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Preface

This book is an expansion of my 2015 Cadbury Lectures at the
University of Birmingham, England, which themselves were a distil-
lation of a much longer study on God and abstract objects. I am
grateful to Professors Yujin Nagasawa and David Cheetham and to
the John Hick Centre for Philosophy of Religion for the invitation to
deliver these lectures.
The invitation came just as I was wrapping up a research project on

divine aseity and the challenge to it posed by contemporary Platon-
ism that had preoccupied me for the previous dozen years or so. This
happy coincidence gave me the opportunity to state my arguments
succinctly and in a semi-popular form, so as to make the lectures
profitable for non-specialists.
Philosophers of religion and theologians, to whom this book is

primarily directed, may be unfamiliar with the debates central to our
topic which are raging in the philosophy of mathematics, philosophy
of language, metaphysics, and logic. To aid understanding, I have
compiled a Glossary of specialist terminology offering elementary
definitions or explanations of key terms. I have also included a
Figure 1 as part of the front matter of the book, to which I shall
have occasion to recur, in order to provide at a glance a visual
taxonomy of the various alternative views discussed in this book.
Having laboured for over a dozen years to understand how best to

respond to Platonism’s challenge to divine aseity, I have, as one might
expect, been greatly helped by the interaction of many colleagues
in a wide range of fields on various questions. I wish to thank in
particular for their stimulus and input: Robert Adams, Jody Azzouni,
Mark Balaguer, J. T. Bridges, Jeffery Brower, Charles Chihara, Paul
Copan, Thomas Crisp, Trent Dougherty, Mark Edwards, Thomas
Flint, Paul Gould, Dorothy Grover, Geoffrey Hellman, Paul Horwich,
Ross Inman, Peter van Inwagen, Dennis Jowers, Brian Leftow, Mary
Leng, Christopher Menzel, J. P. Moreland, Thomas Morris, Kenneth
Perszyck, Michael Rea, Maria Reicher-Marek, Theodore Sider, Peter
Simons, Alvin Plantinga, Joshua Rasmussen, Elliott Sober, Robert
Thomas, Achille Varzi, Greg Welty, Edward Wierenga, Dallas Willard,
Stephen Yablo, Takashi Yagisawa, and Dean Zimmerman. I am also
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grateful for the comments of three anonymous referees of Oxford
University Press. My research assistant Timothy Bayless deserves
grateful mention for his procuring research materials, hunting
down references, compiling the bibliography, and carrying out
other related tasks for me. Thanks, too, to Kevin Whitehead for his
proofreading the penultimate draft of the typescript! Finally, as
always, I am grateful to my wife Jan, not only for her help with
early portions of the typescript, but even more for her encouragement
and interaction (‘Honey, what do you think? Does the number
2 exist?’).

As mentioned, my lectures were a condensation of a much longer,
scholarly work on God and Abstract Objects to appear with Springer
Verlag. Readers desiring a more extensive, in-depth discussion of the
questions and views treated here may consult that work.

viii Preface
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In all things God has the pre-eminence, who alone is uncreated,
the first of all things, and the primary cause of the existence of all.

(Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.38.3)
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Figure 1. Some responses to indispensability arguments concerning the existence of mathematical objects.
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1

Introduction

Central to the Judaeo-Christian concept of God is the notion that
God is a self-existent being. That is to say, God is not dependent upon
any other being for His existence; rather, He exists independently of
everything else. Were everything else magically to disappear, God
would still exist. God has the property or attribute of self-existence.

DIVINE ASEITY

This attribute of God is called aseity. The word derives from the Latin
a se, which means of itself or from itself. God does not exist through
another or from another. He just exists in and of Himself, independ-
ent of everything else. In other words, He is a self-existent being.
Protestant scholastic theologians typically distinguished between

the communicable and incommunicable attributes of God. Commu-
nicable attributes are those which God shares with created things,
though to different degrees. For example, knowledge and power
are possessed by both God and created things, by created things to
a finite degree, but by God, who is omniscient and omnipotent, to an
infinite degree. Incommunicable attributes, on the other hand, are
those which are unique to God. Nothing else has these attributes.
Aseity is traditionally held to be one of the incommunicable attri-

butes of God. God alone is self-existent; everything else is dependent
for its existence upon something else. Thus, the doctrine of divine
aseity is closely related to the doctrine of creation. According to that
doctrine, everything that exists (other than God) has been created
by God. So everything that exists other than God is a created thing.
Such things are therefore not self-existent, but are dependent for their
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existence upon God, their Creator. Even God could not create a self-
existent being, for a created, self-existent being is as logically inco-
herent as a round triangle or a married bachelor. To be self-existent
is to be uncreated. So anything apart from God is a created being
and therefore not self-existent. Aseity is thus an incommunicable
attribute of God.

So on the traditional conception, God is what the philosopher
Brian Leftow calls ‘the sole ultimate reality’,1 the pinnacle of being,
so to speak. For all other beings have been created by Him and
therefore depend on Him for their existence, whereas God depends
upon nothing else for His existence and is the source of existence of
everything else. In the next chapter, I shall say something further
about the biblical and theological motivations for the traditional
doctrine of divine aseity, but now I want to introduce the most
formidable challenge to the coherence of the doctrine.

PLATONISM

The strongest challenge to the coherence of the traditional doctrine
of divine aseity comes from the philosophy of Platonism. Plato
(429–347 BC) held that there exist uncreated entities other than
God. These are not part of the physical world, which God has created,
but are part of a transcendent, conceptual realm comprising what
Plato called Ideas or Forms. They include mathematical objects like
numbers and geometrical shapes, such as the perfect circle or triangle,
which are not to be found in the physical realm. Plato held that,
far from being created by God, these transcendent realities served as
God’s model or pattern after which He fashioned the physical world.2

Although we might be inclined to look upon such objects as having at
best a ghostly sort of existence, for Plato the objects of this transcend-
ent realm were actually more real than the objects of the physical
world, which are like mere shadows of these transcendent realities.

1 Brian Leftow, God and Necessity (Oxford: OUP, 2012), 3–5.
2 See his dialogue Timaeus 3–4. It is not clear to what degree Plato took his creation

story to be literally true, as opposed to mythological. What is clear is that he took these
ideal objects to be uncreated.

2 God Over All
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Plato held that these transcendent, ideal objects are uncreated, neces-
sary, and eternal. God is therefore not the sole ultimate reality.
Contemporary Platonism differs vastly from classical Platonism in

various respects;3 but both views are united in holding that there exist
uncreated entities—for example, mathematical objects—other than
God. Contemporary Platonists call such entities ‘abstract’ objects in
order to distinguish them from concrete objects like people, planets,
and chairs. Insofar as these abstract objects are taken to be uncreated,
necessary, and eternal, contemporary Platonism also comes into
conflict with the traditional doctrines of divine aseity and creation.

ABSTRACT AND CONCRETE OBJECTS

How should we understand the distinction which contemporary
philosophers draw between abstract and concrete objects? Although
the distinction is commonplace, it remains a matter of dispute just
how to draw that distinction. Many philosophers have simply given up
the job of supplying a criterion to distinguish abstract from concrete
objects, choosing instead simply to point to examples which serve as
paradigms of each type of object. For example, physical objects are
universally taken to be examples of concrete objects. On the other
hand, mathematical objects like numbers, functions, and sets are
regarded as paradigmatic examples of abstract objects. Only slightly
more controversially, properties (universal qualities which are exempli-
fied by particulars), propositions (the information content of sentences),
and possible worlds (ways reality might have been) are taken by most
philosophers to be paradigmatic abstract objects. Most philosophers
would agree that, if there are such things, then they are abstract rather
than concrete objects. So a discussion of the reality of abstract objects is
usually able to proceed on the basis of such shared examples, even in the
absence of a clearly enunciated criterion distinguishing abstract from
concrete objects. Indeed, any proposed criterion will be assessed by how
well it categorizes such paradigm examples.

3 Principally, as we shall see, in taking abstract objects to be causally unrelated to the
concrete world; neither do contemporary Platonists consider abstract objects to be more
real than concrete objects. Nor do they think that concrete objects participate in some
way in abstract entities, as Plato thought physical objects participate in ideal objects.

Introduction 3
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On the basis of the examples thus far considered, one might be
tempted to think that the distinction between the concrete and the
abstract is the same as between the material and the immaterial. But a
moment’s reflection shows that that cannot be correct. For if imma-
terial agents like souls or angels exist, they would indisputably fall
in the class of concrete, not abstract, objects. Everyone recognizes
that there is a world of difference between such causally active agents
and things like numbers, propositions, and possible worlds. So even
if, as it seems, all abstract objects are immaterial, not all immaterial
objects are abstract. There could be objects which are both concrete
and immaterial, so that the abstract/concrete distinction cannot be
equated with the immaterial/material distinction.

One might then think that concrete objects, whether material or
immaterial, are all spatiotemporal objects, while abstract objects are
without exception non-spatiotemporal objects, that is, objects which
transcend space and time. Is that how the distinction between
abstract and concrete ought to be drawn? Again, the answer is, no.
For God, if He exists, is plausibly thought to exist beyond space and
time (at least sans the universe), being the free Creator of space and
time. Yet, as a causal agent who has created the world, God would be
a paradigmatic concrete object.

Moreover, while some abstract objects—most notably, certain math-
ematical objects like numbers—would seem to exist beyond space
and time, if they exist at all, that is not the case for many other kinds
of abstract object. Take properties, for example. Particular things are
constantly changing in their properties, acquiring some and losing others
at different times. Properties must therefore exist in time, if not in
space, since they are constantly changing in their relation to temporal
things, being exemplified by a particular object at one time and no longer
exemplified by it at a later time. Such relational change is sufficient
for being in time. Or consider propositions. They are even more clearly
temporal, since many of them seem to change not just relationally,
but intrinsically, over time. For many propositions—for example,George
Bush is the President of the United States—are plausibly variable in
their truth value, being sometimes true and sometimes false. If the
propositional content of tensed sentences includes the sentences’ tense,
then the propositions expressed by such sentences must exist in time,
since they undergo intrinsic change with respect to their truth value.

There are even more evident, if recherché, examples of abstract
objects which, if they exist at all, exist spatiotemporally. For example,

4 God Over All
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the Equator is a geometrical line which girdles the Earth and therefore
exists in space. You can actually step over this abstract object! More-
over, it depends on the Earth for its existence and so exists only so
long as the Earth exists. It is thus an abstract, spatiotemporal object.
Or consider the centre of mass of the solar system. This is a point
whose spatial location is constantly changing as the planets revolve
around the Sun. You could actually enclose this abstract object in the
hollow of your hand—though not for long, since it would pass right
through your hand to another location! One cannot therefore equate
concrete objects with spatiotemporal objects and abstract objects with
non-spatiotemporal objects.
The last two examples also serve to show that the distinction

between the abstract and the concrete is not equivalent to the dis-
tinction between the metaphysically necessary and the metaphysically
contingent.4 While numbers, propositions, properties, and possible
worlds do seem to be metaphysically necessary, if they exist, that is
not the case for all abstract objects, as the examples of the Equator
and the centre of mass of the solar system show. Moreover, many
contemporary Platonists think that literary and musical compositions
are abstract objects, not to be identified with any particular exemplar
of those works. For example, Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony cannot
plausibly be identified with some printed score, lest we be compelled
to say that, if that score were destroyed, Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony
would no longer exist! But since literary and musical works are
plausibly the creations of their respective authors, most Platonists
hold them not to be metaphysically necessary in their existence.
Moreover, in mathematics, so-called ‘impure’ sets, that is to say, sets
which have non-sets—for example, people—as their members, do not
exist necessarily, since if their members do not exist, the set does not
exist either. For example, the set {Ronald Reagan, Gerald Ford} would
not exist in a world in which those two men never existed. In fact, this
set no longer exists if Reagan and Ford have perished.
Neither are all concrete objects metaphysically contingent, since

God is usually considered to exist necessarily, if He exists at all, and

4 Something is metaphysically necessary if its non-existence is impossible. Some-
thing is metaphysically contingent if it is possible for it to exist or to not exist. In the
language of possible worlds, a metaphysically necessary being exists in every possible
world, whereas a metaphysically contingent being exists only in some, but not all,
possible worlds.
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yet, as I have said, God is a paradigmatic concrete object, being a
personal agent endowed with causal powers and causally active in the
world, interacting with other concrete objects.

Perhaps here we have a clue as to how the distinction between
abstract and concrete objects is best drawn. It is very widely held
among philosophers that abstract objects, in contrast to concrete objects,
are causally impotent and so are not related to other objects as causes to
effects. Moreover, their causal impotence seems to be an essential feature
of abstract objects. The number 2, for example, does not just happen to
be causally effete. It seems inconceivable that 2 could possess causal
powers. Abstract objects’ causal impotence entails that they are imma-
terial, for if they were material objects, they would exist in time and
space and so could come into contact with other things, thereby affecting
those things. No wonder, then, that some thinkers have too hastily
concluded that the abstract/concrete distinction just is the immaterial/
material distinction! Perhaps the reason abstract objects are causally
effete is precisely because they are neither material objects nor personal
agents. Be that as it may, the criterion of essential causal impotence
seems to delineate effectively abstract from concrete objects.

Fortunately, little hangs upon a successful delineation between
abstract and concrete objects, for what is theologically problematic
about such objects is not their abstractness, but their uncreatability,
along with their necessity and eternality. Any object, whether con-
crete or abstract, which is uncreated will fatally compromise God’s
being the sole ultimate reality. The theist can happily admit the
existence of created, contingent, transitory abstract objects like the
Equator or Beethoven’s Fifth. What he cannot allow is the existence of
things which are as ontologically ultimate as God. The reason abstract
objects are at the centre of this controversy is simply because they are
the most—perhaps only—plausible candidates for uncreated, neces-
sary, eternal objects apart from God Himself.

TERMINOLOGICAL CLARIFICATIONS

Platonism/Anti-Platonism and Realism/Anti-Realism

Before proceeding further, it will be helpful—indeed, almost crucial
if we are to avoid misunderstanding—to clarify some terminology.

6 God Over All
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Platonism is the view that abstract objects exist, while anti-Platonism
is the view that abstract objects do not exist. Sometimes these two
views are equated with realism and anti-realism respectively, but this
equation is misleading. For, as we shall see, there are anti-Platonists
who believe in the reality of mathematical objects, propositions, and
so on, but who think that these objects are concrete, not abstract.
Thus, some anti-Platonists are realists and some are anti-realists
about said objects. I propose, therefore, that we take realism to be
any view according to which mathematical objects, properties, pos-
sible worlds, and so on, exist and anti-realism to be any view that such
objects do not exist. (Obviously, someone might be a realist about
some objects, say, numbers, but an anti-realist about others, for
example, possible worlds.) So a realist about some such objects
might be either a Platonist or an anti-Platonist; but since the anti-
realist about such objects holds that they do not exist, he is obviously
an anti-Platonist.

Nominalism

In the literature, both anti-Platonism and anti-realism, as I have
defined them, have been called nominalism. Since anti-Platonism
and anti-realism are two different views, this label is very confusing.
Moreover, there are two further reasons to shun the use of this
label. First, ‘nominalism’ is a term which is used in two different
philosophical debates to denominate very different views.5 The first is
the age-old dispute over the existence of universals. In this debate,
nominalism is the view that universals do not exist, that everything
that exists is a particular. The second debate is a very recent discus-
sion, centred in the philosophy of mathematics, that has arisen only
since the publication of the German mathematician Gottlob Frege’s
Foundations of Arithmetic (1884). In this debate, the word ‘nominal-
ism’ is often used as a synonym for anti-Platonism about abstract
objects (abstract mathematical objects, for example, do not exist).
The problem is that a person who is a nominalist in one debate

may not be a nominalist in the other debate. For example, in the old

5 See the clear differentiation in Gonzalo Rodriguez-Pereyra, ‘Nominalism
in Metaphysics’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 1 Apr. 2015, <http://
plato.stanford.edu/entries/nominalism-metaphysics>.
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dispute over universals, one type of nominalism is called class nom-
inalism, according to which similar objects are those included in a
certain class. Since classes are abstract objects akin to sets, however,
such a thinker is not a nominalist in the second debate, but rather a
Platonist. Similarly, a person who identifies universals as thoughts in
someone’s mind is a nominalist in the second debate (since thoughts
are concrete, not abstract objects), but not a nominalist in the first
debate (since he takes thoughts to be real and therefore universals
to be real). The tendency of some philosophers to blur the lines of
these two debates by use of the word ‘nominalism’ has therefore been
a source of confusion.

The second reason I think it advisable to avoid the word ‘nomin-
alism’ is because of the very negative theological connotations—such
as that God is not essentially good6—which the term acquired as a
result of the first debate. These are utterly foreign to nominalism as
defined in the second debate, being a development which has had
wings only since the publication of Hartry Field’s groundbreaking
book Science without Numbers (1980). It would be theologically
prejudicial to call positions in this second debate nominalist.

So in this book I shall refer to the position that mathematical
objects (or propositions or properties or what have you) exist as
realism with respect to such objects, and the position that they do
not exist as anti-realism. As Figure 1 (p. xii) illustrates, anti-realism
comprises a diverse range of specific views; there are many different
perspectives which count as anti-realist. Realism comprises any view
that holds that things like mathematical objects exist, whether con-
cretely or abstractly. Clearly, then, realism also comprises a diversity
of specific views, some Platonist and some anti-Platonist.

Platonism

There is one more important terminological clarification that needs
to be made, and that concerns the term ‘Platonism’ itself. For there
are today two very different views on offer, both claiming the label of
‘Platonism’. One is a sort of ‘heavyweight’ Platonism which takes
abstract objects to be just as real as the physical objects which make

6 On the misguided assumption that in order to be essentially good God must
possess the property goodness.
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up the world. For this sort of Platonist, numbers are just like automo-
biles, only more numerous, abstract, and eternal.7 Such a comparison
makes us smile; but it serves to underline the seriousness of the
heavyweight Platonist’s ontological commitment to abstract objects.
As Michael Dummett says, ‘The mathematician is, therefore, con-
cerned, on this view, with the correct description of a special realm
of reality, comparable to the physical realms described by the geog-
rapher and the astronomer.’8 For the heavyweight Platonist, our
ontological inventory of the world must include numbers, along
with concrete objects.
The metaphysician Peter van Inwagen of the University of Notre

Dame is doubtless the most prominent heavyweight Christian Platonist
on the contemporary philosophical scene. Van Inwagen divides
reality into two exclusive and exhaustive categories, the abstract and
the concrete, and says that the objects belonging to each category
exist in precisely the same sense.9 He has argued specifically for the
existence of abstract objects like properties, shapes, and fictional char-
acters.10 He rejects creationist views of such objects as well as anti-realist
views, holding such objects to be, like God, uncreated things.11 He
admits that such a viewpoint makes him uncomfortable, but he feels
rationally obliged to concede the existence of such uncreated objects.
By contrast, there is also a sort of ‘lightweight’ Platonism whose

ontological commitment to abstract objects is much more obscure.

7 A comparison suggested by Michael D. Resnik, Frege and the Philosophy of
Mathematics (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1980), 162. Never mind for the
moment that some ontologists deny that automobiles exist, taking what we call
automobiles to be either nothing more than fundamental particles arranged in a
certain way or, alternatively, a conglomeration of metal, plastic, etc., which we see
as an automobile. The illustration is too engaging to ignore merely on account of
these caveats.

8 Michael Dummett, ‘Platonism’, in Truth and Other Enigmas (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1978), 202.

9 Peter van Inwagen, ‘Being, Existence, and Ontological Commitment’, in David
Chalmers et al. (eds), Metametaphysics: New Essays on the Foundations of Ontology
(Oxford: Clarendon, 2009), 472–506.

10 See Peter van Inwagen, ‘A Theory of Properties’, in Dean Zimmerman (ed.),
Oxford Studies in Metaphysics, i (Oxford: Clarendon, 2004), 107–38; Peter van Inwa-
gen, ‘Did God Create Shapes?’, Philosophia Christi, 17/2 (2015): 285–90; Peter van
Inwagen, ‘Creatures of Fiction’, American Philosophical Quarterly, 14/4 (1977):
299–308.

11 Peter van Inwagen, ‘God and Other Uncreated Things’, in Kevin Timpe (ed.),
Metaphysics and God: Essays in Honor of Eleonore Stump (London: Routledge, 2009),
3–20.
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For these thinkers, abstract objects seem to be merely semantic
objects: they are what we are talking about when we use abstract
terms like ‘3’ or ‘the square root of 9’. They need be no more real than
grammatical objects. Something can be grammatically the direct
object of a sentence without being a really existing object, as in ‘The
Press Secretary knew the whereabouts of the Prime Minister.’ Simi-
larly, ‘the whereabouts of the Prime Minister’ can be semantically a
term we use to talk about his whereabouts, that is, the term refers to
his whereabouts, without implying that there is some really existing
object which is the Prime Minister’s whereabouts.

Lest you think this a bizarre example, the Prime Minister’s where-
abouts is precisely one of the examples the Platonist philosopher Bob
Hale uses to illustrate the abstract objects which serve as the semantic
referents of certain terms. With regard to the question whether such
objects exist, Hale says bluntly,

If it is taken as invoking the everyday notion of object, the question
whether there are abstract objects is devoid of philosophical interest; its
answer is quite certainly that there are not, but that is trivial—a great
many kinds of thing beside those whose title to be recognized as abstract
objects has been taken seriously by philosophers fail to count as objects
in that sense. Vague though the common notion is, it is evidently
outrageous to suggest that numbers, classes, directions and shapes,
say, are objects in that sense. But the same goes for hurricanes, speeches
(i.e., the actual historical events) and holes in the ground.12

Hale’s remarks are quite puzzling. He grants that abstract objects are
not objects in the ordinary sense of the word and so in that sense do
not exist. But he is unperturbed by this admission because many
other things—such as hurricanes, speeches, and holes—do not exist
in that sense either. Hale’s remarks are puzzling because his examples
of things that do not exist in the sense that ordinary objects exist
are precisely things which many ontologists deny do exist, period.13

12 Bob Hale, Abstract Objects, Philosophical Theory (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1987), 4; cf. the last paragraph on p. 26.

13 E.g. Peter van Inwagen considers the postulation of events to be ‘ontologically
profligate’. He writes, ‘There are, I would say, no events. That is to say, all statements
that appear to involve quantification over events can be paraphrased as statements
that involve objects, properties, and times—and the paraphrase leaves nothing out’:
‘God and Other Uncreated Things’, 14. Theodore Sider compares talk of properties in
a nominalistic understanding to talk of holes: ‘We talk, for instance, as if there are
such things as holes . . .But surely there aren’t really such things as holes, are there?
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Hurricanes and speeches are not things, but events, and many ontolo-
gists deny that events exist. Holes are probably the favourite illustra-
tion which ontologists use of something that we commonly talk about
but which does not exist. So if numbers, classes, and other mathem-
atical objects have no more reality than holes and hurricanes, Hale
ought to count as an anti-realist, not a Platonist.
John Burgess, another prominent lightweight Platonist, considers the

question of the existence of mathematical objects in a theological light:

One very traditional sort of way to try to make sense of the question of
the ultimate metaphysical existence of numbers would be to turn the
ontological question into a theological question: Did it or did it not
happen, on one of the days of creation, that God said, ‘Let there be
numbers!’ and there were numbers, and God saw the numbers, that
they were good? According to Dummett, and according to Nietzsche—
or my perspective on Nietzsche—this is the only way to make sense of
questions of ontological metaphysics. . . . I myself believe, like Russell,
that analytic atheism [the thesis that theological language is meaning-
less] is false, and suspect, contrary to the Australians, that the
Nietzsche-Dummett thesis is true. If as I believe the theological question
does make sense, and if as I suspect it is the only sensible question about
the italics-added real or capital-R Real existence of numbers, then
I would answer that question in the negative; but then I would equally
answer in the negative the question of the Real existence of just about
anything.14

Burgess rejects what he calls ‘capital-R Realism’ in favour of a much
weaker ‘realism’.15 This weak realism does not presume to tell us
‘just what God was saying to Himself when He was creating the
universe’.16 The fact that Burgess thinks that very few things exist in
the metaphysically heavy sense merely goes to show that he agrees
with certain metaphysicians that composite material objects do not

What kind of object would a hole be? Surely what really exist are the physical objects
that the holes are “in”: walls, pieces of cheese, shirts, and so on. When one of these
physical objects has an appropriate shape—namely, a perforated shape—we’ll some-
times say that “there is a hole in it.” But we don’t really mean by this that there literally
exists an extra entity, a hole, which is somehow made up of nothingness.’ ‘Introduc-
tion’, in Theodore Sider et al. (eds), Contemporary Debates in Metaphysics (Oxford:
Blackwell, 2008), 2–3.

14 John P. Burgess, ‘Mathematics and Bleak House’, Philosophia Mathematica,
12/1 (2004): 30–1.

15 Ibid., 19. 16 Ibid.
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exist.17 For Burgess, very few kinds of things exist—perhaps only
fundamental particles—and abstract objects are not among them.
Like Hale, he actually seems to be an anti-realist about abstract objects.

These lightweight Platonists—who are among the most ardent
defenders of Platonism today—thus seem to be committed to abstract
objects only in the sense that they are semantic objects. As Burgess’s
statement implies, such a lightweight Platonism is not incompatible
with God’s being the sole ultimate reality and the Creator of every-
thing that exists other than Himself.

The focus of our investigation is therefore heavyweight Platonism,
for this is the only kind of Platonism that is in conflict with the
doctrine of divine aseity. From now on, then, whenever I refer to
Platonism, it is metaphysically heavyweight Platonism that I have in
mind. We shall want to understand what grounds there are for
affirming heavyweight Platonism and how one might respond to it.
As we shall see, there is one argument in favour of Platonism that
dominates the contemporary discussion. We shall then embark on a
wide-ranging exploration of various responses to that argument, with
a view to assessing their credibility and utility to the classical theist.
I hope to show that there is a cornucopia of viable responses available
to the theist, many of which contemporary Christian philosophers
have scarcely begun to explore.

But before we embark on our journey, we need to examine more
closely the biblical and theological foundations of the doctrine of
divine aseity.

17 The view that there are no composite objects is called mereological nihilism. On
this view, there are at most fundamental particles arranged differently.
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God

The Sole Ultimate Reality

In this chapter, I want to unfold the biblical and theological under-
pinnings of the doctrine of divine aseity. Doing so should help us
to resist any temptation to accommodate ourselves to Platonism
by holding that in addition to God there also exist other uncreated
things. I hope to show that Platonism strikes at the very heart of
biblical theism.

BIBLICAL BASIS OF DIVINE ASEITY

The biblical testimony to God’s status as the sole ultimate reality is
both clear and abundant. In the New Testament, both John and Paul,
for example, bear witness to this doctrine. We shall look first at what
John has to say and then at Paul’s testimony.

John’s Prologue

Undoubtedly, one of the principal texts bearing witness to God’s
status as the sole ultimate reality is the prologue to the Gospel of
John. There John writes,

In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God.
He was in the beginning with God.
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