 

Problem of Evil, it refers to any pointless, undeserved, and horrific suffering, such as that which men and women 

encounter daily across the globe. Daniel Howard-Snyder, “God, Evil, and Suffering,” in Reason for the Hope 

Within, ed. Michael J. Murray (Grand Rapids, Mich: W.B. Eerdmans, 1999), 82. 
5
 As shorthand for the sake of brevity, the use of the capitalized “Problem” will refer “The Problem of Evil” 

throughout the remainder of this paper. 
6
 K. Scott Oliphint, Covenantal Apologetics: Principles and Practice in Defense of Our Faith (Wheaton, 

Illinois: Crossway, 2013), 166. 
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intense suffering someone is experiencing; it cannot be addressed in the same way as the logical 

forms of the Problem,
7
 to do so would be like offering “a cold stone when only warm bread [would] 

do.”
8
 

More relevant to the task of an apologist are the logical forms of the Problem of Evil. 

These forms of the Problem are sometimes identified as the Deductive Problem and the Inductive 

Problem. The deductive form argues that the existence of the Christian God
9
 is inconsistent with 

the existence of evil, that God’s attributes are inconsistent with the reality of evil. Since we all 

know that evil genuinely exists, an inconsistency would show that God does not exist. The 

inductive form is slightly less ambitious, the atheologian uses the inductive form of this problem 

to argue that in light of the existence of evil, especially of the quantity and quality we witness, 

God most probably does not exist.
10

 

Theologians have wrestled throughout the history of the Church with reason and 

Scripture, seeking an answer to the challenge this Problem presents to the Christian faith. In 

doing so, theologians have formulated theodicies and defences
11

 to show that this is not in fact a 

problem for the rationality of the Christian faith. The strength of the Problem is apparent in that 

it remains the strongest challenge to the Christian faith, despite almost 2000 years of thought 

given to answering it. This brings us to the subject of this paper; it has been said by both Atheists 

                                                           
7
 Ronald H Nash, Faith & Reason: Searching for a Rational Faith (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Academie Books, 

1988), 179–180. 
8
 Howard-Snyder, “God, Evil, and Suffering,” 80. 

9
 In this paper we will be looking at the Problem of Evil as it Relates to Christianity, so any reference to 

God with a capital G in this paper will refer to the God of the Bible.  
10

 Nash, Faith & Reason, 179. Craig calls these forms the Emotional, Logical, and Evidential versions of 

the Problem of Evil. Craig, On Guard, 152–157. 
11

 Though often used interchangeably, many apologists make a key differentiation between these two types 

of answers to the Problem of Evil. A Theodicy attempts to defend God by explaining why Evil exists in a world 

Created by God, it attempts to answer the problem by presenting a justification of God in in light of evil. A defence 

is not so ambitious, it aims not to give a definite answer but by presenting a plausible explanation, to show that there 

is not a contradiction between the existence of God and Evil.  Khaldoun A. Sweis and Chad V. Meister, eds., “The 

Problem of Evil,” in Christian Apologetics: An Anthology of Primary Sources (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 

2012), 415; John Hick, “Evil,The Problem of,” The Encyclopedia of Philosophy (New York, New York: Macmillan 

Publishing Co., Inc. & The Free Press, 1972), 136. 
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and Christian apologists that since the late 20
th

 century, the Deductive or Logical Problem has 

been answered, that there is indeed an answer to the supposed logical inconsistency between the 

existence God and Evil.
12

 This groundbreaking argument has been known as the Free Will 

Defence, a modern evolution of Augustine’s Free Will Theodicy.  

Though it seems to be logically impeccable, the presuppositions of this argument have 

given rise to questions of its consistency with reality and with the Judeo-Christian worldview. 

Towards a resolution to these concerns, we will seek in this paper to answer the question, "Is the 

Free Will Defence a valid answer to the logical problem of evil?” 

For the Free Will Defence
13

 to qualify as a valid defence, a valid answer to the logical Problem, it 

must meet a few criteria. It must first be logically valid, this entails that its propositions are valid and that 

the form of argument is sound. It must then be true to reality, that is; its presuppositions are true to reality, 

and that neither its propositions nor presuppositions are contrary to the teaching of Scripture.
14

 To 

evaluate the FWD, we will first look at the logical forms of the Problem and the FWD argument in Part 1, 

and then in Part 2 we will examine objections raised against the FWD.  
 

Part 1: The Form of the Arguments 

Problem of Evil 

Since we are looking at the logical Problem, we will be looking at a logical argument. 

Many people state the Problem in an over simplified manner, such as; “If God exists, then there 

is no evil,” “there is evil,” therefore God does not exist.
15

 The problem with this overly 

                                                           
12

 Nash, Faith & Reason, 194; William Lane Craig, “The Problem of Evil,” Bethinking.org, accessed April 

17, 2014, http://www.bethinking.org/suffering/the-problem-of-evil. 
13

 From now on, the shorthand FWD will refer to the Free Will Defence. 
14

 Of course, if they are, then they will necessarily also be inconsistent with the nature of reality, whether or 

not the atheologian acknowledges this. 
15

 Howard-Snyder, “God, Evil, and Suffering,” 83. 
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simplified presentation is that, though the conclusion logically follows from the premises, the 

first premise is not self-evidently true. We must ask; does God’s existence really mean that evil 

cannot exist? There are unstated premises that must be elucidated before this argument can be 

effective. In academic and apologetics literature, it becomes clear that the perceived 

contradiction results from God’s character according to the Bible. Flushed out, the argument 

looks like this; 

(1) If God was all-powerful, He could stop evil. 

(2) If God was perfectly good, He would want to stop evil. 

Conclusion: If an all-powerful and all-good God existed, then evil would not 

exist. (From 1 & 2) 

(3) Evil exists. 

 Conclusion: An all-powerful and all-good God does not exist (From 1 + 2 & 3)
16

 

In the history of apologetics, theologians have unsuccessfully tried to deny Premise 1, 2, 

and 3. To deny that God is all-powerful or could stop evil is to eviscerate the biblical picture of 

God, similarly with denying the second premise. To reject the third premise, that evil exists, is 

the route that some cults and early church thinkers have taken. To do this is to make a sham of 

our lives, for we frequently experience evil; to reject this premise is contrary to all human 

experience and the testimony of Scripture, so this answer must also be rejected.  

Proponents of the various theodicies and the Free Will defence seek to uphold the 

character of God and the existence of God by pointing out that the atheologian, with this 

argument, is assuming that God has no justified reason for allowing evil to exist while remaining 

                                                           
16

 John M. Frame, Apologetics to the Glory of God: An Introduction (Phillipsburg, N.J: P&R Publishing, 

1994), 150; Hick, “Evil,The Problem of,” 136. J.L. Mackie, in his powerful presentation of the argument, included 

God’s omniscience with premises 1 & 2. Howard-Snyder, “God, Evil, and Suffering,” 83. 
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perfectly good and all-powerful.
17

 They suggest that this is an unwarranted assumption, if it can 

be shown that God has a good reason (theodicy) or even that there could be a logically coherent 

reason (defence), then it can be shown that the existence of God and of evil is not a logical 

contradiction. The FWD suggests that we are justified in believing that there is a reason why 

God allowed evil, though He is perfectly good and all-powerful. 

The Free Will Defence 

The origins of the FWD are found in the early writings of Augustine. Dialoguing with 

Evodius, Augustine suggests that there is a sufficient reason for evil in the world in that we need 

free will to live aright
18

 and a consequence of having a free will is the possibility of sinning,
19

 

this consequence is justified by the obvious good that results from God’s justice displayed 

through punishment and rewarding.
20

 Augustine latter adopted a different position on free will in 

his writings against Pelagius and this early theodicy did not gain traction as the answer to the 

Problem of Evil. 

Following Augustine’s example, philosopher Alvin Plantiga introduced the FWD in the 

20
th

 century; it is his argument that has received much attention in apologetics over the last 50 

years and that has been lauded as the answer to the logical Problem of Evil. With Augustine, 

Plantiga’s argument stands or falls on 1 key presupposition.
21

 It assumes that the nature of 

freedom is what has been called Incompatibilism.
22

 Incompatibilism says that having freedom is 

                                                           
17

 Howard-Snyder, “God, Evil, and Suffering,” 84. 
18

 Augustine, “Evil and Free Will,” in Christian Apologetics: An Anthology of Primary Sources, ed. 

Khaldoun A. Sweis and Chad V. Meister (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2012), 419. 
19

 Ibid., 419–420. 
20

Ibid., 419. 
21

 Stephen J. Wellum, “Divine Sovereignty-Omniscience, Inerrancy, And Open Theism:  An Evaluation,” 

Journal Of The Evangelical Theological Society 45, no. 2 (June 2002): 266. 
22

 It has also been called Indeterminism or Libertarianism. Incompatibilism means that freedom is 

incompatible with determination. These will be used interchangeably throughout the paper. 
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to have the ability to choose freely between choices (choice A or not-A) without any sufficient 

condition
23

 present to guarantee that one makes a specific choice.
24

 This view of free will means 

that to be held responsible for an action, an agent needs to possess free will in the sense of 

Incompatibilism; if someone’s action has a sufficient condition then he cannot be held 

responsible.
25

 This presupposition is common in every presentation of the FWD.
26

  

What the FWD attempts to do is show that God—though omnipotent and omniscient—

could not have created a world without evil that contained as much good as this one, which 

contains evil.
27

 When reading this argument it must be kept in mind that it does not have to 

present the actual reason why God allowed evil, all it has to do to succeed is to give a logically 

plausible scenario in which God allows evil and maintains all His attributes.  

The argument supposes that “A world containing creatures who are significantly free 

(and freely perform more good than evil actions) is more valuable, all else being equal, than a 

world containing no free creatures at all."
28

 A creature is significantly free when he is free in a 

                                                           
23

 A sufficient condition, contrasted with a necessary condition, is such that if the condition is fulfilled, y 

will obtain; y being any effect resulting from the fulfillment of the sufficient condition x. An example would be; if I 

hold a lighter to a match (the sufficient condition=x), it will ignite (the result=y). A necessary condition is such that 

its presence is necessary for the consequent, but its presence does not guarantee that the consequent will obtain. For 

example; a necessary condition for me to start and drive my car is that there is gas in the tank, but having gas in the 

tank does not automatically result in my car starting and driving. Having gas is a necessary, but not sufficient, 

condition. 
24

 James Porter Moreland and William Lane Craig, Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview 

(Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 2003), 270; John S. Feinberg, “God Ordains All Things,” in Predestination 

& Free Will: Four Views of Divine Sovereignty & Human Freedom, ed. David Basinger and Randall Basinger 

(Downers Grove, Ill: InterVarsity Press, 1986), 20–21. 
25

 Wellum, “Divine Sovereignty-Omniscience,” 266. 
26

 Norman L Geisler, Systematic Theology : In One Volume (Minneapolis, Minn.: Bethany House, 2011), 

518; Howard-Snyder, “God, Evil, and Suffering,” 88; Michael J. Murray, “Heaven and Hell,” in Reason for the 

Hope Within, ed. Michael J. Murray (Grand Rapids, Mich: W.B. Eerdmans, 1999), 295; Craig, On Guard, 156; 

Alvin Plantinga, “The Free Will Defense,” in Christian Apologetics: An Anthology of Primary Sources, ed. 

Khaldoun A. Sweis and Chad V. Meister (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2012), 422. It would seem that Ronald 

Nash—and maybe Scott Oliphant (though after presenting Plantiga’s argument with compatibilist clarifications, he 

seems to move towards an agnostic defence such as Frame’s)—attempts to use this defence while adhering to a 

Compatibilist understanding of free will, but this nullifies the core of Plantiga’s defence, as should become obvious 

throughout this paper. Nash, Faith & Reason, 185–194; Oliphint, Covenantal Apologetics, 161–192. 
27

 Howard-Snyder, “God, Evil, and Suffering,” 88. 
28

 Plantinga, “Christian Apologetics,” 422. 
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circumstance, according to the incompatibilist presupposition, to perform a morally significant 

action. An action is morally significant when to do it is objectively wrong and to refrain is 

objectively right, or vice versa.
29

  

The FWD argues that it is possible that God was unable to create a world where 

significantly free creatures would not choose to perform evil acts. If a world of significantly free 

creatures is a greater good, all else being equal, than a world without significantly free creatures, 

then God would be justified in creating this world with significantly free creatures and evil 

introduced by their free choices.
30

 The FWD would then look like this: 

(1) All else being equal, a world containing significantly free beings is a greater good 

than a world without significantly free beings. 

(2) God, even though He is omniscient and omnipotent, is unable to create a world 

containing significantly free creatures in which they do not choose to do evil.  

(3) Therefore, God is justified in creating a world that contains both evil and significantly 

free creatures. 

If (2) can be shown to be plausible, then the FWD shows that God’s character and the existence 

of evil are not logically contradictory. Is it true that, assuming incompatibilism, an omnipotent 

God could not have created world where free creatures always choose what is right? 

 Those who would disagree with this premise argue that an omnipotent God could create 

any world that He pleases.
31

 This is where FWD proponents suggest that atheologians go wrong. 

It is not a logical contradiction for a world to exist where free creatures only do what is right, but 

is it possible that God could not have created this world? Using the doctrine of middle 

                                                           
29

 Ibid. 
30

 Howard-Snyder, “God, Evil, and Suffering,” 90–92; Plantinga, “Christian Apologetics,” 424. 
31

 Howard-Snyder, “God, Evil, and Suffering,” 91.  
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knowledge and possible worlds,
32

 it is argued that it is possible that the only possible world that 

God could create is one in which free creature will inevitably fall. For the sake of brevity, we 

will not outline Plantiga’s whole argument, but just enough to show that—according to the 

presuppositions of the FWD—it is possible that God could not have created a world where free 

creatures do not fall.  

Let us suppose that it God knows the truth of proposition (4): in circumstance C, person 

P will freely choose to plant a flower in a flowerbed. Because (4) is true, then in every possible 

world where circumstance C obtains, person P will freely choose to plant the flower.
33

 Because 

(4) is true, it is impossible for God to create a world in which person P does not plant the flower. 

Either (4) or the contrary proposition (5) has to be true; if one is true, then all worlds where the 

opposite action by person P obtained would be impossible for God to create.
34

 If it is possible 

that God is unable to actualize worlds that contain significantly free creatures, could not the 

logically possible world where every free creature does only what is right be one of them? 

 We have seen that—supposing (4) to be true—it is impossible for a possible world to 

exist where person P freely chooses not to plant the flower in circumstance C. It would then 

seem possible for there to be no possible worlds where a significantly free person does not 

perform and evil act. Plantiga describes the condition of the unfortunate individual who does an 

evil act in every possible world as suffering from “transworld depravity.”
35

 If it is possible that 

one person suffers from transworld depravity, then it is also possible for everybody to suffer 

                                                           
32

 Along with the incompatibilist presupposition of this argument, middle knowledge is thought to be 

necessary for this argument to work. Some may suggest that God does not need middle knowledge to know what his 

significantly free creatures will do; if this is the case, then the above answer given by FWD proponents can, with 

some modification, also work for these defenders.  The possibility of middle knowledge or God’s knowledge of 

significantly free creatures’ choices will be discussed below. For an explanation of the doctrine of possible worlds 

see Plantinga, “Christian Apologetics,” 426. 
33

 Cf. Howard-Snyder, “God, Evil, and Suffering,” 92; Plantinga, “Christian Apologetics,” 423. 
34

 Plantinga, “Christian Apologetics,” 428. 
35

 Ibid., 431. For a further discussion and defence of the idea of transworld depravity see Howard-Snyder, 

“God, Evil, and Suffering,” 91–92; Plantinga, “Christian Apologetics,” 410–432. 
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from transworld depravity.
36

 If it is possible that even one person suffers from transworld 

depravity, let alone everybody, then it is plausible for (2) to be true. If (2) is even plausibly true, 

then the FWD succeeds, for the character of God is shown to be compatible with the existence of 

evil. 

 

 The FWD has led many philosophers to accept the Christian faith, but many Christians 

have suspected that a few of the arguments presuppositions are its downfall. The 2 biggest 

questions, which are interrelated, are; “is Incompatibilism the only possibility for free and 

responsible action?”, and “does God possess middle knowledge?” It is to these questions that we 

must now turn our attention. We will first examine the objections to Incompatibilism from a 

Christian worldview, then we will turn to those from the realm of philosophy, and lastly we will 

examine the possibility of middle knowledge.  

Part 2: Objections to the Free Will Defence 

Objections: Scriptural Objections to Free Will 

Objection 1: God's Omniscience 

In the latter half of the 20
th

 century, controversy arose over the relationship between 

God’s foreknowledge and human freedom. Out of this controversy was born the heterodox idea 

of Open Theism. Open Theists realized that there was a significant issue for those who claim that 

God has absolute knowledge of future contingent
37

 events and that mankind possesses 

                                                           
36

 Plantinga, “Christian Apologetics,” 432. 
37

 A contingent event is one that is neither necessary nor necessitated; there is no sufficient condition for its 

occurrence. Human freedom in the Incompatibilist model is contingent freedom. 
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incompatibilist freedom.  If, as an incompatibilist believes, free human choices cannot be 

determined, they cannot be decided in advance, how can God know what a free human will do?
38

 

The problem they realized was this; if God knows infallibly what I am going to choose to do in a 

specific circumstance, then I am unable to do otherwise; this compromises the freedom that 

Incompatibilism requires.
39

 To put the matter another way: if God knows infallibly that person P 

will choose to go to the supermarket on March 4, 2014 at 3:05 pm and person P a does not go, 

God’s knowledge was wrong. Because God cannot be wrong, it is clear that person P has to go to 

the supermarket at that time. Now, God’s foreknowledge is not the cause of person P’s choice, 

but it does render it certain, it shows that it is determined.
40

 The problem can be reduced to the 

grounds for God’s foreknowledge; can He even know future contingent events? If God can know 

future contingent events, such as free human decisions, is His knowledge caused by the decision 

made? If not, how can God know it? In response to the issues raised by this seeming 

contradiction, three major responses have emerged that attempt to explain how God can 

foreknew future free contingent choices. 

 

The first response was mentioned earlier, Open Theism. Instead of jettisoning Libertarian 

free will, Open Theists altered the traditional doctrine of omniscience. Because future choices 

are contingent, they cannot be known before they happen; therefore, God does not know any 

                                                           
38

 Scott A. Davison, “Divine Providence and Human Freedom,” in Reason for the Hope Within, ed. 

Michael J. Murray (Grand Rapids, Mich: W.B. Eerdmans, 1999), 228. 
39

 Richard Taylor, “Determinism,” The Encyclopedia of Philosophy (New York, New York: Macmillan 

Publishing Co., Inc. & The Free Press, 1972), 362. 
40

 Ibid., 363; Feinberg, “God Ordains All Things,” 32.  “Determine” in this context means to render certain, 

to secure infallibly a result. If an action is determined, then it is caused, but if it is said that foreknowledge 

“determines” an action, it merely means that the fact of the action is rendered certain because God knows what 

causal events will bring about a circumstance. Causality gives a ground for God’s foreknowledge, but those 

positions that deny determinism are left without a ground for God’s foreknowledge.  
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future free human choices.
41

 The objection made by many evangelicals is that this betrays the 

Biblical doctrine of God’s omniscience. Open Theists have an answer; they are not changing 

anything about the traditional doctrine, just removing its inherent inconsistencies. God has been 

understood to know all true propositions, not knowing any false propositions as true.
42

 For the 

Open Theist, God knows all true propositions that are possible to be known; because free future 

contingent choices have not yet been made, they have no truth value, so God cannot know them 

as true or false.
43

  

For the open theist then, God must be a risk taker. They suggest that He is able to guess 

with a fair amount of certainty what free men will do, but He cannot know infallibly.
44

 God 

would then learn alongside of us and err as we do. Evangelicals object that the Open Theist has 

here contradicted the Scriptures which he claims as his guide. The idea that God can know with 

some level of certainty is not itself free from criticism, for contingency implies randomness to 

human choices and undermines any ability to know what will come to pass. Alongside of serious 

criticisms about the possibility of true prophecy, like those that we see in Scripture, and the 

doubts raised about God’s final victory, two simple arguments against this position should 

suffice for the purposes of this paper.  

The first is that this position contradicts the explicit testimony of Scripture. In Isaiah 46, 

God speaks to Judah through Isaiah, asserting His superiority over the idols of Babylon. In 

contrast with these lifeless gods, God is the one, 

                                                           
41

 Davison, “Divine Providence and Human Freedom,” 229. 
42

 Ronald H. Nash, The Concept of God, Contemporary evangelical perspectives (Grand Rapids, Mich: 

Zondervan Pub. House, 1983), 51. 
43

 Ibid., 55. 
44

 Wellum, “Divine Sovereignty-Omniscience,” 264. 
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Declaring the end from the beginning, And from ancient times things which have not 

been done, Saying, ‘My purpose will be established, And I will accomplish all My good 

pleasure’
45

 

God here describes himself as one who knows from ancient times what has not yet been done, 

exactly what Open Theists claim he does not know, and says that His good pleasure will not be 

foiled, unlike the conclusion that Open Theism would have us believe.
46

  

There is also a powerful argument to be made from God’s providence. In Eph. 1, Paul 

speaks of the saints in Ephesus as those “having been predestined according to His purpose who 

works all things after the counsel of His will”.
47

 For God to predestine these to salvation, God 

must have had at least knowledge of their existence, and for Him to work all things after the 

counsel of His will infallibly, must He not be able to ensure some success in His relationship 

with His creation? Scripture also speaks of those who have had their name “written from the 

foundation of the world in the book of life of the Lamb who has been slain” (Rev.  13:8).
48

 God 

must not only have known of the existence of these men and women, but He must also have 

either known that they would be saved or have chosen to intervene and save them.
49

 Either 

option leaves the Open Theist on thin ice, God also must have known that mankind would fall 

and that He would send His Son to die for them.  

Boyd and Rice have suggested that God’s knowledge is both definite and indefinite like 

ours, but because God has a perfect grasp of the past, His vision of the future will not be hazy 

                                                           
45

 All Scripture references are from the NASB unless otherwise stated; New American Standard Bible: 

1995 Update (LaHabra, CA: The Lockman Foundation, 1995), Is 46:10. 
46

 Other Scriptures saying similar things about God’s foreknowledge are Ps. 139:4 and Psalm 139:16.  
47

 Eph. 1:11 
48

 In context, John is speaking of those who have not had their names written in this book, but the inference 

is that there are those who have had their names written.  
49

 This latter position would refute the presupposition in question, incompatibilism. 
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like ours, but vividly clear.
50

 The biggest problem with this response is that all of the above 

passages require God to know the choices of men and women before their creation, even before 

creation at all. God would have had nothing to grasp to predict their actions, and therefore would 

have no grounds for His knowledge of their free actions. Because of these issues and many 

others, Open Theism is not seen as an acceptable reconciliation of God’s foreknowledge and 

libertarian freedom. 

  

The second answer suggested is the traditional doctrine of God’s timelessness. Since 

early in Church History, it has been thought that God’s eternity is a state of timelessness: He is 

free from the passage of time and sees our timeline as if it were present before Him. The answer 

of Timelessness is to say God does not really have “foreknowledge.” Instead, He knows all free 

human actions because all of human history is spread out before His timeless perspective; our 

actions are what ground His knowledge.
51

 Ronald Nash describes the key analogy that lies at the 

heart of this response, 

 The analogy between God's vision of future human actions and a human being's present 

perception is crucial to this argument. When Mr. Brown sees Mr. Smith scratching his 

ear, Brown's perception of what Smith does obviously cannot have any causal influence 

on Smith's action. What any person perceives in the present is simple vision, a vision that 

cannot cause or make necessary that which is being perceived.
52

 

In this same way, God’s knowledge of our actions exerts no causal force, nor would seem to 

require any sort of determinism. 
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Though this response has a grand history, it is not found to be that convincing today.  

One of the biggest challenges is that divine timelessness is actually a heavily debated attribute of 

God, many ask if it more influenced by Greek philosophy than Scripture.
53

 Even assuming the 

doctrine for the sake of argument, there are still good reasons not to accept it as an answer.  

It has been suggested that timelessness re-frames the question, but does not actually 

provide an answer. What has been known from all eternity would seem to be just as set in stone 

as if it was infallibly known 100 hundred years ago.
54

 This problem can be elucidated a little 

more by re-framing their answer for ourselves. Because God is active in human history, He must 

know what will happen next from our perspective. God would have known 1000 years ago that it 

would be true today that desperate, time-strapped, apologetics student would be struggling to 

finish their paper within double page limit and by their extension date. If this was known to be 

true by God 1000 years ago, then we are left back at square 1; the timelessness answer is really 

no answer at all.
55

  

A last challenge that may be raised is slightly more serious. For the timelessness answer 

to be true, it must furnish God with foreknowledge of free human choices before creation. This is 

a problem, for if free human choices made in time are what cause God’s eternal knowledge, the 

human timeline must be set before God as long as He possesses this knowledge. This makes 

God’s knowledge of creation eternally dependent on creation and makes creation co-eternal with 

God, or at least co-existent as long as God has knowledge of human choices within creation. If 

one says that God’s knowledge of our timeline comes only after He created, we are left with an 

understanding of God’s omniscience that says He did not know what would happen in this 

timeline until He created it. 
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The last answer given to the supposed contradiction between God’s foreknowledge and 

Incompatibilism is an appeal to God’s middle knowledge. Because of the use of middle 

knowledge in the FWD, we will give it a thorough evaluation below. After God’s omniscience, 

the next objection offered from Scripture to the FWD’s Incompatibilist presupposition is the 

verbal-plenary inspiration of Scripture. 

Objection 2: Verbal-Plenary Inspiration of Scripture 

The Chicago Statement of Biblical Inerrancy, a summary of the Evangelical 

understanding of Inerrancy, affirms that Scripture in the original autographa was inspired by God 

down to the very words,
56

 yet in inspiration He “utilized the distinctive personalities and literary 

styles of the writers whom He had chosen and prepared.”
57

 The Statement also affirms that 

though working through fallen writers, every word of the autographa is guaranteed to be a true 

and trustworthy “utterance on all matters of which the Biblical authors were moved to speak and 

write.”
58

 Some writers have argued that Evangelicals who want to affirm the Biblical doctrine of 

Inerrancy as summarized in these articles, while also adhering to Incompatibilist freedom as 

required by the FWD, are in trouble. 

What is suggested is that only Compatibilism,
59

 the opposing position to Incompatibilism, allows 

for a full doctrine of inerrancy.
60

 The defender of a view of inerrancy that allows for the personality of the 
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authors must accept this proposition;
61

 “Human activities (such as penning a book) can be totally 

controlled by God without violating human freedom.”
62

 Only Compatibilism can affirm this proposition, 

and it is suggested that to reject this leads to a rejection of inerrancy. The argument made is a reductio ad 

absurdum. How an Incompatibilist must justify their doctrine of inerrancy is to say that God influenced 

the writing of the Biblical authors, but this influence was not a sufficient condition to guarantee exactly 

what they wrote. Their next move would be to point out that it is logically possible for the authors to 

happen to get every word correctly, to write exactly what God wanted and achieve full inerrancy.
63

  

In response, this is true, but is a mere possibility strong enough to ground our trust in Scripture? It 

must be acknowledged that though this is possible, it seems highly improbable! “For without an infallible 

guarantee, given the diversity of the biblical authors and the nature of the content of Scripture, the 

probability that the biblical authors just happened to get everything correct, thus resulting in an infallible 

and inerrant text, is indeed very, very low."
64

 The last move made against Incompatibilism in this 

argument should sound its death knell.  

First, what motivation do we have to seek resolutions for apparent contradictions in Scripture? If 

we have only the assurance of a miniscule possibility, how can we know that these apparent 

contradictions are not true contradictions? If we muster up a conviction that there must be a resolution, 

where does it come from? If God cannot guarantee that Scripture is fully inerrant, isn’t our conviction 

arbitrary?
65

 

On this note, what happens if we if we find a true error in Scripture? If this happens we are left to 

wonder just how much of what we have thought to be correct is actually false, we are left with an 

eviscerated inerrancy and no grounds for trusting the rest of Scripture. Anything we would want to affirm 
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in Scripture would require external support; no longer would it be a self-authenticating witness.
66

 The 

grim tatters that Incompatibilism renders inerrancy provides a strong warning of the costs of accepting it 

uncritically; without it, the FWD is on dangerous grounds.  The next argument against this Incompatibilist 

presupposition from Scripture comes from Scripture’s strong view of providence and of God’s role in 

salvation. 

Objection 3: God's Sovereign Providence, Perseverance, and Effectual Call 

The picture of God’s relationship with man implied by Incompatibilism has been 

challenged because it requires one to make significant renovations to the Scriptural doctrines of 

Providence, Perseverance, and Effectual Calling. According to the FWD’s incompatibilist 

presupposition, God can express an influence on human actions but this influence cannot be a 

sufficient condition for an action. If it can be shown that these Scriptural doctrines imply or 

explicitly teach that God exercises a causal influence on His creation, an influence that renders 

certain man’s actions, then these doctrines will provide a formidable challenge to the FWD’s 

presupposition. Instead of fully delineating the doctrines, we will instead explore 2 Scriptural 

case studies that teach these doctrines and refute Incompatibilism. 

 

The first of the Scriptures we will examine is Rom. 8:28-30. This Scripture has been used 

by various theologians to argue for all of these doctrines, and presents a significant difficulty for 

the incompatibilist.  There are 2 primary implications in these verses that contradict the FWD’s 

libertarian assumption. In v. 28 Paul writes, “And we know that God causes all things to work 

together for good to those who love God, to those who are called according to His purpose.” At 

this point Paul is speaking of the assurance that results from justification by faith through the 
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redemption Christ provided on the Cross. Paul writes that in addition to all that he has already 

written, the Christians in Rome, who love God, can also know that “all things” that they 

encounter in their life are worked together by God for their good. Good in this verse refers to a 

believer’s conformity to Christ, his sanctification (v. 29).  

This implies that a believer doesn’t have the ability to choose contrary to his ultimate 

good. This has 2 implications; first, contrary to Open Theism, God is in ultimate control and has 

the ability to assure us that nothing will catch Him off guard. 

  

This first implication of this passage shows how the Incompatibilist is in trouble; an 

example will explicate this implication. Imagine a believer, let us call him Tim, is faced with a 

terrible situation; he develops cancer. In response to this suffering, he hypothetically has two 

categories of responses. He could not grow closer to God and do any number of things to drive 

himself away from Him (seek solace in sin, deny His existence, blame Him, etc.), or Tim could 

do any number of things to draw closer to Him (he could have faith, pray for healing, spend his 

last days serving Him, etc.). The promise in v. 28 means that, though possible, he will never 

choose the first group; Tim will certainly choose the second.  

It might be objected that this promise doesn’t ensure this, for it only says that in the big 

picture this will happen; Tim could deny God for a while. Unfortunately, for the Libertarian, this 

only delays the above conclusion, for if the promise is to be true, then Tim will have to choose in 

the end the latter Group—even if it is the last choice he makes. If Tim can ultimately freely 

choose to reject his faith, we are left with two options.  

Either Hell is ultimately for the good of those who are there, which contradicts the entire 

Biblical picture painted of eternal retributive punishment, or God’s promise failed. Because 
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neither of these is an acceptable option for someone interested in Biblical fidelity, it must be 

concluded that God’s sovereign providence in Tim’s life is a sufficient condition for His 

sanctification and final glorification. This conclusion is strengthened by the very foundation Paul 

gives for this promise in vv. 29-30. In these verse Paul draws an unbreakable chain between 

those foreknown and those glorified; the reason the Romans could be assured that God would 

indeed work all things for their good is because He who foreknew them would also ensure that 

they were glorified in the final day.
67

 

 

The second primary implication of this passage comes from the chain in v. 30. In v. 30 

we are told that all these foreknown and predestined for conformity to Christ (v. 29) will receive 

a call, and these who are called will be justified. The text is explicit—using the near 

demonstrative οὑτος (houtos, this)—that everyone who is predestined is called, and every one of 

these whom God has called will assuredly be justified. That Paul writes that every one called will 

respond positively shows that this call is effectual; it ensures that he who receives it will respond 

in a specific way. All who are called respond affirmatively. This is a problem for the 

incompatibilist because it denies freedom of alternate choice. Their response is assured; while 

the rest of Scripture clearly shows that it is a free choice to express faith, it is clearly not an 

incompatibilist free choice.  

The incompatibilist may object that those whom God foreknew were those who would 

respond and those who would endure; this does not teach that all who are called are justified, but 

                                                           
67
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all who are foreknown are justified and glorified.
68

 The problem with this response is that it is 

lacking any evidence in the context. The direct objects of the word we translate “foreknow,” 

προγινώσκω (proginōskō, to know beforehand),
69

 are people and there is no clarifying statements 

indicating that it was anything about them that He foreknew. The natural reading is to understand 

this word as referring to God knowing these men and women in a selective and relational way. 

Context makes clear that these whom are foreknown are not everyone but a specific group. This 

usage seems to parallel the Septuagint’s use of γινώσκω (ginōskō) in Amos 3:2 for God’s unique 

choice to know and love Israel.
70

 Whether this reading is accepted or not, it is clear that, there is 

no contextual reason to accept this objection; foreknowledge is seen as the cause of the chain, 

not vice versa. 

A second reply to this objection is to point out that this interpretation would nullify 

the reason for these verses in relation to v. 28. For these verses are the content of the Roman’s 

assurance that all things work together for good to those who love God. We would have to say 

that someone who fell away did not fit into this category, that is, that he was never a lover of 

God. If he was never a lover of God, he was never a believer. Therefore, this verse has to be 

saying that those whom God foreknew were not just the ones who believe and endure but 

everyone who loves God at some point, and all these will believe and endure. This objection fails 
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to avoid the implications of Romans 8:28-30 against the FWD’s presupposition of 

Incompatibilism.  

 

Alongside of Romans 8:30, John 6:44 provides further evidence for an effectual call, 

which eliminates the possibility of incompatibilist freedom. According to the Incompatibilism 

that the FWD requires, God cannot provide the sufficient condition for human action; we must 

be free to choose either choice A or not-A, never guaranteed in that choice. Unfortunately, this 

passage teaches that God renders certain the human response of faith. Here in John, Jesus has 

recently fed the 5000 thousand (6:1-14) and then walked on the sea to come to Capernaum with 

His disciples (6:15-25). The crowds, which He fed, followed Jesus to other side because of the 

physical benefits they received from Him (6:26-27). In response to their desire for the material 

idea of the Kingdom of God which they held,
71

 Jesus told the crowds that He was the bread of 

life which came from heaven (6:26-58). During this discourse many of the Jews are rejecting 

what He says and are grumbling among themselves (6:41-43) and Jesus responds to this 

grumbling and lack of belief with his words in v. 44, “No one can come to Me unless the Father 

who sent Me draws him; and I will raise him up on the last day.”  

To come to Jesus is to come in saving faith, those who do so will receive eternal life (vv. 

35, 37, 40).  In verse 40, Jesus makes it clear that it is the responsibility of men and women to 

behold the Son and believe, but here He says that only those whom the Father draws to Himself 

can do this. This drawing is clarified in v. 45 to be the regenerating work of the Holy Spirit 

promised to the Jews under the old covenant,
72

 and in this verse everyone who receives this 
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drawing—who are taught and learn from the Father—will respond with faith. This idea of 

assured result is echoed in v. 44, Jesus says that all who are drawn will be raised up on the last 

day; they will most assuredly respond and endure. The idea of endurance is also guaranteed by v. 

37, Jesus words “I will certainly not cast out” have the effect of “I will most certainly keep in.”
73

  

This passage obliterates the hope for Incompatibilism, for it denies the freedom of 

alternate choice on two fronts. First, those who are drawn will freely respond (v. 40) but will 

definitely respond, the cause of this responding is God’s effectual call; therefore human free 

choice must in some way be compatible with Divine interference bringing about a certain result 

(i.e. determination). Secondly, these who do respond will also be kept from falling away in order 

that they might be raised up on the last day (vv. 37, 44). One last word from Scripture and its 

doctrine should suffice to weigh in Scripture’s testimony against Incompatibilism. 

Objection 4: Total Depravity and Responsibility 

One of the greatest challenges to Incompatibilism is a doctrine that is under frequent 

attack nowadays, Total Depravity. The doctrine of man’s depravity says that every human being 

is born into this world with such an inclination to sin that they are unable to do anything good in 

the sight of God; all their actions are tainted by a corrupted heart, and cannot come to God apart 

from His grace.
74

 The late Clark Pinnock, a strong proponent of Open Theism, saw the 

consequences of this doctrine on Incompatibilist free will; instead of jettisoning his philosophical 
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presupposition of what it means to be free,
75

 he rejected the Biblical doctrine of the depravity of 

man and eventually God’s knowledge of the future. The problem for Incompatibilism is not 

depravity in general, for many incompatibilists acknowledge that mankind does not have 

unlimited freedom, men have freedom within limitations.
76

 The problem for the incompatibilist 

is that for a man to be held responsible for an action, he has to be able to do otherwise. It would 

be a gross injustice for a man to be held responsible for his failure to come to God unless he were 

able to do so, or to be judged according to God’s standard if he was unable to keep it. 

Unfortunately, this would seem to be exactly what the Bible teaches. The entirety of 

humankind fell in Adam and as a result became sinners, not just in action, but also in very 

nature. Scripture paints a very vivid picture of man’s state apart from God’s mercy shown to the 

underserving. It is made clear that the entirety of man’s faculties is given over to sin (Genesis 

6:5, 8:21, Jeremiah 17:9), from birth he is inclined to sin (Psalm 51:5). More so, every man hates 

God; knowing that God exists from His self-revelation in nature, mankind rejected Him in their 

unrighteousness to pursue created things, in doing so they became idolaters and haters of God, 

indulging in every sort of sin (Rom. 1:18-32). Every man apart from God, Jew or Gentile, is 

without the fear of God, none can be found who are righteous, not even one does good, no one 

seeks God (Rom. 3:10-20). Paul in Romans describes this condition as slavery to sin, to 

unrighteousness and lawlessness. Under the law—both that of Israel and that written on the 

hearts of Gentiles, Rom. 2:14-16—man finds himself enslaved under sin (Rom. 6:14, 7:4-5, Gal. 

3:21-24), shut up in need of the faith revealed in Jesus Christ. The Romans were freed from their 

slavery to sin to be slaves of God, but before that they were slaves to their unrighteousness 
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(Rom. 6:15-23). Later Paul writes that those who are of the flesh, in bondage to it, set their minds 

on the things of the flesh and are hostile towards God (Rom. 8:2-8). The unnamed author of 

Hebrews goes so far as to say, in his recount of the triumphs of the heroes of the faith, “without 

faith it is impossible to please Him” (Heb. 11:6). The picture painted in Scripture is not of men 

who are able to do righteous acts, but of men inclined towards sin with all their being. They are 

not just slaves to sin, but dead in it (Eph. 2:1-3). They will not do all the evil they could, nor will 

every action look evil, but everything they do is stained with sin as it stems out of a corrupt and 

writhing heart of darkness. 

This depravity or inability goes beyond just men’s ability to do righteous acts; it also 

precludes men coming to God by their own will. We have already seen this in John 6:44, which 

says that only by Gods act of drawing can men come to Him, and it is also found elsewhere. We 

have already seen from Rom. 1 and 3 that men don’t desire to come to God and actually suppress 

knowledge of Him in unrighteous, this would lead us to believe that, apart from grace, they 

would never actually desire to come to God. Another example is found in 1 Corinthians 2:6-16. 

In these verses, Paul explains that the natural man, men apart from the Spirit, does not 

understand the things of the Spirit. To understand the things of the Spirit, to grasp the Gospel and 

be able to respond to it, one first needs the Spirit.
77

 

Together these two facets of depravity provide an immense challenge for someone who 

wants to hold to Incompatibilism. God holds us accountable for the sins we commit, He has set 

out a moral standard but we are so caught up in our on depravity that it is impossible for us to 

meet it. If to be held responsible for what I do, I have to be able to do otherwise, to be able to do 

righteous acts, then the Scriptural doctrines of Depravity and God’s just wrath against human sin 
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are contradictory. If one gives up Incompatibilism, the doctrine of Compatibilism gives an 

explanation—namely that humans perform evil acts purely out the evil desires of their hearts but 

have the natural ability to do otherwise.
78

 However, to accept this puts an end to the Free Will 

Defence. The second facet of depravity also provides an immense challenge; how can we be held 

responsible for rejecting God? How can God send people to Hell without having a chance? God 

says that everyone who believes will be saved (John 3:16,
79

 Rom. 10:8-11), and other views can 

reconcile this with man’s inability to respond, but for the Libertarian, for this to be true, God had 

to have enabled everyone to believe. 

The only objection that can be made against the first facet of depravity is to say that it is 

not Scriptural, but to do so brings one outside of the bounds of protestant orthodoxy.
80

 Some 

incompatibilists have suggested a doctrine of prevenient grace to circumvent the second facet, it 

is said that God gives a resistible grace to all men in order that they may all respond with 

libertarian free will to the free offer of the Gospel. With Sproul we must say, “[the] $64,000 

question is, "Does the Bible teach such a doctrine of prevenient grace? If so, where?"
81

 The truth 

is that this author has yet to find a convincing Scriptural argument in any work to show this 
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doctrine.
82

 In response to this objection, we must agree with Pinnock “that the Bible has no 

developed doctrine of universal prevenient grace, however convenient it would be for us if it 

did.”
83

 

 

Drawing together 4 different Scriptural objections—from God’s omniscience; inspiration; 

providence, perseverance, and effectual calling; and total depravity—we have seen that the 

FWD’s presupposition of Incompatibilist free will is denied by the testimony of Scripture. This 

leaves the FWD as a less than satisfactory answer to the problem of evil; can we really use a 

response that is not based in Scripture?  

Some may argue that all the above arguments presuppose Incompatibilism as wrong, that 

if Incompatibilism is the reality of free will we must interpret these Scriptures with this reality in 

mind. While this author does not see this as a strong argument, because of its implicit or explicit 

reality
84

 we must go further to show that in fact, the Incompatibilist presupposition is 

philosophically untenable. To do this we will address direct philosophical objections that have 
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been raised against Incompatibilism, we will then evaluate its supposed savior “scientia media” 

or “middle knowledge, and finally we will conclude with a summary evaluation of the FWD. 

  

Objections: Philosophical Objections to Free Will 

Objection 1: Incompatibilism Results in Arbitrary Human Actions 

Probably the most frequent argument made against Incompatibilism, and its greatest 

challenge, is the charge that it makes human actions arbitrary.
85

  Incompatibilists deny this, but 

compatibilist attempt to argue that it is a necessary consequence of their model of freedom.
86

 

Taylor asks how a choice that has no cause can be attributed to the agent who made it, how can 

he be said to be in control?
87

  

The libertarian response is that in fact there is a cause for the choice, the free agent 

himself. To defend this view incompatibilists have introduced the idea of self-determination.
88

 

The problem with this view is that there is not a clear picture of how this works, philosophers 

ask, how can something be the cause of its own changes?
89

 Here is how it would work; when 

Free Agent A is faced with two choices, let us say to eat or not eat pizza, his will acts to choose 

to eat pizza. His choice to eat the pizza was not caused by anything else but his own act of will.
90

  

Nash brings out nicely the problem this introduces; “Try to form a mental picture of a 

human will, whatever it is, that has the power to act totally uninfluenced or uncaused by any 

prior condition, state, thought, feeling, emotion, or whatever. Then ask yourself, how does this 
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kind of uncaused action differ from pure chance?”
91

 The problem is that for this idea of self-

determination of work, there cannot be a sufficient condition
92

 for our free agent A to make his 

choice; no inclination in him has caused him to choose to eat when he could have not eaten. 

Some may suggest that he was not indifferent towards the two options but was pre-disposed 

towards eating the pizza.
93

 This only pushes the problem back. If his inclinations dispose him 

towards one choice over the other, how is it not a sufficient condition to render his choice 

certain? The only answer the incompatibilist can give is to say that when considering whether to 

eat or not eat the pizza, he made a choice to resist or follow the influences laid before him. We 

then must ask, was this an arbitrary choice? Or was there a sufficient cause for this choice?  

The Incompatibilist in this situation must either affirm an infinite regress of undetermined 

choices, or concede that a person’s actions and choices are truly arbitrary, that is: free from any 

cause or reason for which a person might choose one way and not another. 

Objection 2: Incompatibilism Cannot Explain How an Action Takes Place without a Sufficient 

Cause 

This brings us to our next objection; is it even possible for a person to make an arbitrary 

choice? Can someone really exercise his or her will apart from a sufficient cause for doing so?
94

 

If a will is at some point neutral (what we have seen to be needed for a choice to be uncaused), 

how does it then begin to act? Will it not stay in unmoving position until acted upon by some 

influence?
95

 The problem for the libertarian is something like expecting a car in neutral, parked 
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on a perfectly flat surface, to start moving in a direction without anything changing. Either 

pushing the car or popping it into drive and pressing the gas will start it moving, but if no 

influence is introduced, the car will remain stationary. Some incompatibilists have suggested, “a 

person just chooses”!
96

 This is not really an answer at all, the incompatibilist is merely throwing 

up his or her arms and saying in the face of difficulties; it is true anyways! At best, this leaves 

them back with objection 1; human choices are purely arbitrary. 

Objection 3: Incompatibilism Undermines Human Responsibility 

If human choices are arbitrary, then where is any ground for human responsibility? 

Culpability in our cultural is often judged to some extent on the basis of intention. The fact that 

we differentiate between “manslaughter” and “murder 1” shows this. Though there are still 

consequences for reckless behavior leading to someone’s death, to intentionally execute a 

murder receives a greater punishment, most would agree this is rightly so. If someone’s choices 

are completely arbitrary, if he does not have in any true sense control over his actions, then how 

can he be held responsible for his actions? The difference between a murder and a philanthropist 

will be either blind chance in choices or in circumstances.
97

 

Objection 4: Edward’s Argument against the Possibility of an Indeterminate Will 

Can Incompatibilism even hide in the shade of randomness; can a will’s choices even be 

arbitrary? Edward’s, in his Freedom of the Will, argues against the liberal Arminians of his day 

to the point we have reached so far.
98

 He recounts their objection that though effects, actions, in 
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physical realm require a sufficient reason, it is not so in the spiritual realm. Physical objects are 

passive and act when acted upon, but it is suggested that spirit beings are active; they are able to 

propel themselves into action, they are self-actuating.
99

 Edwards reply to this is that it really 

misses the point; it answers the question of what causes our choices with “ourselves,” but it fails 

to give an answer to the question that needs answering; how can something be uncaused?
100

 If 

we contain this power of action, then we must ask, what caused (even in the light sense of 

allowed me to make choice and not rendered my choice certain) me to act in this moment? It 

must have been a previous actualization of my intrinsic power of action. What one is left with is 

a chain of causes in infinitum; these actions must descend back and back!
101

 If there is able to be 

an influence on our self-actualization, then our acting is not wholly of ourselves, we in fact find 

that our choices are determined by something outside of oneself, which is completely 

unacceptable to the Incompatibilist.
102

 

These 4 objections, acting together, show that it is completely unreasonable to hold to 

Incompatibilism; contingent free choice is a myth. To hold to this means that you have to resort 

to arbitrary human choices, if humans can make choices at all. To suggest without evidence that 

humans just can choose leads to a chain in infinitum of uncaused causes. If billions of humans 

are responsible for millions of uncaused causes, how can we be sure that anything else will 

follow the laws of causality?
103
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Objection 5: Incompatibilism Undermines God’s Moral Goodness 

To put Incompatibilism to its final rest, we must ask; what does this doctrine do to God’s 

moral responsibility? According to Incompatibilism, to be morally praiseworthy or morally 

damnable, one must be able to choose otherwise than one did. According to this view, if you 

cannot act otherwise than you do, you cannot be blamed or praised. The unfortunate side effect 

of this view is that it removes any ground for praising God as morally good or upright.
104

 

Because God is perfectly good and righteous, it is impossible for Him to do otherwise than act in 

a good or righteous way. For God to act contrary to His character is to undermine His very 

nature; to do so would make Him less than God, which is impossible. When given the option of 

doing good or evil, God infallibly must do good, if He does not, then He is not God. If God can 

only do good and not evil in every circumstance, then His nature is the sufficient condition for 

His choices. This conclusion means that according to Libertarianism, God is not morally 

praiseworthy. Because this conclusion is absurd and blasphemous, we must object that 

Incompatibilism cannot be the nature of reality. 

 

 The 9 objections to Incompatibilism that we have examined from Scripture and reason 

conclusively show that this position is neither Scriptural nor reasonable. To hold to this position 

is to reject key truths about God, Scripture, humankind, and reality. Incompatibilism is the 
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lynchpin of the FWD, without it the first and second premises
105

 fall apart and the argument is 

left without any ground to stand on.  

The first premise assumes that a world with significantly free creatures is a greater good 

than one without them, unfortunately without Incompatibilism, “significantly” free creatures 

cannot exist. The second premise suggests the possibility that God could not create a world with 

“significantly” free creatures where they do not fall into sin. This premise is built on the 

assumptions that God has knowledge of future contingent choices through His middle knowledge 

and that humans possess Libertarian free will. If Incompatibilism is wrong, then God could have 

created free creatures in the Compatibilist sense and could have determined that they would not 

fall. Does this follow? Because Compatibilism allows for causal determination, a free creature is 

able to choose differently in the same circumstances on the basis of different causes preceding 

his choice. This means that for every choice there is a possible world where he chose 

differently.
106

 

Alongside of Incompatibilism, the other key assumption of the FWD is that God has 

middle knowledge. As we saw, middle knowledge is not just used to support the FWD but is also 

said to help Incompatibilism out of some of the problems it runs into with Scripture. For our 

evaluation of the FWD, we must ask if this assumption is valid or as unfounded as 

Incompatibilism. 
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Objections: Scientia Media? 

Since the early Church, theologians have suggested that there are two logical moments
107

 

of God’s omniscience. This doctrine guards God’s knowledge from being dependent on creation 

and guard’s against the idea that creation involves merely actualized pre-existing ideas—the idea 

that all possible creations exist co-eternally with God as ideas that await not creation but 

actualization. The first logical moment of God’s thought is His natural knowledge (or simple 

knowledge); God’s natural knowledge contains all necessary truths and all knowledge about 

Himself. If a truth is eternally true and necessary in and of itself, it is found in God’s natural 

knowledge.
108

 This includes such things as abstract ideas; eg. The law of non-contradiction, 

numbers (the idea not the symbol representing it). Examples of necessary truths are; God exists, 

God is good, God is one and three. These are necessary because there is no way they could not 

be true; it is logically impossible for God not to be good, for then He would not be God. God’s 

natural knowledge also encompasses all possibilities.  

The next logical moment of God’s omniscience is His free knowledge (or knowledge of 

vision). God’s free knowledge is His knowledge of all that arises from His decrees. “Ideas, 

considered antecedent to the decree of the divine will, represent an abstraction and only a 

possible existence. Considered after the determination of the divine will, they represent things 

which are to come in their actual existence.”
109

  This knowledge is considered “free” because it 

results from God’s free decisions.
110

 This division ensures that God’s knowledge is based on 
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either His self-sufficiency (natural knowledge) or His decrees (free knowledge);
111

 it is not at all 

dependent on His creation. God from this understanding knows all future events; even before He 

created, He knew would and could happen, but this knowledge is not based on free human 

choices, it precedes them.
112

 

 

This effectively determines all human choices, leaving no room for free human choices. 

To answer the obvious compatibilist implications of this understanding of God’s omniscience, a 

Jesuit priest named Luis de Molina suggested a third moment in God’s knowledge between His 

natural and free knowledge;
113

 because of its place between the first and third moment of God’s 

knowledge, he called it scientia media, or middle knowledge.
114

 Molina’s middle knowledge 

described God’s knowledge of all that free creatures would do in every circumstance. It is 

knowledge that is dependent on God’s creatures, neither on God Himself nor on His decrees.
115

 

This knowledge is supposed to contain all contingent truths (such as what a specific person 

would do in a specific circumstance).
116

 

Middle knowledge is a key piece in the FWD because it lays out every possible world 

that He could create. God knows through His middle knowledge what every creature He could 

create would do in every circumstance in which He placed him or her. In the FWD, it is 

suggested that it is possible that at least one person is transworldly depraved, meaning that in 
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every possible world God could actualize
117

 this person would sin. In the FWD, God deliberates 

possible worlds to actualize via his middle knowledge. For this argument to work, God requires 

middle knowledge because He needs to know what His free creatures would do in every 

circumstance and see that they would fall. In the FWD, God then creates despite having this 

knowledge because a world of significantly free creatures was worth the cost of evil. Without 

middle knowledge, God’s knowledge would be determinative and it is no longer possible to say 

that God was unable to create a world without sin (premise 2); God would have been able to 

create a world without sin because His knowledge and creation was not constrained by 

dependence on the free choices of His creatures. To evaluate whether middle knowledge is 

actually tenable, we will now turn our attention to various objections raised against it. 

Objection 1: Middle Knowledge Provides No Ground For How Can Know Future Contingent 

Choices. 

The first, and most frequent, objection to middle knowledge is that it gives no way that 

God could know future contingent choices; it just assumes that this is possible. Can we even 

assume that a contingent choice can be true or false before it happens, what makes it true or false 

other than the choice being made?
118

 If a person is never in a circumstance to make a choice, 

how can we say that it is true or false that they would make it? Whatever it is that gives a ground 

for true propositions in God’s middle knowledge, it must be non-necessitating, for middle 

knowledge is by definition God’s knowledge of contingently free choices—to suggest a 

necessitating ground defeats the purpose of middle knowledge. 
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Someone may suggest that the intentions of those involved in a contingent choice provide 

a ground, but this brings up its own problems. These intentions have to be necessitating, making 

the proposition true and eliminating middle knowledge, or the proposition is neither true or false, 

only probable (if their intentions are non-necessitating then they could act contrary to them).
119

  

Molina suggested that God’s certainty of contingent choices came from what he called 

“supercomprehension.” He held “"that the certainty of that middle knowledge comes from the 

depth and unlimited perfection of the divine intellect, by which [God] knows certainly what is in 

itself uncertain."
120

 This concept must be rejected in that it itself is a non-answer, it does not 

explain how God can know the uncertain, and it is incoherent. To comprehend something is to 

know everything there is to know about it, how could God know more than all there is to 

know?
121

  

Another Jesuit theologian, Francisco Suarez, suggested that there was a property in a free 

being that grounded God’s middle knowledge. Consider creature C, who may never exist, who 

would do possible action A in the possible circumstance S. God knows that C would do A in S 

because of a specific property of C, what Suarez called a habitudo.
122

 There are two problems 

with this explanation. First, this property would be in God’s idea of C and not in C himself, for 

God knew what C would do before he existed. This roots C’s action in God and not in C 

himself.
123

 Even if this could be avoided, the fact that there is something in C that renders certain 

what he will do in S shows that this property is a sufficient condition for A; if there is a sufficient 
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condition for A, then it won’t work for middle knowledge. Probably the greatest reason to reject 

Suarez’s suggestion is that there is no reason to believe that this property exists.
124

 

One last suggestion that has been given for grounding God’s middle knowledge is the 

idea of backtracking counterfactuals.
125

 It is suggested that a person’s free choice is what has led 

to God’s knowledge of it. The first objection to be made would be to decry this as backwards 

causation, but Craig is careful to guard against this accusation. Craig suggests that there is 

merely a semantic relationship and not a causal one at play. A proposition is true because it 

corresponds to a true state of affairs. The correspondence of the proposition to reality is not 

causal but semantic. Take two time stamped propositions, (6) C will do A at S and (7) C did A at 

S. (6) is true before S but not after it, (7) is true after S. The proposition (8) C does A at S, is true 

at all times. What makes these propositions true is their semantic relationship to the actual state 

of affairs, it is not a causal relationship.
126

 There is no backward causation and since God knows 

all true propositions, He will know what C will do at S.
127

  

Because middle knowledge relies on Incompatibilist freedom, the backtracker 

explanation must be able to affirm that C is able to not do A at S—this is the “can-claim.” It is 

objected that the truth of this backtracker calls into question the can-claim.
128

 God had to have 

known the truth of the backtracker from all eternity, this means that a necessary condition of C 

doing something different than A at S is that the past be different. “Since the past is fixed and out 

of [C’s] control, it at least seems to follow from this that [C] can’t do [other than A].”
129
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Though there is a difference between the counterfactual backtracker and a backtracking 

causal chain, there appears to be no difference in the fixity of their results, this difference must 

be proven for counterfactual backtrackers to ground God’s middle knowledge.
130

 Backtracking 

counterfactuals also appear to be begging the question, for it assumes that there is 

correspondence between an actual state of affairs and the proposition making it true, for if the 

actual state of affairs does not obtain, then there is no correspondence between the state of affairs 

and the proposition. How can this explain God’s middle knowledge of states of affairs that will 

never exist? Until C does A, how can God know that He will know do not-A? It appears then that 

there is no reason to attribute to man this strange ability of determining God’s thoughts in the 

past with our present actions,
131

 and that there is no reasonable answer to the grounding 

objection. 

Objection 2: Middle Knowledge is Incompatible with Libertarian Freedom. 

The next objection is that middle knowledge appears to be self-defeating; it requires 

libertarian free will yet it appears to render our choices necessary.
132

 For example, if C is to be 

free he must be able to choose either A or not-A at S. 100 years ago, God knew that at S, C would 

do A. Unless God’s knowledge is capable of error, C must do A at S. Without a non-necessitating 

ground for God’s foreknowledge, the proponent of middle knowledge is left with only 

compatibilist causality as the way for God to know with infallible certainty what C will do at S  

and no way to explain away objection 2. 
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Objection 3: Middle Knowledge Makes God’s Knowledge Dependent on Creation. 

The third objection to middle knowledge is one we have already mentioned. If God’s 

middle knowledge is of the contingent choices of His free creatures, His knowledge is dependent 

on them. God’s omnipotence is then dependent on His creatures, at least part of it. We must ask, 

is it consistent with the Biblical picture of God for His knowledge to be dependent on created 

beings?
133

 

Objection 4: God Can Be Disappointed By the Future 

Our last objection showed that middle knowledge calls into question God’s 

independence, this next objection calls into question middle knowledge’s ability to uphold God’s 

sovereignty. Unlike Open Theism, if God has middle knowledge, he will not be surprised by the 

future, but there is the possibility that He will be disappointed. As was made evident in the FWD, 

middle knowledge may result in God being disappointed. As Laing has pointed out, 

it can hardly be said that middle knowledge allows God to “plan” the world he 

wants in the sense that he can insure that the most desirable “ends and purposes” 

of which he can conceive will always be achieved. Rather, it is possible for a God 

with middle knowledge to find himself disappointed in the sense that he may 

often have to settle for much less than the ideal.
134

 

The evangelical proponent of the FWD must ask himself or herself, “does this really fit the 

picture of the God of the Bible?” Does this really fit with the God who “works all things after the 

counsel of His will,”
135

 who is said to cause “all things to work together for good to those who 
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love God”?
136

 Does this sound like the God who, in contrast with the idols of Babylon, declared 

Himself to be the one true God, “Declaring the end from the beginning, And from ancient times 

things which have not been done, Saying, ‘My purpose will be established, And I will 

accomplish all My good pleasure’” (Isa. 46:10).  

Objection 5: Their Scripture Evidence Does Not Prove It. 

Our last objection calls into question the biblical warrant for middle knowledge. 

Proponents of middle knowledge have argued that 1 Sam. 23:12 proves that God has middle 

knowledge. In this verse, David asks God if the men of the city Keilah would hand him over to 

Saul if Saul came down to the city, God responds, “They will surrender you.” It is argued that 

God would only have known this through His middle knowledge.
137

 The problem with this proof 

is that middle knowledge is not the only explanation, nor is it the most convincing.  

All this verse shows is that God possess counterfactual knowledge, which can more 

easily be explained by God knowing the intentions and desires of those involved and how 

exactly they would respond in the circumstance if it arose.
138

 

Conclusion 

Having examined the presuppositions of the FWD, namely incompatibilism and middle 

knowledge, we are now in a position to give a final evaluation of it as an answer to the logical 

problem of evil. To answer the logical Problem of Evil, the Free Will Defence must show that it 
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is possible that God could only have created a world containing free creatures where they fell 

into sin. To do this, FWD proponents argue that it is possible for one person to be trans worldly 

depraved and therefore that God could possibly not have created any world with more good than 

this one. 

Without middle knowledge, there is no hope for Incompatibilist free will. Without 

Incompatibilism, the FWD defence cannot show that God could possibly not have created a 

world without sin. If contingent human choices do not place limitations on what God could 

create, then the FWD proponent cannot maintain premise 2. 

 

Without the FWD, Christians need to find another way to answer the Logical Problem of 

Evil. The most promising route to take to do so is to find a reason for God allowing evil not in 

the greatest good of man, but for the sake of His glory. Towards this end, books such as Frame’s 

Apologetics to the Glory of God go a long way. 
139

 Whether or not we have an answer now, or 

will ever in this world, we can know that in Glory, we will have no doubts, we will sing with the 

rest of heaven, 

“Great and marvelous are Your works, 

O Lord God, the Almighty; 

Righteous and true are Your ways, 

King of the nations! 

  
4
“Who will not fear, O Lord, and glorify Your name? 

For You alone are holy; 

For ALL THE NATIONS WILL COME AND WORSHIP BEFORE YOU, 

FOR YOUR RIGHTEOUS ACTS HAVE BEEN REVEALED.”
140
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