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David Lewis describes his “modal realism” as a philosopher’s paradise.
 The present essay applies this paradise in ways that Lewis himself did not pursue. This essay begins to develop one idea: A modal realist account of necessary entities and possible worlds solves a significant theological problem, the problem of evil.
  Lewis’ modal realism, appropriately adjusted, enables a persuasive solution to the theological problem of evil. It furthermore satisfies the spirit of Leibniz’ thesis that the universe is the best possible world. A central problem of Western monotheism is how an omnipotent, omniscient, and perfectly good and loving God is compatible with the evil aspects of the actual world. Modal realism explains the existence of very imperfect worlds as not only compatible with such a God, but required by the existence of such a God.

Philosophical difficulties in accommodating other aspects of traditional monotheisms, such as immortal human souls and the nature of prophecy, are no more difficult from a modal realist’s perspective than from any other, although I will not argue that here. 

I) Necessary existence


A feature of the God of the philosophers, at least, is that God is a necessary being. A necessary truth is true in every possible world. A necessarily true existence claim, such as that there is a positive integral square root of four, describes a necessary being. In Lewis’ words entities such as numbers “exist from the standpoint of every world,”
 in that they are required in order to state the non-modal truths about that world. What kind of being could a necessary existent of theological relevance have? For a modal realist, there are two ways a necessary existent might be related to particular possible worlds:

1) Some necessary existents are parts of no possible world. They are not in “logical space.”
 Necessary entities of this sort would be the pure sets. Ordinary sets comprised of entities from a variety of distinct worlds, as properties are, would not exist from the standpoint of every world. Necessary existence, just by itself, may not be much of a distinction. Every possible object, after all, is required to state the modal truths in any world, and so qualifies in some sense as a necessary existent. 

2) A necessary being could be a part of every world. According to Lewis, universals, if there were any, would be a part of every world in which they have an instance. Universals would not be subject to the features that prohibit overlap of worlds. Generally, a part of a world is a part of no other world. But the reasons that there cannot be overlap in the cases of, for instance, Humphrey, are that Humphrey has accidental intrinsic properties. Overlap, the existence of the individual Humphrey in more than one possible world, is metaphysically incoherent because the same entity would have different intrinsic properties. An entity that has no accidental intrinsic properties, such as a universal,
 could indeed be a part of every world in which it occurs. Such an entity would have external relations to entities in a number of worlds, as universals, if such there be, do. Such external relations are world-indexed features of the entity, and so do not count against the entity being self-identical. Thus, a universal that occurred in every possible world, i.e. that was a part of every possible world, would be a necessary being.

A theological modal realist holds that God likewise is a part of every world. This is not to say that God is anything like a universal, but rather to argue the following: Since God does not have intrinsic accidents, God can be omnipresent, i.e. a part of every world. If monotheism is correct, God cannot have counterparts in other possible worlds, because then there would exist entities distinct from God that God did not create, namely the other possible worlds and their Gods. A monotheist only has one God; a modal realistic monotheist only has one God in the totality of possible worlds. God, as a necessary being, does not interact with entities in a world by undergoing intrinsic changes, but merely by undergoing changes in external relations to entities in particular possible worlds. Necessary beings are intrinsically changeless. This is a feature of the Western monotheist God, according to many theologians. 

The major adjustment the theological Lewis must make to Lewis’ actual metaphysical account is that not all causation can be treated counterfactually. God, for a monotheist, is a necessarily existing agent. Agent-causation, the bringing-about of entities or events by deciding that they should be the case, will have to be primitive. This addition, which every monotheist surely requires, is compatible with the basic outlines of Lewis’ system. Agent causation would be a kind of connection. Lewis regards the possibility that connection is a perfectly natural relation as an unlucky and disappointing eventuality, but not one that is out of the question.
 A necessarily existing agent may act on components of worlds in a variety of ways. A theological David Lewis would include among the causal relations the relation of creation by which at least one necessary being can causally interact with possible worlds and their parts. 

Suppose that it is metaphysically necessary, though perhaps only known to us by faith, that nothing would exist unless there were an agent that existed in virtue of Himself.  Such a necessary being would be an agent in the sense that He would bring about things for reasons. The explanation for why something existed would be that it was better that it existed,
 according to the agent, than not. Since the God of faith is all-knowing, and the creator of everything distinct from Himself, then God creates what is in fact better to exist than not. 


Why should we suppose it necessary that the necessarily existing agent is perfectly good, unique, creates everything other than Himself, and is all-knowing? 

Given that there is a necessarily existing agent, the properties of that agent are necessary of that agent. So, whatever properties the agent has, it has necessarily. An analogy would be with the sets postulated by the Axiom of Choice. Suppose Platonism is correct and the Axiom of Choice is in fact true, that there are the appropriate sets. Even though this is not provable from intuitive truths, those sets exist, with their properties. Furthermore, they could not fail to exist, having those very properties necessarily. So God may have his properties necessarily.

Similarly, while we may not be able to deduce God’s properties, that does not mean that there could have been an eternal agent lacking any of the properties that God is said to have. Familiar arguments make those features plausible.

II) What are the possible worlds?


Given that God necessarily exists, and that a condition of the existence of anything is that this necessary creating agent exist, there will only be possible worlds that there is reason to make. “Worlds” that there is no reason to make will in fact be metaphysically impossible worlds, since the supposition that the divine agent makes them is impossible. Such “worlds” will be imaginable, in the way that I can imagine that I might have had different parents even if Kripkean essentialism about origins is right.
 God can think of such “worlds” and complete stories can be told about them, even though such worlds cannot exist.


What worlds will exist, given an all-powerful God who creates things for reasons? God knows. Here are some Lewisian conjectures: At least aleph null possible worlds that are the best possible would exist. Perhaps aleph null of these are perfect duplicates
 or perhaps worlds with components differing in intrinsic properties are equally good. Unlike Leibniz’ God, who must have a reason to select one rather than another of duplicate worlds, since only one can be actual, Lewis’ God can make them all. Just as God can make an infinite sequence of instants in any particular world, each of which is “now” at that instant, so He can make an infinite number of worlds each of which is actual for the components of that world. 

IV) The Problem of Evil


What about inferior worlds? Given that there will not be more good worlds if God makes some imperfect worlds in addition to the best possible ones, will God have a reason to make imperfect worlds? Yes. There are just as many natural numbers in the sequence that starts with 1 but leaves out 3 through 115 as there are natural numbers. But in the first sequence, some things are left out. If God, as a perfectly good agent, omits to do nothing possible that is worth doing, then God will create innumerable inferior worlds as well as all the worlds as good as a world can be. 


In fact, God may
 have a reason to create every world that is better than nothing. What those worlds are, that is, where the line “better than nothing” is, God knows. One could conjecture that God creates any world in which there is a positive balance of good over bad. If that is the case, then this world, since it exists, has a positive balance of good over evil, even though it is apparent that this world is not one of the best possible. Thus, with Augustine,
 Lewis would say that any actual being is good, because worth creating, or an essential part of something worth creating.
 God’s concern for individuals in the worlds, by the way, is not diminished by being spread so infinitely.


A theist may still be troubled by the idea that God creates worlds that are sadly imperfect, containing sin, cruelty, and other evil. The point of the modal realist argument is that such evils are required for the goods of the possible world in question to exist. Those particular individuals in the possible world in question do not exist unless God makes that world. That world is not the same world if a single atom is displaced in relation to another. So, it is logically impossible for God to bring about the concrete goods of a given imperfect world without also bringing about its evils. The exigency is not merely physical or psychological. So evil, even if it is a positive feature rather than just the absence of good, can be created by God as a logically necessary part of bringing about a good.


What would fail to exist if God had not made the particular world that is actual for us is the entire world, with its goods and evils. Possible worlds that God makes are concrete, not suppositional replacements for other worlds. God logically cannot make this possible world any better—He can only either make it or not.

4) Possible worlds, human freedom, and sin


A tenet of the Western monotheisms has generally been that human beings are free agents, who have responsibility for their actions. If God creates every possible world, though, it may be hard to see how free humans fit in. Here is one way in which God can create all the possible worlds, while allowing human freedom: Suppose God directly makes an infinity of worlds that are duplicates up to certain points in their times. God has made some humans with agent causality. As those agents perform different actions in different situations, the worlds divide into subsets of duplicates. At every point while the worlds continues to exist and while free actions take place, the duplicates up to that point continue to divide into subsets.


God permits created agents, who are in His image in being sources of agent causality, to in effect create their own world. The worlds that human actions differentiate exist before the human actions take place, but some of their details are directly due to human actions. God is of course aware of the detailed worlds when they are created, but that fact, arguably, does not count against agent-causation by human agents. 

5) Conclusion


From the point of view of a David Lewis-type modal realist, then, the “problem of evil,” how an apparently imperfect world is compatible with an omnipotent and perfectly good God, is not a problem at all. Rather, the existence of such worlds is a necessary consequence of there being such a God. 

According to a theological Lewis, Leibniz was right that we inhabit the best possible universe, but wrong to suppose that the actual world was all that that universe comprises. Explanations of evil that suppose that there are subtle necessary limitations on God, or that claim that evil is some sort of illusion, or that God’s plan requires that this child die, have never been fully persuasive. The advantage of Lewis-theology is that the solution to the problem of evil falls right out of the account of the nature of God and creation. Modal realism may be difficult to believe, for most people, but, as David Lewis has argued very persuasively,
 it is not unreasonable. So this world’s evils do not show monotheism to be unreasonable either. Thus, the “paradise” that Lewis claimed possibilia provided for philosophers extends well beyond the philosophical projects and perspectives for which Lewis mostly employed it.

� After writing this essay,  I found out that Donald Turner had published an essay that made some of the same points, in his “The Many-Universes Solution to the Problem of Evil,” in Richard M. Gale and Alexander Pruss (eds.) The Existence of God, Aldershot, England, Ashgate Publishing, March 2003. The present essay differs from Turner’s in focusing on God’s necessary existence and in other details. 


� “As the realm of sets is for mathematicians, so logical space is a paradise for philosophers. We have only to believe in the vast realm of possibilia and there we find what we need to advance our endeavors.” (On the Plurality of Worlds, Oxford UP, 1986, p.4.)


� Lewis wrote at least two papers on philosophical theology, “Anselm and Actuality,” (in Philosophical Papers, Volume I, Oxford UP, 1983, pp.10-25) and “Evil for freedom’s sake?” (in Papers in Ethics and Social Philosophy, Cambridge UP, 2000, pp. 101-127.  Neither of these papers applies his metaphysics in the way the present paper does. 


� Lewis, “Counterpart Theory and Quantified Modal Logic,” in Philosophical Papers, Volume 1, Oxford UP, 1983, p. 40.


�  Lewis, ibid, p.40.


� See section 4.2 of On the Plurality of Worlds.


� Lewis, On the Plurality of Worlds, footnote 47, page 67.


� Robert Merrihew Adms’, Finite and Infinite Goods ( Oxford UP, 1999) gives a persuasive account of the connection between human and divine goodness.


� This kind of imaginability seems different from the way that I can imagine and believe that 620,403 is prime when in fact that is impossible, since 651 times 953 is that number. 


� This kind of imaginability seems different from the way that I can imagine and believe that 620,403 is prime when in fact that is impossible, since 651 times 953 is that number. We might think that God would not make perfect duplicate worlds. We could give some Lewisian reasons: Suppose that Lewis is right that there are no haecceities. Then agent causation would proceed by bringing it about that a description was met. Then, it would seem, there would exist only one of every total intrinsic duplicate. But it would seem that God could, for all we know, order these duplicates, and so distinguish them by an extrinsic feature. (Paradise1, paradise 2, …)


� God’s justice and mercy may also restrict the possible worlds. It could be that no possible world exists in which sin is ignored or salvation is not available.


� Lewis’ reason would not be that Being itself is essentially good, but rather that the fact that the world exists is a proof that it was worth making.


� Given Augustine’s view that anything is better than nothing, the possible worlds for God will pretty closely match the possible worlds of the actual David Lewis.


� Indiscernible individuals a and a’ in duplicate worlds B and B’ are distinct souls, since God, as creator, distinguishes them by distinguishing their worlds. How these souls can be in the presence of God is another issue. 


� It may well be that some worlds come to an end in virtue of human choices, being just at the point at which their evil outweighs their good. If a world started out very good, and, by a sequence of bad choices, became very bad, it is still hard to see why God would allow the temporal segments that are, as a whole, bad to continue, even if the world as a whole was still pretty good, on balance. This is the kind of issue on which Kalam occasionalism would perhaps be helpful. 


� Especially in On the Plurality of Worlds, Basil Blackwell, 1986.





