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ABSTRACT John Schellenberg argues that divine hiddenness is evidence against God’s existence. 
More precisely, according to Schellenberg’s well-known Hiddenness Argument, God’s existence 
entails that there would never be any nonresistant non-believers; however, there are some non-
resistant non-believers; therefore, God does not exist. In this paper, we offer a Molinist response 
or solution to the Hiddenness Argument. First, we briefly explain Molinism, we then describe 
Schellenberg’s Hiddenness Argument, and, finally, we argue that Molinism undercuts the view 
that God would necessarily ensure there will never be any nonresistant non-believers.
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Introduction
Why would God, if He exists, not make His existence clearer or more evident 

to us? [Since we are writing from a Christian perspective, by ‘God’ we mean the 
omnipotent, omniscient, omnibenevolent God of Christianity.] Why is God seem-
ingly hidden from us, at least to some degree? This is the so-called problem of divine 
hiddenness. Broadly speaking, the problem includes two distinct issues. [Cf. Sarah 
Coakley (2015: 229–230, note 3): ‘It has often been pointed out that the “problem of 
divine hiddenness” may be construed in two rather different ways: 1. As an aporetic 
philosophical problem of theodicy or “defense,” closely linked to the “problem of 
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evil;” or 2. as an intra-Christian theological riddle about the reasons for divine ob-
scurity or ineffability.’] The first is the theological problem about whether there is a 
theological reason for God’s hiddenness for both believers and non-believers. This 
problem is not an argument against theism but, rather, it is a theological puzzle, so 
to speak, similar to the issue about how to reconcile God’s sovereignty with human 
responsibility. The second issue is the philosophical problem about whether divine 
hiddenness is evidence against theism, and John Schellenberg (2015a; 2015b) is one 
of the influential philosophers who argue the affirmative (i.e., divine hiddenness is 
evidence against theism). More precisely, according to Schellenberg’s well-known 
Hiddenness Argument, God’s existence entails that there would never be any nonre-
sistant non-believers; however, there are some nonresistant non-believers; therefore, 
God does not exist.

In this paper, we offer a Molinist response or solution to Schellenberg’s Hidden-
ness Argument. The paper is organized as follows. We first briefly explain Molinism, 
then we describe Schellenberg’s Hiddenness Argument, and, finally, we argue that 
Molinism undercuts the view that God will ensure there will never be nonresistant 
non-believers.

Molinism
Molinism is a theological view, named after Luis de Molina, that explains God’s 

sovereignty in terms of omnipotence and omniscience. According to Molinism, God 
created a world containing libertarian free will and, thus, some creatures’ actions are 
not causally determined by external factors. [For present purposes, it is sufficient to 
understand libertarian free will as ‘a categorical ability to act or think otherwise’ or 
‘source agency without any ultimate external causes’ (Stratton 2020: 4). Libertarian 
freedom may also be understood in terms of opportunity. For example: the oppor-
tunity to exercise an ability to choose among a range of options, each of which is 
compatible with one’s nature in circumstances where the antecedent conditions are 
insufficient to causally determine the agent’s choice.] Molina (1988: 94) writes: ‘Given 
the same constitution of the universe and given that God does nothing over and be-
yond the common course and order of things, the primary, though remote, source of 
contingency for the effects of all the secondary causes belonging to the natural order 
is God’s will, which created the free choice of human beings and angels and the sen-
tient appetite of those beasts that seem to be endowed with some sort of trace of free-
dom with respect to certain acts.’ However, according to Molinism, since God is free 
in a libertarian sense, He could have created (or actualized) any other feasible world, 
or even refrained from creating any world at all (where a ‘feasible’ world is a possible 
world that is logically consistent with the counterfactuals of creaturely freedom).
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Moreover, Molinism says God, having middle knowledge, knows everything that 
would happen—including any free actions—in any feasible world if He were to create 
it. God’s middle knowledge is situated ‘between’ (in the logically or explanatory sense) 
His natural knowledge (i.e., knowledge of everything that could be, or of all logically 
possible situations) and His free knowledge (i.e., knowledge of everything that will 
and will not happen after creating some world) (Molina 1988: 168–169). Accordingly, 
middle knowledge is knowledge of what libertarian free creatures would freely do in 
any circumstances they may find themselves in. [As Molina puts it (1988: 168), ‘[T]he 
third type [of divine knowledge] is middle knowledge, by which, in virtue of the most 
profound and inscrutable comprehension of each faculty of free choice, [God] saw in 
His own essence what each such faculty would do with its innate freedom were it to 
be placed in this or in that or, indeed, in infinitely many orders of things.’] So, loosely 
speaking, Molinism views omniscience as including knowledge of all that could hap-
pen, will happen, and would have happened in the various feasible states of affairs.

Molinism, although not necessarily a soteriological model, is a good middle 
ground between Calvinism and Arminianism because, as with Calvinism, Molin-
ism affirms predestination and God’s sovereignty, and, as with Arminianism, Molin-
ism affirms humans have libertarian freedom and are, thus, responsible (in a desert 
sense) for their moral actions. We will not defend Molinism here but, rather, we will 
assume it is a sound theological position, and we believe it helps one solve the prob-
lem of divine hiddenness. [For a defense of Molinism, see Stratton (2020).] Let us 
now look at Schellenberg’s argument.

The Hiddenness Argument
Schellenberg’s Hiddenness Argument may be stated broadly as follows. [Although 

Schellenberg (2015a: 24–25; 2015b: 103) expresses or formulates his argument in 
various ways and in greater detail than our concise formulation, ours emphasizes the 
core of the argument, and it is sufficient for present purposes.]

1.	 If God exists, there will never be any nonresistant non-believers.
2.	 There are some nonresistant non-believers.
3.	 Therefore, God does not exist.

The key terms are the following. First, by ‘God,’ Schellenberg means the generic 
theistic God; he (2015a: 15) refers to God as ‘a being unsurpassably great who is a 
person or very much like a person, possessing all power, all knowledge, all goodness 
and having created every other concrete thing.’ His argument targets many mono-
theistic views, including Christianity. However, since we are writing from a Christian 
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Molinist perspective, we will understand ‘God’ to mean the Christian God. Second, 
‘non-believer’ denotes a finite or non-divine person (whether or not they are human) 
who (i) is capable of having a relationship with God, if God exists, but (ii) is in a state 
of nonbelief in relation to the proposition that God exists (Schellenberg 2015a: 23, 
26). Third, by ‘resistant non-believer,’ Schellenberg (2015b: 54) means a non-believer 
who freely and resistantly deceives themselves on whether God exists and, in turn, 
falls into agnosticism or atheism. Conversely, by ‘nonresistant non-believer,’ Schel-
lenberg (2015b: 17) means a non-believer whose non-belief did not arise from any 
resistance toward God on their part. For example, certain nonresistant non-believers

‘… are people who have looked at all the relevant evidence they could find—perhaps 
even lived it, in the case of experiential evidence—but who do not believe: that is, 
they are either in doubt about whether there is a God or they disbelieve’ (Schellenberg 
2015b: 79).

Hence, a nonresistant non-believer is a finite person who believes that God does 
not exist, or doubts that God exists, because of intellectual reasons, or having never 
considered the matter of God’s existence, and not because of emotional reasons. Such 
a person is not emotionally opposed to the idea of God, and they do not dislike or 
loath the idea that God exists. Some nonresistant non-believers might even wish that 
God is real, but they either have intellectual doubts about God’s existence or they 
are intellectually convinced that God does not exist. This kind of non-believer, then, 
might have intellectual resistance or disinclination toward belief in God, but they do 
not have emotional resistance toward belief in God—they are a nonresistant non-be-
liever. 

Consequently, the first premise of the Hiddenness Argument states that, if an 
omnibenevolent God exists, there will never be any finite persons who (i) are ca-
pable of having a relationship with God, (ii) either doubt (in the sense of lack faith 
in the proposition) that God exists or believe that God does not exist, (iii) are not 
in a relationship with God, and (iv) are nonresistant toward God. But why does 
Schellenberg affirm this first premise? First, Schellenberg (2015a: 23) argues that a 
person must believe that God exists in order to be in a personal relationship with 
God. According to Schellenberg, this seems evident enough; surely one cannot be 
in a personal (or conscious and reciprocal) relationship with another party without 
believing the party exists.

It should be noted, however, that a minority of Christian theologians do not find 
this evident. For example, the Jesuit inclusivist, Karl Rahner, defends the notion of 
an ‘anonymous Christian,’ that is, a person who lives under God’s grace and has sal-
vation despite their lack of belief in Christ or Christianity. Moreover, it should also 
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be noted that proponents of universalism use passages such as Ephesians 1:9–10 
and Philippians 2:10–11 to argue that everyone will eventually be saved, even if that 
means God’s love will continue to draw to Himself all people in hell until they repent. 
Either way, the Christian inclusivist or universalist will object that certain people 
(perhaps everyone) may be saved despite not believing in God in this life, and they 
will eventually enter into a personal relationship with God. Nevertheless, for the sake 
of argument, we will grant that a person must believe that God exists to be in a per-
sonal relationship with Him in this life, since our aim is to focus on a different weak-
ness of the Hiddenness Argument.

Next, Schellenberg (2015a: 23; 2015b: 57) argues that the following principle, 
which he calls Not Open, is obviously true:

‘Necessarily, if a person A, without having brought about this condition through resis-
tance of personal relationship with a person B, is at some time in a state of nonbelief 
in relation to the proposition that B exists, where B at that time knows this and could 
ensure that A’s nonbelief is at that time changed to belief, then it is not the case that B is 
open at the time in question to having a personal relationship with A then’ (Schellen-
berg 2015a: 23).

Consequently, to be open to having a personal relationship with someone is to 
be not closed to the relationship in terms of Not Open. Accordingly, God’s all-loving 
nature implies that God would always be open to a relationship with any nonresistant 
seeker, that is, a nonresistant, finite person who is trying to be, and capable of be-
ing, in a relationship with God (Schellenberg 2015b: 89–103). Schellenberg (2015b: 
96) writes: ‘An unsurpassable love, for various reasons, would seek meaningful, con-
scious relationship with the beloved; it would always at least be open to sharing itself 
in such relationship.’ God would not prevent, or make it impossible for, a nonresis-
tant seeker to participate in a relationship with Him, and God would reveal Himself, 
in some way, to the person to ensure they believe He exists. Therefore, if God exists, 
there will never be any nonresistant non-believers.

What about premise 2—that there are some nonresistant non-believers? Why 
does Schellenberg affirm this premise? Unfortunately, he does not offer much in 
support of the premise because it is ‘an evident empirical fact’ (Schellenberg 2015a: 
25). Indeed, the premise is obvious, he says, because the category of nonresistant 
non-believer is very broad: it includes reflective doubters and those who have not yet 
thought about God, from both past and present (Schellenberg 2015a: 27). Therefore, 
Schellenberg affirms the second premise. [Although some people have never thought 
about God (e.g., infants), it is plausible that a non-believer might mistakenly think 
they are nonresistant when they are sub-consciously resistant. This would be similar 
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to how people often insist they will no longer commit some wrong (e.g., lie, mistreat 
their spouse, break the speed limit, etc.) only to commit it later. Moreover, a person 
(perhaps one who stands to gain something from the advance of the Hiddenness 
Argument) can be deeply resistant toward the idea of God and, thus, claim to be a 
nonresistant seeker in order to give the impression that the Hiddenness Argument is 
a good argument. Nevertheless, for the sake of argument, we will grant that there are 
some nonresistant non-believers.]

It follows, then, from the premises that God does not exist. Although Schellen-
berg has more to say and clarify about the argument, we have described its crux, and 
as Schellenberg (2015a: 26) admits, it ‘is really a fairly simple and straightforward 
argument’. Let’s now offer a Molinist response.

A Molinist Response to the Hiddenness Argument
The Hiddenness Argument faces various objections (see Inman 2018; Jordan 

2017; Rea 2015). For example, from a Molinist perspective, Michael Thune (2006) 
argues that God will not provide some non-believer S with sufficient evidence for 
belief in God, if God knows S will not freely choose to enter into a self-denying or 
self-emptying kind of relationship with God upon receiving the evidence. However, 
Thune does not consider that the conversion of a non-believer may have numerous, 
enormous ramifications or ripple effects that extend into the far future.

On the other hand, Jason Marsh (2008) offers a Molinist response to the following 
objection: probably, God would not allow there to be an uneven distribution of the-
istic belief globally. In response, Marsh argues that God sequesters non-believers, or 
groups them together, because he knows (via his middle knowledge) that ‘their lack 
of opportunity to believe … [will] keep them from developing negative affections to-
ward God. God’s decision for remaining at an epistemic distance, then, … is to keep 
these individuals innocent for a later time, when they will be in a position truly to 
love God’ (Marsh 2008: 468). But Marsh’s argument is terse and focuses solely on the 
problem about the disproportionate spread of believers. 

We therefore offer a Molinist response to the Hiddenness Argument that focuses 
on the broader picture surrounding a person’s conversion. We are presupposing the 
soundness of Molinism as a theological position, and we will argue that Molinism 
undercuts the Hiddenness Argument. Our response is as follows.

The above description of the Hiddenness Argument makes clear that it depends 
on the following principle:

(A) Necessarily, if God exists, then, for some time t and some finite person S who is a 
nonresistant seeker at t, God will ensure that (or provide sufficient evidence for belief 
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in God such that) at t, S believes God exists. [This is similar to the following premise 
in one of Schellenberg’s (2015a: 25) formulations of the argument: ‘If for any capable 
finite person S and time t, God is at t open to being in a personal relationship with S at 
t, then for any capable finite person S and time t, it is not the case that S is at t nonresis-
tantly in a state of nonbelief in relation to the proposition that God exists.’]

(A) is the heart of the Hiddenness Argument and it is a succinct summary of 
Schellenberg’s defense of premise 1. Thus, if (A) is false, then premise 1 is false and 
the argument is unsound.

Now, Molinism undercuts (A). Why? Since God knows both (i) what a person 
would freely do in any circumstances they may find themselves in and (ii) the re-
percussions of the person’s free actions, there are feasible scenarios in which God 
knows it is better that a nonresistant seeker does not become a believer immediately 
or, indeed, at all. [Following Schellenberg, by ‘believer’ we do not necessarily mean 
‘Christian’ or ‘saved believer’ but simply ‘finite person who believes that God exists.’ 
Nevertheless, we should note that, according to Christianity, simply being a mere 
believer does not guarantee being saved or being in an eternal love relationship with 
God (James 2:19).] In other words, given God’s middle knowledge, it is possible that 
God will not ensure—or provide sufficient evidence for belief in God such that—cer-
tain nonresistant seekers become believers. Although there are many such possible/
feasible scenarios, we will discuss two only to illustrate the point.

1. After coming to believe in God, a person may rebel against God and, in turn, 
damage the faith of other believers. It is possible that a person loses their faith in God, 
rebels against God, and becomes a non-believer after having been a nonresistant 
seeker who became a mere believer. Many of us have witnessed such sad situations, 
and Schellenberg (2015b: 80) himself acknowledges that ‘many doubters began while 
they were still believers, and quite happy and also quite busy in their belief.’ So this 
does happen. Unfortunately, the de-conversion of a believer may have devastating 
effects on the faith of other believers, especially believers who admire or look up to 
the person de-converting.

But this raises an important question: if God knows, for example, that, if some 
nonresistant seeker S becomes a believer, then (i) S will eventually deny God’s exis-
tence, (ii) S will become even more bitter toward God than S was before becoming 
a believer, and (iii) S’s de-conversion will cause other believers to doubt or leave the 
faith, then why would (or should) God ensure that the nonresistant seeker becomes 
a believer? It seems obvious that, in such a case, God, as being perfectly wise and 
loving, would not ensure that the nonresistant seeker becomes a believer (at least at 
a specific time t). God knows that, in the grand scheme of things, it would be better 
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to not ensure that S becomes a believer (at t). Thus, to protect certain other believers’ 
relationships with God, God would not ensure that S becomes a believer (at t), and 
this would not be unfair but would be expected from a wise and loving God.

However, there are cases in which believers leave the faith or renounce their belief 
in God and, in turn, damage the faith of other believers. Why does God allow this to 
happen? Why would God ensure that some nonresistant seeker becomes a believer 
if He knows that the seeker will eventually de-convert, apostatize (as Hebrews 5:11–
6:20 warns against), and damage the faith of other believers? Does God not always 
try to protect the faith of his children? In response, it is possible that, in these cases, if 
the nonresistant seeker did not become a believer, more damage would have resulted 
than otherwise would have been the case, which God knows. For example, perhaps 
God knows that, while a certain nonresistant person is a believer, they will lead many 
people to faith, and this good outweighs the minor damage done by the person’s later 
de-conversion. Thus, clearly, God has good, or morally sufficient, reasons for allow-
ing such nonresistant seekers to become believers even though He knows they will 
eventually apostatize.

The salient point, then, is that in each individual situation regarding nonresistant 
seekers, God knows whether it would be better for the nonresistant seeker to become 
a believer. However, since there are feasible situations in which it would be better for 
God not to ensure that a nonresistant seeker becomes a believer, (A) is false—it is not 
the case that, necessarily, God will ensure that any nonresistant seeker believes that 
God exists.

2. Becoming a believer at a later time may benefit both the nonresistant seeker and 
others. Another possibility is that God does not ensure that some nonresistant seeker 
S becomes a believer at some time t (the time that S becomes a nonresistant seeker) 
because He knows that (i) S will become a believer at some later time t* and (ii) it 
would be better that S becomes a believer at t* than at t. For example, suppose that 
Jones becomes a nonresistant seeker at time t. Suppose further that the following two 
propositions are true and that God, through His middle knowledge, knows them:

1.	 If Jones becomes a believer at t, then Jones will get married in France, his 
home country, remain in France his entire life, and lead no one to faith in 
God.

2.	 If Jones does not become a believer at t, then Jones will move to Africa, be-
come a believer in Africa at time t* (a year later than t), get married in Africa, 
start a Christian school in Africa, have a tremendous positive impact on the 
lives of the many students in his school, and lead three hundred and five peo-
ple to faith in God, which otherwise would not have been the case.
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It is clear that, in the above scenario, it would be better that Jones does not become 
a believer at t. Indeed, it would be unloving and unwise for God to ensure that Jones 
becomes a believer at t and, hence, a perfectly wise and loving God would not do this. 

Moreover, there are possible scenarios, similar to the above, that involve various 
time frames between a person’s becoming a nonresistant seeker and their becoming a 
believer. For example, it is surely possible that it would be better that a certain non-
resistant seeker becomes a believer, not when they become a nonresistant seeker, 
but many years later on their deathbed. Of course, we, as human beings limited in 
knowledge, might not know the actual reasons why God does not ensure that cer-
tain nonresistant seekers immediately become believers, but this does not imply God 
(given middle knowledge) lacks good reasons for doing so. Consequently, since the 
above possible scenarios are inconsistent with (A), it follows that (A) is false and 
this, in turn, implies that the first premise of the Hiddenness Argument is false and, 
therefore, the argument is unsound.

Proponents of the Hiddenness Argument might object that it is highly implau-
sible that God would have morally sufficient reasons for not ensuring that each and 
every nonresistant seeker becomes a believer immediately or at all (cf. McBrayer & 
Swenson 2012). This objection has two problems. First, it presupposes that there are, 
in the actual world, numerous nonresistant seekers as opposed to merely a few. The 
objector must presuppose this because it is surely plausible that God has morally 
sufficient reasons for not ensuring that a few, or a handful of, or merely one or two, 
nonresistant seekers become believers. Second, even if there were many nonresis-
tant seekers, why think God lacks morally sufficient reasons for not ensuring they all 
become believers immediately? Given chaos theory (or that seemingly small events 
can be significantly consequential), the frailty or sensitivity of human nature, and 
the thought experiments above, it is plausible that God would have good reasons for 
not ensuring this. For all we know, the actual world is the best feasible freedom-per-
mitting world, even with its moral, natural, and gratuitous evils, as well as its divine 
hiddenness. For example: it is possible that the actual world is the one feasible free-
dom-permitting circumstance where evil is ultimately defeated and all [who are not 
trans world damned] are saved (the bracketed words leave room for hopeful univer-
salism). If this specific feasible “maximal harvest world” exists, then a perfectly wise 
and loving God would either create it—no matter how much finite suffering, evil, 
or divine hiddenness existed—or refrain from creation altogether. [It is possible for 
there to be a best feasible world. However, it is also possible that there are an infinite 
range of feasible worlds tied for the status of being the best. An omniscient God is in 
a position to know.] 

Proponents of the Hiddenness Argument might also try to modify the argument. 
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For example, Aaron Rizierri (2021) tries to strengthen the argument by introducing 
the concept of negative afterlife consequences, and he offers this reformulation:

1.	 If God exists and humans risk experiencing negative afterlife consequences 
due to not believing God exists, then there are no nonresistant non-believers.

2.	 There are nonresistant non-believers.
3.	 Therefore, it is not the case that God exists and humans risk experiencing 

negative afterlife consequences due to not believing God exists.

Immediately, it is evident that Rizierri has not strengthened the Hiddenness Ar-
gument but, rather, he has weakened it by narrowing its target and making it depend 
on the additional proposition “humans risk experiencing negative afterlife conse-
quences due to not believing God exists”. Unlike with Schellenberg’s argument, this 
former proposition simply needs to be rejected to refute Rizierri’s argument.

Nevertheless, the first premise is the central one in Rizierri’s argument, so how 
does he defend it? All he says, essentially, is that it would be wrong for God to hide 
Himself from a nonresistant non-believer when the stakes are negative afterlife conse-
quences, such as eternal torment or hell. However, as argued above, given Molinism, 
God has good reasons for hiding Himself from certain non-believers, and Rizierri’s 
argument does not withstand our objection. For example, God knows that, if Sally 
comes to believe God exists, she would eventually become more than a mere believer 
and love God dearly forever; and God knows that, if Joe comes to believe God exists, 
he would eventually reject God and despise Him forever. In this case, God has good 
reasons for ensuring that Sally becomes a believer and that Joe does not.

Furthermore, if Rizierri’s argument is sound, this should not trouble theists, espe-
cially Molinists. So what if the argument is sound? So what if (C) it is not the case that 
God exists and humans risk experiencing negative afterlife consequences due to not be-
lieving God exists? C is not the complete picture anyway, and Rizierri overlooks oth-
er important factors that, when considered, don’t cause trouble for theism. In other 
words, a theist can affirm C and affirm that the true situation is something as follows:

(D) God exists and humans risk experiencing negative afterlife consequences due to 
both (i) not believing God exists and (ii) being such that one would eventually reject 
God permanently if one were to become a believer.

From a logical perspective, affirming both C and D is consistent and, thus, Ri-
zierri’s argument is inconsequential. [Consider two propositions of the form ‘not (P 
and Q)’ and ‘P and R.’ Now, the former is logically equivalent to ‘not P or not Q’ (De 
Morgan’s law) and, thus, if one affirms P but denies Q, then one affirms ‘not (P and 
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Q).’ Accordingly, if one also affirms R, then there is no logical inconsistency in also 
affirming ‘P and R.’]

Perhaps Rizierri’s argument should be adjusted to focus solely on hell and deaths 
of nonresistant non-believers:

1.	 If God exists and humans risk entering hell due to not believing God exists, 
then no one dies as a nonresistant non-believer.

2.	 Some people die as nonresistant non-believers.
3.	 Therefore, it is not the case that God exists and humans risk entering hell due 

to not believing God exists.

However, the above argument faces difficulties. First, there is no way to justify the 
second premise. A non-believer who was once nonresistant may have been resistant 
when they died, or a deathbed conversion may have occurred unbeknownst to us. 
Since we don’t have access to the heart or deep psychological states of others, espe-
cially those busy dying, we simply cannot prove that some people die as nonresistant 
non-believers.

Second, it is plausible that, if some people die as nonresistant non-believers, God 
has good reasons for allowing this. For example, perhaps anyone who dies as a non-
resistant non-believer goes to heaven and avoids negative afterlife consequences, and 
God allows them to remain non-believers in this life because a greater good will 
result than otherwise would be the case. To defend the first premise, Rizierri has to 
show that such situations are impossible, but this task is virtually impossible for us 
given our limited knowledge. 

Finally, the reformulation is also inconsequential for Molinists who may affirm 
the conclusion but argue that it’s not the complete picture, which may be something 
similar to D. Therefore, there is no reason to accept the adjusted argument.

In conclusion, Molinism undercuts the Hiddenness Argument because the for-
mer gives us reason to doubt that an all-loving, all-knowing, all-powerful God who 
has middle knowledge will necessarily ensure that there will never be any nonresis-
tant non-believers. [In one sense, the Hiddenness Argument fails, for Molinism is 
impervious to it. In another sense, however, the argument successfully shows which 
views of God (and God’s sovereignty) ought to be rejected. For example, Rizzieri’s 
argument challenges Open Theism. Open Theism denies middle knowledge and a 
determined future, and affirms God gives us free will and, in turn, risks that many 
of us will reject Him. Consequently, the defense of the Hiddenness Argument’s first 
premise, if sound, refutes the Open Theist’s view that God takes such risks with 
humans.] Moreover, there is no indication that the Hiddenness Argument may be 
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strengthened somehow to avoid the Molinist solution to the problem. [Calvinists 
usually deny libertarian freedom and middle knowledge, so they might reject our 
critique of the Hiddenness Argument. But can Calvinists critique the argument on 
other grounds? Well, they could deny premise (2) (i.e., that there are some nonre-
sistant non-believers) and argue that God would determine that no non-believer is 
nonresistant. However, in this case, they would have to address the difficult issue as 
to why an omnipotent God, who is love (1 John 4:8), would not determine that every-
body is saved (1 Timothy 2:4). Perhaps, then, the inclusivist or universalist critique is 
the best option for Calvinists. However, it seems to me that the Calvinist universalist, 
or any Christian universalist, has a good response to Schellenberg’s argument. The 
universalist could have principled reasons for denying both (1) and (2). If the Cal-
vinist rejects universalism, then Schellenberg’s argument serves as a defeater against 
Calvinism.]
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