
F                        or many philosophers, the soundness   
of certain Cosmological arguments,   
particularly the Argument from 
Contingency, rises and falls with the 

wish to progress the debate over such arguments, 
an examination of this principle will prove 

this principle is consistent with our intuitions 

if any principle can be shown to be logically 

incompatible with free will, it will be considered 

My attempt is to evaluate whether or not there 

Cosmological arguments and an epistemically 
viable option for philosophers who are committed 

 objection, 
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that this reformulation is logically compatible 
with free will and provides effectively the same 

The Monadology

hold that there can be no fact real or existing, no 

why it should be so and not otherwise, although 
1   

facts that have no explanation whatsoever; every 

in mind that Q may be a conjunct constructed 

question may be asked about why P is just so 
and not otherwise that is not already answered 

proposition to explain P and Q would not be, by 
itself, a

to not only explain why a proposition is just so 

reason explains more than why P probably 
happened, but rather why P 
       For example, imagine that there is a lottery with 

for the selection of a white ball, as opposed to a 
green ball, is that the odds of selecting a white 

odds may have been in favor of one side, there 
remained a real possibility that a green ball 
could be selected, and therefore we have not, 
by referencing odds alone, answered fully why 
a white ball was selected as opposed to a green 

reason would not merely , but would 
, what it would explain…Otherwise 

one could want a reason why it had operated 
to its full effect, since what only inclines leaves 
open the  that that to which it inclines 

2

question why P 
why P probably

entailment principle states that if Q explains P, 

may say that Q serves as a deductive reason for 
3

1. Gottfried Wilhem Leibniz, The Monadology (New York: Forgotten Books, 1898), 32.
2. Jordan Howard Sobel, Logic and Theism: Arguments For and Against Beliefs in God (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 
211.
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explains P is synonymous with saying that 

considerations in mind, we may proceed to the 

between free will and determinism will not 

assume that any principle that eliminates 

this end is typically presented in the form of 
a 
to be true and then proceeds to demonstrate 

two claims about the nature of contingent 

4 

can see that in order for a contingent proposition 

However, if a proposition logically entails itself, 
then the proposition is not contingent, but 

logically entailed by a necessary proposition 

if a conclusion is deductively drawn from 
necessarily true premises, then the conclusion is 

contingent proposition can be explained by a 

5

mind that every true contingent proposition is 

necessary?

for no necessary proposition can explain a 

contingent proposition, then it is a part of the 

3. Ibid.
4. Peter van Inwagen, An Essay on Free Will (Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 1983), 202-204.
5. Ibid.
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no contingent propositions and thus, eliminate 

is unacceptable, then our only option is to admit 
that at least one proposition does not have a 

deductive argument may only be false if one of its 

for any conclusion that deductively follows 

means that any proposition that is explained by 
6  

7   Smith 

our purposes, there is no relevant distinction 

Now let us assume for the sake of argument 

unacceptably deterministic, we are committed 

explanation cannot be necessary, for then 
everything that follows from it must also be 
necessary, but if the explanation is contingent, 

ad 
, but eventually we must either come 

to one that is necessary or admit that there 

it is unacceptable for us to end in a necessary 

However, must we now throw the Principle of 

evidence to support some kind of Principle of 

largest amount of inductive evidence possible 
since no one has ever experienced anything 

the intuition that everything must have a cause 

6. Sobel, 217.
Metaphilosophy 26, no. 1 & 2 (1995): 97-106.
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8

reasonable to conclude that some formulation 

completely, the best course of action is to 

argue that there is a formulation of the Principle 

viable option for those who are committed to 

this new formulation simply the Principle of 

with brute facts but are still useful in arguments 
such as the Argument from Contingency and 

9   Many 
10, 

11, and Quentin Smith12  have 

were able to achieve the elimination of brute 
facts along with the preservation of free will, we 
would have a formulation that, for all intents and 

13

it requires every true proposition to have an 

explain 

 needs to be understood not 

14 Hence, if you have 
named the cause of the event, then you have 

Metaphysics (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1992).
for the existence of any being 

for any positive fact whatsoever.
10. William Lane Craig, "The Cosmological Argument," in The Rationality of Theism, ed, Paul Copan and Paul K. Moser 

Nous 5, no. 1 (1971): 56.

 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2006).
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for why we should reject both of these claims, 
ultimately it is only necessary that we reject one 

order for a necessary truth to explain a proposition, 
it would have to logically entail that proposition, 
and any proposition that is logically entailed by 

no contingent proposition may be explained by a 

entailment principle, then there is no reason why 
a contingent proposition may not be explained 

an explanation that serves as a satisfactory 
and

an explanation in which Q explains P but the 
existence of Q is logically compatible with the 

the light switch is a satisfactory explanation 

we can certainly imagine a situation in which 

explain itself, it must logically entail itself, but 
any proposition that logically entails itself is 

that an explanation entail what it explains, thus, 
a proposition may explain itself without logically 

appear to be any good reason why a contingent 
proposition cannot explain itself, given the less 

Pruss offers an example of what he views to 
15   

A proposition is self-explanatory when you 
cannot understand the proposition without 
also understanding the explanation for why 

Jamesian libertarian view are both contingent 

not forced to extend his will in one direction or 
another, but rather the He freely chose to extend 

14. Ibid, 185.
15. Ibid, 122-138.
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example, take the proposition ‘John freely chose 

a free choice, the proposition is not fully self-

there may be no fact about the proposition that 

Asserted as a part of the proposition ‘John freely 

explanation of this fact is not contained within 

not contained within the proposition ‘John freely 

At least one kind of proposition can bypass 
such problems, and that is the free action of a 

16 A necessary being exists in 
every possible world; therefore, the explanation 

of a necessary being, Pruss has provided us with 
an example of a self-explanatory contingent 

that it is only necessary to show that  or 

provide, an extensive positive case for why we 

Contemporary discussions involving the 

applicable in various Cosmological arguments 

other formulations is that it remains strong 
enough to support arguments for the existence 

Conjunctive Contingent Fact…the principle 
shows the existence of a necessarily existing being 

17

that is compatible with free will and still retains 
its value with respect to traditional arguments for 

16. There is a heated debated between philosophers as to whether the concept of a necessary being 
is logically coherent. However, most agree that if it is possible for a necessary being to exist, then a 
necessary being must exist.  Therefore, if it were the case that a necessary being made a free choice, 
the explanation of that being’s existence could be a priori demonstrated from the very concept of 
the necessary being.
17. Ibid, 185.


