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Abstract: Following an Open conception of Divine Foreknowledge, that holds that man is
endowed with genuine freedom and so the future is not definitely determined, it will be
claimed that human freedom does not limit the divine power, but rather enhances it and
presents us with a barrier against arbitrary use of that power. This reading will be
implemented to reconcile a well-known quarrel between two important interpreters of Duns
Scotus, Allan B. Wolter and Thomas Williams, each of whom supports a different
interpretation of the way God acts according to right reason.

Duns Scotus perceives that the ultimate raison d'être of the incarnation lies in God himself,
and consequently, creation serves God’s desires. This presents a frightening picture of a God
who acts as he pleases. Such a God, who created the world for his own reasons, seems to
have no obligation towards creation itself and its creatures. Appalled by such a possibility,
some interpreters found refuge in Scotus’s words that ‘whatever God made, you may be sure
he made it in accordance with right reason,’1 whereas others rejected any attempt to
subjugate God to any kind of objectified necessitation: ‘right actions are right simply because
God has freely and contingently commanded them, and wrong actions are wrong simply
because God has freely and contingently forbidden them.’2 The question arises that, if we
cannot introduce any objectified truth or good to limit power, perhaps it is possible to find
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something within the essence of power that might restrict it? Following an Open conception
of Divine Foreknowledge, that holds that man is endowed with genuine freedom and so the
future is not definitely determined, it will be claimed that human freedom does not limit the
divine power (section 1), it both enhances it and presents us with a barrier against arbitrary
use of that power (section 2). This new reading will be implemented at the end of the study to
reconcile a well-known quarrel between two important interpreters of Scotus, Allan B.
Wolter and Thomas Williams, each of whom supports a different interpretation of the way
God acts according to right reason (section 3).
Theodicial thought considers God to be absolutely perfect in every respect. In line with the
Augustinian-Anselmian intellectual heritage, God is considered to be all-powerful, allknowing, absolutely free and good in the most perfect sense. Needless to say, this generates
an array of problems and tensions. For example, can an absolutely free and all-powerful God
truly execute his power and freedom if he is bound to be good, i.e., not to act in a
reprehensible manner, or does it imply that, if God is the most perfect artisan, who planned
his creation in the most detailed manner, Man is deprived of choosing freely? These problems
and others are truly ancient and resulted in much ridicule of the theology of the perfect being
most famous of which is Voltaire's Candide. This paper obviously cannot address all the
issues and sub-issues that subscribe to perfect being theology. Instead, it will present a short
perspective to reconsider the relationship between power, divine foreknowledge and freedom
that relies primarily on the role of the will, and it is my hope that the outcome will serve to
further examine and answer difficulties that accompany perfect being theology.
Typically, the crux of the problem is an outcome of the fact that perfect being theology
attributes to God all the pure perfections in the most perfect way. Pure perfections are
‘whatever it is in every respect better to be than not to be,’3 e.g., it is always better to have
goodness than not to have goodness, it is always better to have the capacity to think than not
to be capable of thinking, and, in contrast, it is not always better to be taller rather than
shorter. Without further elaborating on this vicious problem, it can be summed up thus: By
demanding that the Supreme Being be perfect in all positive respects, one is forced to assert
that God is nothing like us and so to hold that he is indeed good, all-knowing, all-powerful
and so forth in the most perfect sense, and that these tensions are somehow resolved.
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One way to resolve the problem is to say that we need to accept the fact that God is simply
not supremely perfect in every respect, so he may indeed be supremely good but limited in
his potency, or absolutely free but not as good as we thought him to be, etc. Yet another way
is to sacrifice, for example, Man's freedom, in order to defend God's perfect attributes, in this
case his freedom and omnipotence. Both options leave theology crippled: In the first we are
left with a God whose goodness, freedom and power are utterly different than ours. The
second leaves us with an imperfect God so that we need to prioritize and sacrifice one divine
attribute to protect the perfection of the other. The last leaves us with damaged humans that
are deprived of essential human attributes such as freedom so this results in questionable
moral responsibility. Another possibility, that circumvents these impasses, is to accept that
the deity is omniscient and omnipotent, but to qualify what is meant by omniscience and
omnipotence. As I see it, an open conception of God that qualifies the use of the notions of
omniscience and omnipotence, offers both a viable solution to the seeming contradiction
between God’s perfect attributes and human freedom, and a solution to whether God acts
arbitrarily according to his right reason.
Since the problem of the arbitrary use of power is a general problem, I would like to say a
few words about why the paper remains generally within the domain of Scotus’s thought
taken more generally. In contemporary discourse, particularly after Auschwitz, there is a
tendency to reject the “classical” theological conception of God. For example, there are many
who have claimed that there is a need to abandon the historical account that Christ’s divine
nature is incapable of suffering, because this ‘rob[s] the incarnation of most of its religious
and moral value.’4 In a former study I developed Scotus’s ‘classical’ thought to suggest a
solution to this problem that accords with post-Auschwitz theological awareness.5 The
current study takes that approach further, contending that Scotus’s thought is in perfectly
harmony with the post-Auschwitz’s tendency to accept an Open conception of God which
also resolves the problem of arbitrary use of power and its relation to values and justice –
perhaps the most fundamental problem of our era. Furthermore, by adhering closely to the
theological system that spawned this problem, the solution exploits a wide range of Scotistic
doctrines, and offers a new holistic perspective to re-evaluate Scotus’s conception of freedom
as well as providing solutions to disputes that are prevalent among scholars of Scotus.
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1. Omniscience, Time and omniscience
In the following I will present the open theists view briefly as well as a modified account of
Scotus’s view on divine foreknowledge. Two things should be noted in advance. 1. The
discussion of the open view of divine foreknowledge is presented only insofar as it supports
the general objective of this study. Consequently, the study will only focus on key points and
will not delve into the vast discussion of this position but rather discuss it in a very limited
manner. 2. Scotus’s position as expressed in his early writings contradicts an open
interpretation of divine foreknowledge. However, in the vein of other themes of Scotus,
particularly his conception of freedom and time, I will argue, as do many other important
scholars of Scotus, that there are good reasons not to take Scotus’s early positions as his final
conclusive opinion on the matter.
John Sanders, a prominent proponent of the open view, explains that ‘[i]f God foreordains all
things, then God is not a risk taker. If God does not control every detail that occurs, then God
takes risks.’6 Sanders lists five risk models of providence; here I will mention only the last
three that are relevant to this study.7 1. The knowledge-of-all-possibilities model contends
that God knows in advance ‘all possible actions that creatures with libertarian freedom may
take’ and consequently can foresee his responses in advance. 2. Molina’s middle knowledge
model holds that since God understands perfectly what “makes us tick”, he can arrange the
world in a manner that permits us to choose freely and yet still adhere to God’s plan.8 3.
Presentism contends that there is no knowledge about the future, and consequently ‘it cannot
be an imperfection not to know what is not in itself knowable - i.e., the future, the not yet
real, at least in its free or not yet determined aspects.’9 Though Duns Scotus's conception of
time seems to support the presentism risk model, it will be claimed that taken together with
his doctrine of the Primacy of Christ, the knowledge-of-all-possibilities risk model is a better
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fit with the general Scotistic structure. Through applying this model to Scotus’s thought, a
solution to the problem of arbitrary use of power will be offered.
However, Scotus seems to argue for a closed conception of God’s foreknowledge of
future events, since he claims that God has immutable, infallible and determinate knowledge
of the future.10 According to what Scotus conceives as the most plausible explanation, ‘the
divine intellect sees the truth of a proposition … made and worked by the will,’11 i.e., the
divine intellect sees in an a priori manner the determination of his will; though contingent,
this leaves us with a closed future. This, as others have pointed out, 12 seems to contradict
Scotus’s conception of time as well as Scotus’s conception of freedom, the hallmark of
Scotistic thought. Some have even claimed, for example Allan Wolter, that the fact that this
treatment is missing from Scotus’s mature Ordinatio, suggests that it is possible that he was
not satisfied with it.13 Since I consider Scotus’s treatment of time and his conception of
freedom as more solid and central to his thought than his early treatment of divine
foreknowledge, Scotus’s claim of a definite knowledge of the future will not be accepted and
will be qualified to meet the Open reading of Scotus.14
In a previous study I discussed the relation between God's eternality and time and
specifically contrasted the views of Aquinas and Duns Scotus.15 Just as the center of a circle
views its circumference simultaneously, so Aquinas sees God’s eternality as viewing all
events simultaneously in a one big Now of all past-present-future events. Like Aquinas,
Scotus maintains that the relation between the Now of eternity and the fleeting now is
See Lect. I, d. 39, n. 17 (XVII: 484) as well as Rep. I-A, d. 38, n. 35 (II: 457). For further reading on Scotus’
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analogous to the relation between the center of the circle and its circumference whereby the
first is eternal insofar as it is immobile, and the latter is present for an instant. However,
unlike Aquinas he maintains that the difference between their natures does not imply that the
whole of time is given to God (or the center) simultaneously in an instant.16 Following
Scotus’s idea that God co-causes in every creature's act,17 it was argued that foreknowledge
of the future is impossible since ‘that which does not exist, cannot coexist with anything.’18
That study on time reduced Scotus’s co-causation theory to a theory of co-willing. In such cowilling God co-wills in an a priori manner whereby creatures act in consonance with freedom
in an a posteriori manner. One important claim that follows from this speculation, that seems
to support the presentism risk model, is that the notion of divine a priori knowledge of the
future is groundless:
[A]ny question regarding the truth value of future contingents, based upon the claim
that the truth value of propositions are immutable, is untenable. This is because
existential truths presuppose a posteriori determination act, i.e., their pastness.19
Whereas essential truths are true in regard to all possible worlds and are known in an a priori
manner, truths of existence are true in an a posteriori manner to a specific contingent world
and a specific setting. These truths fall under the category of the will insofar as their
determination as true is contingent and could have being otherwise.20 Since the distinction
between past-present-future refers to the order of existence, it follows that the truthfulness of
whether something will exist or not must fall under the final determination of the will. This
contingent knowledge can now be differentiated into (1) contingent and determined and (2)
contingent and undetermined. Aquinas argues for the first alternative, teaching that God
contingently determined all events that ground divine foreknowledge. But such
16
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foreknowledge is obviously attained by sacrificing humans' genuine freedom. In my qualified
interpretation of Scotus, I support the second alternative according to which existence is
determined only in an a posteriori manner, and consequently an a priori knowledge of the
future is simply impossible.21
I hold that Molina's middle knowledge view,22 according to which God can see, with
certainty, creatures' free decisions, contradicts the very essence of Scotus's conception of
freedom that holds that free action, by definition, can elicit opposite effects without
necessity.23 I will call Aquinas's all-future-knowing capacity Omniscient. Although such
divine foreknowledge is impossible, as presentism argues, I claim that God does hold allknowing power in terms of what is knowable, and, that, I will call omniscient. In contrast to
Aquinas, it can be said that if God's power and thinking capacities are the most perfect, it
follows that although the future is by definition unknowable, which makes him not
Omniscient, he can have perfect knowledge of all possible future outcomes. God is
omniscient in a qualified sense insofar as he has disjunctive divine knowledge of all possible
futures. Thus, as opposed to the impossible sense of Omniscient, we can speak of God as allknowing insofar as he knows essential knowledge, actual knowledge of what actually came
about, and disjunctive contingent knowledge of all possible sets of events. Like Richard Creel
and Peter Geach I hold that God's disjunctive knowledge of all possible sets of events, that he
21
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considered in advance, prevents any essential risk-taking on God's part, for God can navigate
the world in any direction in which he preordained it regardless of man's choices. This does
not limit Man's freedom, it simply means that Man's choices do not have power over God's
goals.24 There is thus nothing in Man's freedom that limits God's freedom, unless God only
allows the world to be exactly what he wants it to be. But then there would be no reason to
endow Man with freedom. The Jewish tradition summarizes this outcome in a famous phrase:
‘All is foreseen, and freedom of choice is granted.’25
This reading puts much more emphasis on the divine will and the creatures' wills. The fact
that God's knowledge of the future is only disjunctive turns him into an active agent who
constantly steers the future to wherever he destined it. This seems to contradict the words of
Scotus who explains in his discussion regarding the Primacy of Christ that:
I say that the incarnation of Christ was not foreseen as something occasioned [by sin],
but that it was foreseen by God from all eternity and immediately as a good more
proximate to the end. ... Hence this is the order followed in God’s prevision. First,
God understood himself as the highest good. In the second instant he understood all
creatures. In the third [instant] he predestined some to glory and grace, and
concerning some he had a negative act by not predestining. In the fourth [instant] he
foresaw that all these would fall in Adam. In the fifth [instant] he preordained and
foresaw the remedy—how they would be redeemed through the Passion of his Son, so
that, like all the elect, Christ in the flesh was foreseen and predestined to grace and
glory before Christ’s Passion was foreseen as a medicine against the fall, just as a
physician wills the health of a man before he wills the medicine to cure him.26
This paragraph seems to support a position that is known as consequent necessity which
contradicts my reading. Feinberg explains consequent necessity as follows:
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[O]nce certain choices are made (by God or whomever) certain things follow as a
consequence. But before these choices are made, no inherent necessity dictates what
must be chosen. For example, it was not absolutely necessary that Adam sin in the
sense that there was no other Adam God could have created. Consequently, it was not
absolutely necessary that God decide to send Christ as redeemer. However, once
having made the choice to create Adam as sinning, it was necessary for God to send
Christ as redeemer.27
Though Scotus words seem to support Feinberg's view, I hold that the same paragraph can be
read in a manner that supports the knowledge-of-all-possibilities risk model. This same
paragraph can be read not as a prescription of the specific world that God intended to create
but rather as the description of a specific set of possibilities which brings together God's
intentions, Man's choices, and God's reactions. But this is but a subset of the infinite possible
outcomes that were conceived beforehand by God and which happen to characterize our
world:
1. Divine Necessitation: God understands himself as the highest good.28
2. Logical Limitation: God understands all creatures, i.e., he reflects not just the
creatures as ideas in his mind but all the possible sets that do not include logical
contradictions.
3. Divine Limitation:
a. Within this set of possible sets he observes those whom he elects to glory and
grace.
b. To the rest, whom he did not elect to glory and grace, God ‘had a negative act
by not predestining.’29
4. Human Choice: Within that set he discerns the possibility of the Fall.
5. God's Reaction to Human Choice: Within that Fall he discerns the possibility that
Christ, who was predestined to be incarnated, regardless of which set comes about,
will be crucified and so will pay for the sin of Adam.
27
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However, we could easily think of a different possible subset whereby:
4*. Man did not Fall
and consequently
5*. God did not send Christ to be sacrificed on the Cross.
While (3a) holds that God predestined some to be elected to glory and grace, (3b) holds that
others were not predestined for glory and grace by a negative act. (3b) seems to supports the
open future interpretation since it maintains that God willingly determined the rest of
humanity not to be predestined. This reading could reconcile Scotus’s open conception of
time with what seems to be a closed conception of the future. As we recall, Scotus explains
God’s infallible and determinate knowledge of the future by saying that ‘the divine intellect
sees the truth of a proposition … made and worked by the will.’30 Scotus's subtle distinction
between those whom God ‘predestined … to glory and grace’ and those on whom ‘he
performed a negative act by not predestining’ (et circa aliquos habuit actum negativum, non
praedestinando), offers an interpretation of some future events that were willingly determined
not to be determined. This qualified reading, I believe, also avoids the problem of
immutability.31 However (3b) can also be interpreted to support the contrary view that their
predestination takes place at a lower level of God's plan. Also, it should be noted why (3)
comes before (4). Scotus makes it perfectly clear that in the order of intension, according to
which the order of creation is derived, Christ, and afterward the elects, are intended and
predestined before all else.32 As a result, God sanctions the subset where Christ is incarnated,
afterward he limits the possibilities for those where the elects are to receive glory and grace,
and only afterward subdivides in his mind those worlds where man has fallen and those
30
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where he has not. In his discussion regarding the primacy of Christ, Scotus explains that
Christ's crucifixion is only perceived as a possible reaction if man were to Fall:33
I declare, however, that the Fall was not the cause of Christ’s predestination. In fact,
even if no man or angel had fallen, nor any man but Christ were to be created, Christ
would still have been predestined this way... . If the Fall were the reason for Christ’s
predestination, it would follow that the greatest work of God [the Incarnation] was
mostly occasioned, because the glory of all is not as great in intensity as was the glory
of Christ; and it seems very unreasonable that God would have left so great a work
[i.e., the Incarnation] undone on account of a good deed performed by Adam, for
example, if he had not sinned.34
Thus we can conclude that God did not know that Christ would be sent to the Cross, for he
did not know that man would Fall, and all that this signifies. But he could envision such a
possibility coming about. As such, what at first seemed to be a preordained plan is simply one
of the contingencies that God saw but could not know that it would happen. However, once
Adam willingly ate the forbidden fruit, God simply executed the predetermined plan in place
if such a scenario were to take place, i.e., the crucifixion of Christ. The following diagram
exemplifies both how hierarchical stipulation limits the set of possibilities and yet permits
freedom of choice:
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And in this respect, to answer theological concerns, the immaculate conception of Mary, though predestined,
is contingent on different historical outcomes, and so is responsive to whether or not Adam's sin was to happen
and be transmitted.
34
Opus Parisiense, Lib. III, d. 7, q. 4; ed. Balic, 13-15. Translated by Carol in Why Jesus Christ, 126.
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By ordering his priorities God can “foresee” how to work out whatever will happen. By so
doing God can, on the one hand, preserve the free nature of creation while at the same time
plan, as an active God, steer the world so that the freedom of the creatures and the contingent
nature of creation does not jeopardize the purpose of creation.
As for God's knowledge, he is not Omniscient insofar as knowing which outcome will take
place, but he is omniscient insofar as he knows all possible outcomes and the measures he
needs to take to steer the world towards whatever goals it was predestined to carry out.
Insofar as God's freedom is concerned, he attains whatever goals he intended to attain in his
creation. With regard to God's omnipotence, no event forces him to act against his will for he
has foreseen all possible events and through his continuous acts of will, he makes sure that
only sanctioned world scenarios are permitted. That is to say that all possibilities that do
actually come about are in accordance with God's will and power. When God sent his
beloved son to redeem Man, this did not happen in a manner that forced God to act but rather
as part of a contingency plan that he foresaw and sanctioned in advance as a possible action
plan.
It can be said that the capacity to keep diverse infinite sets of possibilities for whatever God
intends only intensifies the meaning of omnipotence. For a lecturer who can only deliver one
lecture, and who requires a very specific kind of audience and setting, is much less powerful
than a flexible lecturer who can adjust his lecture perfectly to accommodate an audience and
setting that has not been predetermined, but nonetheless perfectly gets across the important
point he set in advance. And finally, insofar as man's freedom is concerned, this retains man's
capacity to shape history in an utterly contingent and yet limited manner. Moreover, and as
we will see later, such an ever-active will of God has some interesting implications for our
understanding of God's goodness. Using the hierarchical viewpoint, we can see that the
freedom that God grants creatures does not limit his omnipotence in any respect, on the
contrary, it intensifies it. For while my freedom is limited by your freedom, our freedom not
only does not limit God's freedom, it intensifies his omnipotence.

2. Whatever God Made
It is at this point that we can start to address the problem of arbitrary use of power. The
solution presented above for divine foreknowledge sheds new light on Scotus's notorious
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alteration of the distinction between potentia dei absoluta and potentia dei ordinata.35
Whereas, prior to Scotus, the distinction was understood to differentiate between this world
as it was actually ordained versus the set of possible worlds out of which God picked this
one,36 Scotus merged it with a legal distinction between a rightful act according to the
ordained settings, and the power to act absolutely, i.e., to transcend the ordained law and to
act according to what does not hold a contradiction.37 Let us observe Scotus's formulation:
In every agent acting intelligently and voluntarily that can act in conformity with an
upright or just law but does not have to do so of necessity, one can distinguish
between its ordained power and its absolute power. The reason is that either it can act
in conformity with some right and just law, and then it is acting according to its
ordained power ... or else it can act beyond or against such a law, and in this case its
absolute power exceeds its ordained power. And therefore it is not only in God, but in
every free agent that can either act in accord with the dictates of a just law or go
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beyond or against that law, that one distinguishes between absolute and ordained
power; therefore, the jurists say that someone can act de facto, that is, according to his
absolute power, or de jure, that is, according to his ordained legal power. 38
Prima facie, it seems that Scotus opened the floodgates to the ultimate capricious God who
acts as he pleases and changes the rules whenever he likes and for whatever reasons suit him.
Moreover, he applied it univocally to both God and Man. It is for this reason that many point
the finger at Scotus, holding his new formulation as responsible for the collapse of the
synthesis between Christian theology and Graeco-Arab philosophy.39 In the following I will
attempt not only to argue that such a distinction is required to support God's omniscience but
also that this distinction is required to maintain Scotus's claim that rationality itself is
perfected only at the level of the will.40
Scotus was very much aware of the seeming capriciousness of the byproduct of his alteration
and so he immediately qualified it. Scotus explained that acting in an absolute manner does
not mean acting as one pleases but rather in a manner that reinstates a new order and in
accordance with one's power to replace the law with an alternative one. In Ordinatio I, d. 44
Scotus writes:
But when that upright law—according to which an agent must act in order to act
ordinately—is not in the power of that agent, then its absolute power cannot exceed
its ordained power in regard to any object without it acting disorderly or inordinately.
… But whenever the law and its rectitude are in the power of the agent, so that the
law is right only because it has been established, then the agent can freely order things
otherwise than this right law dictates and still can act orderly, because he can establish
another right or just law according to which he may act orderly. (nn. 4-5) … And
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therefore such an agent can act otherwise, so that he establishes another upright law.
(n. 8)
The ability to legislate, postpone or alter a law is not given absolutely but rather is equivalent
to the degree of power one holds in this ordained world. Thus, one who is governed cannot
alter the laws that govern him. Similarly, a ruler who has the ordained right to legislate, does
not have the right to alter divine laws. God, as the creator of all, has, by definition, the
capacity to act absolutely. Man's capacity to act absolutely does not limit God's power since
his capacity to act absolutely is limited to his power, and Man's power, by definition, is
subjected to God who can act absolutely in a far wider manner. Consequently, whatever
men's absolute power allows them to do, this does not jeopardize God's ability to attain his
goals.
Returning to our picture of a creator God who is not Omniscient but only omniscient and who
creates a contingent world with creatures who enjoy freedom, the distinction between
potentia dei absoluta and potentia dei ordinata becomes not only an essential tool to redirect
the world toward God's intended goal but brings this distinction into accord with Scotus's
contention that rationality reaches its perfection only at the level of the will. Whereas the
common analysis pictures God as a monarch who reacts and legislates new law in response to
whatever happens, and so might or might not be capricious, the omniscient God that was
presented above pictures a skillful God who masters freedom to such a degree that it allows
him to govern a creation which is free and at the same time does not limit his power or will.
Acting absolutely does not represent capriciousness but rather the application of a rational
contingency plan. God might not have known in advance that the world would have come to
this state, but as supremely rational and all-powerful, he has foreseen it as a possibility and
come up with the most rational measure to steer the world to whatever goals he intended for
it in advance.
I believe this approach puts us in a better position to reconcile the dispute regarding Scotus's
words that ‘whatever God made, you may be sure he made it in accordance with right
reason.’41 Scholars such as Wolter42 and Ingham43 insist that Scotus's statement makes it
clear that God is not a capricious God but that there are basic moral and non-arbitrary
41
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features which express the integrative and harmonious coherence of moral acts. 44 Other
scholars such as Williams reject the objective character of right reason and accuse them of
supporting a Thomistic interpretation of Scotus.45 Williams claims that, for Scotus, ‘right
actions are right simply because God has freely and contingently commanded them, and
wrong actions are wrong simply because God has freely and contingently forbidden them.’46
Williams is right with regard to the goals and reasons for God creating the world. God
created the world for himself and his will is its groundless ground. However, when one takes
seriously the idea that God created the world for a reason, it is irrational to think that he
regulates the world capriciously. It is more reasonable to think of such an omniscient God as
one who regulates and interferes in a manner that simply steers the world towards these
predetermined goals. Right reason simply expresses the appropriate premeditated action
which is required in specific settings. In the case of an omniscient God, an act in accordance
with right reason simply effects, in the most suitable manner, the corrections that are needed
to steer the world towards whatever goals God predestined for it. These corrections, though
preconsidered in advance, are implemented only in accordance with the specific outcome that
results from the fact that Man can choose freely. I believe this fits well with Scotus's
explanation of right reason in Quodlibet 18:
The moral goodness of an act consists in its having all that the agent’s right reason
declares must pertain to the act or the agent in acting. … It is clear then how many
conditions right reason sets down, for according to the description given above, to be
perfectly good, an act must be faultless on all counts. Hence Dionysius47 declares:
“Good requires that everything about the act be right, whereas evil stems from any
single defect.” “Everything,” he explains, includes all the circumstances.48
It is interesting to compare this interpretation of right reason with Leibniz's theory of the best
of all possible worlds. Leibniz's God compares and measures all possible worlds and
consequently picks the one world which is the best. Without elaborating what makes one
‘[J]ust as beauty is not some absolute quality in a beautiful body, but a combination of all that is in harmony
with such a body (such as size, figure, and color), and a combination of all aspects (that pertain to all that is
agreeable to such a body and are in harmony with one another), so the moral goodness of an act is a kind of
decoration it has, including a combination of due proportion to all to which it should be proportioned (such as
potency, object, end, time, place and manner), and this especially as right reason dictates.’ Ord. I, d. 17, n. 62
(V:163-164). In Will and Morality. See also Ingham, 137.
45
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world better than another, typically depicted as a sort of maximum between simplicity and
reality,49 such a picture reduces freedom to that one moment when God, as it were, chooses
the best world. The picture I presented of God as a perpetual co-causer/willer of reality
considers freedom in the most radical sense. Nothing is determined at any moment for
creatures to continuously and freely co-steer the world. This presents the omniscient God
with the need not only to compare all the worlds to one another before creation and to pick
just one of them, but rather to consider in an a priori manner every fork at every moment of
every possible set in order to conclude what is the best manner to act in any circumstances. 50
But whereas Leibniz's God knew perfectly well that he picked the best world, God does not
know whether his local action will necessarily bring about the best result for he only can
project what the most plausible outcome will be. For man might afterwards pick an
implausible course of action that could put God's former action (a1) in a less favorable light
and to which an alternative action (a2) turns out to be more suitable. But God could not have
known that and his action is taken not according to what will happen but rather according to
what is the most reasonable to do. In any case, this should not bother us much for the
omniscient God has already taken into account such a possibility and the appropriate
alteration that is required in such a case.
This view also protects us from Euthyphro's second horn as it is paraphrased for our needs:
‘does God love and command what is good because it is good, or is it good because God
loves and commands it?’51 For while God's goals of creation remain hidden to our reason,
and though the circumstances of each scenario are totally different, the algorithm which right
reason uses must be the same, for otherwise right reason would turn into right reasons that
would face God with the reverse of a Buridan's Ass dilemma: he would starve to death not
because he did not have a sufficient reason to turn to the left or to the right, but rather because
he had too many sufficient reasons that he could not pick the right one. While right reason
does not determine its end, it is rational with regard to the algorithm it applies which
measures how good the different alternatives are with respect to the plausibility that such a
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course would bring us closer to the desired goals and other circumstantial reasons. Though
numerous numbers of measuring functions can be brought in, for example, in which one
gives more points to having red eyes and others to those who have yellow teeth, all must give
an accounting to one principle of measuring which is grounded in the essence of quantity.
Thus, whether God would prefer in advance a measure that under specific setting prefers
yellow teeth, once he created the world, he would have to stick with the same algorithm for
all possible sets, for otherwise would we return to the opposite Buridan's Ass problem. God,
acting in an absolute manner, may change the laws; however this does not represent
arbitrariness but rather a rational and well-calculated attempt to attain predetermined goals.
One may say ‘but what about the ultimate Good that God desires?’ and I would reply: So
long as God's preferences for his goals do not sabotage the possibility of having a stable
algorithm which dictates right reason, then let God choose whatever he wants. The fact that
the change is a product of rational and unchangeable algorithmic calculations, in which the
principle of measuring is invariant, pretty much removes the sting and brings comfort and
stability as against fear of groundless changes. To summarize our state in the world, as
creatures who do not know what God wants yet do know that a solid rationality governs
God's action in the world, the following can be said: Let the child eat whatever he wants so
long I can have my meal.

3. Response to Thomas Williams
In my efforts to evade Euthyphro's second horn, I would like to conclude this study by
confronting several disturbing outcomes that result from Thomas Williams' powerful analysis
of Duns Scotus's volition theory. In contrast to Wolter's interpretation, Williams claims that
God is like an utterly unrestricted legislator who determines right and wrong utterly freely
and so the act of the will cannot be rationalized in any external manner.52 Supporting his
claim, he quotes Scotus who said that ‘there is no cause why the will willed, except that the
will is the will, just as there is no cause why heat heats, except that heat is heat. There is no
prior cause.’53 Here are three consequences of Williams' arguments that I will try to tackle:
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1. Whereas as we humans try to adjust and adequate our inner desires externally to the
divine will, God's will has no external measure, it is the measure. For that reason,
Williams holds that while humans possess two kinds of will, the affectio commodi
(affection for advantage) which represents the primary self-interested desire of the will
and the affectio iustitiae (affection for justice) which is ‘the first regulator of the affectio
commodi,’54 it seems that God does not have affectio iustitiae, he simply does as he
pleases. According to Williams' reading ‘God would turn out to have an affectio
commodi, not an affectio iustitiae.’55 Williams illustrates this outcome in the following
wonderful example:
Suppose I am a rather high-minded, Platonistically-inclined philosopher. My sole
allegiance is to philosophy; as I see it, my only obligation is to seek out and make
known the truth with all the fervor I can command. So I have no obligations to my
students as such. … Suppose further that I can carry out this obligation no matter how
I treat my students. Strictly speaking, then, I have no duties to my students; I cannot
be unjust to them, since I owe them nothing.56
2. As against Wolter's position, whose position is supported in Scotus's words that
‘Whatever God made, you may be sure he made it in accordance with right reason,’57
Williams quotes another place that supports his claim that right reason is determined
solely by God's will:
A free appetite ... is right... in virtue of the fact that it wills what God wills it to will.
Hence, those two affectiones, the affectio commodi and the affectio iustitae, are
regulated by a superior rule, which is the divine will, and neither of them is the rule
for the other. And because the affectio commodi on its own is perhaps immoderate,
the other [that is, the affectio iustitiae] is bound to moderate it, because it is bound to
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be under a superior rule, and that rule ... wills that the affectio commodi be moderated
by the other.58
3. According to Williams, who holds that right reason is utterly unregulated and determined
solely by God, and that the affectio iustitiae is not a cognitive faculty, it follows that man
has no rational means to know what is right and what is wrong. Instead, Williams holds
that though we do not know what is right and what is wrong, the affectio iustitiae brings
us into an ‘immediate, non-discursive awareness that certain actions are right or wrong.’59
To the second: I hold that the same passage justifies our reading as well for there is no doubt
that God's will, by setting his objectives first, regulates the manner in which a right reason
deduces its decisions. Yet right reason is not regulated solely by God's primary desires but
also by a rational and immutable algorithm which is grounded in an invariant measuring
principle. Thus, though right reason ultimately serves predetermined goals that are solely
determined by God, right reason functions and corresponds to its surroundings in a manner
which is not arbitrary at all.
To the first: Contrary to Williams' claim, that God does not have affectio iustitiae, the
account I presented in this study implies the contrary. As we recall, Williams pictures God as
a professor of philosophy who is totally committed to the principle of seeking the truth and
has no obligations toward his students. However, it seems that God acts in a manner which is
very similar to the way the affectio iustitiae acts in us. For just as the affectio iustitiae is the
inclination and awareness that drives us to regulate our will in order to conform to God's will,
the study presented a God who takes our will into consideration. Whereas Aquinas's or
Leibniz's God does not take our will seriously when he calculates his world, the Scotistic
divine knowledge presupposes the most attenuated God who fully respects our wills. This, as
we have seen, results in a most accurate kind of right reasoning which takes our will into
account in the most respectful manner – by not depriving us of our genuine freedom.
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To the third: Though I accept Williams's claim that affectio iustitiae does not grant us any
knowledge of God's will, this does not mean we are utterly in the dark and can attain such
knowledge solely through divine revelation. Following the presented solution, the fact that
God does not act arbitrarily and accepting that he endowed us with free will, results in a most
reasonable and attentive algorithm that reacts and governs the unfolding of history. This, to
which unfortunately I cannot add much more, contradicts Williams' grounds according to
which we have no rational avenue to distinguish between right and wrong.
Williams could simply reject my claims arguing that my solution presupposes that God is
attentive to creatures' will. My response is that this, of course, cannot be proven, for the
specific settings of the solution I used have tried to bring into harmony the problem of divine
foreknowledge and freedom of the will. As I see it, Williams' example of the philosophy
professor over-amplifies God's freedom and power at the expense of those of the creatures
who are utterly diminished. This might work very well for some, but I think that Scotus, the
univocal thinker, would not be happy to adopt a philosophy which treats God's and creatures'
wills in such different manners. Moreover, I think that my lecturer example shows that the
attentive God results in a more powerful God than that of Williams who supposedly
amplified God on account of his creatures, and since power is a pure perfection, it is better to
follow my solution than another which leaves us with a weaker God.

Concluding Remark
In his article regarding Euthyphro's dilemma, Norman Kretzmann distinguishes between
Theological Objectivism, which supports the first horn, and Theological Subjectivism which
supports the second. Kretzmann, who rejects the second horn of the dilemma on moral
grounds, raises the difficulty that if we adopt Theological Objectivism, God becomes not the
law-giver but rather the law-transmitter. But if that is the case it follows that
the answer to the question “What does God have to do with morality?” is “Nothing
essential.” Of course, nothing essential need not be nothing at all. The person who
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first taught you arithmetic certainly has something to do with arithmetic, but nothing
essential; there would be arithmetic even if that person had never existed.60
The solution suggested presents an answer to this problem in the following way: the laws are
subjective insofar as they are derived from God's subjective predestination of the world.
However they are also objective insofar as they are derived from an immutable rational and
attentive algorithm. The laws, though they can be changed, are both subjective and objective
and thus evade Kretzmann's problem for they express both God's desire and objectified
goodness that is derived from the rationality of right reason.
Kretzmann’s observation that Theological Objectivism turns God the law-giver into God the
law-transmitter, can be applied when we evaluate Leibniz’s theodicy according to which God
creates the best of all possible worlds. It can be said that such a formulation, if taken alone,
limits God’s will and turns him into a technocrat and a bureaucratic creator: he is only the
executor of creation but becomes essentially indifferent to it. Such an indifferent and
bureaucratic consideration turns God from a creation-giver into a creation-transmitter. This
bureaucratic approach fundamentally contradicts the Scotistic understanding of creation as a
free intentional and artistic act.
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