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The monotheistic God of western
religions is typically thought of as
a being that has (at least) the
following three

God is omniscient (all knowing)
God is omnipotent (all powerful)

God is omnibenevolent (all
good)

m
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The Paradox of
Omnipotence

is omnipotent. If God is
omnipotent, then there is God
cannot do. But

God cannot do.

To see this, consider the following:
Either God can create a stone he cannot
lift, or he cannot. Now if God can do
this, then there is something God
cannot do (lift the stone he created).
But, if God cannot do this, then there is
also something God cannot do (create
such a stone). So either way there is
something God cannot do.

God’s Divine
Attributes
and Related
Puzzles

Logic in Use

These divine attributes
generate a series of very
interesting puzzles.

Here are three examples:

The Paradox of

First argument:

1. If God is omnipotent, then there is
nothing God cannot do.

2. There is something God cannot do.
3. Therefore, God is not omnipotent.

The form of this argument:

1. IfOthenQ 0: God is omnipotent;
_ Q: there is nothing God
2. Not-Q cannot do

3. Therefore, not-O




An argument for premise (2)

1. Either God can create a stone he cannot lift, or God cannot
create a stone he cannot lift

2. If God can create a stone he cannot lift, then there is
something God cannot do.

3. If God cannot create a stone he cannot lift, then there is
something God cannot do.

4. Therefore, there is something God cannot do.

1. Either P or ~P o P:God can create a stone he can’t lift
2. If P, then Q o ~P:God cennot creAate a stone he can't lift
o Q: There is something God cannot do
3. If~P, thenQ
4. Therefore,q YALID
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Omniscience and Freedom

1. If God is Omniscient, then God 1. If Athen, B

kr?o?/s now what we will do in , IfB, then C.
t ture.
e 3. IfC,thenD
2. If God knows now what we will Theref A
do in the future, then we can’t " ereDore, itA,
en

do otherwise.

3. If we can’t do otherwise, then
we are not free.

4. Therefore, if God is Omniscient,
then we are not free.
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Omnipotence vs.

1. If God is Omnibenevolent, then 1. If Athen, B
God cannot do evil. > If B, then C.

2. If God cannot do Evil, then If C, then D

there are things God cannot do. _ Therefore, if A,
3. If there are things God cannot then D

do, then God is not omnipotent. VALID
4. Therefore, if God is

Omnibenevolent, then God is Good
not Omnipotent .
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WHERE
WERE
WE ?
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If A, then B
If B, then C
If C, then D
If D, then E
If E, then F
If F, then G
If G, then H
Therefore, If A, then H
H,G F,E,D,C,B,A :n"niox 07109 8
lnnpn 256

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
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if Athen C
A

C

a derivative argument form P

P—Q
~ we can employ Q—-R
- modus ponens (MP) R—S
to derive the conclusion from
the premises. S

if Athen C
notC

not A

a derivative argument form

~ we can employ
- modus tollens (MT)
to derive the conclusion from
the premises.

| We start with a few argument forms,
which we know are valid,
and we use these
to demonstrate that other argument forms are valid.

We demonstrate (show) that
a given argument form is valid by

- deriving (deducing) its conclusion
from its premises
using a few fundamental modes of reasoning.




we can employ a combination
of MP and MT

to derive the conclusion

from the premises.

- ~S

i R—>S
mMT

i ~R>~T ;P>T;~P>~Q /~Q




