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tion - alongside his own position.? But if [ understand Rescher correctly, he is also
asserting that it is a still better explanation of the natural world’s existence to make
laws and principles responsible for it rather than God (though the latter is okay if
you just cannot be as rational as others are). Coming from a philosopher whom I
thought to be a Christian, this is somewhat disappointing, at least to me. But matters
of personal faith aside: laws and principles — whether self-subsistent or not* - can-
not make anything exist, least of all the contingent natural world, because they are
abstract objects.® Since Rescher puts so much stock in contrasting elimination and
production, it must be added: laws and principles - being abstract objects, - cannot
eliminate anything, either. They cannot (literally) actualize the best possibility, and
they cannot (literally) eliminate the inferior possibilities from actualization. And if
they could, it would not automatically follow that the remaining best possibility is
actual (Rescher’s appeal to the logical authority of Sherlock Holmes notwithstand-
ing): after all, it seems possible that no possible world is actual. All that laws and
principles can “do” is to be true or not true, is to describe things as they are, or not as
they are. And Rescher’s Law or Principle of Optimality just isn’t true; it does not
describe things as they are. “The road not taken” (99) by Leibniz is ~ not only
theologically but also philosophically - not the better road.

4. Rescher on how this world can be the best of all possible worlds

Like Leibniz in his time, Rescher is confronted with a widespread and deeply
entrenched belief that this (actual) world is not the best of all possible worlds. I
wonder how he himself can believe that this world is the best of all possible worlds.
For dispelling the rather strong impression that this world is not the best of all
possible worlds, he offers the standard, well-known considerations:

(I) What you think is best or good, need not be what really is best or good.
(II) What is best or good for a part (you and your environment) need not be best for
the whole (the cosmos).

3 | am not quite sure that he does allow that much. For at one point he contrasts “the essentially theistic
stratagem of grounding contingency in the machinations of a contingency-external self-engendered
being” with “the essentially metaphysical stratagem of grounding it in the machinations of a self-subsist-
ing potency or principle” (Rescher [2017], 69). This suggests that the “theistic stratagem” is for him not a
metaphysical and, therefore, not a legitimate metaphysical position. [t seems to me much more reasonable
to hold that every theistic position is a metaphysical position {(but not vice versa, of course). Why exclude
theism from metaphysics?

4 Rescher (2017), 73, prefers a “self-subsisting principle” to a “self-subsistent being” in explaining con-
tingent existence. It is unclear to me what the self-subsistence of a principle consists in. Is the proposition
that 2 + 2 = 4 a self-subsistent principle? In a (harmless) sense it is “self-subsistent”: it is necessarily true.
But this does not seem to be the sense Rescher has in mind.

5 Rescher himself writes: “[Clonceptualization is [...] something abstract that cannot for that very reason
account for something as concrete and substantial [as] contingent existence is bound to be.” Now, not only
conceptualization but also concepts and principles are something abstract. And for “that very reason” they
cannot account for “concrete and substantial contingent existence” (78).
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