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This paper has three parts.  The first is a brief examination of the relation between certain seemingly morally relevant attitudes (which, following Strawson, I refer to as “reactive attitudes”) and moral goodness.  I argue that, in general, the reactive attitudes—which include such things as gratitude, resentment, forgiveness, moral approval and condemnation—are relevant for moral goodness; other things equal, the better job someone does of experiencing these attitudes, the better moral agent she’ll be.  

The second part of the paper inquires into the relation between this claim and models of God generally.  It explores the conditions under which a morally perfect being would be exempted from experiencing the reactive attitudes, and attempts a proposal for how best to incorporate considerations involving the reactive attitudes into our evaluation of different theistic models.  


The third and final part argues that a particular model of God, so-called open theism, is better situated than more traditional views to do justice to our intuitions concerning at least some of the reactive attitudes that a morally perfect being would be expected to display.  In particular, I argue that the open view makes better sense of God’s appropriately expressing moral disapprobation to moral evils—what I characterize as instances of God’s protesting moral evil—than any view on which God knowingly and willingly (weakly) actualizes particular moral evils.  This is, admittedly, a fairly limited claim.  But I think that attention to this one particular type of case will allow us to see how the open model is better placed to do justice to our intuitions concerning the relation between reactive attitudes and moral perfection in general.                


1.
Reactive Attitudes and Moral Goodness

The attitudes I am interested in were illuminatingly discussed by Peter Strawson in his famous paper “Freedom and Resentment.”  In very broad strokes, Strawson’s thesis in that paper was that the truth or falsity of determinism is irrelevant for the question of moral responsibility.  Even if determinism were true, he claimed, this wouldn’t render the reactive attitudes that characterize human interaction inappropriate or meaningless.  The truth of determinism wouldn’t stop me from properly feeling resentment toward you when you mistreat my children, or kick my dog.  Strawson added that being a proper object of moral praise and blame just is being a proper object of the reactive attitudes, from which it follows (in conjunction with the earlier claim) that the truth of determinism is irrelevant to moral responsibility.


Strawson distinguished two types of reactive attitudes: those that agents display as a result of their own involvement in particular situations, and those that agents express toward situations that do not directly involve them.  Following Strawson, I’ll refer to the former type of case as instances where agents display participant reactive attitudes, and the latter as instances where agents display sympathetic reactive attitudes.
  An example of a participant reactive attitude would involve a situation where you mistreat me, and I feel resentment or anger toward you.  An example of a sympathetic reactive attitude would be one in which you mistreat someone other than me—my next-door neighbor, say—and I feel anger or resentment toward you on behalf of my next-door neighbor, because you mistreat him.
  

Strawson is obviously a good guide for parts of the terrain I want to cover, and I return to him in the second part.  First I want to ask about the general relation between the way in which individuals respond to the world (to human persons in particular) and the moral goodness of those individuals.  This is something Strawson didn’t discuss in any detail—though general features of his story commit him, I think, to something like the view I’m about to defend.  In particular, we can start from Strawson’s claim that the reactive attitudes, both participant and sympathetic, “involve or express a certain sort of demand for inter-personal regard.”

Generally speaking, we expect others to have a certain amount of respect for us: our own selves, our person and projects.  When we’re treated callously or rudely, we naturally feel angered or hurt.  Someone who feels no anger or resentment in the face of unjust treatment usually (worries about saints aside) exhibits a lack of proper regard for her own person.  Likewise, we expect people to have a certain amount of respect for individuals other than themselves; for persons generally.
  If someone mistreats my next-door neighbor, or even a stranger, and I experience no anger or resentment on behalf of the one mistreated, I exhibit a lack of proper regard for that person.  At least, I exhibit a better or healthier regard for the one mistreated when I feel anger or resentment on her behalf, than when, confronted by her mistreatment, I experience nothing at all.   


Given this, what should we say about the relation between the appropriate expression of the reactive attitudes and moral goodness?  Minimally, I think we can conclude that there is something extremely wrong or morally deficient with a person who experiences no reactive attitudes when the situation calls for them.  Such a person would probably be psychologically ill and/or morally stunted, and is perhaps very rare.  More strongly, I think we can say that the more a person experiences the appropriate reactive attitudes in the appropriate situations, the more morally good that person is.  This seems to follow from the fact that it’s morally better for me to feel (say) gratitude in certain situations—when a stranger returns my wallet—than nothing at all.  If in some situations it’s better for me to experience gratitude than nothing at all, then the more I experience gratitude when the situation calls for it, the better moral agent (other things equal) I’ll be.
  

There is something else I think we can say about the relation between moral goodness and the reactive attitudes; something which comes from the recognition that reactive attitudes admit of degrees.  Sometimes people feel gratitude for kind words; other times they don’t.  But if they do feel gratitude, they may feel more or less of it.  I can feel very grateful for your kind words, or only barely so.  Moreover, different situations call for different degrees of intensity.  It’s appropriate for me to feel more gratitude when someone goes out of her way to return my wallet than when someone holds the door open for me at the bus station.  Likewise, it’s fitting for me to feel more anger and resentment when confronted with cases of genocide or rape than when faced with the news that one of my neighbors intentionally ran over my other neighbor’s garden hose with his lawn mower.  


It doesn’t seem all that unusual for people to experience the proper reactive attitudes on the proper occasions, but in the wrong degree.  In these cases, the one experiencing the attitude is (other things equal) less morally good than he would be were he to experience the attitude in the right degree.  Someone who consistently experiences the appropriate attitudes on the right occasions in the right degree is (all else equal) better than someone who consistently experiences the appropriate attitudes on the right occasions in the wrong degree.
  

I’ll call the person who experiences the right reactive attitudes in the right way Sue; and the person who doesn’t—either by virtue of experiencing the wrong attitude, or the right attitude in the wrong degree—Jim.  My claim so far is that, all else equal, Sue is morally better than Jim.     
Moreover, I think this is true even if the reason Jim doesn’t properly experience the reactive attitudes is because he cannot.  But what about “ought implies can”?  Given “ought implies can,” it’s not clear how often we’re obligated to experience the right reactive attitudes to the right degree, since often the way in which we respond to the world seems (at least partly) beyond our control.
  We often don’t have full control over which attitudes we experience, or how strongly we experience them.  (This of course isn’t to say that we aren’t obligated to take steps to get better on this count.)  In general, if “ought implies can” is true, and if the existence of certain features of reality renders it impossible for Jim to perform some type of act (or experience some type of attitude or emotion) O that would usually be obligatory, the fact that Jim fails to O doesn’t count against Jim, and cannot be used as grounds for impugning Jim’s moral goodness.  

Of course, the fact that Jim cannot O doesn’t entail that the features of the world that exempt Jim from O would hold for just any agent.  In some cases at least it might be that another agent—Sue, perhaps—would be able to O, and would be obligated to, even if Jim wouldn’t be so obligated in similar situations.  Suppose Jim cannot (for whatever reason) perform O-type acts, but Sue can, and is obligated to.  In this sort of case it seems natural to say that the failure of Jim to O isn’t relevant for assessing Jim’s moral goodness; but that a similar failure on the part of Sue would detract from her goodness.  Does this mean that O is an appropriate area of moral assessment for Sue, but not at all for Jim?  It depends partly on what’s in view; with respect to obligation and culpability, it seems clear that O is not an appropriate area of moral assessment for Jim.  But there is, I think, a sense in which O could remain relevant for Jim, even if Jim cannot O.   This could happen if there is independent value involved with O-ing, and the question we are trying to decide is how Jim stacks up morally to other agents (and to Sue in particular).  

Suppose that, whether or not Jim is obligated to O, there is value in O-ing, such that the world would be a better place if agents consistently Od.  (A world in which agents consistently perform supererogatory acts, for example, seems better than a world in which agents do just enough to satisfy their obligations.)  If there is value in O-ing, and if Sue but not Jim consistently Os, then, even if Jim isn’t obligated to O, there’s still a sense in which Sue is (all else equal) a better moral agent than Jim.  Simply because, while neither Jim nor Sue (let’s suppose) run afoul of any obligations, Sue consistently brings a type of value into the world that Jim does not.  There is a sense in which, if we had to choose between Sue and Jim, or between two worlds which differed only with respect to their existence (in one world Sue exists but not Jim, in the other Jim exists but not Sue, with all else equal), we should prefer Sue (or the Sue-world) to Jim (or the Jim-world).


If the preceding argument is right, it doesn’t follow from the fact that we aren’t obligated to experience the reactive attitudes in the right way that the reactive attitudes are irrelevant for moral goodness.  On the view I’ve sketched, the reactive attitudes would still be relevant if experiencing them in the right way is itself valuable; if their moral import doesn’t consist solely in an obligation to experience them just-so.  Is this the case?  It seems clear that experiencing the reactive attitudes in the right way is instrumentally valuable.  Responding appropriately to situations allows us to get along better with each other; a group of people who experience the reactive attitudes in the right way will be able to realize social cohesion and the goods of community to a greater extent than a group of people who are always over- or under-reacting to situations. 


But there also seems to be something intrinsically admirable about someone who responds in just the right way to the demand of the world.  Such a person seems to have a better developed character—to be more virtuous, perhaps—than someone who experiences attitudes and emotional responses that do not fit the situation.  I think we would have reason to admire such people even if it turned out that the attitudes they display fail to be instrumentally valuable, and indeed were instrumentally disvaluable.
  The best explanation for this is that experiencing the appropriate reactive attitudes in the right way is intrinsically good.  All else equal, an agent who consistently experiences the right reactive attitudes in the right way will be morally better than an agent who doesn’t, even if there’s no obligation to experience the attitudes just-so.  

In some way it might seem unfair to judge Sue morally better than Jim on the grounds that Sue brings value into the world that it’s not possible for Jim to bring into the world.  But I think as long as we keep in mind that Sue’s being better than Jim doesn’t imply that Jim is in any way bad or guilty, we can see that there isn’t anything particularly implausible about the conclusion.  Jim is (let’s suppose) as good as Jim can be; still, Sue is better.  True, it’s not Jim’s fault that he can’t attain Sue’s level of goodness.  But this is irrelevant.  The fact that Jim isn’t capable of being better than Sue does nothing to show that Sue isn’t in fact better than Jim.  This type of consideration might show that Jim has no obligation to be better than Sue.  But that is, I think, a welcome conclusion. 
 
2.
Reactive Attitudes and Models of God



So far I’ve focused on the relation between the reactive attitudes and moral goodness in the abstract.  I want now to examine the relation between the reactive attitudes and different views or models of God.  These subjects are closely linked, since most views of God—at least, in the Western monotheistic traditions—hold that God is morally good in the highest possible degree; morally perfect or unsurpassable.  The basic question of this section is whether it’s appropriate to use considerations involving the reactive attitudes as a criterion (one among others) for assessing the plausibility of competing theistic models.   



If the claims of the last section are right, the reactive attitudes are relevant for human goodness.  We should, I think, take this as prima facie reason to suppose that they’re also relevant for God.  But there are at least two ways to deny that they are in fact relevant for God.  The first appeals to excusing conditions which sometimes hold for humans, and which might be thought to hold for God (generally conceived) as well.  This strategy admits that experiencing what we normally consider admirable reactive attitudes is, in principle, a source of value, for both humans and God.  It then goes on to spell out exceptions to the rule—conditions under which it’s not true that experiencing the reactive attitudes we usually find admirable is the appropriate response—and claims that these conditions obtain for God on any viable theistic model.  The second way categorically denies that experiencing the attitudes we typically find admirable is a source of value for God; certain facts about God make it the case that experiencing these attitudes is necessarily not a good-making feature of God. 


To understand these two strategies, it might first help to know in relation to what God is supposed to be displaying the reactive attitudes, and what type of reactive attitudes God displays: participant and/or sympathetic.  The general answer to the first question is that God displays the reactive attitudes in response to the goings-on of the created order.  Certainly if God experiences reactive attitudes at all, God will experience them vis-à-vis other persons (human, angelic, etc.); God will feel joy at our joy, sorrow at our sorrow, anger over our sins, and the like.  Will God also feel sorrow over the suffering of animals?  If God feels sorrow over human suffering, I don’t see why God wouldn’t feel similar sorrow over animal suffering.  What about the destruction of redwood trees, or a beautiful rock-formation?  I’m not sure.  But in general, if God experiences the reactive attitudes at all, it is certain elements of God’s creation—or the creation in toto—that God is responding to.
  


The second question—which asks whether God would exhibit participant or sympathetic reactive attitudes (or both)—is a bit more tricky.   Recall that participant attitudes are those agents display when they themselves are involved in particular situations (I get mad at my neighbor for blocking my driveway), while sympathetic attitudes are those a third party experiences in response to a situation not directly involving them (you get mad at me when I block your neighbor’s driveway).  The trickiness here involves whether God is intimately enough tied to the creation that every case of God’s responding to it involves God in a participant reactive attitude. 


It seems clear that in some cases many theists will think that, if God responds to the situation at all, God displays participant reactive attitudes.  This can be seen in the common theistic belief that if I wrong my neighbor, I sin not only against him, but against God.  If so, when God is saddened and angered by my sin, he isn’t just saddened or angered sympathetically, on behalf of my neighbor (though God would likely be that).  God is also saddened and angered because in some sense God is wronged by my sin as well.  Are there cases that show that God could be involved in a sympathetic but non-participant reaction to the creation?  Again, while this is an interesting topic, it’s not something I need to decide definitively.  I’m interested in whether (and, if so, how) God’s experience of the reactive attitudes in general—experienced either participantly or sympathetically (inclusive)—should function as a consideration when judging theistic models.  Someone who thinks that God responds to the creation could reasonably deny any claim to know the precise way in which God experiences these responses, while yet affirming that God does in fact respond to the world.  So the question for now is whether responding well to the creation in general, either participantly or sympathetically, is a good-making feature of God.


The first way to deny this is to claim that, while responding well to situations is in principle good for God, certain particular features of the creation make it the case that the appropriate response for God is to suspend or modify what would otherwise be the ordinary and admirable attitudes toward creation.  Strawson outlined two broad types of cases in which it would be appropriate for us to suspend or modify our ordinary reactive attitudes toward others.  The first involve cases where an agent who we would otherwise consider a proper object of the reactive attitudes—someone to whom we would usually respond with anger or resentment if, for example, he intentionally harmed our children—is in some way manipulated or coerced to perform an act (or at least performs the act under significant duress), or is non-culpably ignorant of the consequences of his act.  In Strawson’s words, to this type of case “belong all those which might give occasion for the employment of such expressions as ‘He didn’t mean to,’ ‘He hadn’t realized,’ ‘He didn’t know’; and also those which might give occasion for the use of the phrase ‘He couldn’t help it,’ when this is supported by such phrases as ‘He was pushed,’ ‘He had to do it,’ ‘It was the only way,’ ‘They left him no alternative,’ etc.”
  


These cases do not, according to Strawson, prompt us to suspend reactive attitudes toward the agent altogether; they do not “invite us to view the agent as one in respect of whom these attitudes are in any way inappropriate.”  Rather, they suggest that we view the act as one the agent is not responsible for.  But this is compatible with the demand for the sort of inter-personal respect that lies at the heart of the reactive attitudes.  I shouldn’t be angry or resentful when Jim is forced at gunpoint to run over my garden rake, since in this case Jim’s running over my rake is compatible with his having an appropriate degree of respect for myself and my belongings.  Jim could feel awful about ruining my rake, but rightly decide that the damage to my property isn’t worth the expected damage to his life.  In this case I can, and should, continue to regard Jim as an appropriate object of the reactive attitudes, but nonetheless feel no anger at his ruining my rake—something I would in many situations be appropriately angered by.

If God’s relation to creation is an instance of this type of case, then certain facts about creatures and creaturely life make it the case that the appropriate response to creation isn’t what we would typically expect (e.g., joy in the joy of creatures, sorrow at the sin of creatures, etc.).  In these cases, however, it would need to be true that the persons in question aren’t responsible for whatever it is that God would usually appropriately respond to with joy, sorrow, anger, and the like.  The reason it’s appropriate for me not to feel anger at Jim when he runs over my garden rake is because his doing so is in some sense beyond his control.  


On most theological views, however, it’s false that human agents (and other moral agents) are consistently not responsible for their actions.  Most theistic views maintain that humans are fully responsible for at least much of what they do.  It’s true that by any reckoning there will be cases where agents are coerced or manipulated, or non-culpably in the dark about the effects of their acts.  In these cases it might be appropriate for God to respond in ways we would not typically regard as appropriate or admirable.
  However, these sorts of cases are not (to my knowledge) the rule on any theistic model.  I assume that, on the vast majority of theistic views, there will be far more times when humans are responsible for their acts than not.  Since cases of responsible action aren’t covered by the first strategy, in all of them we should expect to find God exhibiting the reactive attitudes we normally find appropriate.  So I don’t think this will be a promising way out for most theists.


Still on the first general strategy, the second type of case in which we appropriately modify our ordinary attitudes involve agents who are morally undeveloped (children, psychopaths), or who in some drastic way fail to function properly (bad cases of schizophrenia).  Strawson thinks that, unlike the first type of case, these cases do call for us to suspend our ordinary attitudes, and in their place to adopt a more detached or objective approach to the agent.  The objective attitude involves seeing agents “as an object of social policy; as a subject for what, in a wide range of sense, might be called treatment; as something certainly to be taken account, perhaps precautionary account, of; to be managed or handled or cured or trained.”
  Such an attitude may, says Strawson, “include pity or even love, though not all kinds of love”; but “it cannot include resentment, gratitude, forgiveness, anger, or the sort of love which two adults can sometime be said to feel, reciprocally, for each other.”           


What would need to be true if the reason God doesn’t experience the normal reactive attitudes is because the appropriate approach for God to take to the world is more objective and detached than would usually be admirable?  It would need to be true that those to whom God responds—human agents in particular—are morally undeveloped and/or psychologically ill.  There are, of course, people in the actual world who meet these descriptions.  And there need not be anything wrong with such people; young children, for instance, fall into this category.  Other cases (for instance, involving mental illness) will be more tragic.  On Strawson’s view, God could justifiably respond to these individuals with a more detached and objective approach than normal.


Again, however, I know of no theistic view on which human persons, as the norm, fall into these categories.  On any view, the number of situations not covered by this approach—the number of times when those to whom God would be responding are relatively morally mature, psychologically stable adults—will be vast.  Since these cases aren’t covered by the current strategy, we would expect God to exhibit the typical reactive attitudes in each of them.  So this strategy as well fails to significantly exempt God from experiencing what we would normally consider the morally admirable attitudes in response to most human goings-on.


I’ve been arguing that the first general strategy, in either of its manifestations, will be significantly limited in application.  The second general strategy is perhaps more promising.  This approach admits that experiencing what we take to be admirable reactive attitudes is relevant for human goodness, but categorically denies that they are so for divine goodness.  There are at least two ways to do this.  The first is to deny that God responds to the world at all, and that, given God’s nature, this is appropriate for God.  The second is to claim that, given God’s nature, what we normally consider a morally admirable response for humans is not necessarily a morally admirable response for God.  While God might respond to the world, there is no reason to think that God will do so in a way that would appear morally admirable to us.


This general approach has an impressive pedigree; it comes to us as part of a long and illustrious tradition of sharply separating the ways of God from the ways of humans.  I assume the strategy involves a strong emphasis on the transcendence of God, which manifests itself as a denial of the claim that human concepts—in this case human moral concepts—apply univocally to God.  If our moral concepts don’t apply at all to God, there is of course no reason to think that good-making features of humans will be good-making features of God.  What if our moral concepts apply analogically to God?  It might depend on how strong the analogy is.  At any rate, even if they did, God wouldn’t be expected to display the same reactive attitudes we normally find admirable, but some analogue thereof.  But this is difficult terrain; to simplify, I’ll assume that this general strategy is available to anyone who denies a univocal approach to religious language (proponents of analogy included).


I’ll also assume that this general strategy provides a principled way out.  This isn’t to say that denying univocity isn’t problematic; it is.  But the issue is just too big to consider here.  Why merely assume that denying univocity provides a principled way out?  First, because I have a good measure of respect for the tradition in which this move comes to us.  The second reason, which is perhaps more relevant for the purpose of my argument, is simply that I think most who find themselves reading this paper—English-speaking philosophers of religion, at least—will already be committed to something like a univocal view of religious language.  Given my target audience, I’m hoping it’s not too great a cost to let univocity-deniers off the hook.


So if you deny univocity, I assume you have a principled way around the presumption that a morally perfect God would be expected to display attitudes toward the creation that we typically find good.  What about everyone else?  How should we incorporate considerations involving the reactive attitudes into our evaluation of theistic models?  I think we need to keep a couple things in mind.  


First we need to remember that, when comparing two views of God, and in particular when assessing the moral qualities of God as conceived by each model—the claims each model makes, or is capable of making, about God’s moral nature—it doesn’t follow from the fact that God as conceived by one view cannot exhibit admirable reactive attitudes that the reactive attitudes are irrelevant so far as comparing the two views.  (As with Sue and Jim, so with different models of God.)  This is important, since on most models where God doesn’t exhibit admirable reactive attitudes, the features of the model that explain this—whether having to do with God’s nature, or otherwise—will likely be thought to hold as necessary truths.  If so, on most models where God doesn’t experience the typical reactive attitudes, God cannot.  However, if there’s independent value involved with exhibiting the right attitudes (as I’ve suggested), the extent to which God as conceived by each model exhibits them remains relevant for comparing the two models.  If on the first model God consistently exhibits valuable reactive attitudes, and on the second model God doesn’t—even if he cannot—the first model’s view of God is, with respect to this particular area of evaluation, preferable to the second model.


The second thing I think we need to be careful about is what this conclusion—that God as conceived by one model is morally better in one respect than God as conceived by another—would show.  It certainly wouldn’t show anything definitively—not even about the all-things-considered moral comparison of God between models.  It might turn out that the very same features of the model that permit God to exhibit admirable reactive attitudes make trouble for it in other areas of moral evaluation; and that as a result the overall moral status of a God who exhibits admirable attitudes is not as good as the overall moral status of a God who doesn’t.  There could be other sorts of trade-offs as well.  The same features of the model which allow us to have a God who responds admirably might limit what the model can say about God’s omniscience or omnipotence, or the way in which God exerts providential influence over the creation.  These things would obviously need to be taken into account in any full comparison.  Nonetheless, the first step is to see whether any particular model of God has an advantage over others when it comes to God’s ability to experience admirable responses to the world.  I limit myself to this question in what follows.  
    
               


3.
Divine Protest

The aim of this section is to advance some reasons for thinking that, with respect to at least one reactive attitude—moral condemnation—the open view of God has an advantage over more traditional models.  By an “open view” I just mean any model of God on which God lacks exhaustive foreknowledge of the actual world’s history; in particular, on which God lacks foreknowledge of free human choices.  By “traditional providential model,” hereafter TM, I mean any way of conceptualizing God and God’s relation to the world on which (1) God possesses exhaustive knowledge of the actual world’s history at the moment of the creative act, and (2) God willingly actualizes the world.

I’m going to suggest that the open view is able to give a more satisfying account of God’s response to instances of evil that arise from the misuse of human free will.  The open view allows us to have a God who engages in moral condemnation of moral evils—who protests moral evil; and whose acts of protest are plausibly thought to be significantly more valuable than the type of response available to the God of TMs.   I’m not going to argue that TMs preclude God from condemning moral evil in any worthwhile sense.  My claim is rather the more modest one that the open God is capable of a morally superior protest in relation to moral evil.  Because the better the act of protest, the better the response, my conclusion will be that, with respect to this particular reactive attitude, the advantage goes to the God of open theism.    


The general argument of the section can be stated as follows:

(P1)
Exhibiting an attitude of moral condemnation toward moral evils (i.e., protesting moral evils) is a morally valuable response to such evils, for both humans and God.


(P2)
Some acts of protest are more valuable than others.


(P3)
The open God is capable of a more valuable protest in relation to moral 



evil than is the God of TMs.


(C)
The open God is, in at least one respect, capable of a more valuable response 


to moral evil than is the God of TMs.  

Each of (P1)-(P3) need support.  But if they are true, (C) follows.  Given that expressing moral condemnation is a reactive attitude, and that (as seems true) expressing moral condemnation when confronted by moral evil is an approach we typically find admirable, my defense of (P1) is largely contained in the first two sections.  Rather than rehash the general grounds for claims like (P1), and the possible ways of rejecting them in the case of both God and humans, I’ll start my defense of the premises with (P2). 


Writers on protest locate the moral significance of protest in a cluster of reasons.  The most familiar embody a broadly consequentialist rationale: to put a stop to a current evil or prevent its future occurrence; to elicit moral change or betterment from the individual or group against whom the protest is directed; to bring about redress or restitution for the victims of injustice; and the like.  These good-making features are at least partly extrinsic to moral protest, since they depend for their instantiation on the realization of states of affairs distinct from the act of protest itself.  Roughly, they depend on the consequences of protest: what happens in protest’s wake and wouldn’t have happened but for the protest.  


Suppose, however, your protest stands no reasonable chance of stemming the injustice, or of realizing the typical consequentialist goods protest usually aims at.  Is your protest now worthless?  Following Thomas E. Hill, Jr., we can call protest that stands no reasonable chance of accomplishing the consequentialist goods protest usually aims at “symbolic protest.”  There are at least two reasons why symbolic protest might be morally worthwhile.  


According to Hill, symbolic protest can be intrinsically valuable when it serves to dissociate a third party protester from evil or injustice.
  Such dissociation is valuable because it expresses the protester’s refusal to comply or associate with the evil in question.  This in turn allows the protester to honor those suffering injustice.   The focus here is on the protester, insofar as protests of this sort express the protester’s moral integrity, put her moral priorities in order.  In Hill’s words, the protester “dissociates from evil so that [she] may more meaningfully associate with good.” 


In addition, it’s also been suggested that protest can be valuable from the perspective of the victim.  Jean Harvey argues that symbolic protest can create bonds of solidarity between third-party protesters and the victims of evil, and that this feature is morally desirable insofar as it empowers the sufferers and validates their innocence.  According to Harvey, establishing protester-victim bonds is particularly important in cases where the victim’s own protest is silenced or suppressed by unjust structures of power.  But even in cases where there’s no particularly blatant suppression of the victim’s protest, it seems plausible that establishing solidarity with victims is morally worthwhile.  By raising our voices with those who unjustly suffer we register—and do our best to enter into—their pain and frustration; in so doing we affirm their basic humanity and full standing in the moral community.    


We can now assess (P2).  The plausibility of (P2), which states that some acts of protest are better than others, emerges when we see that the realization of the three types of goods associated with protest—standard consequentialist goods, dissociation, and protester-victim solidarity—are not jointly necessary for an act of protest to be valuable.  An act of moral condemnation need not be capable of producing each type of good associated with protest in order to be morally worthwhile; it can realize either one or two of the three types of good and be morally significant.  So long as an act of protest exemplifies some good-making feature, it has some measure of moral worth.                  


While this is true, it nonetheless seems appropriate to say that acts of protest that exemplify three good-making features are more valuable than those that exemplify two; and acts that exemplify two good-making features are more valuable than those that exemplify one.  Surely the situation in which your act of protest succeeds at stemming an unjust practice and establishes solidarity with the victims is preferable to an act of protest which accomplishes just one of these things.  If (as seems likely) this preference is grounded in the relative value of the acts in question, we should accept (P2).                       


(P3) is perhaps the most controversial claim of the paper.  It states that the open God is capable of a more valuable or morally superior protest in response to moral evil than is the God of TMs.  This could happen in a couple ways.  Here we first need to see that the goods at stake are both capable of being realized or not realized, and capable of being realized to lesser or greater degrees. This latter conjunct seems to follow, or is at least closely tied to, the claim that the reactive attitudes, and moral condemnation in particular, admit of degrees.  It seems plausible that the more intense an agent’s act of moral condemnation, the better able she’ll be to realize protest’s goods.  This seems especially true for dissociation and solidarity.  In general, the more vehemently you protest some injustice, the better job you do (assuming the protest is genuine) of dissociating yourself from the evil, and of realizing solidarity with the victim.


Given this, it wouldn’t follow from the fact that the open God is capable of realizing       more of the types of good associated with protest that the open God’s protest is better than the God of TMs.   Suppose the open God can realize three types of good, and the God of TMs can realize only two.  The moral condemnation exhibited by the God of TMs might nonetheless be more valuable, since it could be that the two goods the God of TMs realizes are realized to such a great degree that they eclipse the value involved in the three types of good realized by the open God’s protest.  Of course, if both the open God and the God of TM realize the goods to the same degree, then it does follow from the fact that the open God realizes three types of goods and the God of TMs realizes two that the open God’s protest is better.  But there is no reason a priori to think that both are capable of realizing the goods to the same degree.     

  
What can we say about how the open God and the God of TMs stack up with respect to the goods of protest?  In trying to answer this question, I want to remain as neutral as possible with respect to the truth of each model; I don’t want to beg any major questions against any view (though, given my conclusion, it’s probably unavoidable that some will think I fail on this count).  In particular, I assume that each model has the resources to advance an adequate, more-or-less equally compelling, justification of God in the face of the many moral evils our world contains.  This methodological decision has, I think, some pretty definite implications with respect to the goods of protest.


Perhaps the clearest implication has to do with the good of dissociation.  On the assumption that God (as conceived by either the open view or TMs) is in no way and to no degree culpable for moral evil, it seems God (on any model) can realize the good of dissociation.  The ability of God to dissociate from moral evil seems to be a function of God’s non-culpability for moral evil.  Suppose God couldn’t dissociate himself from moral evil.  It’s hard to see how this could be true and it could also be the case that God is in no way culpable for moral evil.  To deny that God can effectively dissociate himself from moral evil is in effect to deny that God is in no way culpable for moral evil.  On my assumption that God as conceived by both the open view and TMs is in no way culpable for moral evil, neither the open view nor TMs place any constraint on whether, or the degree to which, God can dissociate from moral evil; so neither view has the advantage over the other in this context.

What about the typical consequentialist goods associated with protest?  There might be a natural presumption to think that the God of the TMs has the advantage on this score.  After all, the God of TMs has exhaustive foreknowledge of the world’s history.  On at least some traditional views, such as Molinism, wouldn’t God be able to arrange things so that God’s protest resulted in more of the typical consequentialist goods than the open God’s protest?  


An affirmative answer to this question seems to assume that the open view is at a disadvantage so far as God’s ability to providentially govern the creation.  But I see no reason why openists should grant this assumption.  For example, it might turn out that, on Molinism, the counterfactuals of creaturely freedom that God has to work with put the Molinist God in a less favorable position so far as realizing protest’s consequentialist goods than the open God.
  Of course, it could after all turn out to be true that TMs are in fact better off with respect to God’s ability to realize consequentialist goods.  My point is just  that this requires argument to the effect that some major feature of the open view—namely, that the open God isn’t significantly worse off providentially than the God of other views—is false.  So here again I think it’s hard to conclude (without lots of argument) that either the open view or TMs have the advantage without begging some pretty significant questions against the other model.  

What about protester-victim solidarity?  Can we see how open theism could have the advantage over TMs without begging some large questions against TMs?
  For this to happen it must be the case that protester-victim solidarity is in some important way disanalogous from dissociation; that the ability to realize solidarity with victims is not solely a function of non-culpability.  Is this so?  It seems to me that it is.  I may have done everything that I could reasonably be expected to do to make sure my dog doesn’t maul your child.  In this situation, if my dog nonetheless mauls your child, I will not be culpable.  Still, I’m probably not the best person to realize solidarity with you or your child (it’s my dog, after all).  It seems plausible that someone not connected so closely to the dog will have an easier time realizing solidarity, and be able to realize it to a greater degree, than I will—regardless of the fact that I’m in no way blameworthy for what transpired.

It seems to me that something similar is going on with the God of TMs.  One place to begin reflection on this is the Molinist treatment of evil.  Intuitively, it’s a disturbing feature of the Molinist view that the Molinist God knowingly consents to each and every instance of actual moral evil as part of God’s plan to realize the ends of creation. 
  The same is true of other traditional models.  While the details no doubt differ, on each it can truly be said that God, possessing exhaustive knowledge of the world’s history, willingly actualizes the particular states of affairs in which moral agents perpetrate evils—at times very heinous, indeed nearly unspeakable, evils—on their fellow creatures.

It’s of course true on these models that agents who perform moral evils are acting on their own volition, and are fully responsible for their actions.  Still, the God of TMs, by knowingly actualizing a world that contains these actions—and despite the fact that God in no way condones them, and presumably has justifying reasons for them—willingly consents to their occurrence beforehand as part of the world God desires.  This feature of TMs, coupled with the open view’s denial of exhaustive divine foreknowledge, gives us reason to think that the open God is better placed to realize protester-victim solidarity than is the God of TMs. 

It seems to me that two things are responsible for this fact.  The first is that the God of TMs knowingly and willingly actualizes a world containing the particular evils in question.  The second is that, with respect to God’s world-actualizing action, the God of TMs is in what I’ll call a No Lose Situation (or NLS).  The defining characteristic of a No Lose Situation is that the agent who finds herself in one has nothing to lose by performing some act, such that, were she not to act that way, things would subsequently be no worse than they currently are.  This isn’t to say that the agent has nothing to gain by performing the act in question; being in an NLS doesn’t entail that one wouldn’t increase the amount of good in the world by performing the act.  Rather, to be precise: S is in an NLS with respect to φ-ing at t iff were S not to φ, the world would be no worse subsequent to S not φ-ing than it is at t.  


My claim, then, is that (other things equal) an agent who satisfies both of the following conditions will be in a worse position to realize protester-victim solidarity than an agent who doesn’t: 

Condition One

S knowingly and willingly actualizes the state of affairs 





responsible for the suffering of the victim with whom S is trying to 



realize solidarity.


Condition Two
With respect to the actualizing act in Condition One, S is in an 




NLS.
Condition Two is important, for it handles a host of plausible counterexamples to the claim that an agent who knowingly and willingly brings about the suffering of some individual can’t realize solidarity with that person. 


 For example, suppose Larry is being mugged for his wallet.  Poor Larry; he faints in your arms.  The thief insists that if you don’t reach into Larry’s pocket and give him the wallet, he’ll knife Larry.  Here the fact that you knowingly and willingly hand over Larry’s wallet doesn’t hinder you in any way from engaging in the sort of moral condemnation capable of establishing solidarity with Larry.  The reason is that your back’s against a wall; if you don’t hand over the wallet, things will go from bad to worse.  The reason you’re not hindered from realizing solidarity with Larry is because you have a lot to lose by not handing over the wallet; you aren’t in an NLS.  

I take it, however, that with respect to creating a world (at least, a world full of redwoods and lizards and human persons; and concreta in general), the same is not true of God.  Not only does God not have to create the world on traditional theistic premises; nothing bad whatsoever will happen if God doesn’t.
  Should God not create, God will continue to be complete and perfect in every way.  With respect to world-actualization, God is in an NLS.  


The God of TMs satisfies Conditions One and Two.  Does the open God?  No.  First, given that the open God lacks knowledge of future free choices at the moment of the creative act, the open God doesn’t knowingly and willingly actualize particular moral evils.  It’s true that the open God actualizes a world that he knows will contain some-moral-evils-or-others.  But this isn’t equivalent to actualizing particular moral evils.  While the fact that the open God knowingly and willingly actualizes some-moral-evils-or-others might place constraints on the open God’s ability to engage in moral condemnation of some-moral-evils-or-others, it doesn’t follow from this that it places constraints on the open God’s ability to engage in moral condemnation of the particular moral evils the actual world contains.    

While the open God doesn’t satisfy Condition One, he does satisfy something in the nearby neighborhood.  For the open God knowingly and willingly allows particular moral evils when he could stop them.  It might be thought that, with respect to the moral substance of Condition One, this puts the open God and the God of TMs in a morally equivalent position.  I’m not sure this is true; but even if it is, there’s still Condition Two to consider.  For the open God to fail to satisfy Condition Two (or its nearby analogue, substituting “permit” for “actualize”), it would need to be true that, for any particular moral evil e in question, the open God has something to lose by preventing e; that the world will in some sense be worse if the open God prevents e.
  Despite the fact that the open God permits particular moral evils, the open God would be in a better position to realize protester-victim solidarity so long as the open God, unlike the God of TMs, isn’t in an NLS with respect to the moral evil responsible for the victim’s suffering.  I’ll assume that this view is available to proponents of the open view in a way it’s not to proponents of TMs.
So even if (and, again, I’m not convinced this is true), with respect to the moral substance of Condition One, the open God and the God of TMs are on a par, it follows from the fact that the God of TMs satisfies Condition Two and the open God doesn’t, taken in conjunction with my claim about Conditions One and Two, that the open God is in a better position to realize protester-victim solidarity than is the God of TMs.  But is it really the case that an agent who satisfies Condition One and Two is worse off with respect to realizing solidarity than an agent who doesn’t?  Is my claim about Conditions One and Two true?  
The only way I know how to argue this is by considering scenarios, real or imagined, in which an agent who satisfies both conditions seems less capable of realizing protester-victim solidarity than an agent who doesn’t.  I end the paper by proposing two such scenarios.  Each one, I think, lends support to the claim that an agent who finds himself in an NLS, and who knowingly and willingly actualizes a victim’s suffering, is less able to realize solidarity with the victim than an agent who knowingly and willingly fails to prevent the victim’s suffering, and where the reason the agent fails to prevent the suffering is to preserve important goods in the world.      
Scenario A
Suppose you’re a local politician and business mogul who has decided to use your influence to bring in a massive Wal-Mart on the outskirts of town.  You’re such a powerful member of the community that the decision rests with you and you alone; if you say the word, Wal-Mart will move in, not otherwise.  You’ve got nothing to lose should Wal-Mart fail to be built; the town is flourishing, and will continue to flourish should the Wal-Mart not go up.  You just think that, all things considered, the Wal-Mart will be good for the town.  Suppose (implausibly) you are right; the amount of good that results from the Wal-Mart will, over time, outweigh the bad.  Suppose that this is enough to justify your decision to let Wal-Mart build.


Unfortunately, one side effect of the Wal-Mart going up—a side effect you foresee, but do not intend—is that local businesses will be harmed, and in some cases go out of existence altogether.  You see that this will happen even if you try to prevent it by lobbying Wal-Mart to change the practices responsible for these negative side-effects.  (Suppose that, in the interest of keeping you justified, the good that results from the Wal-Mart is great enough to outweigh the disvalue of these side effects.)  Realizing that their livelihood is at stake, and that you are the one responsible for letting Wal-Mart build, local store owners are petitioning you, and are currently outside your office picketing and protesting your decision.  Suppose you sneak out the back door, walk around the building, and join the chorus of protests.  Can we seriously think that in this situation your act of protest has the ability to establish genuine solidarity with the local shop owners?  


That seems absurd.  But suppose you can.  The question I’m interested in is whether you can realize solidarity to the same extent as someone who merely permits Wal-Mart to build, and who does so because, were he to prevent Wal-Mart from building, important goods would be lost.  Suppose, then, you are the same business mogul.  You have no plans or intentions to bring in a Wal-Mart; however, while it’s not something you yourself actively choose to bring about, Wal-Mart is in fact trying to build in town.  Suppose that city council is deadlocked on whether to permit Wal-Mart to build, and that you hold the deciding vote.  You can thus prevent Wal-Mart from building.  However, you are also privy to certain information about what will happen should you prevent Wal-Mart from moving in.  Suppose you know that if you prevent Wal-Mart from building, the Wal-Mart principalities and powers will effectively use their influence with state politicians to prevent much-needed public funds from reaching your town.  Schools will be forced to cut important programs; the library will close; a slew of local municipality workers will lose their jobs; etc.  In short, either you permit Wal-Mart to build, or your town suffers drastically.


In this situation, it seems the local store owners would be much more receptive to your protest—much more likely to experience solidarity with you, and to a greater degree—over Wal-Mart’s building in your town.  After all, the only reason you permit the Wal-Mart is because your town stand to lose great goods otherwise; your back, and the back of the entire town, is up against a wall.  This is something that cannot be said of you in the previous version of the scenario—where, under no compulsion or duress, you invite the Wal-Mart to build.  Once the store owners realize this, it seems plausible that they will be willing to view your protest as sincere, and enter into bonds of solidarity with you.  On this version of the scenario, you seem much better able to realize solidarity, and to a greater degree, than on the first version.  The reason, I think, is that on the first version of the scenario, but not the second, you satisfy Conditions One and Two. 
Scenario B

Perhaps the biggest question mark surrounding Scenario A is whether (even on the second version of the scenario, where you don’t satisfy Conditions One and Two) you can really realize solidarity with the victims.  After all, in the second version of Scenario A it’s entirely within your power to prevent the suffering; so far as the conditions that place constraints on realizing solidarity, this—the ability to prevent the victim’s suffering, whether or not goods are at stake—might be all that matters.  Ideally, the proponent of my argument should be able to produce a case where it’s clearer that an agent is capable of standing in solidarity with the victims, even if it’s within that agent’s power to prevent the evil responsible for their suffering.  
It seems to me there are cases like this to be had.  Scenario B is a Sophie’s Choice scenario, where a mother is forced to choose, on pain of losing both, which of her two children to send to great suffering.  Suppose we have two mothers in two Sophie’s Choice scenario.  The first mother is in the situation we normally assume; one where the mother just finds herself, due to circumstances beyond her control, in the tragic position of needing to save one child or lose both.  It seems clear that, when the mother saves her daughter instead of her son, she can nonetheless realize a significant measure of solidarity with her son.  This is due largely to the fact that the mother’s being in this situation in the first place is beyond her control, coupled with the fact that the mother will inevitably lose something very valuable to her—either her son, her daughter, or both.  I think these conditions help us see that the mother can realize solidarity with her son, despite the fact that she could have (let’s suppose) prevented her son’s suffering (by saving him instead of her daughter).
The circumstances surrounding the second mother’s Sophie’s Choice scenario are different.  Suppose that the second mother knowingly and willingly actualizes the state of affairs consisting in her being in the Sophie’s Choice scenario in the first place, as well as the choice to save her daughter instead of her son.  The mother is under no compulsion or duress to actualize these states of affairs; the world won’t get any worse if she doesn’t.  Still, the mother knows that her bringing about the Sophie’s Choice scenario, and saving her daughter instead of her son, will result in great goods—goods that will justify her decision to actualize these states of affairs.  Can the second mother realize solidarity with her son to the same extent as the first mother can realize solidarity with her son?   
I don’t see that she can.  Even if she’s justified to actualize her son’s suffering, the mother in this situation has taken herself out of position to realize solidarity with her son to any significant degree.  The mother need not be in any way culpable for this.  It might just be an unfortunate feature of the second mother’s situation—something like bad moral luck—that she loses her ability to realize solidarity with her son to any significant degree by actualizing the choice scenario and her son’s suffering in order to bring about the goods she desires.  A mother who just finds herself in a Sophie’s Choice scenario, and who saves one child on pain of losing both, seems to be in a substantially better place to realize solidarity with her suffering child, than a mother who knowingly and willingly, with nothing to lose, actualizes the same type of scenario.

My argument has been that certain features of traditional theistic models, features I’ve tried to capture in Conditions One and Two, place constraints on God’s ability to realize important goods associated with the reactive attitude of protest or moral condemnation.  Of course, it wouldn’t follow solely from this that the God of TMs is all-things-considered worse off than the open God with respect to the reactive attitudes.  The God of TMs might be worse off than the open God with respect to the particular reactive attitude of moral condemnation, but better off than the open God with respect to other reactive attitudes.  Still, this strikes me as pretty implausible.  It seems to me that the same features of TMs that place constraints on God’s ability to realize protester-victim solidarity are likely to place constraints on God’s ability to realize goods associated with other reactive attitudes.  In general, I think it’s more difficult to see how God could engage in emotional responses like sorrow, joy, anger—and perhaps forgiveness as well—over situations that God knowingly and willingly, with nothing to lose, brings about, than over situations which God doesn’t knowingly actualize, and which may at times even take God by surprise.   

What’s the upshot of all this?  I would argue that the notion of a God who realizes significant solidarity with victims of moral evil, and in general who does a better job of experiencing valuable reactive attitudes to the creation than the God of classical theism, is most valuable to open theists in relation to an element of the problem of evil that analytic philosophers of religion probably do not speak often enough about; what is usually referred to as the existential or pastoral problem of evil.  This version of the problem is experienced on a deeply personal level; it consists in the negative affective response we often feel when confronted by particularly horrible instances of evil.  The gut despair and frustration we sometimes feel when considering the many horrendous evils our world contains can lead even the staunchest of theists to question God’s perfect justice and love.

Surely no amount of theodicizing can constitute a satisfying response to the victims of very many moral evils this world contains.  But perhaps there is something less affectively troubling, something slightly more existentially tenable, about a model of God that denies that God satisfies Conditions One and Two, than any model on which God knowingly and willingly, with nothing to lose, actualizes particular moral evils, even in the presence of philosophically justifying reason.  For my part, I suspect that many non-theists, and perhaps some theists as well, are simply unwilling or unable to bring themselves to the point of genuine faith and trust in a God who, under no duress, knowingly brings into existence states of affairs involving such profoundly disturbing moral evils as this world contains.  For those who fall into this group, the notion of a God who realizes significant solidarity with victims, and the notion of a reactive God generally, might prove valuable indeed.
          
� Strawson also suggested other labels beside “sympathetic” for the latter type of attitude: “vicarious,” “impersonal,” “disinterested,” “generalized.”    


� There are interesting ambiguities surrounding this distinction.  For example, your mistreating my children seems to fall somewhere in between your mistreating me and your mistreating my next-door neighbor.  But, since the distinction is intuitively attractive and helpful, I assume for now that it’s defensible.  


� We also expect people to have a certain amount of respect for things that aren’t persons: non-human animals (and living things generally, perhaps); property; beautiful non-living objects, etc.  While I focus on human persons in what follows, I don’t mean to imply that these other things aren’t proper objects of respect, or can’t provide the occasion for appropriately experiencing the reactive attitudes.   


� So someone who experiences gratitude for kind words from one friend, but fails to experience gratitude to another friend for similarly kind words, is less morally good (other things equal) than she would be had she experienced similar feelings of gratitude toward both.  Likewise, someone who feels anger at the news that a stranger has been robbed and beaten, but nothing at the news that a different stranger has been similarly robbed and beaten, is (all else equal) not as morally good as someone who is angered in both situations.  More generally, someone who fails to respond to similar situations with similar appropriate reactive attitudes is (other things equal) less morally good than someone who consistently displays the appropriate reactive attitudes on the appropriate occasions.





� There are interesting questions in the neighborhood concerning how we should rank the importance of these features—experiencing the appropriate attitude on the right occasion, and experiencing the right attitude in the right degree—for moral goodness.  For example, is it better for me to feel excessive resentment (resentment in the wrong degree) in a situation where resentment is called for, or nothing at all?  Maybe it depends on how excessive the resentment is.  At what degree of intensity would it be better for me to experience no resentment rather than this much?  I think it’s hard to say.              


� I intend the “ought implies can” to be read with the appropriate qualifications and caveats, whatever they are. 


� In this type of situation (which would need to be pretty far-fetched) we might conclude that it’s better, all things considered, for agents to over- or under-respond to situations.  But I still think these agents would have pro tanto reason to respond appropriately, and we would have pro tanto reason to admire them.  


� In this situation, where Jim and Sue are morally flawless and otherwise on a par (the only difference being that Sue, but not Jim, consistently Os), would it be correct to think that Sue is morally perfect and Jim is not?  Is the claim that Jim is morally perfect consistent with the claim that there exists (or possibly exists) another agent in some sense morally better than Jim?  In other words, are moral perfection and moral unsurpassability distinct concepts?  I can’t pursue these things here.  My claim for now is that, in the situation described, Sue is in some sense morally better than Jim; I leave it open whether this shows that Jim isn’t morally perfect.





� This said, the focus in what follows will be on God’s response to human persons.





� “F&R”


� Something else must be true in order for this strategy to work.  Suppose Jim runs over my garden rake at gunpoint, all the while taking immense pleasure in ruining my rake.  I now clearly have reason to be angry.  The proper suspension of my anger depends on the assumption that, while Jim does in fact ruin my rake, he doesn’t want to; that Jim retains the proper regard for me and my belongings.  So in order for God to appropriately feel something other than anger at the infliction of suffering on innocents, it must be the case both that the one inflicting the suffering is in some sense not responsible for doing so, and that the agent retains the right sort of inner inter-personal regard for those he harms.  


� “F&R”


� Could someone, I wonder, plausibly hold that human sinfulness renders us morally undeveloped or psychologically unfit to the relevant degree?  I myself am not comfortable saying so, though perhaps a case could be made.


� Hill 1979.  


� Simple foreknowledge views seem to afford no more (or only very little more) providential control than openism; so (at least, to the extent I understand them) they won’t pose a great challenge to openism on this front.


� Assuming that claims about God’s ability to realize protester-victim solidarity aren’t essential or central to TMs.


� Hasker 2004a [2002], pp. 369ff.


� Granted, there is a minority voice in the tradition that denies that God was free not to actualize a world (full of concreta).  If you are willing to part ways with the tradition on this point, you have a way around the argument of this section.  


� This doesn’t entail that every actual moral evil the open God permits is necessary to keep the world from getting worse.  It does entail that the open God is better placed to realize the goods of solidarity in only those situations where the open God has something to lose by not permitting the moral evil responsible for the victim’s suffering.


� Earlier versions of this paper were read at the 2007 Rutgers Student Philosophy of Religion Conference; the 2007 Eastern Division SCP; and the 2008 British Society for the Philosophy of Religion.  I’m grateful for comments and criticisms received from the audiences at each of these venues.  I’m also grateful to Michael Almeida, Andrew Bailey, Matt Benton, Mark Gelinas, William Hasker, Tom Hurka, Diane Marshall, Klaas Kraay, and Pablo Stafforini for encouragement and helpful discussion of earlier drafts.  In addition, this paper benefited from discussion and critique at The Prosblogion (www.prosblogion.ektopos.com).
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