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Abstract: Descartes believed that eternal truths (what we call necessary truths)
were freely created by God. Thus rather than being bound by, say, the necessary
truths of logic, God could have chosen to create other truths as the necessary truths,
just as he could have chosen to create nothing at all. Leibniz disagreed. For Leibniz,
necessary truths bound even God. Of course God remained all-powerful, since being
all-powerful means, and can mean, nothing more than having the power to choose
from among all possible alternatives. Today this distinction reappears in the debate
between advocates of universal possibilism, the view that no truths are necessary,
and the advocates of limited possibilism, the view that while some truths are
necessary, no truths are necessarily necessary. The current paper defends a version
of limited possibilism, arguing that while some truths are necessary, not all
necessary truths are necessarily necessary.



