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Abstract 
 

In this essay I present a useful structure upon which to understand the problem of 
evil. In presenting this structure, which I call the Essential Principles Theory of Creation 
(EPTC), I endeavor to help both novice students and respected scholars more easily 
understand the points of tension and areas of similarity between the theories surrounding 
the problem of evil. I also argue that the Essential Principles Theory of Creation is an 
accurate depiction of how the world was made. In Part 1, I focus on Ultimate Logic, or 
the system in which God has chosen to adhere to. I distinguish Ultimate Logic from 
Human logic. In Part 2, I explain the EPTC in depth. I then go on to apply it to some of 
the responses to the problem of evil. I focus on Alvin Plantinga, Schelling, and finally 
Process philosophy. In Part 3, I directly discuss the utility of the EPTC. Based on the 
previous analysis, I argue that, at the very least, the EPTC is a useful tool in 
understanding the problem of evil. 
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The Essential Principles Theory of 
Creation 

 
 The problem of evil poses many difficulties to monotheistic religious traditions. 

Theologians and philosophers alike have worked diligently through the centuries to solve 

these difficulties. Today a beginning student of the problem of evil is confronted with a 

large literature on different theories each with their own method of approaching this 

problem. In this essay I hope to present a useful structure upon which to understand this 

large and varied literature. In presenting this structure, which I call the Essential 

Principles Theory of Creation (EPTC), I endeavor to help both novice students and 

respected scholars more easily understand the points of tension and areas of similarity 

between the theories surrounding the problem of evil. Ideally this structure will assist in 

clarifying and defining the various theories and eventually will reduce the difficulties 

posed by scholars speaking past each other.  

What I have just described is my minimal goal in this paper. However, I am also 

arguing for a stronger claim: the Essential Principles Theory of Creation is an accurate 

description of how the world was made. If I am successful in arguing that EPTC 

accurately describes the creation process, then my reader will agree with the points made 

in Part 1. If Part 1 is not convincing to my reader, then my reader may still agree with the 

usefulness of EPTC. The utility of the theory is discussed in Part 2. In other words, my 

reader may disagree with my argument in Part 1 while still accepting the points made in 

Part 2 and reduce the EPTC to a useful thought experiment. Of course if my endeavor is 

totally unsuccessful, my reader may disagree with everything and move on. Hopefully, 
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however, I will at least convince my reader of the utility of the EPTC.  

 I will now briefly touch on the content of this paper. In Part 1, I will lay the 

groundwork for the EPTC. The discussion will be focused to a large part on what I call 

Ultimate Logic. In a nutshell, Ultimate Logic is the system in which God has chosen to 

adhere to. I distinguish Ultimate Logic from Human Logic. Human Logic is not one 

specific logic system, but rather the logic which human beings are capable of 

understanding. I explain the way in which these two systems are related to each other. 

The main distinction between the two relates to the finite nature of human beings and 

infinite nature of God. Ultimate Logic plays an important role in the EPTC. Ultimate 

Logic will help explain how God chose to create the Essential Principles. But, before we 

go into that, let’s briefly look at the basic idea of the EPTC.  

 One day God decided to create the world. Being an infinite, all-knowing, being, 

S/He knew what would happen in every possible way of creating the actual world. In 

order to narrow down the infinite amount of possible worlds, he structured his decision 

on worlds created with a few Essential Principles. In this paper I will use three Essential 

Principles as the foundation of the actual world, but this is somewhat arbitrary. There 

may be more than three, or there may be less than three. The important part for the EPTC 

is the fact that some Essential Principles constitute the actual world. From these few 

Essential Principles, the rest of the world follows. In other words, there are consequences 

in the characteristics of the actual world based on the Essential Principles.  

Ultimate Logic underlies the EPTC and helps explain why so many aspects of the 

actual world seem disturbing or mysterious. In Part 1, I will explain Ultimate Logic and 

the motivation for holding that it is truly something in operation in our world. This 
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discussion will cover the conception of God which I am using, aspects of the actual world 

which support the existence of Ultimate Logic, the relationship with Ultimate Logic and 

miracles, and finally the relationship between Ultimate Logic and the God-is-mysterious 

argument.  

In Part 2, I will discuss the EPTC in depth. After explaining some of the 

important details of the theory I will apply the theory to some of the responses to the 

problem of evil. I will apply the theory to Alvin Plantinga’s Free Will defense, 

Schelling’s light and darkness distinction, and finally to Process philosophy. In part 3, I 

will directly discuss the utility of EPTC. Based on the previous analysis I will argue that 

at the very least this theory is a useful thought experiment. 

 

Part 1: Ultimate Logic 

Section I: My Conception of God 
 
 In order to clearly understand what follows in the rest of this paper, I want to 

begin by directly stating the conception of God which I am working with. Although this 

is the conception of God I have in my mind in the following work, I have done my best to 

develop a theory which can be applied to other conceptions of God as well. I hope that 

the reader will gain more insight into this work knowing more about my thinking and 

through this improved insight may see how the theory may be adjusted to accommodate 

other conceptions of God.  

 As someone trained in analytic philosophy, my instinct is to use the classic 

theistic definition of God: omniscient, omnibenevolent, omnipotent and omnipresent. As 

I’ve been exposed to more and more outside the classic theistic tradition, I’ve begun to 
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realize I use these three characteristics, not because they definitively capture God, but for 

their utility. It is useful to think of God in these terms. At the same time, I can see how 

this definition may not adequately capture truth. Nonetheless, the EPTC was developed 

with this classic theistic definition of God in mind. In the application section of the paper 

I will explore some solutions to the problem of evil which require challenging this classic 

definition. If I am successful, I hope to show that even though the EPTC was developed 

with this sort of definition in mind, it is not limited to analyzing theories which similarly 

adopt it.  

It is important to note why I will use the S/He and Him/Her terminology throughout 

this paper. Although historically God has been referred to with the masculine pronoun, I 

hold it that God transcends human gender. There are many historical reasons why the 

custom has become to use the masculine pronoun, but to best reflect God’s transcendence 

of gender, I will use the combination pronouns.   

There are three points related to God and creation which I think are necessary for the 

EPTC: 

1. God is the creator of the actual world.  
2. God created the actual world with some foreknowledge of the features of this 

world 
3. God selected some, if not all, of the features of this world intentionally.  

 

The first is that God is the creator of the actual world. If God is not really responsible 

for the actual world, I think the EPTC will not stand as an accurate description of reality. 

The EPTC will; however, remain a useful tool in analyzing theories which suppose God 

is responsible for creation of the actual world. When discussing the EPTC in terms of 

Process philosophy, this point is challenged. Process holds that the actual world is 



5 
 

without a beginning.1 However, I believe EPTC is not rendered useless because of this. 

In this case we can take “created” to be more metaphorical and less concrete. Minimally 

one must think that we can, either metaphorically or literally, describe God as having 

created the actual world. This challenge will be discussed further in the section analyzing 

Process.  

The second point is that the EPTC requires that God created with some 

foreknowledge of the results of creating the actual world. It is not necessary that God 

know everything, but at minimum, S/He must have had some understanding of the results 

produced by creating the actual world. As we will see this plays a very important role in 

God’s selecting the Essential Principles upon which the actual world is founded.  

The last point is that God created the actual world with some degree of intentionality. 

Another way to put this is that God created the actual world purposefully. If God created 

the actual world without any purpose, the EPTC will not stand as I have illustrated it. It 

may not be necessary for God to have created every element of the actual world 

purposefully, but at the very least the Essential Principles must have been selected with 

purpose.  

Section II: Ultimate Logic predicated on Human Logic 
 
 Positing something like Ultimate Logic seems metaphysically expensive. Often 

we are told the simplest explanation is the most likely explanation. Over time this 

principle, also referred to as parsimony, has proven itself quite useful. However, Ultimate 

Logic appears to violate this principle. Now we have two layers to accept, Ultimate logic 

                                                 
1 The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy s.v. “Process Theism" (by Viney, Donald), accessed January 13, 
2013,  http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2008/entries/process-theism.  

http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2008/entries/process-theism
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and Human Logic. Why should we accept this violation of parsimony? In what follows, I  

hope to show that by what we loose in terms of parsimony in Ultimate Logic, we gain in 

explanatory power. In order to see this, we must investigate the motivation for accepting 

Ultimate Logic. First, let us look at the nature of human reasoning.  

 Reason is an incredibly powerful tool that human beings are able to utilize. It is 

often cited as the primary characteristic that separates human beings from other animals. 

Humans in every corner of the world have utilized this power of the mind. Although we 

are all united in our ability to use reason, the way it is used varies. Most importantly the 

structures in which reason is employed and the resulting products of these structures are 

different. They are all based in human being’s capability of reason, but this manifests in 

importantly different ways. Let’s investigate some of the different ways reason is used by 

human beings across the world. 

The Western World 
 
 Since the Enlightenment, Westerns have relied heavily on employing reason 

through the scientific method. This structure has proven itself to be quite useful and has, 

over time, permeated many academic fields. In the history of philosophy we can see this 

shift to a more scientific method structure in the shift to analytic philosophy. Analytic 

philosophy began in the late 19th century and was originally focused on analyzing 

language. Aaron Preston writes, “Because of this emphasis on language, analytic 

philosophy was widely, though perhaps mistakenly, taken to involve a turn toward 

language as the subject matter of philosophy, and it was taken to involve an 
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accompanying methodological turn toward linguistic analysis.”2 This new methodology 

involved “turn[ing] away from the method of doing philosophy by proposing grand 

systems or broad syntheses and its turn toward the method of offering narrowly focused 

discussions that probe a specific, isolated issue with precision and attention to detail.”3 

This is similar to the methodology of the scientific method because it isolates narrow 

items to study and tries to examine them with great detail. As the scientific method 

operates today, scientists identify particular hypotheses regarding testable material and 

proceed to test them in order to either confirm or deny the hypothesis. In philosophy, the 

testing phase does not look exactly the same as science, primarily due to the nature of the 

narrow items being investigated, but both the scientific method and analytic philosophy 

place a high value on selecting particular items to investigate and exploring them in some 

depth. Prior to analytic philosophy, the methodology of philosophy did not place a high 

value on investigating small pieces of reality. Instead, philosophers proposed extensive 

theories about broad and general topics. 4 Philosophers such as Hegel, Foucault, and 

Derrida, all presented these sort of extensive theories which were not based on the semi-

scientific slow meticulous investigation which analytic philosophy prides itself on. Now 

some philosophers, such as Wittgenstein, question if there are truly any distinctions 

between these two philosophical camps; however, I need not claim that these distinctions 

are accurate articulations of the differences. I am merely pointing out that what has 

become to be known as analytic philosophy, currently the most popular form of 

philosophy in the U.S., mimics the scientific method in important ways.  

                                                 
2 The Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy: A peer reviewed academic source, s.v. “Analytic Philosophy” 
(by Aaron Preston), accessed April 1, 2013, http://www.iep.utm.edu/analytic/ 
 
3 Ibid.  
4 Ibid.  

http://www.iep.utm.edu/analytic/
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Another example of this shift can be seen in psychology. In the beginning of the 

field, introspection was key in investigating questions of the human psyche; however, 

psychology today has largely abandoned this method in favor of methods that better suit 

the scientific method. Early on in the history of psychology, before there were clear 

distinctions between it and philosophy, many scholars, such as Rene Descartes, thought 

that knowledge gained through introspection was probably accurate knowledge. Eric 

Schwitzgebel writes that Descartes, along with the dominant philosophical tradition 

“stressed the special privilege or at least high accuracy of introspective judgments about 

consciousness.”5 Although this was, for some time, the dominant view in philosophy, 

many of the original introspection based psychologists were suspicious of this privilege. 

Although these psychologists utilized introspection in their data suspicion remained. 

“The introspection of currently ongoing or recently past conscious experience is difficult 

and prone to error if the introspective observer is insufficiently trained.”6 As a result of 

this suspicion of introspection, much literature was devoted to “properly training” 

individuals to introspect with precision. William Wundt produced some 

recommendations on how to best pursue introspection, “Wundt suggests, the science of 

psychology must depend upon the attentive observation of mental processes as they 

occur.”7  

However, the difficulties in introspection eventually led psychologists to rely on 

other methodologies. For example, behaviorism offers another structure to pursue 

psychological investigations which resolve some of the difficulties with introspection. 

                                                 
5 The Stanford Encyclopedia of philosophy, s.v “Introspection" (by Eric Schwitzgebel), accessed March 
15, 2013, http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2012/entries/introspection.  
6 Ibid.  
7 Ibid.  
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George Graham defines a behaviorist as, “a psychological theorist who demands 

behavioral evidence for any psychological hypothesis.” 8 In other words, a behaviorist 

abandons concepts of introspection in favor of investigating the behavior of human 

beings. Although behaviorism has some difficulties, for example it reduces human 

psychology to human behavior, it is one of the prominent methodologies in psychology 

today. One of the reasons this method is so popular is because it suits the scientific 

method much more easily than some of the alternative methods, like introspection. 

Because behaviorists are interested in outward behavior, and this outward behavior can 

be easily measured and quantified, their research studies can better mimic that of the 

chemist, physicist, or other hard scientist. One of the main appeals of behaviorism in 

academia is this ability to so cleanly pursue the scientific method in psychological 

investigations. The field now rewards researchers who can structure their reasoning in 

terms of the scientific method over methods of the past. This example, along with the 

discussion of analytic philosophy, illustrates the way in which reason is employed in the 

West is centered on the structure of the scientific method.  

 What products have the scientific method produced in the West? Well, there are 

numerous examples. Many scientific discoveries such as cures to diseases, modern 

technology, and modern transportation, have all, if not mostly all, been discovered thanks 

to the structure of the scientific method.  

                                                 
8The Stanford Encyclopedia of philosophy, s.v. "Behaviorism" (by George Graham) accessed March 31, 
2013, http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2010/entries/behaviorism.  
 



10 
 

Ancient India 
 
 In Ancient India many scholars developed a rigorous system of logic based on the 

cultural emphasis of debate. One of the main reasons this system was developed was to 

create rules to decide who would win a given debate. Particularly, the debates between 

Hinduism and Buddhism were very high stakes, the loser was required to convert to the 

winner’s tradition, and demanded a rich and sophisticated structure by which to employ 

reason. For our purposes let us look at one particular structure from Buddhist thought in 

Ancient India to focus on. We will investigate the tetralemma as the structure of 

reasoning and then we will evaluate the products of this structure.  

 In Jan Westherhoff’s Nagarjuna’s Madhyamaka: A Philosophical Introduction, 

she describes the tetralemma and its importance in Buddhist philosophy at large:  

 
In fact the tetralemma is likely to be familiar to any reader of Buddhist 
philosophical literature. Roughly speaking it consists of the enumeration of four 
alternatives: that some proposition holds, that it fails to hold, that it both holds and 
fails to hold, that it neither holds nor fails to hold. The tetralemma also constitutes 
one of the more puzzling features of Buddhist philosophy, because the use to 
which it is put in arguments is not immediately obvious and certainly not uniform: 
sometimes one of the four possibilities is selected as “the right one,” sometimes 
all four are rejected, sometimes all four are affirmed.9 

  
Graham Priest cites Aryudeva, a disciple of Nagarjuna, giving a specific example of the 

tetralemma from Buddhist sutras:  “Being, non-being, [both] being and non-being, neither 

being [nor] non-being: such is the method that the wise should always use with regard to 

identity and all other [theses].”10 

                                                 
9 Westerhoff, Jan. Nāgārjuna's Madhyamaka: A Philosophical Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2009. Print.  
10 Priest, Graham, “The Logic of the Catuskoti,” Comparative Philosophy Volume 1, No. 2 (2010): 24-54, 
accessed January 13, 2013, 
http://www.comparativephilosophy.org/index.php/ComparativePhilosophy/article/viewFile/51/74  

http://www.comparativephilosophy.org/index.php/ComparativePhilosophy/article/viewFile/51/74
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As we can see, the tetralemma initially seems quite confusing. The reasoning 

behind this structure from ancient Buddhist philosophy is still being debated today. 

However, I am claiming that this structure importantly influences the structure of 

reasoning used throughout Buddhist philosophy. This structure of reasoning was 

constructed with a very different purpose than Western structures of reasoning. The 

intended product of the tetralemma, as in all Buddhist work, is to help beings reach 

Enlightenment. Assuming that this is a genuine possibility, the structure of reasoning 

exemplified by the tetralemma has produced many Buddhas, i.e. beings who have 

reached Enlightenment. For example, Aryudeva, Chandrakirti , and Shantideva are all 

beings who are claimed to have reached Enlightenment after Nagarjuna’s work.11  

 

Results 
 

When considering the differences between the Western and the Indian traditions, 

we must ask what this says about human reasoning abilities. Setting aside the issues of 

culture etc., we can see that fundamentally we are all united as human beings employing 

reason. What are we to make of the apparently incompatible conclusions humans come to 

through using reason? Assuming that there are smart individuals in every society, who 

work to make the reasoning systems internally consistent, and constantly challenge the 

systems, we are left wondering: who is right?12 If according to one system the answer to 

a particular question is A and another system equally well developed answers NOT A, we 

seem to struggle answering who is correct. We can go investigate the systems, perhaps 

develop some way to compare the two and declare one superior, but this seems like quite 

                                                 
11 Buswell, Robert E. 2004. Encyclopedia of Buddhism. New York: Macmillan Reference, USA, 581.  
12 This is essentially a formulation of the problem of epistemic peers.  
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a large task. The traditions mentioned above have been refined over centuries. For 

someone now to sort out which is fundamentally better seems nearly impossible. If we 

consider the implications of these varied conclusions resulting from different systems of 

logic in terms of human ability and God’s creation, we may be able to see a pattern: a 

pattern that transcends the individual logic systems.  

 In this paper I will utilize a distinction between Human Logic (i.e. the structure of 

reasoning human beings are capable of no matter which system they are working within) 

and Ultimate Logic (the reasoning that only God is capable of). My main motivation for 

this distinction lies in considering the differences between well developed, sophisticated, 

systems of reasoning around the globe. It seems that very intelligent human beings from 

different traditions, united in their human ability to use reason, have come to some 

importantly different conclusions. This leads us to question the accuracy of our ability to 

use reason. If there was clearly only one correct answer by the laws of reasoning, then 

how can there be different, highly sophisticated, systems of reason employed for 

centuries throughout the world? If God created human beings with the ability to reason, 

and this ability led us to several rich systems resulting in different conclusions, assuming 

God has a purpose in forming humans as such, we must consider what might God’s 

purpose be?  

 I will argue that the purpose is to give humans an opportunity to recognize the 

limits of our ability to reason and the probability that some unifying system of reasoning 

is in existence. Looking to human beings around the world and the different ways in 

which their ability to reason manifests, we can see that reason does not always lead to the 

same conclusions. This shows us that there is some dissonance between different 



13 
 

structures of human reasoning. One conclusion we may make from this oddity is that 

human reasoning is limited. Additionally, assuming we are traditional theists, we will 

consider how this reflects on God. Here the inquirer will see the high probability that 

there is some kind of unification, contained in God, of these systems. However, we 

should note, not all human beings recognize this. Many individuals go through their lives 

without ever considering the reasoning utilized by their fellow humans on the other side 

of the world. But, if an individual has the ability and desire to investigate, he or she has 

the opportunity to recognize that these multiple reasoning systems hint at the existence of 

a bigger unifying system. This is what I claim is the purpose behind this aspect of God’s 

creation.  

 So where do we go from here? One can be perfectly logical, utilizing reason in its 

most highly developed state, and still come to a different conclusion than Thupten, who is 

doing the same on the other side of the world. We have a couple of ways to go. We can 

just reject reason altogether and become skeptics. Because reason can’t clearly show us 

one answer is correct over another consistently throughout the world, we should refrain 

from judgment on all matters. We could become relativists and say one persons’ 

reasoning system is right for him or her and not necessarily for another person. We could 

make a superiority claim: one system is just more correct and all other systems inferior. 

Or we could consider the possibility of God creating this particular interesting fact about 

reason with some kind of intent. My argument in favor of this final position goes as 

follows:  

1. God created human beings and the world we live in. 
2. S/He was aware of the characteristics of the world S/He created for us. 
3. The features of this world were selected with intent. 
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4. The most intellectually puzzling features of the world were created to give 
humans an opportunity to question our reasoning powers. 

5. This questioning of reasoning ultimately allows humans to question God’s intent 
in these aspects of creation.  

6. The apparent conflict between logic systems is one of the intellectually puzzling 
features of the world. 

7. The intent of this conflict is to give humans an opportunity to first question our 
reasoning powers and ultimately question God’s intent in these aspects of creation.  
 

 But what lesson exactly are we to learn about our reasoning powers? I am arguing 

that the lesson is first for us to recognize that our human reasoning is limited, and second 

for us to recognize it as a hint from God that there is some unifying reasoning system 

contained in Him/Her. If the world was created with intent, surely there must be some 

explanation as to how these different logic systems can coexist. Although human 

reasoning cannot provide this explanation, it seems there must be some sort of 

explanation. In this thought lies the main lesson God intended humans to receive. This 

apparent conflict between reasoning systems was created in order to give humans an 

opportunity to recognize one aspect of God: S/He operates in a reasoning system where 

the apparent contradictions between human systems is ultimately resolved. In other words, 

the conflict gives humans an opportunity to recognize Ultimate Logic is in existence.   

Section III: What Exactly is Ultimate Logic? 
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Ultimate Logic vs Human Logic 
 
 God is claimed to be an infinite being. As such S/He has much more knowledge 

than any human being could ever achieve. Humans are finite creatures with importantly 

limited abilities. It seems that this distinction between God’s knowledge, and human 

capacities to understand have important implications in terms of defining logic.  

 If the system of logic one employs is dependent, or even heavily influenced by, 

the amount of knowledge a given being has, it seems that God’s system of logic may be 

importantly different than human systems of logic. From this we may claim that the 

system of logic which God understands may look radically different than what humans 

know. I have termed the logic which only God can understand as “Ultimate Logic.”  

 Because of the limitedness of human knowledge, there are things which may 

seem illogical to us but are logical in terms of Ultimate Logic. Contradictions, A and not 

A occurring at the same time, are one possible example. This looks like something 

according to Human Logic we have reasons to be suspicious. However, if humans 

understand as much as God, then it may be that A and not A is a valid move in terms of 

Ultimate Logic, despite its appearance in terms of Human Logic. One example of 

something which looks contradictory in terms of Human Logic, but may actually be 

acceptable in terms of Ultimate Logic, is God’s benevolence and the existence of evil in 

the world. The contradiction in terms of Human Logic may actually be illusory because 

in terms of Ultimate Logic this may be totally acceptable. Here we can see that humans 

may have extreme difficulty in understanding the nuance of Ultimate Logic.  

The distinction between Human Logic and Ultimate Logic is important. If one 

keeps this in mind, one will resist the temptation to limit God to Human Logic. Assuming 
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that knowledge is an important element in understanding logic, and God has importantly 

more knowledge than human beings, it seems foolish to claim that God must adhere to 

the rules of Human Logic. Later in this paper I will show how this distinction clarifies 

some of the issues surrounding key philosophical problems. Now I will clarify God’s 

relationship to Ultimate Logic. 

 Adherence to Ultimate Logic 
 
 I now need to create a distinction between being importantly bound by something 

and being unimportantly bound by something. I would like to begin my reflection on 

adherence by examining this distinction. First we will look at what it means to be 

importantly bound by something. From here we will identify that God is unimportantly 

bound to Ultimate Logic. In order to best capture this weaker sense of binding, I have 

chosen to use the verb adhere in regards to God’s relationship to Ultimate Logic. I have 

purposefully chosen the word adhere in order to prevent Ultimate Logic from becoming 

something higher than God.  

 I am a trained doctor working in a remote village in Africa. I have taken an oath 

to provide medical care for anyone in need. This oath represents one of the 

responsibilities of becoming a doctor.  Providing medical care for those in need is a 

requirement of those who hold a medical degree. I am currently at dinner with my closest 

friend. I have promised myself I will not participate in anything work related for the 

duration of the dinner. However, one of the restaurant patrons has a medical emergency 

in front of me. My oath has importantly bound me to respond to this individual’s 

emergency. Despite my desire to avoid anything work related during this dinner, I am 
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importantly bound by my oath to help this individual. In no circumstance may my 

promise to myself override this individual’s need for assistance.   

God is not bound to his decision to adhere to Ultimate Logic in the same way the 

doctor is bound. There is no requirement outside of God for him to take certain actions. 

God made no promise to helps save lives in need. S/He did nothing but follow His/Her 

own will. S/He is not responsible to anything higher, like the medical profession in the 

doctor’s case, and is therefore incapable of being importantly bound. 

  Let’s look at an example of being unimportantly bound by something. I am 

playing Zoo with my 8 year old sister. I have agreed that I will only communicate 

through monkey noises for the course of the game. I am bound by my word to refrain 

from using anything except monkey noises. However, when an important phone call 

comes in and I want to answer, I may revert back to my normal communication style. For 

the purposes of the game I chose to operate in terms of monkey noises, but this is not an 

important kind of limit. I may, at any point I deem worthy, return to my normal 

communication style.  

The way in which God adheres to Ultimate Logic is consistent with the Zoo 

example and not the Doctor example. According to God’s will S/He may at any point 

revert to some system other than Ultimate Logic. There may be dramatic consequences to 

the decision to no longer adhere to Ultimate Logic; however, it is totally within His/Her 

power to do so. That is why God is unimportantly bound to logic.   

I emphasize the idea of God being unimportantly bound to logic by speaking in 

terms of adhering to Ultimate Logic. I have intentionally used the word adhere because it 

is not too strong. I do not think God is importantly bound by Ultimate Logic. I believe 
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S/He does follow Ultimate Logic; however, if S/He chooses to do something entirely 

different, S/He has that power. In articulating this aspect of God in this manner, I have 

avoided the temptation to say God is bound by logic of any form. If God was bound in an 

important way to anything, whether a type of logic or something else, we would be 

forced to question if S/He was truly all-powerful.  

Section IV: Glimpses into Ultimate Logic 
 

How Ultimate Logic and Human Logic are related 

 
Diagram 1 

To best describe the relationship between these two kinds of logic, I have 

included the above diagram. Here we can see Ultimate Logic is the bigger rectangle. This 

is to represent the larger quantity of knowledge which Ultimate Logic is based on. Within 

this bigger rectangle is the smaller rectangle of Human Logic. Human Logic is included 

as part of Ultimate Logic because these two systems are not independent of each other. In 

understanding Ultimate Logic, one must also understand Human Logic. Human Logic is 

an element of Ultimate Logic; however, as we can see Ultimate Logic includes much 

beyond what is included in Human Logic. Because Human Logic is a part of Ultimate 
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Logic, I believe that there is some important truth to be found in Human Logic. There 

seems to be some evidence for this claim.  

One of the reasons humans have argued that God must be adhering to some kind 

of logic system comes from examining the world around us. Given the mental capacities 

God gave us when S/He created us, we have the ability to investigate the world in which 

we inhabit. It appears that this world is operating in a logically consistent way. We can 

find logical principles driving the ways in which the world operates. The purpose of 

science is to explore these logical principles in the natural world. I believe that the reason 

the world operates in this way relates to God’s desire for us to have some insight into 

Ultimate Logic. Although we are finite creatures, God in His/Her benevolence designed 

things in such a way that we could understand some of this greater logic. Our 

understanding is limited because our knowledge is limited; however, God did not leave 

us totally without any understanding. In other words, the fact the way the world operates 

can be viewed as a glimpse into Ultimate Logic.  

In the diagram we can see that the rectangle enclosing Human Logic is drawn 

with a dashed line. This dashed line represents the fact that there is some give and take 

between Human Logic and what lies beyond. Another way to put this is to think of the 

membrane between Human Logic and Ultimate Logic as penetrable. According to God’s 

will humans occasionally catch a glimpse of Ultimate Logic. Often these instances are 

identified as miracles or revelation. In what follows I will focus on the case of miracles.  

 Miracles are a puzzling element of our world. Although some individuals deny 

genuine miracles happen, others recognize them as an unexplainable element of the world. 

But first, what is a miracle? The most popular philosophical definition of a miracle since 
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David Hume has been an event which breaks the natural law. In other words, any event 

which cannot be explained through the laws of nature counts as a miracle.13  

 Let’s suppose miracles, events which can’t be explained through natural laws, do 

in fact exist. Let’s also assume that the classic theistic God exists. What might be His/Her 

purpose in employing such miracles? Theoretically, S/He could have made the world in 

such a way that there would be no need for miracles. Instead everything would operate 

optimally with no intervention of any kind needed. However, if miracles are real, we see 

that this is not the world S/He chose to create. Instead, God occasionally intervenes in 

such a way as to allow phenomena which cannot be explained through the laws of nature 

to take place.  Once again, we must ask: why? 

 I am arguing that the purpose behind miracles provides additional motivation to 

accepting Ultimate Logic as something God is truly operating in. Miracles are what I call, 

“glimpses” into the system which God has chosen to operate in, i.e. Ultimate Logic. The 

purpose of miracles is to show human beings that our Human Logic is unable to explain 

particular instances of phenomena. These instances are designed to give us the 

opportunity to recognize that something beyond our Human Logic systems is in operation. 

The miracle gives us a glimpse into what is possible according to Ultimate Logic.  

Miracles blatantly defy our Human Logic systems, yet still seem to take place.  I 

claim that the purpose of God creating a world in which such things take place is to give 

us an opportunity to recognize that S/He is operating in terms of a different system which 

I term Ultimate Logic. Although miracles are quite mysterious to us, in fact they are 

easily explainable according to the rules of Ultimate Logic.   

                                                 
13 Swinburne, Richard. 1970. The concept of miracle. London: Macmillan, 4.  
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Section V: God is mysterious 
 
 Often times theologians and philosophers alike hit an intellectual wall when 

trying to explain something about God. It seems at times all one can do is to claim “God 

is mysterious” or “we are not able to know His ways”. Non-believers and skeptics alike 

get frustrated at this point, and claim this is nothing more than a cop-out. The theologian 

will claim that we’ve merely hit the ground floor of the issue and our reason can take us 

no further while the non-believer is unwilling to accept this claim. In this section, I will 

explore how Ultimate Logic may help fill in the reasons behind the theologian or 

philosopher’s inability to explain more. 

 Let’s say our theologian, Alvin, is speaking to Esther, a non-believer, about God. 

Through the conversation Esther asks Alvin an important question about why exactly 

God allows evil to exist. Alvin offers some classic answers to the question. S/He evokes 

God’s perfection and justice as reasons to believe there is some good reason God allows 

such things. Esther continues to press questions about the details of Alvin’s position, and 

ultimately he is forced to appeal to the fact that “God is mysterious.” Esther is about to 

walk away in a frustrated huff. But, before she gives up entirely, Alvin appeals to the 

Essential Principles Theory of Creation for help. In particular he evokes the distinction 

between Ultimate Logic and Human Logic. Let’s see exactly how this might help him 

with Esther.   

In the EPTC there is an important distinction between the logical system in which 

God has chosen to operate in and the system human beings are capable of operating in. 

This heart of the difference between the two can be defined with these two ideas: 1) God 

chose to operate in the system S/He has selected and 2) the basis of God’s system is in 
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His/Her infinite knowledge while the system human’s utilize is limited to our finiteness. 

For now, let us focus on the second idea.   

All of the monotheistic religions, in some way, articulate the thought that God is 

importantly different from human beings. One way this is often done is by claiming God 

is infinite while humans are finite. In the EPTC, this idea factors into the explanation for 

why God’s Ultimate Logic looks different than Human Logic. Specifically, let’s consider 

this in terms of knowledge. God’s knowledge is infinite and human knowledge is always 

finite. If the logical system one is operating in importantly depends on the knowledge 

available to the being, then a being with infinite knowledge available will operate in a 

logical system which looks different than beings with finite knowledge available. Now, 

an infinite being will presumably have the knowledge which the finite beings have with 

the addition of some knowledge the finite beings do not have. This point illustrates the 

important relationship between Ultimate Logic and Human Logic in the EPTC. Within 

God’s Ultimate Logic all of Human Logic is contained. To explore this further we will 

need to define what exactly constitutes Human Logic.   

As I’ve discussed earlier in Part 1, the systems which human beings have created 

over space and time to employ reason are importantly varied. All of the systems humans 

have ever created, or will ever create, will fall into the category of Human Logic. Human 

Logic is any system designed to employ reason as humans have it. In the EPTC, I am 

claiming that the system which employs reason will importantly depend on the 

knowledge which the being has available to them. Human beings, who necessarily have 

only finite knowledge available, have created systems to employ reason which reflect this 

limitation.  
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God, on the other hand, does not suffer from this limitation. Instead, S/He has 

chosen to operate in a system which reflects His/Her infinite knowledge. Given that 

human’s lack some of the knowledge included in the set of infinite knowledge, it is not 

surprising that elements of Ultimate Logic are genuinely mysterious to human beings.    

Let’s consider the details of God’s Ultimate Logic. It is based on infinite 

knowledge. Presumably knowledge of the systems in which humans employ their reason 

is included in this infinite knowledge base. Additionally, God knew that humans would 

not be able to fully understand Ultimate Logic. It is necessarily impossible given humans 

do not have infinite knowledge. Given God intentionally created humans in this way, that 

is S/He created beings lacking infinite knowledge, S/He knew that S/He would at times 

appear “mysterious” to them. God intentionally created beings with this feature. Here we 

must ask ourselves why S/He would do such a thing.  

1. Different systems which humans have created to employ reason appear to result in 
contradictory conclusions 

2. God intentionally created beings which would have this result 
3. There is a purpose to why humans have this result.  
4. That purpose is to give us an opportunity to see that there is something greater in 

operation.  
5. A necessary element of that opportunity is for us to become conscious of 

something “mysterious” in operation.  

By now Alvin has spent a considerable amount of time explaining all of this Esther. 

Through the EPTC, Alvin has successfully articulated a more detailed explanation of 

“God is mysterious.” Now, Esther may not be fully convinced of the argument. What 

Alvin has just presented her is a more complete explanation of the necessity of God being 

mysterious to human beings. Esther is still frustrated about not being able to fully 

understand God, but at least Alvin has provided some reasoning behind the statement 

“God is mysterious.” Although Esther doesn’t come around to Alvin’s point of view, she 
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is more satisfied with this than with Alvin’s comments prior to introducing this 

explanation.  

Part 2: Essential Principles Theory of 
Creation  
 

Now maybe you have been convinced by my argument and are ready to embrace 

the fact that God is operating in terms of Ultimate Logic. Or maybe you are still skeptical. 

In either case, we will now turn to the Essential Principles Theory of Creation. In this 

theory we will see the power of separating Human Logic from Ultimate Logic. This 

distinction will help us to understand how the features of the actual world were selected. 

If you did not find my argument for Ultimate Logic particularly compelling, you may 

change your view after seeing the role it plays in the EPTC. If you just cannot buy into 

Ultimate Logic, you may not find the EPTC much of a description of truth. In this case, I 

urge you to press on to the section on applying EPTC. In this section we will see the full 

utility of EPTC and perhaps I may here convince my harshest critic that something useful 

can come from the EPTC and Ultimate Logic.  

Section I: Creation from Possible Worlds 
 

Essential Principles and Omnipotence 

  
When God chose to create the universe, S/He had an infinite selection of possible 

worlds to choose from. In surveying the realm of possible worlds, God was presented 
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with a decision. What kind of possible world should be made? Let us take a moment to 

reflect on the nature of these different possible worlds.   

In this theory, I claim that possible worlds are created from a few Essential 

Principles. These Essential Principles constitute the backbone of the possible world. 

Following the rules of Ultimate Logic, these Essential Principles must not be 

contradictory. It is important here to remember that contradiction in terms of Ultimate 

Logic may be importantly different than contradiction in terms of Human Logic. Because 

we are speaking of God, that all-knowing being, S/He is operating in Ultimate Logic. The 

nature of the contradiction which the Essential Principles may not participate in is 

determined by the vast knowledge base God is privy to. Therefore, the Essentials 

Principles must not be contradictory in terms of Ultimate Logic. The Essential Principles 

may look contradictory in terms of Human Logic.  

From these few Ultimate Logic non-contradictory Essential Principles, the rest of 

the world follows. The details of possible worlds are shaped by these few Essential 

Principles. These details fill in following the rules of Ultimate Logic. So, given these 

Essential Principles, Ultimate Logic will dictate all the other pieces not explicitly 

articulated by the Essential Principles. Here we can see how important these few 

Essential Principles are.  

Essential Principle Packages 
 

What kind of things constitutes these Essential Principles? This is a very good 

question; however, it is a very difficult one to answer. To accurately state the possible 

Essential Principles, one must understand Ultimate Logic. Because Ultimate Logic is 

based in the amount of knowledge a particular being knows, and human beings are not 
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able to know the amount required to understand Ultimate Logic, it seems that humans are 

at a distinct disadvantage in articulating the Essential Principles. Having said that, I do 

not think humans should not even try. As I noted in my discussion of the relationship 

between Ultimate Logic and Human Logic, the two are not isolated systems. Human 

Logic can give us some insight into Ultimate Logic, and occasionally God shows us true 

glimpses of Ultimate Logic. Given these two facts, I say we acknowledge our 

disadvantage while still attempting to articulate the Essential Principles.   

On that note, I will now briefly explore two sets of Essential Principles. In 

possible world 1, we may have the following three Essential Principles: 1) Everything is 

Pre-Determined 2) Universal Physical Laws 3) Evil Exists. In this possible world evil’s 

existence is one of the Essential Principles. This may have important implications for 

God’s benevolence. If God chose as an Essential Principle “Evil Exists,” S/He may seem 

less than benevolent. Now, due to our inability to know what is ultimately logical, there 

may be some explanation for evil’s existence being one of the Essential Principles, but 

given our limited perspective, this seems to be a direct challenge to God’s benevolence. 

One way we can describe possible world 1 is it seems inconsistent with Human Logic, 

but may still be consistent in terms of Ultimate Logic.   

Let’s contrast possible world 1 with possible world 2 in which the Essential 

Principles seem consistent in terms of Human Logic. Possible world 2 is defined by the 

following Essential Principles: 1) Human have the capacity to intuit the Divine 2) 

Humans have a higher degree of freedom than anything else in creation 3) Universal 

Salvation. We can see how these Essential Principles paint a consistent picture. In this 

possible world, evil can be described as a result of the second Essential Principle. 
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Because humans have the highest degree of freedom in creation, they have the 

opportunity to do evil. However, the third Essential Principle provides some resolution to 

this issue. In this possible world, all human beings will be saved. Universal salvation 

weakens the negative impact of the existence of evil because eventually all those who 

suffer will enter eternal paradise. The first Essential Principles provides some means by 

which human beings may use their freedom in order to favor their natural intuition of the 

Divine and ultimately allow God to save all people while maintaining his characteristics. 

In particular, this Essential Principle seems to help explain how the second and third 

Essential Principles can be held consistently by a Just God. What I have just presented in 

possible world 2 is an Essential Principle Package which seems consistent in terms of 

Human Logic. Now perhaps you disagree with my analysis, but my point here was 

merely to illustrate what it might look like to have an Essential Principle Package which 

is consistent and one which is inconsistent in terms of Human Logic.   

I’ve very briefly shown two different possible worlds with different sets of 

Essential Principles. I am not arguing that either one of these worlds represent the actual 

world. I am simply trying to illustrate the dynamics of Essential Principles. When God 

created the actual world, S/He saw into all the possible worlds. S/He then selected which 

Essential Principles were best suited to His Will and so the details of the actual world 

followed from these according the laws of Ultimate Logic.   

In this picture we can see that possible worlds come in packages. God must 

decide which set of Essential Principles are best suited to His/Her will, and the rest of 

that world will follow from these. Assuming God has chosen to follow the rules of 
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Ultimate Logic, S/He must pick Essential Principles which can work together (are non-

contradictory) according the rules of Ultimate Logic.   

Let’s look at an example of two mundane Essential Principles that appear 

contradictory in terms of Human Logic, but may be non-contradictory in terms of 

Ultimate Logic. Essential principle 1 will be that up is above. Essential principle 2 will be 

that down is also above. Given its limited knowledge base, Human Logic demands that 

this is impossible. From our perspective these Essential Principles are contradictory and 

could not be used in the same set of Essential Principles to successfully create an actual 

world. However, given God’s vastly larger knowledge base and the important influence 

this has on Ultimate Logic, it may well be the case that God can create an actual world 

from these Essential Principles. In other words, these two Essential Principles are 

contradictory in terms of Human Logic, but may be non-contradictory in terms of 

Ultimate Logic.  

Let us assume that God has chosen to adhere to Ultimate Logic. If this is the case, 

S/He must work to avoid Ultimate Logical contradiction. Within the Essential principle 

packages, there are many potential locations of contradiction in terms of Ultimate Logic. 

Within the explicitly stated Essential Principles in the packages there may be 

contradiction. However, there may also be contradictions in what follows from these 

Essential Principles. Although on the surface the Essential Principles may look consistent 

in terms of Ultimate Logic, when one looks to the details which will follow from these 

principles there may be other contradictions in terms of Ultimate Logic. Due to God’s 

omniscience, when S/He examined all these possible sets of Essential Principles, S/He 

saw which sets included contradictions. From there S/He eliminated the sets which 
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contained contradictions form the set of viable possible worlds. God’s decision to adhere 

to Ultimate Logic narrowed the number of possible worlds S/He could make actual.  

What Essential Principles Constitute the Actual World? 
 

Possible worlds are built from Essential principle packages with consistent (in 

terms of Ultimate Logic) Essential Principles. God selected the set of Essential Principles 

which best suited His/Her will. Now we are left to wonder what Essential Principles is 

the actual world built from? As I noted earlier, humans are not privy to the knowledge 

base of Ultimate Logic, so it seems that the task of identifying the Essential Principles is 

a difficult one at best. However, given Human Logic is not totally independent of 

Ultimate Logic, we may attempt to articulate the Essential Principles. One of the main 

difficulties in articulating the Essential Principles themselves, is the need to distinguish 

the more fundamental Essential principle from the resultant consequences of the 

principles which fill in the majority of the world.  

Can God Change the Essential Principles of the Actual World? 

  
In God’s selection from all the possible worlds pre-creation, S/He was truly 

omnipotent. S/He was14 completely all powerful prior to creation; however, once S/He 

selected the Essential Principles, S/He cannot fundamentally alter them. Changing 

something as fundamental as these Essential Principles requires destroying the actual 

world. Given that we traditionally understand God as having foreknowledge of the future 

(relative to us), it seems that God should have knowledge of the consequences of each 

possible world when S/He determined which set of Essential Principles were best. If God 

                                                 
14 Time was created as a part of the world, so tense prior to creation is only used metaphorically 
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felt the need to change one of the fundamental principles in the actual world, it seems 

S/He either obtained new knowledge, which seems to go against our intuition, or the 

actual world did not appropriately fulfill His/Her will and S/He must now alter the world 

to better fulfill His/Her will. This seems to contradict the idea that God is perfect, 

something which is traditionally valued about God. So, given that God cannot change 

these Essential Principles once the actual world is created, His/Her power becomes 

limited.   

God’s power is limited, but not in dramatic ways. S/He cannot alter the Essential 

Principles of the actual world. However, S/He is at liberty to violate them when necessary. 

This explains how miracles happen. When it is God’s Will that something, which seems 

to go against the Essential Principles of the actual world (whatever they may be), must 

occur, S/He may violate the Essential Principles. God may not importantly alter the 

Essential Principles of the actual world without destroying it and starting anew; however, 

it is not fundamentally altering the Essential Principles to occasionally violate them.   

This seeming violation of the Essential Principles goes back to our distinction 

between Human Logic and Ultimate Logic. Thinking back to our diagram, we remember 

that the Human Logic box was constructed out of a dashed line. When God appears to 

violate the Essential Principles, as the case with miracles, this is a glimpse into Ultimate 

Logic. God is not contradicting the Essential Principles in terms of Ultimate Logic, but is 

rather intervening in the world in a way that reveals a hint of what constitutes Ultimate 

Logic. Miracles appear to be contradictory in terms of Human Logic, but I am arguing 

that they represent God providing us a hint as to the profoundly different nature of 

Ultimate Logic.   
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If evil is an Essential Principle, God may not fundamentally alter this feature of 

the actual world. If evil is a consequence of one of the Essential Principles of the actual 

world, it seems that God may not alter this feature of the actual world. To do so would 

require fundamentally changing the Essential principle which is not permitted.  It seems 

the only thing God may do about evil is to occasionally violate the Essential principle it is 

related to.  

Section II: Application of the Theory 

Plantinga  
 

Alvin Plantinga is perhaps most famous for his Free Will Defense of the problem 

of evil. In particular he is credited with articulating a very compelling solution to the 

logical problem of evil. The logical problem of evil is the idea that it is logically 

impossible for God, with the classic theistic attributes, to exist and to have a world in 

which evil exists. Plantinga poses his solution to the problem in terms of possible worlds.  

Plantinga points to a logical limit on God’s omnipotence in his theodicy. Given 

God’s attributes, Plantinga supposes that God wanted to create the best possible world. 

Plantinga claims that a world in which humans have free will is better than a world 

without free will. Because the best possible world must include humans with free will, 

there must be the possibility that human beings will choose evil. Given that free will 

demands the genuine possibility of choosing evil, there must be evil in a world in which 

humans have free will. Therefore, the best possible world will contain evil. Given that 

God set out to create the best possible world it is not within God’s power to remove evil 

from the world. Michael Peterson puts Plantinga’s main idea: “For any world God might 
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create, populated by whatever free creatures, it is not within God’s power to bring it 

about that those significantly free creatures never go wrong.”15  

Although this brief description of Plantinga’s free will defense has neglected 

many of the interesting nuances of the argument, this is the heart of the theodicy. For the 

purposes of this paper, I will elaborate Plantinga’s point no further. Instead, I will take his 

basic idea and see how it can be analyzed in the EPTC.   

 

 

Diagram 2 
 

If we refer to Diagram 2, we can see the EPTC can be described as having three 

main steps. First is God and Ultimate Logic. Next are the Essential Principles themselves. 

And finally are the results of these Essential Principles in the actual world. How does this 

relate to Plantinga? 

                                                 
15 Peterson, Michael L. 1991. Reason and religious belief: an introduction to the philosophy of religion. 
New York: Oxford University Press, 148.  
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We can see that Plantinga describes the first step, God and Ultimate Logic, 

through the classic theistic formulation of God’s attributes, i.e. omnipotent, omniscient, 

and all-knowing. Plantinga does not focus too much attention on the nuances of these 

attributes or suppose God is operating in any type of logic system which need be 

distinguished from our own. If Plantinga, upon reading my essay, accepted that God was 

operating in a system of reasoning which could be termed Ultimate Logic, S/He would 

most likely not find it particularly necessary or useful in explaining his theodicy. It is not 

necessary for his explanation of the logical problem of evil.   

Plantinga does, however, present us with one very important Essential Principle. 

Given God’s attributes, Plantinga holds that God must have created the best possible 

world. Plantinga argues that this entails human beings must have free will. One of the 

Essential Principles upon which the actual world is built upon is free will. This brings us 

to the third step of the EPTC.  

Plantinga claims that evil exists in the actual world as a result of our free will. 

Because the actual world is necessarily constructed with human beings having free will, 

there must also exist evil. This is the main force of Plantinga’s argument. How can God 

with the classic theistic attributes exist with a world in which evil exists? Because evil is 

a result of an Essential principle upon which the rest of the actual world is based on.  

Schelling 
 

In Radical evil, Richard Bernstein analyzes Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph Schelling’s 

early 19th century ideas about the problem of evil. Bernstein argues that Schelling is “a 

transitional figure in transforming our understanding of the problem of evil.”16 This 

                                                 
16 Bernstein, Richard J. 2002. Radical evil: a philosophical interrogation. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 80.  
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important figure of the German Idealism movement, Schelling proposes solution to the 

problem of evil looks importantly different than Alvin Plantinga’s solution. Let’s explore 

Schelling’s solution as presented by Bernstein.  

Schelling and Plantinga both highly value the idea of human free will. However, 

Schelling has a different view on the origin of this freedom: “if freedom as the capability 

of evil must have a root independent of God, and if God on the other hand, is to remain 

the one and sole root of beings, then this ground of evil independent of God can only be 

in God. There must be in God something which God himself ‘is’ not. God must be 

conceived more primordially.”17 Here Schelling is pointing to a flaw in thinking that evil 

is something independent of God himself. From here he goes on to explain what it means 

to think of God in more primordial terms.  

One of the key points to understand Schelling’s view of evil is to recognize he is 

firmly rejecting a duality between good and evil. To do otherwise fails to acknowledge 

the importance of evil as a component of real freedom. This recognition of evil being an 

important component of freedom is something Plantinga would agree on with Schelling. 

Schelling argues that evil is real and cannot be dismissed. S/He is arguing in favor of a 

“differentiated monism in which there is no ultimate divide between nature and spirit.”18 

This idea of a differentiated monism is going to play an important role in how Schelling 

understands God and God’s creatures.  

According to Bernstein, Schelling claims “With respect to God we can distinguish 

the ground of his being from his actual existence (even though we acknowledge their 

                                                 
17 Bernstein, Radical evil, 78.  
18 Ibid., 82.  
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Essential unity in God).”19 The ground of God can be viewed as the fundamental stuff 

upon which God’s existence takes place. Here Schelling is claiming that in addition to the 

foundational ground of God’s existence we can distinguish God’s actual existence. It is 

important to recognize that although we can differentiate these two elements of God, the 

elements are not wholly distinct. This relates back to Schelling’s argument in favor of a 

differentiated monism between nature and spirit.  Schelling claims that God unifies these 

two elements perfectly. As we will see later, it is very important for Schelling that God is 

the only creature in which ground and existence are properly unified.  

Let’s take a moment to more carefully examine creation and how this relates to 

the concepts of ground and existence. Schelling reflects on what happened during 

creation. “The process of creation consists only in an inner transmutation, or revelation in 

light of what was originally the principle of darkness.”20 The principle of darkness refers 

to what Schelling has called ground. Ground existed prior to the creation of the world and 

is an important component of God himself. When creation took place, God transformed 

this principle of darkness into a revelation in light. The principle of light can be related to 

God’s actual existence. Just as the connotative words of darkness and light would have 

you believe, the light is the source of goodness and darkness is the source of evil. In order 

to explain how the principle of darkness manifests, Schelling turns to the self-will of 

God’s creatures.  

A creature’s self-will is the will which desires to act on the principle of darkness. 

God’s self-will never becomes a problem because both the principle of light and the 

principle of darkness are perfectly unified within Him. In human beings the self-will has 

                                                 
19 Ibid., 84.  
20 Ibid., 88. 
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not risen to a unity with the light which results in the evil within us. Humans contain 

within them the whole power of the principle of darkness, and the whole power of the 

principle of light; however, they are not unified in the proper way. In humans there is a 

conflict between the light and darkness. In God there is no conflict. It is important to note 

that within God there is a potential conflict between the light and dark. Just as it is with 

humans, the dark can threaten to overpower the light which would result in evil; however, 

within God this potential never actualizes. The reason it can never actualize within God is 

because of his ability to perfectly unify the two principles. If God were not able to 

perfectly unify them, as is true with human beings, then God too would be capable of 

producing evil.   

This is the key move in Schelling’s theodicy. Let’s take a moment to look at 

exactly how his explanation of evil works. Human beings are defined as “natural beings 

who also manifest a spiritual dimension.”21 For Schelling, evil is defined “the conscious 

(spiritual) elevation of the principle of darkness over the principle of light.”22 Human 

beings are spiritual creatures and therefore have the capability to elevate darkness over 

light. When humans do this, they are creating evil. Schelling further expands on the 

origin of this evil, “It is the ground of God’s being, the potentially independent principle 

of darkness that becomes the origin of evil in human beings.”23 The ground found in God 

is not intrinsically evil; however, when this ground is manifested in human beings it is 

separable from the light and becomes the source of evil in humans. Schelling argues that 

the power of evil is never fully conquered in humans. It is something humans must 

constantly battle. When humans loose out to the power of evil, they are suffering from “a 

                                                 
21 Bernstein, Radical evil, 89.  
22 Ibid. 
23 Ibid.  



37 
 

delusion of omnipotence, because human beings seek to rival God, instead of trying to 

reproduce in themselves ‘divine measure and balance’.”24   

Now that we have a basic idea of Schelling’s theodicy, let’s see how we can 

analyze his theory in terms of the EPTC.   

The force of Schelling’s theodicy lies in the first step of the EPTC, i.e. God and 

Ultimate Logic. Schelling sheds light on some important information about God and how 

this affects Ultimate Logic. God is composed of the unified principles of lightness and 

darkness. Given that, according to Schelling, God is importantly impacted by this feature, 

God will operate in a system of reasoning which reflects this important feature. Schelling 

claims that the principle of darkness is the most primordial and God cannot wholly 

eradicate the principle of darkness. Given that the principle of darkness is prevalent in all 

things, it will also importantly influence the nature of Ultimate Logic. We might 

anticipate one of the principles of Ultimate Logic to be the impossibility of eradicating 

the principle of darkness. This of course will limit God’s omnipotence in some way. This 

is one of Schelling’s main points in his theodicy. God cannot do all things because God 

cannot eradicate that which God is composed of. If God were to eradicate the principle of 

darkness God would be eradiating a part of God, and Schelling’s theory shows that this 

plays an important role in understanding evil.   

For the second step of the EPTC, the Essential Principles, we can describe 

Schelling as posing two Essential Principles. Perhaps upon reading this essay Schelling 

would claim more or fewer Essential Principles, but these are the two I see him claiming 

as the foundational principles of the actual world.  

                                                 
24Bernstein, Radical Evil, 92. 
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The first Essential principle is: “The actual world is composed of the principle of 

lightness and darkness.” The actual world stems from the same primordial chaos from 

which God arose and therefore is composed of the same elements as God. The second 

Essential principle is: “Human beings are spiritual creatures.” This means that humans 

have the ability to mis-order the two principles contained within them. It is from these 

two Essential Principles that the rest of the actual world, according to the rules of 

Ultimate Logic, follows.  

The final step of the EPTC is the results step. Schelling claims that a result of the 

two Essential Principles is the existence of evil. Because God created the actual world in 

such a way that all created things were composed of both principles of lightness and 

darkness and human beings are spiritual creatures with the freedom to mis-order these 

principles, evil comes into existence. The result of the Essential Principles as Schelling 

describes them is that human beings will mis-order the two principles and in so doing 

create evil.  

Process philosophy 
 

Due to its somewhat unconventional take on God and His/Her relationship with 

creation, many classic theists have had a hard time accepting Process as a live option. 

Many classic theists fear Process requires giving up too many key characteristics of 

classic theology. However, in what follows I hope to help ease some of the classic 

theist’s suspicions of this newer form of theology.  By applying my EPTC, I hope to 

show more clearly how Process is similar and different to some of the more classic 

responses to the problem of evil. By formulating the view in essentially the same manner 

as the more classic views, I hope to provide a clearer picture of all of the views. Ideally 



39 
 

this will help those suspicious of Process get a precise picture of how the view differs 

from their own.  

Before we dive into the main project, I would like to directly point out one of the 

difficulties with applying EPTC to Process. It is an important point within Process that 

the world is without beginning.25 A Process philosopher may be disturbed at the 

presupposition of EPTC that there was one instance in which God created the actual 

world. Although this is a challenge for the EPTC, I think it can be dealt with rather easily. 

In analyzing Process in terms of the EPTC, it will be important to note that some of the 

steps should be taken more metaphorically. Perhaps God did not really select the actual 

world out of all the possible worlds and then act to create the actual world. But, we can 

still think of it in this way for purposes of understanding Process’ view of the problem of 

evil. 

Before we can begin exploring the application of EPTC to Process, we must first 

clarify a few terminological issues. First, a definition of “event.” In Process, the basic 

units of the world are not things, but rather momentary events. Instead of some sort of 

enduring substance existing, everything can be described as momentary events. When we 

consider things like human beings, they can be defined as enduring objects who 

experience consecutive momentary events and are changed by them.26   

In the first step of the EPTC, we consider God and Ultimate Logic. One of the 

most defining elements of Process philosophy is the doctrine of creativity. Creativity is 

the stuff from which all is created. It is the most fundamental characteristic of everything. 

Similar to Schelling, Process asserts that God did not create the world out of nothing. 

                                                 
25 Viney, “Process Theism," SEP.  
26 An enduring object is a society, i.e. a continuous succession, of these momentary events. 
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Instead he created the world from “creative energy.”27 In David Griffin’s Creation and 

the problem of evil he asserts that, “the realm of finitude [pre-creation] would have 

consisted entirely of extremely trivial events… happening at random.”28 Griffin clarifies 

this point, “Finite events were happening, but they constituted a chaos, not a cosmos, 

because none of the events were yet ordered into the forms of contingent order lying at 

the root of our universe.”29 In other words, something existed prior to God creating the 

world. This something was composed of creative energy which was unordered in the sort 

of way needed for creation.  

In his article on Process Theism, Donald Viney relates how this affects God and 

the relationship to the created world: “For process theism, God is the supreme or eminent 

creative power, but not the only creative power. Thus, process theists speak of God and 

the creatures as co-creators.”30 Here we can see how the doctrine of creativity 

importantly shapes God. Because creativity is so fundamental to all of creation, the logic 

by which God chooses to adhere to will be importantly shaped by this principle. In other 

words, the doctrine of creativity is the characteristic of God which importantly shapes 

His/Her Ultimate Logic.  

Process, however, does not stop here. In explaining the doctrine of creativity, 

Process philosophers have in fact described some of the details which shape Ultimate 

Logic. For example, along with this fundamental creativity comes a “twofold power to 

exert both self-determination and causal influence.”31 If an event has creative power, 

                                                 
27 Davis, Stephen T., and John B. Cobb. 1981. Encountering evil: live options in theodicy. Atlanta: J. Knox 
Press, 120. 
28 Ibid., 121. 
29 Davis, Cobb, Encountering evil, 121. 
30 Viney, "Process Theism", SEP.  
31 Davis, Cobb, Encountering evil:,  121. 
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which necessarily all events do, then the event has two powers: 1) self-determination and 

2) causal influence. Self-determination means the ability for the event to determine the 

way in which creativity will be utilized. Causal Influence means the power of the event to 

impact future events, and be affected by previous events, in a causal way. Because God 

cannot wholly determine how an event will use its own creativity, God cannot wholly 

pre-determine the twofold power of the event. This is a direct result of the doctrine of 

creativity and clearly points to one of the characteristics of Ultimate logic, i.e. God 

cannot pre-determine the twofold power of an event. 

In the second step of the EPTC, we consider which Essential Principles God 

chose to build the actual world upon. Griffin suggests that God willed to create a world in 

which higher forms of existence, i.e. human beings with the freedom to self-determine, 

would exist.  Let’s take a moment to explore what precisely is a “higher form of 

existence.”32 Within all events, the doctrine of creativity necessitates that the event has 

some power of self-determination. In other words, every event has the power to choose in 

what way creativity will be expressed. Process philosophers recognize that it seems 

strange to attribute power of self-determination to ALL events. The way they deal with 

this challenge is by speaking of this power in terms of degree. Some events have a higher 

degree of self-determining power while others have this power to a lesser degree.  

Griffin states that events which are of a higher form of existence have “a higher 

degree of self-determining power due to God.”33 This means that higher forms of 

existence have a greater degree of freedom to choose how to express their creativity. 

Process philosophers attribute this ability to a special gift from God bestowed upon 

                                                 
32 Davis, Cobb, Encountering evil, 122. 
 
33 Ibid. 
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higher forms of existences. Process philosophers consider human beings to be a “higher 

form of existence.” This is what makes human beings distinct from events. To put this in 

terms of the EPTC, God selected to create the actual world based on the Essential 

principle that higher forms of existence (i.e., human beings) will exist.  

The next Essential Principle relates to these higher forms of existence. In order to 

help humans manage their higher degree power of self-determination, God interacts 

directly with each decision the human pursues. God cannot coerce the human into 

pursuing a particular choice (a result of the doctrine of creativity); however, God attempts 

to persuade humans to make the best possible choices. This intervention by God designed 

to persuade humans is called superjection. When God “created” the actual world, S/He 

selected a world with superjection as one of the Essential Principles. This Essential 

Principle will play an important role in the presence of evil in our world.  

The final step of the EPTC is the results. In Process, the presence of evil in our 

world falls into this category. Let’s explore evil in terms of Process: As we saw in the 

Essential Principles, human beings have a higher degree of self-determination and causal 

influence than other events. Because of this gift from God, Humans can make a larger 

impact with the decisions they make. We also saw that through the Essential Principle of 

superjection, God tries to guide humans in this decision making. However, God may not 

coerce humans into taking action.  

So, what happens when a human is not successfully persuaded by God? What if 

the human chooses against what God favored? When a human does not follow God’s 

suggestion, the best possible outcome is no longer possible. This decision to go against 

God’s suggestion will result in evil. In Process to turn away from God’s superjection is to 
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risk doing evil in the world. In a nutshell, evil exists because human beings have the 

power to turn away from God’s suggestions.  

If we ask the Process philosopher, “Why does evil exist” she may respond using 

the EPTC. Due to the doctrine of creativity, the system to which God has chosen to 

adhere cannot allow God’s prevention of evil. The Ultimate Logic in which God operates 

requires respecting the twofold power of creativity. God selected the actual world by 

selecting a world with two main Essential Principles: 1) Higher forms of existence will 

exist and 2) God will superject onto these higher forms. These higher forms have an even 

greater degree of two-fold power than other events. In order to help these higher forms, 

God constantly tries to persuade them (thereby not violating their two-fold power) to 

choose the best possible choice. Because God may not violate the defining factor of these 

higher forms, i.e. their higher degree of two-fold power, these forms have the power to do 

evil. The result of these Essential Principles is that humans, i.e., higher forms, may do 

evil and God cannot prevent them.    

In this section I set out to analyze Process philosophy in terms of the EPTC. I 

hope you have seen the power of the EPTC in clarifying how Process is similar and 

different to the few other theories we have examined.  

 

Part 3: The Utility of EPTC 
 
 In Part 2 we analyzed three theories which offer solutions to the problem of evil. 

With Plantinga we saw that the Essential Principle relating to Free Will plays an 

important role in explaining the presence of evil in our world. Plantinga can be viewed as 

saying this Essential Principle is so important that God allows evil to exist as a result of it. 
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Schelling pointed to the Ultimate Logic to which God adheres to in order to 

explain evil. Schelling points to the principles of light and dark to explain how the 

potential for evil is an essential component of God. What is merely a potential in the 

supreme Being manifests itself as an actuality in the much weaker creatures, humans. 

God may not eradicate evil because implicit in His/Her Ultimate Logic is the fact that the 

principle of darkness is essential to all creation. To destroy evil would be to destroy 

everything. Schelling can be described as putting his answer to the problem of evil in 

terms of the Ultimate Logic which God is adhering to.  

Finally Process philosophy places the answer to the problem of evil on both the 

Ultimate Logic step and the Essential Principle step of the EPTC. Similar to Schelling, 

Process holds that there is an important aspect of God’s Ultimate Logic shaped by the 

fundamental material shaping all things. Interestingly, Process also points to the Essential 

Principle of the existence of higher forms as an explanation for evil. This is similar to 

Plantinga’s emphasis on the Essential Principle of Free Will. For God to allow the 

existence of higher forms, it is necessary that S/He may not coerce humans. Because 

S/He may not do this, humans have the power to turn away from God’s suggestions and 

do evil. Planting and Process both assert that human freedom is the Essential Principle 

which causes evil to exist.  

 If the above alone has not convinced you of the utility of the EPTC, perhaps 

examining how one could challenge the analyzed theories will convince you. The 

following will be necessarily, although unsatisfactorily, brief. There are many different 

ways one could go about challenging the few views I’ve analyzed within this paper. I will 

only briefly mention a few.   
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Using the EPTC we can see several places in which one can challenge Plantinga’s 

answers to the problem of evil. First one may challenge his understanding of the 

attributes of God and the resulting formulation of Ultimate Logic. As we saw exploring 

Schelling and Process, some theories do precisely that. Another challenge may be on the 

articulation of free will as an Essential principle. One may think that free will is actually 

the result of a more fundamental characteristic of our world, either because of how one 

defines God’s attributes or because of the nature of Ultimate Logic. Here the tension will 

be directly on Plantinga’s formulation of one of the Essential Principles. Finally, one may 

challenge Plantinga’s characterization of evil as a result of the Essential Principle of free 

will. One may argue that evil is too prominent a factor in our world to be merely a result 

of something more fundamental. This sort of criticism suggests perhaps the presence of 

evil needs to be one of the Essential Principles of the actual world. It seems that Marilyn 

Adams may be pressing this sort of point with her work on horrendous evil.34  

There are several places one may challenge Schelling using the EPTC framework. 

For example, one may find that the aspect of Ultimate Logic in which God cannot 

eradicate the principle of darkness simply puts too strong a restriction on God’s 

omnipotence. If one thinks, for God to be the perfect being, S/He can in the strictest sense 

“do anything,” then one may challenge Schelling at the first step of the EPTC. This may 

lead one to favor alternative theories like Augustine’s theodicy which strive to preserve a 

strict sense of omnipotence. Another location of challenge may be in the formulation of 

the Essential Principles. Perhaps one does not think that God was justified in making 

human beings “spiritual creatures.” In other words, God knowingly gave humans, 

                                                 
34 Adams, Marilyn McCord, and Robert Merrihew Adams. 1990. The Problem of evil. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 209-221. 
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creatures which are necessarily imperfect, the power to mis-order the principle of 

lightness and darkness. God did this knowing that humans would create evil. Although it 

may be a feature of God that S/He cannot destroy the principle of darkness, one may 

claim that God ought to have restricted human beings power in such a way that they were 

not capable of this mis-ordering. 

 One may criticize Process using the EPTC by pointing to the Essential Principles 

formulated. This criticism can be articulated in a similar way to the above criticism of 

Schelling. One could say that it was going against God’s loving attributes to create the 

actual world in such a way that human beings, as higher forms of existence, were able to 

turn away from God’s superjection. Process philosophers hold that the power of self-

determination which human beings possess is a bonus bestowed upon us by God. 

Although the enhancement of our freedom may seem attractive, it is this gift that is 

directly responsible for our ability to turn away from God’s superjection to the extent that 

we do. One may claim God was not justified in building the actual world upon such 

Essential Principles. This sort of criticism would be similar to a common criticism of 

Augustine’s theodicy. Augustine characterizes evil as the turning away from God or the 

good. Augustine and Process both attribute human beings as having the power to do evil 

by virtue of their freedom.  

 In these brief criticisms, we can see how it is easy to compare theodicies with the 

analyzed theories, but also to begin making comparisons with theodicies not yet analyzed. 

By mapping out theodicies using the EPTC, the similarities and differences between 

theories are easily identified. Proponents of the various theodicies may be able to modify 

their formulations of the EPTC in order to account for various criticisms. Therefore, the 
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EPTC is a useful tool in studying the various responses to the problem of evil, and to 

reduce miscommunication among these responses.  

Conclusion 
 
 Throughout this paper I have tried to present the Essential Principles Theory of 

Creation. In Part 1, I explored the differences between Ultimate Logic and Human Logic. 

In this part I argued that Ultimate Logic is truly something in operation in our world. If 

my argument was successful you will agree and perhaps feel more confident in knowing 

why God is sometimes mysterious to human beings. However, independent of my 

reader’s view on the truth of Ultimate Logic, the distinction between it and Human Logic 

plays a key role in understanding and effectively applying the EPTC to different views of 

the problem of evil. In Part 2, I tackled directly applying the EPTC to a few theories on 

the problem of evil. We looked at the work of Alvin Plantinga, Schelling, and Process. In 

Part 3, I reflected on the utility of applying the EPTC to these various views. I attempted 

to show how the EPTC clarifies the differences and similarities between different views. I 

also spent some time discussing points of challenge for each theory once formulated in 

terms of the EPTC.  

 The problem of evil is an extremely important and difficult problem for any theist 

to address. Over the centuries there have been many different attempts to resolve the 

problem. It is difficult to say if today we are any closer to resolving the problem. 

However, in exploring the problem of evil, it is useful to have a tool to understand the 

various views. Throughout this paper, I have attempted to present one such tool.  

 It is my hope that you have at least seen the utility of the EPTC throughout this 

paper. The EPTC may have many uses. The EPTC may be a used as a teaching tool for 
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the problem of evil. For my readers who have struggled to help students understand the 

complexity and nuance of this challenging problem, the EPTC may be one tool to ease 

these difficulties. For scholars attempting to analyze the theories to the problem of evil, 

the EPTC may provide a way to compare and contrast seemingly drastically different 

views. It may also provide scholars with a clear way to present objections and challenges 

to the views. Finally, the EPTC may be useful for those individuals who wish to 

articulate their own solution to the problem of evil. What I have laid out in this essay 

could be used to articulate a completely new solution to the problem of evil. No matter 

how the EPTC may be best utilized, I hope that throughout this paper I have convinced 

you it is a worthwhile addition to the discussion of the problem of evil.    
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