THE FREE WILL DEFENCE

The Free Will Defence is an effort to show that
(1) God is omnipotent, omniscient, and wholly good

(which I shall take to entail that God exists) is not inconsistent with
(2) There is evil in the world.

That is, the Free Will Defender aims to show that there is a possible world
in which (1) and (2) are both true. Now one way to show that a proposition p
is consistent with a proposition q is to produce a third proposition r whose
conjunction with p is consistent and entails g. 7, of course, need not be true
or known to be true; it need not be so much as plausible. All that is required
ofitis thatit be consistent with p, and in conjunction with the latter entail g.
What the Free Will Defender must do, therefore, is find such a proposition.

But first, some preliminary definitions and distinctions. What does the
Free Will Defender mean when he says that people are or may be free? If a
person S is free with respect to a given action, then he is free to perform that
action and free to refrain; no causal laws and antecedent conditions
determine either that he will perform the action, or that he will not. It is
within his power, at the time in question, to perform the action, and within

% God and Other Minds: A Study of the Rational Justification of Belief in God (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1967), ch. S.
© Ibid., ch. 6.
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his power to refrain. Consider the state U of the universe up to the time he
takes or decides to take the action in question. If § is free with respect to
that action, then it is causally or naturally possible both that U hold and §
take (or decide to take) the action, and that U hold and S refrain from it.”
Further, let us say that an action is morally significant, for a given person at
a given time, if it would be wrong for him to perform the action then but
right to refrain, or vice versa. Keeping a promise, for example, would
typically be morally significant, as would refusing induction into the army;
having an apple for lunch (instead of an orange) would not. And, a person
goes wrong with respect to a morally significant action if itis wrong for him to
perform it and he does, or wrong for him not to and he does not. Still
further, suppose we say that a person is significantly free, on a given
occasion, if he is then free with respect to an action that is morally
significant for him. And finally, we must distinguish between moral evil and
natural evil. The former is evil that results from some human being’s going
wrong with respect to an action that is morally significant for him; any other
evil is natural evil.® Suffering due to human cruelty—Hitler’s treatment of
the Jews, for example—would be an example of the former; suffering
resulting from an earthquake or tidal wave, an example of the latter. An
analogous distinction is made between moral and natural good.

Given these definitions and distinctions, we can make a preliminary
statement of the Free Will Defence as follows. A world containing creatures
who are sometimes significantly free (and freely perform more good than
evil actions) is more valuable, all else being equal, than a world containing
no free creatures at all. Now God can create free creatures, but he cannot
cause or determine them to do only what is right. For if he does so, then they
are not significantly free after all; they do not do what is right freely. To
create creatures capable of moral good, therefore, he must create creatures
capable of moral evil; and he cannot leave these creatures free to perform
evil and at the same time prevent them from doing so. God did in fact create
significantly free creatures; but some of them went wrong in the exercise of
their freedom: this is the source of moral evil. The fact that these free
creatures sometimes go wrong, however, counts neither against God’s
omnipotence nor against his goodness; for he could have forestalled the
occurrence of moral evil only by excising the possibility of moral good.

I said earlier that the Free Will Defender tries to find a proposition that is
consistent with

7 Of course it does not follow that if S is frec with respect to some of his actions, then what he
will do is in principle unpredictable or unknowablc. ’

8 This distinction is not very precise (how, exactly, are we to construe ‘results from’?): but
perhaps it will serve our present purposes.
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(1) God is omniscient, omnipotent, and wholly good

and together with (1) entails that there is evil. According to the Free Will
Defence, we must find this proposition somewhere in the above story. The
heart of the Free Will Defence is the claim that it is possible that God could
not have created a universe containing moral good (or as much moral good
as this one contains) without creating one containing moral evil.

3. THE OBJECTION

A formidable objection goes like this. Surely it is logically possible that
there be a world containing significantly free creatures who always do what
is right. There is certainly no contradiction or inconsistency in this idea. If
s0, however, there are possible worlds containing moral good but no moral
evil. Now the theist says that God is omnipotent—which means, roughly,
that there are no non-logical limits to his power. Accordingly, he could
have created just any possible world he chose, including those containing
moral good but no moral evil. If it is possible that there be a world
containing significantly free creatures who never do what is wrong, then it
follows that an omnipotent God could have created such a world. If so,
however, the Free Will Defence must be mistaken in its insistence upon the
possibility that God, though omnipotent, could not have created a world
containing moral good without permitting moral evil. As Mackie puts it:

If God has made men such that in their free choices they sometimes prefer what is
good and sometimes what is evil, why could he not have made men such that they
always freely choose the good? If there is no logical impossibility in a man’s freely
choosing the good on one, or on several occasions, there cannot be a logical
impossibility in his freely choosing the good on every occasion. God was not, then,
faced with a choice between making innocent automata and making beings who, in
acting freely, would sometimes go wrong; there was open to him the obviously better
possibility of making beings who would act freely but always go right. Clearly, his
failure to avail himself of this possibility is inconsistent with his being both omnipotent
and wholly good.’

Was it within the power of an omnipotent God to create just any logically
possible world? This is the important question for the Free Will Defence,
and a subtle question itis. Leibniz, as you recall, insisted that this world, the
actual world, must be the best of all possible worlds. His reasoning is as
follows. Before God created anything at all, he was confronted with an
enormous range of choices; he could have created or actualized any of the

“ *Evil and Omnipotence'. p. 209 [p. 33 above].
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myriads of different possible worlds. Being perfectly good, he must have
chosen to create the best world he could; being omnipotent, he was able to
create just any possible world he pleased. He must, therefore, have chosen
the best of all possible worlds; and hence this world, the one he did create,
must be (despite appearances) the best possible. Now Mackie agrees with
Leibniz that God, if omnipotent, could have created just any world he
pleased and would have created the best world he could. But while Leibniz
draws the conclusion that this world must be the best possible, Mackie
concludes instead that there is no omnipotent, wholly good God. For, he
says, it is obvious enough that this actual world is not the best possible.

The Free Will Defender disagrees with both Leibniz and Mackie. First,
we have the question whether there is such a thing as the best of all possible
worlds, or even a best. Perhaps for any world you pick, there is a better. But
what is really characteristic and central to the Free Will Defence is the claim
that God, though omnipotent, could not have created just any possible
world he pleased; and this is the claim we must investigate.

4. WHICH WORLDS COULD GOD HAVE CREATED?

We speak of God as creating the world; yet if it is a the possible world that is
in fact actual, conceived as a state of affairs of which we speak, what we say
is false. For a thing is created only if there is a time before which it does not
exist; and this is patently false of «, as it is of any state of affairs. What God
has created are the heavens and the earth and all that they contain; he has
not created himself, or numbers, propositions, properties, or states of
affairs: these have no beginnings. We can say, however, that God actualizes
states of affairs; his creative activity results in their being or becoming
actual. God has created Socrates, but actualized the state of affairs consist-
ing in the latter’s existence. And God is actualizing but not creating a.
Furthermore, while we may properly say that God actualizes «, it does
not follow that he actualizes every state of affairs the latter includes. He
does not, as previously mentioned, actualize his own existence; that is to
say, he does not create himself. Nor does he create his own properties;
hence he does not actualize the state of affairs consisting in the existence of
such properties as omniscience, omnipotence, moral excellence, and being
the creator of the heavens and the earth. But the same is really true of other
properties too; God no more creates the property of being red than that of
omnipotence. Properties are not creatable: to suppose that they have been
created is to suppose that although they exist now, there was a time at which



88 ALVIN PLANTINGA

they did not; and this seems clearly false. Again, since God did not create
numbers, propositions, pure sets, and the like, he did not actualize the
states of affairs consisting in the existence of these things. Nor does he
actualize such other necessary states of affairs as 7+5’s equalling 12.
Necessary states of affairs do not owe their actuality to the creative activity
of God. Soif we speak of God as actualizing «, we should not think of him as
actualizing every state of affairs « includes. But perhaps we may say that he
actualizes every contingent state of affairs included in «; and perhaps we
may say that God can actualize a given possible world W only if he can
actualize every contingent state of affairs W includes. And now we can put
our question: can an omnipotent being actualize just any possible world he
pleases—that is, is every possible world such that an omnipotent being can
actualize it?

Here more distinctions are needed. Although there are any number of
possible worlds in which Abraham never met Melchizedek, God can
actualize none of them. That is, he can no longer actualize any of them; for
Abraham in fact did meet Melchizedek (let us suppose) and not even an
omnipotent being can bring it about that Abraham did not meet Melchizedek;
itis too late for that. Take any time r; at 7 there will be any number of worlds
God cannot actualize; for there will be any number of worlds in which
things go differently before /. So God cannot actualize any world in which
Abraham did not meet Melchizedek; but perhaps God could have actualized
such worlds. Perhaps we should say that God could have actualized a world
W if and only if for every contingent state of affairs S included by W, there is
a time at which it is (timelessly) within his power to actualize S.'" And now
perhaps the atheologian’s claim may be put as follows:

(3) If God is omnipotent, then God could have actualized just any
possible world.

But this will not be entirely accurate either—not, at any rate, if God
himself is a contingent being. For if he is a contingent being, then there are
worlds in which he does not exist; and clearly he could not have actualized
any of these worlds. Clearly the only worlds within God’s power to actualize
are those that include his existence. So suppose we restrict our attention to
these worlds. (In Chapter X [of The Nature of Necessity] I argue that this is
no real restriction.) Is it true that

" To say that God could have actualized W suggests that therc is some time—some past
time—such that God could have performed the action of actualizing W at that time. Thus it
suggests that actualizing a possible world requires but a moment or at any rate a limited stretch of
time. This suggestion must be resisted; perhaps God’s actualizing a possible world requires an
unlimited span of time; perhaps it requires his action at every time, past, present, and future.
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(4) If God is omnipotent, then he could have actualized just any world
that includes his existence?

Still more distinctions are needed. In particular, we must look more
closely at the idea of freedom. According to the Free Will Defender, God
thought it good to create free persons. And a person is free with respect to
an action A at a time ¢ only if no causal laws and antecedent conditions
determine either that he performs A at ¢ or that he refrains froin so doing.
This is not acomment upon the ordinary use of the word ‘free’: that use may
or may not coincide with the Free Will Defender’s. What God thought
good, on this view, was the existence of creatures whose activity is not
causally determined—who, like he himself, are centres of creative activity.
The freedom of such creatures will no doubt be /imited by causal laws and
antecedent conditions. They will not be free to do just anything; even if I
am free, [ am not free to run a mile in two minutes. Of course my freedom is
also enhanced by causal laws; it is only by virtue of such laws that I am free
to build a house or walk on the surface of the earth. But if I am free with
respect to an action A, then causal laws and antecedent conditions determine
neither that I take A nor that I refrain.

More broadly, if I am free with respect to an action A then God does
not bring it about or cause it to be the case either that I take or that I refrain
from this action; he neither causes this to be so through the laws he
establishes, nor by direct intervention, nor in any other way. For if he
brings it about or causes it to be the case that I take A, then I am not free to
refrain from A, in which case I am not free with respect to A. Although of
course God may. cause it to be the case that I am free with respect to A, he
cannot cause it to be the case either that I freely take or that I freely refrain
from this action—and this though he is omnipotent.!! But then it follows
that there are plenty of contingent states of affairs such that it is not within
the power of God to bring about their actuality, or cause them to be actual.
He cannot cause it to be the case that I freely refrain from an.action A4 for if
he does so, he causes it to be the case that I refrain from A, in which case I
do not do so freely.

Now I have been using ‘brings it about that’ as a rough synonym for
‘causes it to be the case that’. Suppose we take the term ‘actualize’ the same
way. Then God can actualize a given state of affairs S only if he can cause it
to be the case that S, causes S to be actual. And then there will be many
contingent states of affairs S such that there is no time at which God can
actualize S. But we said a page back that

! Just to simplify matters I shall henceforth take it for granted that if God exists, he is
omnipotent is a necessary truth.
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(5) Godcould have actualized a given possible world W if and only if for
every contingent state of affairs S that W includes, there is a time at
which God can actualize S.

Given just the possibility that there are created free agents, it follows that
there are any number of possible worlds including God’s existence and also
including a contingent state of affairs S such that there is no time at which
God can actualize S. Hence (contrary to (4) and to the atheologian’s claim)
there are any number of possible worlds that God could not have actualized,
even though they include his existence: all those containing a state of affairs
consisting in some creature’s freely taking or refraining from some action.
Since a world containing moral good is such a world, it follows that God
could not have actualized any world containing moral good; a fortiori he
could not have actualized a world containing moral good but no moral evil.

The atheologian’s proper retort, I think, is as follows. Suppose we
concede that not even God can cause it to be the case that I freely refrain
from A. Even so, he can cause me to be free with respect to A, and to be in
some set S of circumstances including appropriate laws and antecedent
conditions. He may also know, furthermore, that if he creates me and
causes me to be free in these circumstances, I will refrain from A. If so,
there is a state of affairs he can actualize, cause to be actual, such that if he
does so, then I will freely refrain from A. In a broader sense of ‘bring
about’, therefore, he can bring it about that I freely refrain from A. In the
narrower sense there are many contingent states of affairs he cannot bring
about; what is relevant to the Free Will Defence, however, is not this
narrow sense, but the broader one. For what is really at issue is whether for
each possible world there are some actions God could have taken such that
if he had, then that morally perfect world (one including moral good but no
moral evil) would have been actual.

Perhaps we can sharpen this point. The narrow sense of ‘bring about’ is
such that the sentence

(6) If God brings it about that I refrain from A, then I do not freely
refrain from A

expresses a necessary truth. You are free with respect to an action A only if
God does not bring it about or cause it to be the case that you refrain from
A. But now suppose God knows that if he creates you free with respect to A
in some set S of circumstances, you will refrain from A; suppose further that
he brings it about (narrow sense) that you are free with respect to A in S;
and suppose finally that you do in fact freely refrain from A. Then in a
broader sense of ‘bring about’ we could properly say that God has brought
it about that you freely refrain from A. We must make a corresponding
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distinction, then, between a stronger and a weaker sense of ‘actualize’. In
the strong sense, God can actualize only what he can cause to be actual; in
that sense he cannot actualize any state of affairs including the existence of
creatures who freely take some action or other. But so far we have no
reason for supposing that the same holds for weak actualization. And what
the atheologian requires for his argument, presumably, is not that every
possible world (including the existence of God) is one God could have
actualized in the strong sense; weak actualization is enough for his purposes.
What is at issue is not the question whether each world is such that God
could have actualized it in the strong sense, but (roughly) whether for each
world W there is something he could have done—some series of actions he
could have taken—such that if he had, W would have been actual. For if
God is wholly good and it was within his power thus to secure the actuality
of a perfect world, then presumably he would have done so. Accordingly
the Free Will Defender’s claim—that God could not have actualized a
world containing moral good without actualizing one containing moral
evil—is either irrelevant or unsubstantiated: irrelevant if ‘actualize’ is
taken in the strong sense and unsubstantiated otherwise.

Since it is weak actualization that is relevant, let us henceforth use
‘actualize’ to mean ‘weakly actualize’. And so our question is this: could
God have actualized just any possible world that includes his existence?

Perhaps we can best proceed by way of an example. Curley Smith, the
mayor of Boston, is opposed to the proposed freeway route. From the
Highway Department’s point of view, his objection is frivolous; he complains
that the route would require destruction of the Old North Church along
with some other antiquated and structurally unsound buildings. The Director
of Highways offers him a bribe of $35,000 to drop his opposition. Unwilling
to break with the fine old traditions of Bay State politics, Curley accepts;
whereupon the Director spends a sleepless night wondering whether he
could have had Curley for $20,000. That is to say, Smedes wonders which of

(7) If Curley had been offered $20,000, he would have accepted the
bribe

or

(8) If Curley had been offered $20,000, he would have rejected the
bribe

is true.
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5., COUNTERFACTUALS

But here an objection arises. (7) and (8), of course, are counterfactual
conditionals. Subject to all the difficulty and obscurity of that peculiar
breed, they contain traps for the unwary. Here, for example, we seem to be
assuming that either (7) or (8) must be true. But what is the justification for
that? How do we know that at least one of them is true? What leads us to
suppose that there is an answer to the question what Curley would have
done, had he been offered a bribe of $20,000?

This question can be amplified. According to an interesting proposal'? a
counterfactual conditional such as (7) can be explained as follows. Consider
those possible worlds that include its antecedent; and then of these consider
that one W that is most similar to the actual world. (7) is true if and only if its
consequent—that is,

(9) Curley took the bribe

is true in W. A counterfactual is true if and only if its antecedent is
impossible, or its consequent is true in the world most similar to the actual
in which its antecedent is.

This intriguing proposal provokes questions. In the first place, the
required notion of similarity is in many respects problematic. What does it
mean to say that one possible world is more similar to « than another? In
this context, is there such a thing as similarity tiberhaupt, or should we
speak only of similarity in given respects? These are good questions; we
have no time to linger over them, but let us pause just long enough to note
that we do seem to have an intuitive grasp of this notion—the notion of
similarity between states of affairs. Secondly, the proposal presumes that
for each contingently false proposition p there is a possible world including
p that is uniquely closest (i.e. most similar) to the actual world. So take any
such proposition and any proposition g: on the proposal in question, either
if p theri q or if p then ~g will be true. This may seem a bit strong: if [ had red
hair, Napoleon would not have lost the Battle of Waterloo is obviously false,
but if I had red hair Napoleon would have won the Battle of Waterloo does
not seem much better. (Even if, perhaps, but not if.) Indeed, take any such
proposition p: on this view there is some entire possible world W such that
the counterfactual if p had been true, W would have obtained holds. Butis it
not unduly extravagant to claim that there is some possible world W such
that if I had red hair, W would have been actual? Is there a possible world

'* Sce Robert Stalnaker, * A Theory of Conditionals’, in N. Rescher, Studies in Logical Theory
(American Philosophical Quarterly, supplemcntary monograph, 1968), 98.
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W* such that if « had not been actual, W* would have been? Is there reason
to believe that there is a world including the antecedent of (7) and (8) (call it
‘A’) that is uniquely closest to a? Perhaps several worlds include it, each
such that none including it is closer.’® And this leads directly to our
question. Perhaps there is a family of closest worlds in which A is true; and
perhaps in some of these

(9) Curley accepted the bribe
is true, while in others it is
(10) Curley rejected the bribe

that enjoys that distinction. If so, then perhaps we must conclude that
neither (7) nor (8) is true; there is then no such thing as what Curley would
have done under the envisaged circumstances.

Indeed, perhaps the objector need not rest content with the idle suspicion
that there may be such a family of worlds; perhaps he can go further. There
are possible worlds W and W* that include A and are exactly alike up to
10.00 a.m., 10 November 1973, the time at which Curley makes his
response to the bribe offer; in W Curley accepts the bribe and in W* he does
not. If t = 10.00 a.m., 10 November 1973, let us say that W and W* share an
initial segment up to t. We could call the t-initial segment of W ‘S, the
subscript ‘W’ indicating that S is a segment of W, and the superscript ‘—¢’
indicating that' this segment terminates at . (S;;’ would be the unending
segment of W that begins at ¢.).And of course S;,' = S.,".

It is not entirely easy to give a rigorous characterization of this notion of
an initial segment. It is clear that if W and W* share an initial segment
terminating at ¢, then for any object x and for any time ¢* earlier than ¢, x
exists in W at ¢* if and only if x exists in W* at #*. But we cannot say thatif a
thing x has a property Pin Wat¢*, then x has Pin W* at ¢*. For one property
Curley has at #* in W is that of being such that at ¢ he will take the bribe; and
of course he does not have that property in W* at ¢*. Perhaps there is an
intuitive notion of a non-temporal property under which we can say that if at
£* x has a non-temporal property P in W then x also has P in W* at ¢*. The
problem of course is to say just what this notion of a non-temporal property
amounts to; and that is by no means easy. Still the idea of a pair of worlds W
and W* sharing an initial segment is fairly clear; roughly, it amounts to

3 More radically, perhaps there are no such closest worlds at all; perhaps for any world
including A, there is a closer that also includes it. See David Lewis, Counterfactuals (Blackwell,
1973), ch. 1, sect. 1.3. According to Lewis, a counterfactual A— B is true if and only if either A is
impossible or some world W in which A and C hold is more similar to the actual world than any
world in which A and C hold: In writing this section I have benefited from Lewis’s analysis; I am
grateful to him for a criticism that triggered substantial improvement in the argument of this
chapter.

70
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saying that the two worlds are the same up to a certain time t. And if there is
no time ¢* later than fsuch that S;.”', = S, then at ¢ W and W* branch. Of
course there will be a large class of worlds sharing Sy, with W and W*; and if
e is an event that takes place in W but not in W*, there will be a class of
worlds including S, in which e occurs and another class including it in
which e does not.

Suppose we concede (or pretend) that we have this notion of an initial
segment well in hand. It may then appear that we can construct a convincing
argument for the conclusion that neither (7) nor (8) is true. For each of W
and W* are as similar to a, in the relevant respects, as any world including
A. But if they share S,/ then are they not equally similar, in the appropriate
ways, to a? Up to ¢ things are just alike in these two worlds. What happens
after ¢ seems scarcely relevant to the question of what Curley would have
done if offered the bribe. We should conclude, therefore, that W and W*
are equally similar to «; but these two worlds resemble « as much as any
others; hence the closest worlds in which A is true do not speak with a single
voice; hence neither (7) nor (8) is true.'*

What about this argument? In the first place, it proves too much. It gains
a specious plausibility from the case we are considering. We do not know,
after all, whether Curley would have accepted the bribe—it is a fairly small
one and perhaps his pride would have been injured. Let us ask instead
whether he would have accepted a bribe of $36,000, everything else being
as much as possible like the actual world. Here the answer seems fairly
clear: indeed he would have. And this despite the fact that for any possible
world W as close as you please to o in which Curley takes the bribe, there is
a world W* that shares the appropriate initial segment with W in which he
manfully refuses it.

The argument suffers from another defect, however—one which is more
instructive. Suppose we approach it by way of another example. Royal
Robbins is climbing the Dihedral Wall of El Capitan. The usual method
involving ropes and belays has lost its appeal; he is soloing the Wall
unprotected. Just as he reaches Thanksgiving Ledge, some 2500 feet above
the Valley floor, one of his hand holds breaks out. He teeters precariously
on one foot, regains his balance, and leaps lightly on to the ledge, where he
bivouacs; the next day he continues triumphantly to the top. Now suppose
we consider

(11) If Robbins had slipped and fallen at Thanksgiving Ledge, he would
have been killed.

" This argument surfaced in discussion with David Kaplan.

1
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No doubt we are initially inclined to accept this proposition. But should we?
In the actual world Robbins did not fall at Thanksgiving Ledge; instead he
nimbly climbed on to it and spent a comfortable night there. Now what
happens in the closest worlds in which he falls? Well, there is at least one of
these—call it W'—in which he falls at 7 just as he is reaching the Ledge; at
the next moment 1+ (as close as you please to 7) he shows up exactly where
he is in « at 1+7; and everything else goes just as it does in a. Would W' not
be more similar to the actual world than any in which he hurtles down to the
Valley floor, thus depriving American rockclimbing of its most eloquent
spokesman? And if so, should we not rate (11) false?

The answer, of course, is that we are neglecting causal or natural /aws.
Our world « contains a number of these, and they are among its more
impressive constituents. In particular, there are some implying (together
with the relevant antecedent conditions) that anyone who falls unroped and
unprotected from a ledge 2500 feet up a vertical cliff, moves with increasing
rapidity towards the centre of the earth, finally arriving with considerable
impact at its surface. Evidently not all of these laws are present in W', for
the latter shares the relevant initial conditions with « but in it Robbins does
not fall to the Valley floor—instead, after a brief feint in that direction, he
reappears on the cliff. And once we note that these laws do not hold in W,
so the claim goes, we shall no longer be tempted to think it very similar to «,
where they do hold.

No doubt there is truth in this reply. But the relationship between causal
laws and counterfactuals, like that between Guinevere and Sir Lancelot, is
both intimate and notorious. A salient feature of the former, indeed, is that
(unlike accidental generalizations) they are said to support or entail counter-
factuals. So instead of denigrating W' on the grounds that its laws differ
from «’s, we might as well have complained, in view of the above con-
nection, that W' lacks some of a’s counterfactuals. One measure of
similarity between worlds involves the question whether they share their
counterfactuals.

We should be unduly hasty, I think, if we drew the conclusion that the
possible worlds explanation of counterfactuals is viciously circular or of no
theoretical interest or importance. But it does follow that we cannot as a
rule discover the truth value of a counterfactual by asking whether its
consequent holds in those worlds most similar to the actual in which its
antecedent holds. For one feature determining the similarity of worlds is
whether they share their counterfactuals.

And of course this is relevant to the argument we have been examining.
As you recall, it went like this. There are worlds W and W* that share
S.'; these worlds, therefore, are equally similar to « in the relevant

12



/3

96 ALVIN PLANTINGA

respects. In W, however, Curley takes the bribe; in W* he refuses.
Accordingly, neither (7) nor (8) is such that its consequent is true in the
closest worlds to « in which its antecedent is; hence neither (7) nor (8) is
true. But now we see that this argument does not settle the matter. For from
the fact that W and W* share the appropriate initial segment, it does not
follow that they are equally similar to a. Suppose that (7) is true; then W*
does not share that counterfactual with a, and is to that extent less similar to
it than W. Here we have a relevant dissimilarity between the two worlds in
virtue of which the one may indeed be more similar to the actual world than
the other. Accordingly, the argument fails.
A second argument is sometimes given for the conclusion that we have no
right to the assumption that either (7) or (8) is true: perhaps the fact is that
(12) If Curley had been offered a bribe of $20,000 and had believed that
his decision would be headlined in the Boston Globe, he would have
rejected the bribe.
If so, then (7) is false. But perhaps it is also true that

(13) If Curley had been offered a bribe of $20,000 and had believed that
his venality would remain undetected, he would have accepted the
bribe;

in which case (8) would be false. So if (12) and (13) are both true (as they
might well be) then neither (7) nor (8) is.

This argument is in error. If we let ‘-’ represent the counterfactual

connective, we see that the crucial inference here is of the form
A—-C
LA&B—-C
which is clearly fallacious (and invalid on both the Stalnaker and Lewis
semantics for counterfactuals). No doubt it is true that

(14) If the Pope were a Protestant, he would be a dissembler;
it does not follow that

(15) If the Pope were a Protestant, had been born in Friesland and been
a lifelong member of the Gereformeerde Kerk, he would be a
dissembler.

Nor does it follow from (7) that, if Curley had been offered the bribe and
had believed his decision would be headlined in the Globe, he would have
accepted it.

Now of course the failure of these arguments does not guarantee
that either (7) or (8) must be true. But suppose we think about a state of
affairs that includes Curley’s having been offered $20,000, all relevant
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conditions—Curley’s financial situation, his general acquisitive tenden-
cies, his venality—being the same as in fact, in the actual world. Our
question is really whether there is something Curley would have done had
this state of affairs been actual. Would an omniscient being know what
Curley would have done—would he know, that is, either that Curley
would have taken the bribe or that he would have rejected it?

The answer, I should think, is obvious and affirmative. There is something
Curley would have done, had that state of affairs obtained. But I do not
know how to_produce a conclusive argument for this supposition, in case
you are inclined to dispute it. I do think it is the natural view, the one we
take in reflecting on our own moral failures and triumphs. Suppose I have
applied for a National Science Foundation Fellowship and have asked you
to write me a recommendation. I am eager to get the fellowship, but
eminently unqualified to carry out the project I have proposed. Realizing
that you know this, I act upon the maxim that every man has his price
and offer you $500 to write a glowing, if inaccurate, report. You indignantly
refuse, and add moral turpitude to any other disqualifications. Later we
reflectively discuss what you would have done had you been offered a bribe
of $50,000. One thing we would take for granted, I should think, is that
there is a right answer here. We may not know what that answer is; but we
would reject out of hand, I should think, the suggestion that there simply is
none. Accordingly, I shall temporarily take it for granted, in what follows,
that either (7) or (8) is true; as we shall see in Section 6 this assumption,
harmless as it no doubt is, can be dispensed with.

6. LEIBNIZ’S LAPSE

Thus armed, let us return to the question that provoked this digression.
Was it within God’s power, supposing him omnipotent, to actualize just any
possible world that includes his existence? No. In a nutshell, the reason is
this. There is a possible world W where God strongly actualizes a totality T
of states of affairs including Curley’s being free with respect to taking the
bribe, and where Curley takes the bribe. But there is another possible
world W* where God actualizes the very same states of affairs and where
Curley rejects the bribe. Now suppose it is true as a matter of fact that if God
had actualized T, Curley would have accepted the bribe: then God could
not have actualized W. And if, on the other hand, Curley would have
rejected the bribe, had God actualized T, then God could not have
actualized W*. So either way there are worlds God could not have actualized.

4
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We can put this argument more fully as follows. Let C be the state of
affairs consisting in Curley’s being offered a bribe of $20,000 and being free
to accept or reject it; let A be Curley’s accepting the bribe; and let GC be
God’s strongly actualizing C. Then by our assumption either

(16) GC—A
or
(17) GC—A

is true. Suppose, first, that (16) is true. If so, then on the Stalnaker and
Lewis semantics there is a possible world W such that GC and A hold in W,
and such that A holds in any world as close where G C holds. No doubtin W
God strongly actualizes many states of affairs in addition to C; let T be the
state of affairs that includes each of these. That is, 7'is a state of affairs that
God strongly actualizes in W; and T includes every state of affairs God
strongly actualizes in W. It is evident that if God had strongly actualized T,
then Curley would have accepted the bribe, i.e.,

(18) GT—A.

For GT and A hold in W; by (16), in any world as close as W where GC
holds, A holds; but GT includes GC; so, i any world as close as W where
GT holds, A holds. Now there is no possible world in which God strongly
actualizes A; for A is Curley’s freely accepting the bribe. But then GT does
not include A; for, if it did, any world where God actualizes T would be one
where he actualizes A; there are no worlds where he actualizes A; and there
are worlds—e.g. W—where he actualizes GT. So there is another possible
world W* where God actualizes the very same states of affairs as he does in
W, and in which Curley rejects the bribe. W* therefore includes GT and A.
That is, in W* God strongly actualizes T but no state of affairs properly
including T; and in W* A holds. And now it is easy to see that God could not
have actualized this world W*.

For suppose he could have. Then there is a state of affairs C* such that
God could have strongly actualized C* and such that, if he had, W* would
be actual. That is,

(19) GC*->W*.
But W* includes GT; so
(20) GC*-GT.

Now W* either includes or precludes GC*; if the latter, GC* precludes W*.
But in view of (19) GC* does not preclude W* unless, contrary to our
hypothesis, GC* is impossible. So W* includes GC*. T, furthermore, is the
largest state of affairs God actualizes in W*; T, therefore, includes C* and
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GTincludes GC*. Hence the state of affairs GT & GC* is or is equivalent to
GT. By (18), GT—A; hence

(21) GC* & GT—A.
But from (20) and (21) it follows that

(22) GC*—=A.B
But A precludes W* and hence includes W*; so

(23) GC*—>W*.
(19) and (23), however, are both true only if GC* is impossible, in which
case God could not have actualized C*. Accordingly, there is no state of
affairs C* such that God could have strongly actualized C* and such that if
he had, W* would have been actual. If (16) is true, therefore, there are
possible worlds including his existence that God could not have actualized:

those worlds, namely, where God actualizes T and Curley rejects the bribe.
On the other hand, if

(17) GC—A

is true, then by precisely a similar argument there are other possible worlds
God could not have actualized. As I have assumed, either (16) or (17) is
true; so despite God’s omnipotence there are worlds including his existence
he could not have actualized.

Now the assumption that either (16) or (17) is true is fairly innocent; but
it is also dispensable. For let W be a world where God exists, where Curley
is free with respect to the action of taking a $20,000 bribe, and where he
accepts it; and as before, let T be the largest state of affairs God strongly
actualizes in W. God’s actualizing T (G T) includes neither Curley’s accept-
ing the bribe (A) nor his rejecting it (4); so there is a world W* where God
strongly actualizes T and in which Curley rejects the bribe. Now

(24) GT—A

is either true or false. If (24) is true, then by the previous argument God
could not have actualized W*.

On the other hand, if (24) is false, then God could not have actualized W.
For suppose he could have; then (as before) there would be a state of affairs
C such that God could have strongly actualized C and such that, if he had,
W would have been actual. That is

'* The argument form involved here is

A—B
A& B-C

S A—C.
This form is intuitively valid and valid on both Stalnaker and Lewis semantics.
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(25) GC-w.

Now if (25) is true, then so is either
(26) GC & GT-W

or
(27) GC & GT—-W.1®

Both (26) and (27), however, are false if (24) is. Consider (26): if (25) is
true, then Wincludes GC (unless GC is impossible, in which case, contrary
to the assumption, God could not have actualized it); but T is the largest
state of affairs God strongly actualizes in W; hence GT includes GC. If so,
however, GC & GT is equivalent to GT. And, since (24) is false, the same
goes for (26).

And now consider (27). Either GCincludes GT or it does not. Suppose it
does. As we have seen, if GC is possible and (25) is true, then W includes
GC; but Tincludes C; so GT includes GC. So if GC includes GT, then GC
and GT are equivalent. But (24) is false; hence so is (25), if GC includes
GT. So GC does not include GT; hence GC & GT is a possible state of
affairs. But W includes GT; hence GT includes W: hence GC & GT
includes W; hence (since GC & GT is possible) (27) is false.

(24), therefore, is either true or false. And either way there are possible
worlds including his existence that God could not have actualized. So there
are possible worlds including his existence that God could not have
actualized.

If we consider a world in which GT obtains and in which Curley freely
rejects the bribe, we see that whether it was within God’s power to actualize
it depends in part upon what Curley would have done if God had strongly
actualized 7. Accordingly, there are possible worlds such that it is partly up

## to Curley whether or not God'can actualize them. It is of course up to God

whether or not to create Curley, and also up to God whether or not to make
him free with respect to the action of taking the bribe at ¢. But if he creates
him, and creates him free with respect to this action, then whether or not he
takes it is up to Curley—not God.

Now we can return to the Free Will Defence and the problem of evil. The
Free Will Defender, you recall, insists on the possibility that it is not within
God’s power to create a world containing moral good without creating one
containing moral evil. His atheological opponent agrees with Leibniz in

1® The form of argument involved here, namely
e AB
(A& C—B)v (A& C—B):

is intuitively valid and valid on both Stalnaker and Lewis semantics.
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claiming that if (as the theist holds) God is omnipotent, then it follows that
he could have created just any possible world (or any such world including
his existence) he pleased. We now see that this contention—call it Leibniz’s
Lapse—is a mistake. The atheologian is right in holding that there are
many possible worlds containing moral good but no moral evil; his mistake
lies in endorsing Leibniz’s Lapse. So one of his central contentions—that
God, if omnipotent, could have actualized just any world he pleased—is

false.

7. TRANSWORLD DEPRAVITY

Now suppose we recapitulate the logic of the situation. The Free Will
Defender claims that

(28) God is omnipotent and it was not within his power to create a world
containing moral good but no moral evil

is possible. By way of retort the atheologian insists that there are possible
worlds containing moral good but no moral evil. He adds that an omnipotent
being could have actualized just any possible world he chose. So if God is
omnipotent, it follows that he could have actualized a world containing
moral good but no moral evil; hence (28) is not possible. What we have seen
so far is that his second premiss—Leibniz’s Lapse—is false.

Of course this does not settle the issue in the Free Will Defender’s
favour. Leibniz’s Lapse (appropriately enough for a lapse) is false; but this
does not show that (28) is possible. To show this latter, we must demonstrate
the possibility that among the worlds God could not have actualized are all
the worlds containing moral good but no moral evil. How can we approach
this question? '

Let us return to Curley and his venality. The latter is unbounded;
Curley’s bribability is utter and absolute. We could put this more exactly as
follows. Take any positive integer n. If (1) at ¢ Curley had been offered n
dollars by way of a bribe, and (2) he had been free with respect to the action
of taking the bribe, and (3) conditions had otherwise been as much as
possible like those that did in fact obtain, Curley would have accepted the
bribe. But there is worse to come. Significant freedom, obviously, does not

_entail wrongdoing; so there are possible worlds in which God and Curley

both exist and in which the latter is significantly free but never goes wrong.
But consider W, any one of these worlds. There is a state of affairs T such
that God strongly actualizes Tin W and Tincludes every state of affairs God
strongly actualizes in W. Furthermore, since Curley is significantly free in
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W, there are some actions that are morally significant for him in W and with
respect to which he is free in W. The sad truth, however, may be this:
among these actions there is one—call it A—such that if God had actualized
T, Curley would have gone wrong with respect to A. But then it follows (by
the argument of Section 6) that God could not have actualized W. Now W
was just any of the worlds in which Curley is significantly free but always
does only what is right. It therefore follows that it was not within God’s
power to actualize a world in which Curley produces moral good but no
moral evil. Every world God could have actualized is such that if Curley is
significantly free in it, he takes at least one wrong action.

The intuitive idea underlying this argument can be put as follows. Of
course God can create Curley in various states of affairs that include his
being significantly free with respect to some action A. Furthermore, God
knows in advance what Curley would do if created and placed in these states
of affairs. Now take any one of these states of affairs S. Perhaps what God
knows is that if he creates Curley, causes him to.be free with respect to A,
and brings it about that S is actual, then Curley will go wrong with respect
to A. But perhaps the same is true for any other state of affairs in which
God might create Curley and give him significant freedom; that is,
perhaps what God knows in advance is that no matter what circumstances
he places Curley in, so long as he leaves him significantly free, he will take
at least one wrong action. And the present claim is not, of course, that
Curley or anyone else is in fact like this, but only that this story about
Curley is possibly true.

If it is true, however, Curley suffers from what I shall call transworld
depravity.'” By way of explicit definition:

(29) A person P suffers from transworld depravity if and only if for every

world W such that Pis significantly free in W and P does only what is
right in W, there is a state of affairs 7 and an action A such that

(1) God strongly actualizes 7in W and W includes every state of
affairs God strongly actualizes in W,
(2) A is morally significant for P in W,
and
(3) if God had strongly actualized T, P would have gone wrong
with respect to A.
What is important about the idea of transworld depravity is that if a
person suffers from it, then it was not within God’s power to actualize any

17 1 leave as homework the problem of comparing transworld depravity with what Calvinists
call ‘total depravity’.
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world in which that person is significantly free but does no wrong—thatis, a
world in which he produces moral good but no moral evil. But clearly it is
possible that everybody suffers from transworld depravity. If this possibility
were actual, then God could not have created any of the possible worlds
that include the existence and significant freedom of just the persons who
do in fact exist, and also contain moral good but no moral evil. For to do so
he would have had to create persons who were significantly free but
suffered from transworld depravity. And the price for creating a world in
which such persons produce moral good is creating one in which they also
produce moral evil.

Now we might think this settles the question in favour of the Free Will
Defender. But the fact is it does not. For suppose all the people that exist in
« suffer from transworld depravity; it does not follow that God could not
have created a world containing moral good without creating one containing
moral evil. God could have created other people. Instead of creating us, he
could have created a world containing people all right, but not containing
any of us. And perhaps if he had done that, he could have created a world
containing moral good but no moral evil.

Perhaps. But then again, perhaps not. Return to the notion of essence or
individual concept as developed in Chapter V [of The Nature of Necessity]:
an essence of Curley is a property he has in every world in which he exists
and that is not exemplified in any world by any object distinct from Curley.
An essence simpliciter is a property P such that there is a world W in which
there exists an object x that has P essentially and is such that in no world W*
is there an object that has P and is distinct from x. More briefly, an essence
is an encaptic property that is essentially exemplified in some world, where
an encaptic property entails either P or P, for every world-indexed property
P.

And now recall that Curley suffers from transworld depravity. This fact
implies something interesting about Curleyhood, Curley’s essence. Take
those worlds W such that is significantly free in W and never does what is
wrong in W is entailed by Curley’s essence. Each of these worlds has an
important property, if Curley suffers from transworld depravity; each is
such that God could not have actualized it. We can see this as follows.
Suppose W* is some world such that Curley’s essence entails the property
is significantly free but never does what is wrong in W*. That is, W* is a
world in which Curley is significantly free but always does what is right.
But of course Curley suffers from transworld depravity. This means (as we
have already seen) that God could not have actualized W*. So if Curley
suffers from transworld depravity, then Curley’s essence has this
property: God could not have actualized any world W such that
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Curleyhood contains the properties is significantly free in W and always
does what is right in W.

We can use this connection between Curley’s transworld depravity and
his essence as the basis for a definition of transworld depravity as applied to
essences rather than persons. We should note first that if E is a person’s
essence, then he is the instantiation of E; he is the thing that has (or
exemplifies) every property in E. To instantiate an essence, God creates a
person who has that essence; and in creating a person he instantiates an
essence. Now we can say that

(30) An essence E suffers from transworld depravity if and only if for
every world W such that £ entails the properties is significantly free
in W and always does what is right in W, there is a state of affairs T
and an action A such that

(1) T is the largest state of affairs God strongly actualizes in W,
(2) A is morally significant for E’s instantiation in W,

and

(3) if God had strongly actualized T, E’s instantiation would have
gone wrong with respect to A.

Note that transworld depravity is an accidental property of those essences
and persons it afflicts. For suppose Curley suffers from transworld depravity:
then so does his essence. There is a world, however, in which Curley is
significantly free but always does what is right. If that world had been
actual, then of course neither Curley nor his essence would have suffered
from transworld depravity. So the latter is essential neither to those persons
nor to those essences that exemplify it. But by now it is evident, I take it,
that if an essence E does suffer from transworld depravity, then it was not
within God’s power to actualize a possible world W such that E contains the
properties is significantly free in W and always does what is right in W.
Hence it was not within God’s power to create a world in which E’s
instantiation is significantly free but always does what is right.

Now the interesting fact here is this: it is possible that every creaturely
essence'® suffers from transworld depravity. But suppose this is true. God
can create a world containing moral good only by creating significantly free
persons. And, since every person is the instantiation of an essence, he can
create significantly free persons only by instantiating some creaturely
essences. But if every such essence suffers from transworld depravity, then
no matter which essences God instantiated, the resulting persons, if free
with respect to morally significant actions, would always perform at least

'8 j.e. every essence entailing is created by God.
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some wrong actions. If every creaturely essence suffers from transworld
depravity, then it was beyond the power of God himself to create a world
containing moral good but no moral evil. He might have been able to create
worlds in which moral evil is very considerably outweighed by moral good;
but it was not within the power of omnipotence to create worlds containing
moral good but no moral evil. Under these conditions God could have
created a world containing no moral evil only by creating one without
significantly free persons. But it is possible that every essence suffers from
transworld depravity; so it is possible that God could not have created a
world containing moral good but no moral evil.

8. THE FREE WILL DEFENCE TRIUMPHANT

Put formally, you remember, the Free Will Defender’s project was to show
that

(1) God is omniscient, omnipotent, and wholly good
is consistent with

(2) There is evil
by employing the truth that a pair of propositions p and g are jointly
consistent if there is a proposition r whose conjunction with p is consistent
and entails g. What we have just seen is that

(31) Every essence suffers from transworld depravity
is consistent with God’s omnipotence. But then it is clearly consistent with

(1). So we can use it to show that (1) is consistent with (2). For consider the
conjunction of (1), (31), and

(32) God actualizes a world containing moral good.
This conjunction is evidently consistent. But it entails
(2) There is evil.

Accordingly (1) is consistent with (2); the Free Will Defence is successful.
Of course the conjunction of (31) with (32) is not the only proposition
that can play the role of r in the Free Will Defence. Perhaps, for example, it
was within the power of God to actualize a world including moral good but
no moral evil, but not within his power to actualize one including no moral
evil and including as much moral good as the actual world contains. So

(33) For any world W, if W contains no moral evil and W includes as
much moral good as « contains, then God could not have actualized
w

2
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(which is weaker than (31)) could be used in conjunction with
(34) God actualizes a world containing as much moral good as « contains

to show that (1) and (2) are consistent. The essential point of the Free Will
Defence is that the creation of a world containing moral good is a co-
operative venture; it requires the uncoerced concurrence of significantly
free creatures. But then the actualization of a world W containing moral
good is not up to God alone; it also depends upon what the significantly free
creatures of W would do if God created them and placed them in the
situations W contains. Of course it is up to God whether to create free
creatures at all; but if he aims to.produce moral good, then he must create
significantly free creatures upon whose co-operation he must depend. Thus
is the power of an omnipotent God limited by the freedom he confers upon
his creatures. '’

9. GOD’S EXISTENCE AND THE AMOUNT OF MORAL EVIL

The world, after all, contains a great deal of moral evil; and what we have
seen so far is only that God’s existence is compatible with some evil.
Perhaps the atheologian can regroup, arguing that at any rate God’s
existence is not consistent with the vast amount and variety of evil the
universe actually contains. Of course we cannot measure moral evil—that
is, we do not have units like volts or pounds or kilowatts so that we could say
‘this situation contains about 35 turps of moral evil’. Still we can compare
situations in terms of evil; we can see that some contain more moral evil
than others. And perhaps the atheologian means to maintain thatitis at any
rate obvious that God, if omnipotent, could have created a morally better
world—one containing a better mixture of moral good and evil than a—
one, let us say, that contained as much moral good but less moral evil.

But is this really obvious? I do not think so. Possibly this was not within
God’s power, which is all the Free Will Defender needs. We can see this as
follows. Of course there are many possible worlds containing as much
moral good as «, but less moral evil. Let W* be any such world. If W* had
been actual, there would have been as much moral good (past, present, and
future) as in fact there was, is, and will be; and there would have been less
moral evil in all. Now in W* a certain set of S of essences is instantiated. So
to actualize W*, God would have had to create persons who were the
instantiations of these essences. But perhaps one of these essences would
have had an unco-operative instantiation. That is, possibly

¥ See William Wainwright, ‘Freedom and Omnipotence’, Nods, 2 (1968), 293-301.
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(35) There is a member E of S, a state of affairs 7, and an action A such
that

(1) E’s instantiation freely performs A in W*,
(2) T is the largest state of affairs God actualizes in W*,

and

(3) If God had strongly actualized T, E’s instantiation would
not have performed A.

I'sayitis possible that (35) is true; but clearly if it is, then for reasons by now
familiar God could not have actualized W*. And the factisitis possible that
every morally better world is like W in that God could not have actualized
it. For it is possible that for every morally better world there is a member £
of S, an action A, and a state of affairs 7 that meet the conditions laid down
in (35). Butif so, then (1) is compatible with the existence of as much evil as
« does in fact contain.

10. GOD’S EXISTENCE AND NATURAL EVIL

But perhaps the atheologian can regroup once more. What about natural
evil? Evil that cannot be ascribed to the free actions of human beings?
Suffering due to earthquakes, disease, and the like? Is the existence of evil
of this sort compatible with (1)? Here two lines of thought present them-
selves. Some people deal creatively with certain kinds of hardship or
suffering, so acting that on balance the whole state of affairs is valuable.
Perhaps their responses would have been less impressive and the total
situations less valuable without the evil. Perhaps some natural evils and
some persons are so related that the persons would have produced less
moral good if the evils had been absent.?’ But another and more traditional
line of thought is pursued by St. Augustine, who attributes much of the evil
we find to Satan, or to Satan and his cohorts.?! Satan, so the traditional
doctrine goes, is a mighty non-human spirit who, along with many other
angels, was created long before God created man. Unlike most of his
colleagues, Satan rebelled against God and has since been wreaking
whatever havoc he can. The result is natural evil. So the natural evil we find
is due to free actions of non-human spirits.

* As in John Hick's Soul-making theodicy: scc his Evil and the God of Love (London:
Macmillan), 1966.

*! See ‘The Problem of Free Choice', in Ancient Christian Writers, xxii (New York: Paulist/
Newman Press). 71 ff.; and Confessions and Enchiridion, tr. and c¢d. Albert C. Outler (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press). 341-6.
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This is a theodicy, as opposed to a defence.? St. Augustine believes that
natural evil (except for what can be attributed to God’s punishment) is in
fact to be ascribed to the activity of beings that are free and rational but non-
human. The Free Will Defender, on the other hand, need not assert that
this is zrue; he says only that it is possible (and consistent with (1)). He
points to the possibility that natural evil is due to the actions of significantly
free but non-human persons. We have noted the possibility that God could
not have actualized a world with a better balance of moral good over moral
evil than this one displays. Something similar holds here; possibly natural
evil is due to the free activity of a set of non-human persons, and perhaps it
was not within God’s power to create a set of such persons whose free
actions produced a greater balance of good over evil. That is to say, it is
possible that

(36) All natural evil is due to the free activity of non-human persons;
there is a balance of good over evil with respect to the actions of
these non-human persons; and there is no world God could have
created which contains a more favourable balance of good over evil
with respect to the free activity of the non-human persons it
contains.

Again, it must be emphasized that (36) is not required to be true for the
success of the Free Will Defence; it need only be compatible with (1). And
it certainly looks as if it is. If (36) is true, furthermore, then natural evil
significantly resembles moral evil in that, like the latter, it is the result of the
activity of significantly free persons. In fact both moral and natural evil
would then be special cases of what we might call broadly moral evil—evil
resulting from the free actions of personal beings, whether human or not.
(Of course there is a correlative notion of broadly moral good. ) To facilitate
discussion, furthermore, let us stipulate that the furp is the basic unit of evil
and that there are 10*3 turps of evil in the actual world; the total amount of
evil (past, present, and future) contained by a is 10'* turps. Given these
ideas, we can combine (35) and (36) into one compendious statement:

(37) All the evil in the actual world is broadly moral evil; and every
world that God could have actualized, and that contains as much
broadly moral good as the actual world displays, contains at least
10" turps of evil.

Now (37) appears to be consistent with (1) and

(38) God actualizes a world containing as much broadly moral good as
the actual world contains.

2 [ am indebted to Henry Schuurman for this use of thesc tcrms.
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But (1), (37), and (38) together entail that there is a much evil as « contains;
so (1) is consistent with the proposition that there is as much evil as «
contains. I therefore conclude that the Free Will Defence successfully
rebuts the charge of inconsistency brought against the theist. If evil is a
problem for the believer, it is not that the existence of evil—moral or
natural—is inconsistent with the existence of God.
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