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necessity, but in the sense that He is eternally complete and -

suffxclent unto meself ,
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Is Plantinga’s God Omnipotent?

Wesley Morriston

Univefsity of Colora"do,‘ Boulder, US.A. o

A number of phxlosophefs él#xm not bnly that the amount and

- variety of evil in the world provide strong evidence against the
_existence of God, but that the existence of any evil at all is
~logically incompatible with the existence of God'. More

specifically, they argue that the followmg proposxt.xons are in-
consnstent with one another

1 God exxsts - and is ommpotent. ommscxent. and

perfeccly good :
2, There isevil in the world

Inan xmpressxve series of amcles and books.'Alvm Plantmga
has attempted not only to answer the arguments of these
philosophers, but actually to provide a proof of the consisten-
cy of (1) and (2). The result is a highly original and challenging
version of the free will defense, one that has provoked a good
deal of controversy and critical commentary. At the center of
the controversy is Plantinga’s claim that it may not be within

‘the power even of an omnipotent God to actualize® a world in
‘which there are free creatures who always choose good over evil.

Plantinga does not deny that there are possible worlds in which
there are such free and morally upright creatures. What he
claims is only that God might not have been able to- actuahze '
any of the worlds in which thxs is. the case. :

But why couldn t an ommpot.ent God have actualized any
world he pleased? Plantinga devotes a good deal of effort to
answering this question, With great skill and ingenuity, he at-
tempts to demonstrate that there are possible worlds God could

" not have actualized. In the present essay, I want to focus at-

tention on just this portion of Plantinga’s argument. I shall de-
fend it against two mistaken lines of criticism. But in the
process of showing how and why these criticisms are mistaken,
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