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Abstract

According to modal panentheism, God encompasses all possible worlds, and a substantial number
of concrete possible worlds exist. This article builds on previous work that has grounded modal
panentheism in perfect-being theology, which holds that God possesses all great-making properties
to the highest possible degree. These great-making properties are said to include power, knowledge,
consciousness, goodness, and encompassment.

To date, scholarly discussion on modal panentheism has focused exclusively on divine goodness
and encompassment. The aim of this article is to explore modal panentheism with respect to divine
power, knowledge, and consciousness. By extending the existing discussion beyond goodness and
encompassment, I hope to show how modal panentheism can offer coherent accounts of the divine
attributes. In doing so, I develop and address numerous problems. These include the problem of
distinct perspectives, the problem of contradictory perspectives, the problem of divine unity, the
problem of contradictory indexicals, the problem of evil knowledge, and the problem of evil powers.
I argue that none of these challenges are insurmountable.

The view that emerges is a coherent andhighly promising concept of God that is not at a significant
disadvantage relative to traditional theism.

Keywords:modal panentheism; pantheism; perfect-being theology; divine attributes;
cosmopsychism

Introduction

Modal panentheism is an alternative concept of God. Originally developed by Yujin
Nagasawa (2014, 2016, 2024), the view maintains that God is identical with the totality of
possible worlds.

In addition to our actual world, modal panentheism holds that a substantial number
of possible worlds exist as concrete entities. Such a definition suggests that many worlds
are concrete but leaves open the possibility that some worlds – such as those incompatible
with God’s perfect goodness – exist as abstract entities. Nagasawa claims that this can be
described as a type of pantheism (as all worlds are identical with God) or panentheism (as
the actual world exists within God). He favours the term panentheism as, according to the
view, God transcends our world by encompassing a greater set of worlds (ibid.). In keep-
ing with the literature, I follow suit. Understanding the view as modal panentheism and
not modal pantheism has no bearing on my central thesis: that modal pan(en)theism is
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a coherent and highly promising worldview, which – contra Nagasawa (ibid.) – is not at a
significant disadvantage relative to traditional theism.

Until recently,modal panentheismwas rejected on account of themodal problem of evil.
Themodal problem of evil was said to constitute a stronger problem of (all possible) evil for
modal panentheism than the orthodox problem of actual evil for traditional theism (ibid.).
As a result, the view was dismissed before it had been developed. However, I maintain that
a new defence shows thatmodal panentheism canwithstand themodal problem of evil and
is, therefore, deserving of further scholarly attention (Symes 2025).

The aim of this paper is, for the first time, to developmodal panentheism inmore detail.
I do so by focusing on three great-making properties: consciousness, knowledge, and power.
In developing an understanding of each attribute, I recognise thatmodal panentheism faces
a number of challenges. These include the problem of distinct perspectives, the problem of contra-
dictory perspectives, the problem of divine unity, the problem of contradictory indexicals, the problem
of evil knowledge, and the problemof evil powers. I argue that none of these challenges are insur-
mountable. In fact, inmany instances,modal panentheismoffers solutions to problems that
trouble other forms of theism.

The structure of this article is as follows. First, I provide an overview ofmodal panenthe-
ism’s place within the existing literature. Second, I develop an understanding of the divine
mind on modal panentheism. Third, I explore the nature of God’s knowledge on modal
panentheism. Finally, I examine how modal panentheists should interpret divine power.
In each section, I identify objections and responses. I conclude that modal panentheism is
not at a significant disadvantage relative to traditional theism but is a highly promising
worldview that can accommodate divine consciousness, knowledge, and power.

The perfect being

In this section, I outline the place of modal panentheism in the current literature. Several
articles have offered arguments for pan(en)theism from perfect-being theology (Harwood
1999; Lancaster-Thomas 2020; Nagasawa 2014, 2016, 2024; Symes 2025). According to
perfect-being theology, God is the being who possesses all great-making properties to the
highest possible degree. Onmodal perfect-being panentheism, these great-making proper-
ties are said to include power, knowledge, goodness, consciousness, and encompassment.

Encompassment is the divine property that distinguishes modal panentheism from tra-
ditional theism. It is understood in terms of an entity’s scope – that is, howmuch of existence
it occupies and for how long an entity encompasses that aspect of existence (Symes 2025,
368). All other considerations being equal, one’s size and longevity are said to contribute to
an entity’s overall greatness.

In determining which properties are intrinsically great-making, perfect-being theolo-
gians typically consult their intuitions through thought experiments. To that end, I draw
a comparison between two trees: Sycamore-1 and Sycamore-2. Sycamore-1 stands fifty feet
tall and has existed for two hundred years. In contrast, Sycamore-2 is five feet tall and has
existed for twoyears. Setting aside other possible attributes – such as beauty, consciousness,
or power – I take Sycamore-1 to be, in itself, the greater of the two entities.1

It may be argued that encompassment is only great in relation to other great-making
properties. For example, one may claim that encompassment is insufficient for greatness:
encompassment is only great if an entity is good (or, at least, not evil). This is an impor-
tant point of clarification. Perfect-being theologians claim that God must hold all intrinsic
great-making properties to the highest possible degree. Intrinsic great-making properties
are those that are valuable in themselves, regardless of whether they are great in relation
to some other end, wider value, or aspect of an entity’s character. I take encompassment
to meet these criteria. This, after all, reflects our ordinary use of language. For example,
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The Great Fire of Londonwas not is great in virtue of its size and longevity. At the same time,
of course, the fire lacked overall perfection due to its destructive force. In the case of God,
I accept that an all-encompassing being must also be a perfectly good being – not because
all great-making properties must be good-making, but because God holds all great-making
properties to the highest possible degree.

According to modal panentheism, the greatest encompassing being that can be con-
ceived would be identical with the maximal set of concrete possible worlds, as it is intrinsi-
cally greater to be concrete than it is to be abstract (ibid., 371). This definition leaves open
the possibility as towhether all worlds are, in fact, concrete. Someworlds, such as those that
are incompatible with God’s perfect goodness, might exist as abstract entities. However,
a substantial number of concrete worlds would be compatible with God’s goodness and,
therefore, would be encompassed by a being who is maximally encompassing.

The upshot: a type of modal realismmay be derived from the perfect-being thesis. If God
exists, and if God is amaximally encompassing being, thenwe have a theisticmotivation for
believing in a substantial number of concrete possible worlds. Admittedly, this argument
rests on the assumption that a substantial number of concreteworlds are possible. However,
given the popular consensus – see Lewis (1986), Kraay (2010), Tegmark (2014), Almeida
(2017a/2017b), Carroll (2019), and Nagasawa (2024) – I take it to be a sensible assumption
that, if theisticmodal realismwere true, then the number of concrete possibleworldswould
be substantial.2

The resulting view is a concept of God with a host of benefits. For example, Nagasawa
believes thatmodal panentheism solves the traditional problemof evil, the problemof no best pos-
sible world, and the fine-tuning problem (2016, 96–100). Similarly,Michael Almeida has claimed
that modal panentheism offers solutions to the paradox of sufficient reason, the less-than-best
problem, and the problem of arbitrariness (2017a, 2017b, 8). This list includes several reasons
for favouring modal panentheism over other types of theism; I add to the list throughout
this article.

Until recently, modal panentheism was neglected on account of the modal problem of
evil (Nagasawa 2014, 2016, 2024). As we have seen, modal panentheism maintains that God
would encompass every possible world. However, across the totality of possible worlds, says
Nagasawa, there will be a significant number of concrete worlds that are incompatible with
God’s perfect goodness. (I refer to evils that are incompatible with God’s perfect goodness
as gratuitous evils and to worlds containing gratuitous evils as evil worlds.)3 Nagasawa’s argu-
ment aims to show that modal panentheism is internally incoherent, as it posits a God who
is both perfectly good and encompasses a substantial number of evil worlds. In contrast,
whilemodal panentheismmust address the existence of all possible evil, (non-modal) tradi-
tional theism needs only to reconcile God with actual evil.4 Thus, Nagasawa maintains that
traditional theism faces a far less formidable challenge and should, therefore, be preferred
over modal panentheism. The argument can be stated as follows (Symes 2025, 372).

1a. According to modal panentheism, God is perfectly good and identical with all
possible worlds. (Assumed for reductio)

2a. All possible worlds exist and across all possible worlds there exists a significant (or
infinite) amount of concrete evil that contradicts God’s perfect goodness. (Premise)

3a. If God is identical with a significant (or infinite) amount of concrete evil that con-
tradicts God’s perfect goodness, then it is not the case that God is perfectly good.
(Premise)

4a. God is identical with a significant (or infinite) amount of concrete evil that contra-
dicts God’s perfect goodness. (1a–2a)

5a. It is not the case that God is perfectly good. (3a–4a)
6a. It is not the case that modal panentheism is true. (Conclusion)
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Contrary to Nagasawa, modal panentheism can be defended against the modal problem of
evil (ibid.). There are two ways of responding to the problem, both of which are adapted
from arguments in the literature on traditional theism (Symes 2025). The first response is
the maximal-panentheism solution. The argument states that the perfect-being thesis need
not be interpreted in line with the omni-God thesis, where God must possess all individual
great-making properties to the highest possible degree. Instead, the greatest conceivable
being may possess the maximum consistent set of great-making properties. Therefore, God
‘might or might not be omniscient, omnipotent and omnibenevolent’ (Nagasawa 2017, 92).
The consequence of adopting this view, on maximal-panentheism, is that the modal prob-
lem of evil shows at least one of God’s attributes to be limited. For example, God’s goodness
may be limited in order to maintain total encompassment; alternatively, God’s encompass-
ment may be limited to worlds that are compatible with their perfect goodness (Symes
2025, 373–375). In either case, the modal problem of evil does not constitute a reason for
rejectingmodal panentheism. In essence, this response rejects premise 1a andoffers an alter-
native definition of modal panentheism – where God possesses the maximum combination
of goodness and encompassment (1a*). By substituting this revised premise (1a*) for the
original (1a), the modal problem of evil fails to undermine the truth of modal panentheism
(ibid.).

The second response is the no evil worlds solution (ibid., 375–378). As previously defined,
I take an evil world to be any world that contains some evil that is incompatible with God’s
perfect goodness. Per modal panentheism, concrete possible worlds are derived from the
intrinsic greatness of encompassment. (This is the origin of the modal problem of evil.)
However, concrete possible worlds should not be derived solely from divine encompass-
ment but – following the perfect-being thesis – in line with God’s wider attributes, which
includes perfect goodness. In other words, any worlds that are deduced from the perfect-
being thesis must reflect God’s perfect goodness; therefore, if God exists, then concrete
evil worlds are not possible concrete worlds (and might only exist abstractly, if at all). Just
as Richard Swinburne denies the logical possibility of divine sin (2024, 14) and Philip Goff
rejects the metaphysical possibility of imperfect divine action (2020, 11), modal panenthe-
ists claim that God’s perfect goodness will guarantee the non-existence of concrete evil
worlds (Symes 2025, 375–378).

Given the proposed solutions, I suggest that the modal problem of evil is no less
formidable than the traditional problem of evil and, therefore, modal panentheism ought
not to be rejected in favour of traditional theism.

To date, all work on modal panentheism has focused on divine encompassment and
goodness. Therefore, in the sections that follow, I offer the first general framework for
understanding the wider attributes of God on modal panentheism. I argue that modal
panentheism offers a coherent and compelling account of God’s mind, knowledge, and
power that is not at a disadvantage – but, in fact, holds notable advantages – relative to
other forms of theism.

The divine mind

Consciousness is widely regarded as an intrinsic great-making property (Pike 1970, 136;
Morris 1991, 40; Hill 2024, 4) – or a necessary consequence of another divine property, such
as personhood or omniscience. All else being equal, the fact there is something it is like to
be a given entity, contributes to an entity’s overall greatness. Now, in one sense, conscious-
ness does not seem to qualify as a scaling property: a being is either conscious (it possesses
the great-making property) or it is not (it does not possess the great-making property). In
another sense, however, consciousness can be understood as scaling in terms of its scope:
howmuch of an entity is conscious and for how long consciousness exists within an entity.
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Taking consciousness to be an intrinsic great-making scaling property, as I do here, con-
sciousness that is vaster in scope and duration holds greater value than consciousness with
lesser scope and duration. As modal space (God) must possess all great-making properties
to the highest possible degree – and given that God is all-encompassing – consciousness
(as a great-making property) must pervade modal space to the highest possible degree. For
this reason, modal panentheists ought to adopt a theory of mind where consciousness is
taken to be a pervasive feature of modal space.

A natural ally of modal panentheism is, therefore, a form of panentheistic cosmopsy-
chism, where God’s mind is the fundamental, unified conscious subject that grounds the
totality of modal space by subsumption.5 On this view, God’s mind is the one fundamen-
tal entity, and everything else – each world, particle, and person – is grounded not as an
independent entity, but as an aspect of the divine totality. That is, each element of modal
space exists as an irreducible but ontologically dependent feature of God’s mind: nothing
over and above the whole and irreducible to anything else within it. The inner nature of
all physical matter, on this view, is consciousness – and that consciousness is God’s mind. I
label this view modal cosmopsychism.6

Modal cosmopsychism is a type of priority monism, which claims that there is only one
fundamental entity, God,who is fully identicalwith the totality ofmodal space. On this view,
modal space is a unified subject that exhibits all great-making properties to the highest
possible degree: the mind of God constitutes the essence of every possible world, including
the actual world.

Across modal space there will be countless smaller minds whose experiences are phe-
nomenologically distinct. This raises important questions about the relationship between
God’s mind and the minds of individual subjects, who have thoughts that are distinct and
contradictory. I outline and address the problems associated with these two features of
experience below.

The first problem is if and how distinct subjects of experience arise out of a larger, already
unified field of consciousness. There are two aspects to this problem. The first is how
smaller minds are separated from one another. It will be self-evident to some smaller sub-
ject (A) that they have direct and privileged access to their own thoughts. However, at the
same time, the same subject (A) will not have direct and privileged access to the thoughts of
some other smaller subject (B): their thoughts are distinct to them. This raises the following
question: if both A and B are separate minds, then how can A and B be proper parts of the
same larger mind, C?7

This is a one version of the decombination problem, which, at its core, challenges cos-
mopsychists to explain how larger minds decombine to form smaller minds. I offer the
following reply. I concede that the decombination problem counts as evidence against
modal panentheism. However, this does not count against my central thesis, that – con-
trary to Nagasawa – modal panentheism should be rejected in favour of some other type of
theism. Each branch of theism faces some version of the hard problems of consciousness
and, importantly, any answer to this problem faces challenges. For instance, theistic dual-
ism has long been criticised for the problem of causal interaction, and theistic physicalism
remains vulnerable to a variety of conceivability arguments. I take these problems to be
no less dangerous for their respective worldviews than the decombination problem is for
modal cosmopsychism and, therefore, concede the rebuttal.

The second aspect of the distinctness problem is unique to pan(en)theistic conceptions
of cosmopsychism: if and how the thoughts of smaller minds are shared by the larger, uni-
fied mind of God. Here, I answer positively: smaller subjects have direct access to their
thoughts and, as their thoughts are part of the larger cosmos, the cosmos shares their
thoughts. In other words, A and B are part of C and, therefore, everything possessed or
experienced by A and B is also possessed or experienced by C. The view I propose entails
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a form of weak emergence, where no radically new properties appear when an individual
subject arises in God’s minds: our natures are entirely reducible to their underlying prop-
erties. An alternative approach might deny that our thoughts are shared by the cosmos.
However, if one were to claim that smaller subjects (A and B) are somehow separate from
God (C) – say, they were not weakly emergent but strongly emergent – then smaller sub-
jects would be something over and above the properties of God. However, as God is said to
be all-encompassing, subjects being something over and above God gives rise to a further
problem: an all-encompassing God who fails to encompass everything.8 For this reason, I
claim that the smaller minds (A and B) are accessible to God as proper parts of the larger
divine mind (C).

The second difficulty for modal cosmopsychism is how the larger mind of God can pos-
sess contradictory beliefs. The view I have outlinedmaintains that the experiences of smaller
subjects are fundamentally experiences of the larger universe and, in turn, larger modal
reality. Otherwise put, the mind of modal reality (C) is a unified whole and all other entities
– including smaller minds (A and B) – aremerely aspects of that whole. The problem of con-
tradictions, however, highlights the fact that the smaller minds (A and B) within the larger
modal reality (C) will possess contradictory beliefs. For example, A thinks the earth in world-
1 is flat, whereas B thinks the earth in world-1 is not-flat. As the thoughts of A and B are also
held by C, this means that God (C) simultaneously possesses two contradictory thoughts
(P and not-P). This is, what Miri Albahari calls, the perspective problem (2019): the problem
of how differing smaller perspectives can co-exist as part of a larger unified perspective.9

The argument has the following structure.

1b. According to modal panentheism, all perspectives are part of God’s perspective.
(Premise)

2b. The set of all perspectives includes contradictory perspectives. (Premise)
3b. An omniscient being cannot possess any contradictory perspectives. (Premise)
4b. God cannot possess the set of all perspectives. (1b–3b)
5b. Modal panentheism is false. (Conclusion)

Before addressing the problem of contradictory perspectives, I begin by highlighting three
unsatisfactory replies, each of which has precedent in the wider literature. The first
reply claims that modal panentheists can side-step the problem of contradictory beliefs.
According to this reply, modal panentheism endorses a type of cosmopsychism and, impor-
tantly, cosmopsychism does not maintain that the larger, fundamental mind is a rational
agent who possesses no contradictory beliefs. This view – which has been defended by
cosmopsychists such as Goff (2017, 243) – is not available tomodal panentheists who under-
stand the larger, fundamental mind to be the mind of God. Such a solutionmay be available
to other pan(en)theists – such as Lancaster-Thomas, who claims that pan(en)theists are not
required to accommodate God’s classical attributes (2024, 168) – but not the proponent of
perfect-being theology. The perfect being must possess all great-making properties (being
rational and free of contradictory beliefs) and no bad-making properties (being irrational
and containing contradictory beliefs). Therefore, as it is greater to be omniscient, rational,
and hold no contradictory perspectives than it is to be non-omniscient, non-rational, and
hold contradictory beliefs, modal panentheists cannot accept that God has contradictory
perspectives or beliefs.

The second reply states that, although we cannot imagine a being who possesses
contradictory perspectives, it is entirely possible that God would contain contradictory
perspectives (Goff 2017, 243). This response holds that the coherence of the greatest
being transcends our understanding. In doing so, it appeals to a strong form of mysticism
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that hopes to resolve difficulties about God’s nature by placing them beyond our com-
prehension. For our purposes, however, this response is too hasty. Contrary to Ockham
and Descartes, the consensus amongst philosophers of religion is that contradictions are
not possible – not even for God. As I aim to incorporate mainstream understandings
of the divine attributes into modal panentheism, I maintain that, rather than embrac-
ing contradictions, we should focus on explaining how such tensions might be resolved.
While transparent alternatives remain on the table, I take recourse to mysticism to be
unwarranted.

The third reply understands the larger mind of God to be a perspectiveless field of con-
sciousness, within which exist smaller private perspectives. Proponents of this view claim
that – in the absence of cognisensory content – there exists a pure, content-less ocean of
consciousness that constitutes the essence of the universe (Kastrup/Schopenhauer 2020;
Albahari and Symes 2022). Importing this approach into modal panentheism, the ocean of
perspectiveless consciousness would pervade the totality of modal space. Here, the hope is
that smaller minds (A and B) rely on the existence of a larger mind (C), but – importantly
– C does not share the experiences of A and B and, therefore, C does not experience con-
tradictory thoughts. The problem with this approach is that it faces a dilemma. First, if A
and B are nothing over and above C, then Cmust share in their perspectives and, therefore,
according to the perspectives problem – assuming that contradictory perspectives cannot
co-exist within a single perspective – C remains impossible. Second, if A and B are some-
thing over and above the properties of C – namely, content-possessing perspectives – then
there is something that is not encompassed by God: content-possessing perspectives (A and
B). Given that each side of the dilemma renders the largermind either impossible or not all-
encompassing, the claim that the larger mind is content-less fails to overcome the problem
of how an all-encompassing God can possess contradictory perspectives.

In place of the above replies, I offer the following solution to the problem of contradic-
tory perspectives. At the heart of the solution is the following claim: the larger mind of God
is a subject of experience (C) whose contents is not exhausted by the unified minds of other
subjects (A and B). While there are aspects of God (such as A and B) that have competing
perspectives, there is a larger mind of God (C) that is able to harmonise the competing per-
spectives they contain. God has a further, broader perspective that transcends theminds of
other subjects (A and B), which is able to rationalise otherwise competing perspectives. The
crucial point is that God does not contain contradictory beliefs in a naïve way but experi-
ences themwithin a larger evaluative framework – situating each in the broader context of
their source, salience, and epistemic role within the divine mind – which prevents contra-
diction at the level of divine rationality. To differentiate appearances, then, is to attribute
each experience to a distinct first-personperspective,without collapsing or confusing them
at the level of divine self-awareness.

Consider, for example, the following analogy. Suppose that a human experiences the sen-
sation of being pricked by pins and needles, say, in their right leg. From the perspective of their
right leg, it feels as if they’re being pricked by hundreds of sharp objects. However, there
is another part of the agent who understands their experience to be, in a sense, illusory.
The larger agent is able to harmonise their competing perspectives – the sensation that
they’re being pricked by pins and needles, and the lack of pins and needles in their visual
field. To cash out the analogy, God can understand their competing sensory experiences
(the sensation of needles, and the lack of needles in their visual field) with their cogni-
tive understanding (knowledge of how the sensation comes about) in virtue of their wider
knowledge and rationality. Ultimately, God’s collective mind contains a range of illusory
experiences and beliefs – as agents typically do – but is able to sort between them in virtue
of their wider perspective.10
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Before proceeding, I offer two points of clarification on the divine attribute of conscious-
ness. The first clarification concerns modal possibility. Modal panentheism posits a sub-
stantial number of concrete possible worlds that collectively reflect the divine attributes.
However, critics might object that this imposes a significant restriction on modal possibil-
ity, since, on modal panentheism, worlds without consciousness are not possible worlds.
The objection states that, contrary to modal panentheism, non-conscious worlds seem to
be conceivable and, therefore, assuming modal rationalism, possible. I offer the following
reply. When it comes to restricting modal space, one must accept that modal panentheism
imposes significantly greater limits on possible worlds than traditional versions of modal
realism. If some argument for modal realism and non-conscious worlds were successful,
then this would constitute an argument against divine consciousness (God) encompassing
every possible world. The problem, however, is that such an argument would need to be
more persuasive than the argument against non-conscious worlds from perfect-being the-
ology. To underminemodal panentheism, onemust present an argument for their possibility
of non-conscious worlds that outweighs the considerations provided by perfect-being the-
ology for the impossibility of non-conscious worlds. Here, the impasse is similar to those
pertaining to discussions on traditional theism. For example, the ontological argument
claims that one cannot conceive of a world without a necessary being (God), whereas
the reverse ontological argument claims that one can conceive of a world without a neces-
sary being (without God) – see Findlay (1948) and Grayling (2014, 90). One of my central
claims is that modal panentheism is not at a significant disadvantage relative to tradi-
tional theism; accordingly, I acknowledge that if a conscious God fails to exist in all possible
worlds, this will undermine both modal panentheism and standard forms of traditional
theism.

To recap, the argument for modal perfect-being panentheism runs as follows. By def-
inition, God must possess all great-making properties to the highest possible degree.
Consciousness and encompassment are great-making properties. Thus, if it is reasonable to
believe that God exists, it is also reasonable to believe that consciousness pervades all pos-
sible worlds – that is, all possible worlds must be conscious worlds. If belief in the existence
of concrete possible worlds is grounded in the perfect-being thesis, then non-conscious
worlds are not possible, as they involve contradictions that are a priori identifiable: they
are both the God of modal panentheism (conscious) and not the God of modal panentheism
(not-conscious). Per modal panentheism, all worlds are fundamentally conscious and free
from gratuitous evil and, therefore, modal panentheism is significantly more restrictive on
possibility than traditionalmodal realism. This is awelcomed consequence ofmodal panen-
theism: if the God of modal panentheism exists, then all worlds must participate in God’s
divine nature.

The second point of clarification concerns the unity of God’s mind. On Lewisian modal
realism, all possible worlds are isolated worlds – that is to say, there is no spatial, tem-
poral, or causal connection between them. This raises a problem for modal panentheism:
if each world is isolated from all other worlds, then how can God possess a unified mind
encompassing the totality of possible worlds? This problem, the problem of divine unity,
suggests that modal panentheism implies a form of polytheism; after all, if each world
is isolated but divine, then modal space contains a substantial number of gods. To bor-
row from Lewis, this would make a modal panentheist ‘the most extreme polytheist going’
(1983, xi).

There are two types of polytheism that might follow. First, possible worlds will differ
in the amount and types of divine attributes they exhibit (power, knowledge, goodness,
and consciousness) and, therefore, some worlds may be more deserving of the label God
(the greatest being) than others. A single world could reflect the divine attributes more
than other worlds and, consequently, a single world will be more deserving of the label God
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than any other world. In this case, all of the worlds that exhibit great-making properties to
a lesser degree will be lesser gods. Second, there may be several worlds with equal levels of
maximum power, knowledge, goodness, and consciousness. Accordingly, many worlds will
reflect the perfect-being thesis and, therefore, share the title of God. This type of polythe-
ism is close to the polytheism of John Leslie, who has ‘no trouble with the idea of infinitely
many infinite minds, or with calling each of them “divine”’ (2014, 61). Leslie asks, ‘Why in
particular would any such mind, if benevolent and able (as theists so often insist) to cre-
ate absolutely anything that was logically possible, produce anything except more minds,
infinitely many minds, of the same type?’ (ibid., 57)

I argue that, for the following reason, both forms of polytheism are unwelcome. God’s
nature on modal panentheism is the consequence of the perfect-being thesis, which posits
a substantial number of possible worlds as part of God’s nature. As it is far greater
to encompass all possible worlds than a single world, we have reason to favour modal
monopanentheism over modal polypanentheism.

It may be that modal realism does not secure the divine unity required for maximal
greatness. However – and this is an important point of clarification – modal panenthe-
ists need not rely on Lewisian modal realism. If God’s properties cannot be unified across
the isolated worlds of Lewisian modal realism, then perfect-being panentheists may adopt
an alternative metaphysical framework – some other form of modal realism or multiverse
theory – that can accommodate divine unity.

Let us take multiverse theories, for example. There are numerous theories of the mul-
tiverse that involve a substantial number of universes that are not isolated from our
actual universe (see Carroll 2019; Nagasawa 2024; Tegmark 2014).11 The broadest of these
approaches is Nagasawa’s multiverse, which is said to include all logical and metaphysi-
cal possibilities (2024, 76). Central to perfect-being panentheism is the claim that worlds
or universes ought to be posited due to the greatness of encompassment. Therefore, even
if Nagasawa’s (or some other multiverse) lacked scientific support, the perfect-being the-
sis constitutes a theistic motivation for believing in a maximally large multiverse (or set
of worlds), which may exhibit the unity necessary for unified divine consciousness. Modal
panentheists, I maintain, should be prepared to incorporate one of these views in place
of Lewisian modal realism. In the case of Nagasawa’s multiverse, as Nagasawa points out
himself (2024, 76–77), the switch is a straightforward one:modal panentheists turnedmulti-
verse panentheists may substitute worlds for universes and use the term actual to refer to the
universe (rather than the world) that we occupy.

The defence goes further: even if no multiverse model allows for divine unity, then
modal panentheists can opt for a non-Lewisian approach tomodal realism inwhich possible
worlds are not isolated worlds. The reason is as follows: modal panentheists posit worlds
that are additional to our own – not because other philosophers or physicists believe in
them but – because such worlds are a necessary consequence of the perfect-being thesis,
which should be defined in accordance with God’s wider attributes (including conscious-
ness). Therefore, I maintain that modal (or multiverse) panentheists ought to preserve
the unity of the divine mind by, if required, adopting a metaphysical model distinct from
Lewisian modal realism. All that is required is that the chosen theory includes a substantial
number of concrete worlds or universes. The modal in modal panentheism is only a label:
the view’s fundamental and necessary commitment is to a substantial number of concrete
worlds or universes that are identical with God.

Divine knowledge

The belief that knowledge is intrinsically great-making is also held by the majority of
perfect-being theologians. All else being equal, the amount and type of knowledge a being
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possesses – that is, howmany things one knows and the importance of the things they know
– contributes to their overall greatness. As with the other divine attributes, an omniscient
being is defined as that which knows everything that is logically and metaphysically pos-
sible to know. Simply put, impossible knowledge is not knowledge that can be lacked, not
even by God.

There are twoways inwhich the God ofmodal panentheismmay be said to possess omni-
science. The first (the deep-knowledge approach) aligns with traditional theism; second (the
part–whole approach) offers notable advantages over traditional theism. The God of modal
panentheism can possess both kinds of knowledge (deep and part–whole), whereas the God
of traditional theism simpliciter cannot possess part–whole knowledge, therefore, lacks the
proposed advantages.

First, the perfect beingmust essentially possessmaximumknowledge and, therefore, the
mind of God may possess knowledge that is not shared by smaller subjects. In other words,
a property of the wider mind of God (C) may include all knowable propositions without
the smaller subjects within God (A and B) possessing such knowledge. I call this the deep-
knowledge approach. The deep-knowledge approach to God’s knowledge is on par with
God’s knowledge on traditional theism, as both concepts of God hold a complete knowledge
of all propositional statements.

The second way of understanding God’s knowledge, on modal panentheism, is through
the part–whole approach. On this view, God shares all of the knowledge that is held by
the individual parts of God. Across modal space everything that is possible to know will
be known by some part of God; therefore, as knowledge held by the smaller minds of
God (A and B) are shared by the larger mind of God (C), God knows everything that it is
possible to know. In terms of propositional knowledge,modal panentheism holds no advan-
tages over traditional theism (or vice-versa). However, in terms of experiential and indexical
knowledge, part–whole modal panentheism holds notable advantages over traditional
theism.

Experiential knowledge is direct awareness of a phenomenon, event, or state of being –
this is knowledge of what it is like to undergo an experience. Whereas propositional knowl-
edge concerns facts that can be expressed in third-person terms, experiential knowledge,
refers to first-personal awareness – the subjective character of experience. There will be
experiential knowledge of what it’s like to, for example, see a duck or surf a wave, which can
only be known to an entity who has experienced such things. It is difficult to make sense
of a timeless, spaceless God knowing what it’s like to undergo certain experiences – running
from a duck, falling off a surfboard – from the propositional facts alone. However, across the
totality of possible worlds, modal panentheism holds that all experiential perspectives – no
matter howalien or familiar – are aspects of God’s knowledge. All possible subjective experi-
ences (of A and B) are shared by the divine totality (C). In contrast, traditional theism faces
the challenge of accounting for experiential knowledge, which requires positing mecha-
nisms for God to access such knowledge – such as omnisubjectivity, illusory, or imaginative
experience (see Buckareff 2023; Zagzebski 2013) – or accepting that experiential knowledge
is unavailable to God. To its credit, modal panentheism avoids these problems entirely.

Modal panentheism is also able to accommodate complete indexical knowledge.
Indexical knowledge refers to knowledge tied to a specific perspective or context, such as
knowing My name is Jessica, and it is currently 18:30. This type of knowledge captures a type
of context-dependent knowledge that depends on the knower believing something about
their place in space, time, or some other state of affairs. Under modal panentheism, since
God is identical with everything that is logically and metaphysically possible, every I, here,
and now (A and B’s indexical knowledge) is shared by God (C). In regards to traditional the-
ism, several arguments have attempted to show that indexical knowledge is unavailable
to God (Coburn 1963; Kretzmann 1966; Helm 1988): a timeless, spaceless being could not
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know My name is Jessica, and that it is currently 18:30. Again, modal panentheism avoids these
arguments as all indexical knowledge is part of God’s knowledge.

Although modal panentheism holds some advantages over traditional theism, the view
faces two unique problems: the problem of contradictory indexicals and the problem of evil
knowledge. I outline and address each in turn.

The problem of contradictory indexicals is as follows: one unified divine mind cannot
hold contradictory indexical claims to be true. For example, one subject cannot believe the
following indexical statements in conjunction at the same point in time: I am Jessica but I am
not John and I am John but I am not Jessica.

1c. According to modal panentheism, all indexical beliefs are God’s beliefs. (Premise)
2c. The set of all indexical beliefs includes contradictory indexical beliefs. (Premise)
3c. An omniscient being cannot possess any contradictory indexical beliefs. (Premise)
4c. God cannot possess the set of all indexical beliefs. (1c–3c)
5c. Modal panentheism is false. (Conclusion)

The problem of contradictory indexicals (1c–5c) is notably similar to the problem of con-
tradictory perspectives (1b–5b). In fact, I offer a parallel solution. Although A and B will
possess relational, context-dependent beliefs (I am Jessica and I am John), the largermind (C)
will possess a broader knowledge and perspective that allows God to rationalise the numer-
ous indexical beliefs. The larger divinemindwill contain perspectives (I am Jessica) to which
their context-dependent beliefs (indexical claims) are true. However, the divine mind will
also have access to a wider range of knowledge and perspectives that allow them to con-
textualise the different aspects of their being. For example, the divine mind will know, One
part of me is Jessica and another part of me is John.

Multiple indexical beliefs can co-exist in one divine mind, so long as the divine mind
can understand these beliefs within a wider context. There are helpful analogies to be
drawn with pathological cases, in which subjects report feelings of alienation from their
thoughts, indexical or otherwise. For example, in cases of depersonalisation, subjects feel
a lack of phenomenological ownership of their thoughts: they feel detached from their
thoughts as if they were listening to an audio-broadcast or watching a film. From the per-
spective of Jessica, it will be true that I am Jessica; however, from God’s perspective, there is
feeling that this thought is owned by someone else. Similarly, in cases of schizophrenia,
subjects report experiencing the voices of other agents; these voices can present con-
tradictory beliefs and perspectives that co-exist within a subject’s mind. Patients may
report indexical claims to themselves or others – I am Jessica and I am John – that are
true in the context of those individual perspectives. From the perspective of the larger
subject (God), they know that their various perspectives are part of a wider state of
affairs.

The critic might argue that other indexical claims violate logical consistency. For exam-
ple, it cannot be true for God that I am only Jessica. Such a statement can only be true
for Jessica. I offer the following reply. Such statements are mistaken: they reflect beliefs,
but they do not reflect knowledge. The point is not that the divine mind affirms I am
Jessica as a universal truth, but that God recognises this to be true within a particular
perspective – namely, that part of themself. In this sense, egoism is fundamentally an illu-
sion. On modal panentheism, we are all fundamentally part of one person: the greatest
being.12

The second problem for part–whole omniscience is the problem of evil knowledge. The
problem begins by acknowledging that all knowledge, across all possible worlds, is said to
constitute a proper part of a perfectly good God (part–whole knowledge). However, within
the total set of knowledge exists knowledge of evil state of affairs, such as what it’s like to
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commit evil acts (experiential knowledge) and to be the onewho commits evil acts (indexical
knowledge). For example, on modal panentheism, God holds beliefs such as I am Jessica, all
of my motivations are evil, and I am currently torturing an innocent person. Such knowledge, says
our critic, are incompatible with God’s perfect goodness. I present the argument below.

1d. According to modal panentheism, God is perfectly good and knowledge across all
worlds is possessed by God. (Premise)

2d. If some experiential or indexical knowledge is incompatible with God’s perfect
goodness, then modal panentheism cannot be true. (Premise)

3d. Some experiential or indexical knowledge requires a first-person perspective of
moral wrongdoing. (Premise)

4d. A perfectly good being cannot possess the first-person perspective of moral wrong-
doing. (Premise)

5d. Some experiential or indexical knowledge is incompatible with God’s perfect good-
ness. (3d–4d)

6d. Modal panentheism is false. (Conclusion)

I offer the following reply to the problem of evil knowledge (1d–6d). Modal panentheists
ought to claim that there is no knowledge of evil-doing that is gratuitous – namely, there
is no knowledge that is incompatible with God’s goodness. In doing so, panentheists may
adapt traditional theistic theodicies (and defences) in order to show (or show to be possible)
that all instances of evil knowledge serve some greater good. Simply put, modal panentheists
ought to claim that all lower-order evil knowledge serves some higher-order good. For example,
consider a character-development defence where an agent is made greater in virtue of the
evils that befall them. According to this defence, knowledge of what it’s like to harm some-
body and what it’s like to be harmed by somebody allow for a smaller subject to grow and
achieve a number of goods, such as the goods of seeking redemption, being forgiven, and being
the forgiver. In such cases, indexical and experiential knowledge of evildoing is necessary to
achieving such higher-order ends.

Our critic might reply that the problem of evil knowledge is not a problem of evil knowl-
edge being gratuitous. Rather, this is a problem of God’s intimate relationship with evil.
Whether or not evil knowledge can be cashed out in terms of some good, the fact of the
matter – says our opponent – is that God is partly identical with a person (A) performing
some evil action, and that this same person (A) possesses the knowledge that they are not
performing such an action in pursuit of some greater good. I offer the following reply. In
so far as God is experiencing what it is like to be the person torturing for fun, or possessing
the indexical knowledge that God is the one torturing for fun, theodicies and defences do
not solve the problem in this way. But the objection is based on a misunderstanding. Let
us say that a person (A) has indexical and experiential knowledge of torturing a person (B)
for fun. It does not follow that the knowledge of the larger mind (C) is exhausted by the
knowledge of A. Part of C’s knowledge will be A’s knowledge, but there will be aspects of C’s
knowledge that contextualises A’s knowledge. C knows that parts of them (A and B) will be
ignorant of the goods their evil-knowledge will produce, but C – in virtue of their broader
knowledge – is able to understand that the knowledge of A and B is necessary to that greater
good.

I end this section with an example. Suppose that one part of a person’s body (the hand)
causes pain to another part of their body (the leg), say, by injecting some needle. The
hand sees itself as doing some wrong; similarly, the leg sees itself as the victim of some
wrongdoing. However, from the perspective of the brain, the state of affairs is positive –
they are administering a vaccination. Like the body, God has the ability to harmonise the
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competing experiences and perspectives of its parts. From the perspective of God, the uni-
fied mind that pervades modal space, every indexical or experiential evil serves a greater
purpose.

Divine power

The consensus amongst perfect-being theologians is that power is a great-making property
– that is, all else being equal, the intuitive value judgement is that power contributes to the
intrinsic greatness of the possessor.13 As with the other divine attributes, my purpose here
is to understand this within the context of modal panentheism. After developing such an
account, I overview the benefits of modal panentheistic power over other forms of theism,
before proposing (and resolving) a final objection.

The conventional definition of power is that it corresponds to the number and variety
of states of affairs that a being is able to bring about – that is, a more powerful being is one
that is capable of bringing about a greater number or variety of states of affairs, while a
less powerful being can bring about fewer. Most philosophers of religion also accept view
that, post-Aquinas – and contrary to Ockham and Descartes – God lacks nothing in being
unable to bring about impossible states of affairs. With these qualifications in mind, let us
take omnipotence to include every power that is logically and metaphysically possible to
possess.

As we have seen, modal panentheism takes God to be identical with the totality of possi-
ble worlds, which includes the existence of every possible state of affairs. As I have argued,
at the heart of all modal space is a unified divine mind (modal cosmopsychism). Individual
minds (A and B) exist within this larger, unified mind of God (C) and, therefore, A’s and B’s
mind and knowledge are also a part of C. As subjects (such as A and B) are nothing over
and above parts of God (C), all subjects’ powers are also shared by God. This means that
across the totality of possible worlds, every logically and metaphysically possible power
that a smaller subject can exercise is also exercised by God (this is another part–whole con-
stitution). Furthermore, all natural phenomena, such as waves and thunderbolts, are also
nothing over and above God. Importantly, as such entities are nothing over and above parts
of God, all of their powers are fundamentally God’s powers. The resulting view is that every
power is possessed by God and shared by the distinct entities (persons, plants, and pro-
tons) that are understood to be proper parts of God. As the totality of worlds (God) includes
every possible state of affairs, God can be said to possess every power that is logically or
metaphysically possible. For these reasons, I take the God of modal panentheism to be
omnipotent.

Modal panentheistic omnipotence holds several advantages over other types of theism.
Here, I draw three comparisons. First, modal panentheism is preferable to pantheisms that
restrict God’s power to the actual world. For example, on standard pantheisms, God is said
to be identical with the natural world, such that all of God’s powers are expressed through
the unfolding of natural laws within the actual world. In contrast, modal panentheism does
not restrict God’s powers to the powers within the actual world. Across modal space, there
areworldswhere God’s power involves ‘totally different laws govern the doings of alien par-
ticles with alien properties’ (Lewis 1986, 2). For pantheisms that restrict worldly powers to
the actual laws of nature, such possibilities are excluded, which renders such conceptions
of God more restrictive. Given that God, as traditionally conceived, is thought to hold all
great-making properties to the highest possible degree, modal panentheism should be pre-
ferred over standard pantheisms as it allows for a more expansive understanding of divine
power.

Second, divine power on modal panentheism is preferable to non-panentheistic ver-
sions of perfect-being theism. Consider, for example, the non-panentheistic maximal-God
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theism of Nagasawa (2017). According to Nagasawa, the God of traditional theism possesses
the maximum consistent set of great-making qualities. This means that – in the light of
some evidence, such as the existence of evil – one might restrict one or more of God’s
traditional attributes. Consider, for example, Nagasawa’s analysis of the problem of evil:
‘In response to it, perfect being theists can simply maintain, by appealing to the perfect
being thesis and the maximal God thesis, that if the argument is cogent at all, it teaches
us only that God, as the being than which no greater is metaphysically possible, is not a
being that is simultaneously omniscient, omnipotent, and omnipotent’ (2017, 101). Now,
suppose that the traditional maximal-God theist limits God’s power to account for the exis-
tence of actual evil. (Note that a similar approach is taken by Philip Goff (2023) and John
Stuart Mill (1874/2009), who are also open to limiting God’s power on account of the prob-
lem of evil.) In such cases, for non-modal theisms, our understanding of divine power is
shaped by the specific contents of the actual world. In contrast, modal panentheism holds
that God encompasses all possible worlds – not just the actual one, which includes themany
worlds where evil fails to exist. As a result, God’s power is not limited by the presence of
evil in our world: God exercises the power to bring about worlds without evil. This is not to
deny that modal panentheists may adopt a Nagasawa-style response to the modal problem
of evil, by restricting God’s power or goodness. Modal panentheists can still endorse the
maximal-panentheism view, which allows for trade-offs between divine attributes. The key
point here is that modal panentheism permits a conception of divine power that extends
beyond the constraints of non-modal theisms,which restrict God’s power towhat is realised
in the actual world.

Third, the exercising of God’s power is greater on modal panentheism than it is on
non-modal forms of traditional theism. According to non-modal traditional theism, God
possesses every power that it is logically and metaphysically possible to possess; however,
God only utilises a small subset of such powers. In contrast, in virtue of encompassing
every possible world, the God of modal panentheism successfully exercises every possible
power.14 It is important to note that both concepts of God (the God of traditional the-
ism and the God of modal panentheism) possess the same amount of power – that is to
say, they are both able to meet the same number of input conditions. However, the lim-
ited use of divine powers on non-modal traditional theism may fail to realise some other
valuable end, such as the manifestation of God’s benevolence through the maximisation
of goodness and divine creativity. According to the principle of plenitude, the best state of
affairs includes the existence ofmaximal variety and value. Therefore, as a substantial num-
ber of good and unique worlds are possible, God ought to express them in virtue of their
perfect goodness (Almeida 2017a; Kraay 2010). Onnon-modal traditional theism, God’s deci-
sion to create one world raises an important question: why would God create one valuable
world, if God can create a substantial number of valuable worlds? This is a problem that
modal panentheism avoids, as worlds of every variety and possible value exist as part of
God.

I turnnow to a potential problemwithpanentheistic omnipotence: the problemof evil pow-
ers. Permodal panentheism, all powers are constituted byGod and, therefore, the exercising
of any power is inherently an exercising of God’s power. Since powers have been exercised
toward evil, it follows that God’s powers have been exercised toward evil. However, it would
be paradoxical if God’s powers were exercised towards evil, as a perfectly good being could
never use their powers for evil. Unlike the traditional problem of evil for orthodox theism
– which asks why Godmight allow evil to occur – the problem of evil powers is more direct.
The problem is as follows: why does God directly exercise their powers to bring about evil
states of affairs? The problem of evil powers is unique to pan(en)theisms that claim that
all of powers – including those of smaller subjects and the wider world – are shared by God
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and, therefore, the argument may constitute a reason for favouring traditional theism over
modal panentheism. The problem of evil powers has the following structure.

1e. According to modal panentheism, God is perfectly good and all powers exercised in
all worlds are God’s powers. (Premise)

2e. Some powers within some worlds (including the actual world) have been exercised
toward evil. (Premise)

3e. Some of God’s powers have been exercised toward evil. (1e–2e)
4e. If some of God’s powers have been exercised toward evil, then God cannot be

perfectly good. (Premise)
5e. God cannot be perfectly good. (3e–4e)
6e. Modal panentheism is false. (Conclusion)

I offer two replies to the problem of evil powers (1e–6e). The first reply is a rejection of the
claim that all powers exercised within the actual world are God’s powers (1e). One might
reject the premise by claiming that modal space includes libertarian free wills who are not
fully determined by God’s powers. Here, choices aremade by agents whose parts are consti-
tuted by God, but their choices – in keeping with a traditional libertarian model of freedom
– are made independently of prior causes or powers. If smaller subjects possess the free
will to exercise their powers towards evil, so says the reply, then the exercising of pow-
ers towards evil is not God’s responsibility but the responsibility of smaller agents.15 The
problem with this approach is that it takes libertarian free wills to be something over and
above God’s fundamental nature – that is to say, some other entity (but not God) possesses
some power, which means that all powers are not, contrary to our understanding of modal
panentheism, God’s powers. One solution might involve individual wills strongly emerging
from the world’s fundamental, divine nature. However, consequently, God would fail to be
all-encompassing and, in the case of power, would mean that God does not possess every
possible power. For this reason, I opt for the second reply.

The second reply rejects the claim that some powerswithin someworlds have been exer-
cised toward evils (2e) that are incompatible with God’s perfect goodness (4e). Granted, if
everything – including all powers – are nothing over and above God, then panentheists
must accept that some of God’s powers (which include all powers) have been exercised
toward evil. However, modal panentheists can still maintain that none of God’s powers have
been exercised toward gratuitous evil. In other words, every power that is exercised by God
fulfils some higher-order end, by necessity of God’s perfect goodness. It might seem to a
distinct subject within God (A or B) that their powers have been exercised toward some
gratuitous evil. However, God knows from the perspective of their wider mind (C), that
all powers are ultimately exercised towards higher-order goods. These goods may include
moral-developmental goods, such as repentance, reconciliation, or the capacity for for-
giveness. Such goods are impossible in worlds without wrongdoing. To recycle our earlier
example, we canmake use of a character-development defence in which the different parts
of God are made greater in virtue of their previous wrongdoing – the power to self-harm
allows God to grow and achieve the good of self-forgiveness. The benefit of this approach
is that it maintains God’s total encompassment and perfect goodness. It is worth pointing
out that this approach removes the possibility of – what we often take to be – independent
free will. After all, if all powers are God’s powers, then all of our actions are fundamentally
God’s actions.

In sum, each response to the problem of evil powers comes at a cost: the first preserves
creaturely freedom at the expense of total encompassment, while the second safeguards
divine unity by dispensing with libertarian free will. For those who regard egoism as illu-
sory, the second approach is the more appealing. Crucially, both responses succeed in
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preserving divine perfect goodness and resolving the challenge posed by the problem of
evil powers.

Conclusion

I hope to have shown that the divine attributes on modal panentheism can be realised
in ways that are both coherent and compelling. As we have seen, on modal perfect-
being panentheism, a substantial number of concrete possible worlds are derived from the
perfect-being thesis and the greatness of encompassment. The view that emerges is an
alternative concept of God that can accommodate divine consciousness, knowledge, and
power. While modal panentheism raises several unique problems, these challenges can be
overcome by adapting traditional theistic solutions and developing alternative metaphys-
ical frameworks. Moreover, we have seen that in these respects modal panentheism is not
at a significant disadvantage relative to traditional theism. In fact, the view holds several
advantages over other types of theism. For these reasons, I invite further discourse on the
nature and implications of this worldview in the philosophy of religion.

Acknowledgements. My sincere thanks to the anonymous reviewers whose thoughtful and constructive
comments helped shape this piece.

Notes

1. For more on the motivations for taking encompassment to be a great-making property, see Symes (2025,
366–369).
2. Here, I amnot committed to an uncountable or infinite number of worlds. I use theword substantial to infer that
there are at least a non-trivial number of concrete worlds that would be compatible with God’s perfect goodness.
3. A minority view holds that a perfectly good God is wholly compatible with gratuitous evils. This position has
been defendedmost notably by Hasker (1992), Van Inwagen (1988), and Almeida (2012). However, their definitions
of gratuitous evil differ from my own, or – as Kraay (2016) outlines – are too contentious to warrant inclusion in
this discussion.
4. Here, I do not have inmind non-standard versions of traditional theism that posit the existence of otherworlds,
such as Guleserian (1983) and Kraay (2010); unlike non-modal theisms, I claim, modal panentheism cannot avoid
the modal problem of evil.
5. This view takes inspiration from Goff’s cosmopsychism (2017).
6. The view is a modal version of cosmopsychism. For traditional cosmopsychism, see Goff (2017), Shani (2015),
and Coleman (2019).
7. I acknowledge that in referring to the proper parts of God, I am implying a departure from divine simplicity. This
marks a notable difference from classical theism, in which God is understood as metaphysically simple – that is,
without parts, composition, or internal complexity. For critical reflection on this point, see Symes (2025, 370).
8. This contradiction canbe avoided by adoptingmaximal panentheism.However, before restrictingGod’s encom-
passment, we should consider the options available to defenders of total encompassment, which, I argue, can be
successfully upheld.
9. For another explanation of the problem, see Shani 2015.
10. A similar response to this worry of God’s mind is offered by Buckareff (2023, 10).
11. There aremany views of themultiversewhere universes are spatiotemporally isolated. I do not consider these
here.
12. An anonymous reviewer raises the concern that if schizophrenia is understood as a disorder, then attribut-
ing a schizophrenic-like structure to God’s mind may conflict with divine perfection. However, my use of the
example is not to pathologise God, but to illustrate that such a structure might be possible. While schizophrenia is
indeed a disorder in humans, it need not be so for God. Crucially, God would not suffer from the features that make
schizophrenia harmful in human cases – such as cognitive disintegration, distress, or impaired functioning.The
analogy serves to illustrate a concept, not to impose human pathology onto the divine.
13. For related exceptions, see the feminist critiques of Suchocki (1988) and Howell (1988).
14. I do not claim that exercising all possible powers is itself a great-making property. In fact, I intentionally
avoid this claim. Rather, I suggest that God may be required to exercise all powers in order to satisfy some further
principle, such as the principle of plenitude.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0034412525100954 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0034412525100954


S98 Jack Symes

15. Modal panentheism does not rule out meaningful forms of agency or freedom. There can still be worlds,
like ours, in which agents choose between different options, even if all options are realised across modal space.
Likewise, modal panentheism is not incompatible with divine freedom. Divine freedommay consist in God’s voli-
tional self-expression across the totality of modal space – that is, in God’s will being fully realised in all that exists.
On this view, divine freedom is compatible with maximal encompassment: God freely wills the totality of modal
reality as an expression of divine nature. For more on divine freedom, see Kraay (2025).
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