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to do so, then my desires to act fairly or to avoid acting shamefully may
motivate me to do my bit. But if I believe the fund drive is doomed to fail-
ure whether or not I contribute and believe it would be pointless for me to
make a contribution under these conditions, then my desires to act fairly or
not to act shamefully may not move me to contribute. So my belief that the
fund drive will succeed is, intuitively speaking, logically relevant to my mak-
ing a contribution. And this example seems to be typical of a large class of
cases in which one can make a contribution to the success of a collective
enterprise but one’s contribution is not essential to its success.

The upshot is this. Both-Gale’s argument from universalizability and his
argument from personhood fail. Neither of them succeeds in showing that A’s
prima facie moral permission to take the belief-in-R inducing pill is defeated.
They are his only arguments for this conclusion. Hence A’s prima facie moral
permission emerges from Gale’s assault triumphantly undefeated. That being
s0, one question remains to be answered. Will Gale now come to believe that,
by constructing a sophisticated Jamesian moral argument for religious belief,
be has, like Dr. Frankenstein, inadvertently created a monster?
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1. Richard M. Gale, On the Nature and Existence of God (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991). Citations in the text refer to this book.

2.1 presented a version of this material at a meeting of the Society of Humanist
Philosophers devoted to Richard Gale’s Philosophy of Religion in Philadelphia on
December 28, 2002. Richard Gale was the respondent on that occasion. I am grate-
ful to him and to members of the audience for stimulating discussion.
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DOES PLANTINGA’S GOD HAVE
FREEDOM-CANCELING CONTROL
OvVER HiS CREATURES?

A RESPONSE TO RICHARD GALE

Wes Morriston

Abstract: According to Alvin Plantinga and his followers, there is a com-
plete set of truths about what any possible person would freely do in any
possible situation. Richard Gale offers two arguments for saying that this
doctrine entails that God exercises “freedom-canceling” control over his .
creatures. Gale’s first argument claims that Plantinga’s God controls our
behavior by determining our psychological makeup. The second claims
that God causes (in the “forensic” sense) all of our behavior. The present
paper critically examines and rejects both of these arguments. The second

of Gale’s arguments blurs the distinction between causal laws and the con-

ditionals of freedom, whereas the first fails to appreciate the force of the

libertarian claim that our psychological makeup may “incline” us in a cer-

tain direction without determining our behavior. It also fails to acknowl-

edge the way in which a libertarian like Plantinga might think we con-

tribute to shaping our own characters.
1 used to wonder how Plantinga’s free will defense could be combined with
a strong Calvinist belief in Providence. The free will defense says that God
allows-his creatures to do evil, even though the world would be better over-
all if they didn't exercise their freedom in that way. There are better possi-
ble worlds, but God cannot actualize them without the cooperation of the
free persons who exist in those worlds. '

In contrast to this, Calvinist theology insists that God runs the whole
show, down to the smallest detail. Even the sinful choices of human beings
serve God’s purposes. God doesn’t merely-let Adam sin. On the contrary,
Calvin says that the “first man fell because the Lord had determined that it
was expedient.” Similarly, he insists that God did not merely allow the
Pharaoh to harden his own heart—God himself hardened it. Nor are these
exceptions to the general rule. Calvin insists that “whatever conceptions we
form in our minds . . . are directed by the secret inspiration of God.™
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