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Introduction

The problem of evil has been an issue in Chrigydar as long as anyone, seemingly,
can remember. | will spare the well-known detafl@®origination other than to say it is one of
the chief objections against the existence of anibemevolent God. Underlying the objection
and often expressed is the question: “why?” WhyGladl allow the world to be this way?

| saw a “demotivator” poster which had a pictuf@ doxer receiving a vicious blow to
the face which presumably left him staggered araddme Underneath was the (slightly)
humorous caption, “not all pain is gain.” Mostnift all of us, would grasp the meaning of this
quite experientially. This is precisely why the lplem of evil can be a problem. The woddes
seem to have pointless sufferinggd@esseem to have senseless violence. But does iyPeall

William Lane Craig points out that even if evilgeatuitous, God may be justified in
allowing it. Further, Craig also believes “the etfilough objective, wouldn’t be gratuitousli
either case, then, the evil allowed by God doesaoht against his moral worth or character.
This paper will suggest God is morally justifieddreating this actual world over other worlds
which he could have created.

The paper will first examine the concept of a gasswvorld. It then will assess criteria
for moral preferability among different possiblends. A brief look at Gottfried Leibniz’
conception of the best possible world will folloalpng with God’s moral obligation to create
such a world, if it exists. Finally, a positive argent will be presented to show God is morally

justified in creating this actual world.

! william Lane Craig, “Question #196,” <
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/site/News2?page=Meticle&id=8605>, accessed April 14, 2011.




Possible Worlds

First, if one is to understand God’s moral jusgfion in creating the actual world then he
must understand the concept of a possible worlpogsible world is “a maximal description of
reality, or a way reality might be&. Possible worlds are governed, in general, by biogidal
possibility? For instance, there is a possible world in whichdose not to write this paper.
There is a possible world in which one’s parentgeneneet and so he is never born. There is a
possible world in which every Thursday every persormplanet Earth shaves his right arm, and
so on. It is also notable that what is physicaitypossible may itself be logically possible, as
these are not identicél.

It follows then the actual world in which we liveas itself one of these nearly-infinite
possible worldS.From these, God could choose to instantiate arsptaesired. In relation to
creating conscious creatures as his image-bedzers (L:26), it would have been important to
endow such creatures with the ability to make molnalces. This follows from God’s being a
moral agent himself (as the objective grounds ofatity).

It is this ability to make free and morally-respiie decisions/actions that tend to

delimit possible worlds intéeasibleworlds. Kenneth Keathley puts it this way: “He [@}o

2 william Lane CraigReasonable FaitBrd ed. (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2008), 183. Hl& important to
note that whatever appears in a possible worldoeagither contingent or necessary (and in eithee dds
necessarilypossible), and what appearsimpossible world is of hecessity impossible (e.carmed bachelors,
square triangles, 2+2=97, etc.).

3 Bob Hale, “Absolute Necessities,” Rhilosophical Perspectives, Metaphysigsl. 30, 10, (1996:), 93-
117. This means they are internally consistenstiiict logical possibility something must be batkernally
consistent and compatible with other truth. So levtthe U.S. president is a prime numberbisadly logically
possible, there nonetheless is no possible worlgkethe U.S. president is a prime number (becafuge eruth that
U.S. presidents are persons), and hence it istriotly logically possible.

* Ibid.
® | say “nearly-infinite” because any world whichntains logical impossibilities is by definition nat

possible world; if there are logically-impossiblentds then these reduce the number of the set pbasible
worlds to something less than infinite (an infirseries has no end).



knows what reality would be like if He had creage@orld without you or me in it. . .God
possesses a perfect knowledge of all feasible werkll possibilities whichvouldaccomplish
what He wanted to have happér{&mphasis in original)

Further explaining the concept of feasible woritdeelation to Christian particularism,
Craig notes, “so long as people are free, thene iguarantee that everybody in such a world
would be freely saved.’So it seems, given free actions, certain worldda@gically possible but
not feasible (or able to be put in actualizationGxnd [who is bound by his nature, which
grounds logic and truth]).

Craig gets even more specific in a different &titHe [an objector] must show that the
circumstances under which various individuals wdtaely receive Christ are compossible, so
that all persons in some possible world would freeteive Christ and be savetiThe worlds
inaccessible to God in a feasible sense are josettvorlds which contain non-compossible
truths; that is, worlds which contain truths aboaral decisions/actions which cannot both be
true. If Gary chooses to act morally right at tit¥fein circumstances Cbut G entails Lisa does
what is morally right at t-1 only in the case tkatry does what is wrong there, then a world in
which both Gary and Lisa do right simultaneouskegi G is not feasible. ds abroadly
logically possible world, but it is infeasible fGod to create given morally-free and responsible

actions.

® Kenneth KeathleySalvation and Sovereignty: A Molinist Approgdtashville, TN: B&H Academic,
2010), 17-18. While Molinism is a distinctive appob in this paper, it is not necessary to the asqirof the paper
as a whole. So long as any consistent accouneddrifjument proffered is given, it matters not tlethadology.
Developing an argument for Molinism or any othdeipretive framework is not the goal of this paper.

" William Lane Craig, “How Can Christ Be the Only W God?” <
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/site/News2?page=Meticle&id=5347>, accessed April 14, 2011.

8 william Lane Craig, “No Other Name: A Middle Knoedge Perspective on the Exclusivity of Salvation
Through Christ,” inFaith and Philosophyyol. 6 (1989:), 172-188.



Some allege God is responsible for circumstancegich people make moral choices
(both with good and bad applications). The prob¥eth such a view, according to Baggett and
Walls, is that “it presumably involves people’s gamely free choices and their consequences.
Just because God foreknows the content of ouridesisloesn’t mean he’s responsible for
determining that content, nor does it precludesibitity to do otherwise®

Both the ideas and implications of possible argitde worlds will come into play
throughout this paper. It is easy to think of altgive possible worlds; simply imagine the events
of the world until now remaining uniform with ondniscule difference. However,

considerations as to feasible worlds are much rdiffieult epistemologically.
Moral Preferability Among Worlds

Imagine no constraints on one’s knowledge asdsilide worlds. At a minimum,
consider the possibility that there are multiplgassible worlds which are also feasible, so that
many complete descriptions of reality were avaéabl God for creation. What standard should
be used to judge the moral preferability of oneld/itw another? That is, what makes it true that
world Wi is better than \Ain a moral sense? Should the standard be whatinsabély best for
all moral agents? An analysis of certain proffea@mbms should take place concerning moral
preferability among worlds.

An Analysis of Proffered Axioms

1. Any world Wis morally preferable to any other world,YWovided W contains more
human flourishing or well-being than, W

This is not a typical theistic axiom when it contesliscussions of moral preferability.

Indeed, this is the domain of atheistic naturakgt® also believe in objective morality, such as

° David Baggett and Jerry L. WallSood God: The Theistic Foundations of Moralitlyew York: Oxford,
2011), 244 n27.



Sam Harris? Because of this it would be unfair for an atheisskeptic of God to press this
axiom as incumbent upon the theist in any defegaeat the problem of evil. That said this
axiom does not resist critical analysis.

First, there areternal problems with the “well-being” axiom. An unfortuearesult can
be illustrated by the famous “utility monster” (UMjought experimerit: While proponents of
the well-being axiom (and certainly Harris) woultjext to this axiom’s characterization as old-
line utilitarianism, it nonetheless remains thatlveing entails happiness on some level. Even
if it were not the same problem attending utiléarsm would do so to the well-being axiom as
well.

All one must do to engender this result is torahe thought experiment a little bit.
Instead of the UM’s consuming greater and greatenunts of happiness by killing, torturing,
destroying, and maiming, suppose the UM consumestgr and greater amounts of well-being.
By doing these aforementioned actions, the higleest of overall well-being is achieved (so
long as the UM is a human or group of humans). Sustenario is logically possible (even if
not likely). Nozick asks, “Is it all right...?* Our moral intuition, which is itself a good sourfe
moral epistemology, recoils at the though®f course it imever“all right” to harm and murder

and maim, even if it increases the overall stateumhan well-being!

9 william Lane Craig and Sam Harris Debate, “Is Gémin God?” at the University of Notre Dame,
April 7, 2011. Also, see Harris’ bookhe Moral Landscape: How Science Can Determine Huxeues(New
York: Free Press, 2010), 6.

1 Robert NozickAnarchy, State, and Utopi@a.p.: Basic Books, 1974), 41. “Utilitarian thedsy
embarrassed by the possibility of utility monsters get enormously greater gains in utility frony aacrifice of
others than these others lose. . .Maximizing tked teappiness requires continuing to add persomsrgpas their
net utility is positive and is sufficient to courttalance the loss in utility their presence inwweld causes others.”

12\bid., 41-42.

13 One may question if intuition is a good sourc&méwledge. For that, | shall provide a basic arguime
for intuition asa priori knowledge:



If it is never all right to harm others in this yv increase one’s own well-being, even in
the face of increasing the overall well-being ofrfams, speaks to this axiom’s falsehood. Even if
one were to amend the axiom’s use of “overall” am “every human being” there remains a
problem. For would not our moral intuitions be rised by a logically-possible world in which
everyone’'svell-being and flourishing were increased by thasts?* Another attendant problem
on this view is that not only are such actionshiese worlds preferable, they are also
obligatory.*®

Harris himself acknowledges a potential problerthwhis individualistic view when he
writes, “It is clear that we face both practicalaonceptual difficulties when seeking to
maximize human well-being. . .[there are principtést at their extremes. . .[are] hostile to the
other.”™® He goes on to say, “in this case, rapists, liams, thieves would experience the same
depth of happiness as the sairltslii these cases, then, a world is morally prefer&binother
even in the evenhat the latter world has more well-being thanftrener.

Second, the well-being axiom hasgernalproblems. A Christian theist would not claim

that God has, as the ultimate goal of moralityaegigmatic well-being axiom. Paul Copan

1. If we can hold justified true beliefs indepentig of any process or perception, then we hawdtine
knowledge.
. We can hold justified true beliefs independenflany process or perception.
. The laws of logic are justified upon their exaation (application of empiricism).
. Inference is an application of the laws of togi
. Inference must be used upon application of gaigin.
. If (3-5), then the laws of logic must be justifly known.
. If (3-6), then the justification is known logity prior to empiricism.
. If (3-7), then (2) is true.
. Therefore, we have intuitive knowledge ([3-F,P from [1-2]).

O©CO~NO O WN

4 To say this is not logically possible is questlmgging.
15 paul CopanWhen God Goes to Starbudirand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2008), 15.
' Harris, The Moral Landscapd,87.

7 bid., 189-190.



alludes to this, claiming, “a moral universe andnlan dignity are best explained in the context
of a morally excellent, worship-worthy Being asitlmaetaphysical foundation® That is, the
goal of life is not derived from human well-beingtifrom conforming to a standard of morality
(since the two are not identical). In that casg,warld which contains a greater adherence to
the objective moral standard of values (rooted @’€ nature) and commands (which flow in
accordance with those values and not contraryamijhs actually preferable to a world of well-
being without such adherence.

2. Any world W is morally preferable to any other world,Yafovided W contains more
morally-good acts than W

This particular axiom enjoys a sort of intuitiugpport found throughout the world. In
fact, it is a common refrain one hears when disogsmatters of spirituality and ethics in
regards to salvation. “If my good deeds outweighbagl deeds, then | will get into Heaven.” In
much the same way, if more good deeds than baddeegreferable for salvation, then surely
they are for choosing among worlds as well.

The potential problem is that this seems to operdbor for any number of odd-world
scenarios. First, consider this: suppos@#ithere is, on average, one good act done for every
man, woman, and child on earth every day. If théserour actual world this would equate to
over six billion good acts per day (at this presane). However, in this case it would seem that
W, would be preferable if only there were more pedpid¢otal) existing throughout the world’s
history (provided it was identical in every othespect [which is logically possible]). Preferring
a world almost purely on the basis of its being en@opulated is, in moral terms, very nearly

arbitrary.

18 paul Copan, “God, Naturalism, and the Foundatadridorality,” in The Future of Atheismd. Robert
Stewart (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2008), 142.



Second, this axiom does not account for the merndland wrong done between two or
more worlds. Suppos&; has the most morally-good actions of any possildddyfor the sake
of argument). Further suppose this entails alsartbst morally-evil or wrong actions done
among any worlds that are possible. In that casaldlone be so quick to labél as a morally
preferable world to the world with the second-mmustally-good actions?

Third, this axiom fails to account for salvatidiis true that Heaven and final salvation
are part of this actual world, so that the numbieéhose saved counts toward the overall moral
good in each case. However, since God is justtingber of those sent to Hell is good in each
case as well. In this case, such a world may balg@referable to another world even in the
case thaall of its members ended up in H&IGod would not and does not view that world as
morally preferable to one in which there are indsa¢kd people (1 Tim. 2:4; Ezekiel 33:11). In
that case, then, such an axiom must be incompliétesh and false at worst.

3. Any world Wis morally preferable to any other world,YWfovided W contains more
morally-good acts and saved individuals thap W

This axiom appears quite within the range of lodidly-minded people’s comfort. This
combines the second axiom above with an answend¢mbthe objections against that axiom.
Since God prefers the salvation of individualshteit damnation, and a good God prefers good
acts to bad ones, their conjunction provides a @fachieving God’s goals in accordance with
moral preferability. But is this true?

It seems there may be a problem with this axiomvels In dealing with a similar axiom,

Craig points out this type of world may precluderds we would consider to be better. “As a

19 Alexander Pruss holds a great but brief discussiowhy even the people in Hell owe thanks to God;
is because of the moral good of existence itsdéxander Pruss, “No One Would be Better Off NotsHRrg,” <
http://alexanderpruss.blogspot.com/2011/04/no-onaldrbe-better-off-not-existing.htem| first accessed April 4,
2011.




loving God, He wants to minimize the number of ltted: He wants hell to be as empty as
possible.?® An objector may be confused on this point. He mayempted to think, “is this

world not such a world? After all, people are aitb@ved or lost. Therefore, maximizing the
saved automatically reduces the lost.” This wowddbnfused. The axiom merely states that any
world containing more saved people and good acimpseferable to any world which contains
less of both; it specifies nothing of the numbethafse who are in Hell.

As a thought experiment, consid#fto be a world in which, throughout history, four
billion people come to a saving relationship withdsConsidek\,to be a world in which
3,999,999,999 come to know God. Further suppodeWpandW; to contain the same number
of morally good acté* Now suppos&\; contains three billion souls in Hell, whié, has two
billion. Are we really willing to sayM is betterthanW, after all? While this axiom is likely on
the right track, it seems it too must be rejectethaomplete.

Axiom in Light of God’s Grounding of Objective Mbiya

A discussion of insufficient axioms has taken pldwwever, now an axiom must be
presented that will be acceptable with respectacahpreferability among worlds. Moral
preferability of any non-relativistic stripe wilelobjective and independently binding; that is,
one is trying to establish whedally is better given a set of circumstances. The questi
whether or not God is constrained to create sugbréd will be discussed later. What follows is
suggested to be the Axiom of Moral PreferabilityMR).

4. Any world Wis morally preferable to any other world,\Wovided Wcontains an

optimum number and balance of saved individuatmparison to \A/

% Craig, “No Other Name.”

2 This would be possible if the number of savedgrened more good acts than they would in the other
world. In any case, this is not logically impossibl
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This axiom will almost certainly entail many mdyadjood actions in light of free will.
The AMP differs from (3) in that it does not simglypomote the number of saved individuals in a
given world but the optimum balance as W&lICraig alludes to this when he says, “It is possibl
that in order to create the actual number of persdm will be saved, God had to create the
actual number of persons who will be lost. It isgible . . . any other possible world which was
feasible for God the balance between saved anaviasworse

In theism and Christianity, God is the absolugsdard for objective morality. So
inextricably tied to moral values is God that Batjgad Walls remark, “The force of the moral
argument is that theism is no more outlandish érageous than many of our most cherished
moral convictions.** Since God’s nature is the standard of objectiveaalue and God wants
all men to be saved, any world with a higher nundfeyaved individuals which contains an
optimum balance of those individuals is preferdbla world with a lower number or containing
a lesser balance.

Defeat of an axiom is possible if there is a cetmtample. Is there such an example for
the AMP? Suppos®/ contained four billion saved out of six billion &nworld’s history.
Suppose also that, held one less saved person thgout of an identical number of those
existing. It seems the AMP holds in this situation.

What if the parameters changed a little? Suppdssontained the same number and ratio

of saved-to-lost. Further suppddk contained 4,000,000,001 out of six billion. Indeexe

2 pdditionally, it is worth noting that focusing gnbn thebalancebetween saved and lost while ignoring
the number of those saved is to miss the point&fepability as well. As Craig notes in “No Otheamde,” “Even if
we grant that God could have achieved a bettey batiween saved and lost, it is possible thatdeioto achieve
such a ratio God would have had to so drasticaliiyice the number of the saved as to leave heafieredein
population (say, by creating a world of only fowople, three of whom go to heaven and one to hell).

% Craig, “No Other Name.”

% Baggett and Walls, 28.
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would argue tha¥\; fits the AMP now. Rather than a counterexamplehaaxe simply swapped
places betweew,; andW.

As a final attempted counterexample, what if tregpprtions were only slightly different?
Supposé; contained 4,000,000,001 saved out of a world'ohysof 6,000,000,002 Despite
the balance still favoringV; there is one more precious soul saved (though are goes to
spend eternity in Hell). This is the most challengio the AMP.

| would respond that such a decision between wagldat best, vague; it is not at all clear
God would prefei\,to Wy in this case. Vagueness couatginstany objection as a defeafé.
also think it reasonable that God would préféreven in this circumstance, sindé involves
sending a person to heaven and to hell in a saefto-one correspondence; a balance that is in
this scenario less than optimal. With the AMP fiyrml place, this paper shall consider the

argument from the best possible world.
TheBest Possible World

The best possible world inherently involves marifection. That is, whatever is the
greatest logically possible maximal state of aff@ionstitutes the best possible world. With
respect to the problem of evil it is sometimes dsdethere is no logical contradiction in stating
“a possible world exists in which everyone freghpaoses the good and is saved.” Plantinga
frames it this way: “Surely it is possible to ddywhat is right . . . it is possible, in that bdba
logical sense, that there be a world containing &reatures who always do what is right. There

is certainly no contradiction or inconsistencytiistidea.?’

% QOut of pure mathematical intere®t; holds a balance of saved-to-lost at
66.666666666666666666666666666667%, Wiidas 66.666666661111111112962962962346%.

% At most, it may undercut some warrant we haveb@ief in the AMP. It would not be a defeater fack
a belief, however. See Alvin Planting&arranted Christian BeligfNew York: Oxford, 2000), 366.



12

The idea of whether or not God could create suebréd (that is, if such a world is
feasible to create given free will) has been theegal focus of the debate. There are those who
would grant that assumption (such a world is batbsfbleand feasible). These people would
assume that this actual world is therefore the pessible world. The argument for this will be
explored.

Leibniz’ Argument

Gottfried W. Leibniz (1646-1716) made amazing dbutions to the Christian
philosophical community. He asked the famous qaesit the heart of the Leibnizian
Cosmological Argument, “Why is there something eatthan nothing?” Leibniz also embraced
the “best possible world” argument.

This argument was summarized by Plantinga asvislio

Before God created anything at all, He was conédmvith an enormous range of
choices . . . Being perfectly good, He must haweseh to create the best world He could;
being omnipotent, He was able to create any passiblld He pleased . . . Hence, this
world, the one He did create, must be the besilpes8

For Leibniz, a being who does not create the pessible world is not acting consistently
“with supreme wisdom and goodness,” and thereforet the best himseif.Such an idea was
scandalous to Leibniz (and indeed to all orthodbxisTians). Perfect being theology entailed
there existed a Perfect Moral Being (PMB). Withthg PMB, God, as he was known, did not
really exist. The argument, syllogistically, lodKkee this:

1. If the PMB creates, then the PMB must createbist world possible for him to create.

2. The PMB is omnipotent.

27 Alvin Plantinga,God, Freedom, and EvilGrand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1977), 32.

28 |bid., 33. It should be noted the atheist J.L. Maagreed with Leibniz’ line of thought up to the
conclusion: it was there Mackie said this was hetltest possible world; therefore, God does nat.exi

# Gottfried W. LeibnizTheodicytrans. E.M. Huggard, ed. Austin Farrer (LaSalle@pen Court, 1985),
section 201, 154.
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3. Therefore, the PMB can create the best logigaiksible world.

4. The PMB created this actual world.

5. Therefore, the actual world is the best lodycabssible world.

The conclusion very nearly strikes some as abgsunda facie However, since the
argument is logically valid a premise must be defimeorder to avoid the conclusion. Atheists
will deny (4) and substitute their own premise. @thmay deny (2) or amend it to exclude the
ability to actualize just any logically possible ieb*® 3 One may also deny (1), saying God may
have no obligation to create the best possibledv&till others argue from the implicit
assumption that there even is a best possible wibiklto this consideration this paper will turn.

Is There a Best Possible World?

Plantinga questions whether there even is subing &s a best possible world. “No
matter how marvelous a world is—containing no niditav many persons enjoying unalloyed
bliss—isn'’t it possible that there be an even betterld containing even more persons enjoying
even more unalloyed bliss®'For Plantinga, the idea is that whatever worldyaged will
always have another world with at least one bétiature.

Daniel and Frances Howard-Snyder have arguedhbee is no best possible world. In a
roundabout way, they postulated a world-randontizat selected a world to actualize for a God-
like being. Much like Plantinga, for any world, saymber 297, there exists a better world
(numbered higher in proportion to each world’s @dlR98. 299 is better than 298, and s@dn

infinitum. In that case, however, there just is no bestiplessorld. Each successive world is

% plantingaGod, Freedom, and EviB7. In this he discusses certain states of affaging consistent with
one another; the entire conjunctive state of affafreveryone’s freely coming to Christ or refraipifrom evil may
not be feasible given free will of each individeatature.

31 Another route to take is simply to deny &¥npliciter. This is the option of the Open Theist; God, while
very powerful, cannot do everything.

%2 plantingaGod, Freedom, and EyiB4.



14

better than the last (and in turn, all others keefgr Just as natural numbers are not exhausted, s
the goodness of each world also is not exhaustdthdugh he can create any of them, he can't
create the best of them because there is no Hest.”

In this case, the Howard-Snyders argue, “them®isontradiction in supposing that an
essentially morally unsurpassable, essentially potent and omniscient being could create a
world inferior to some other world he, or some othessible being, could have creatédThe
best possible world is never attained preciselybse that which cannot be attained does not
actually exist.

God’s Free Will as it Pertains to Actualizing a \Wbr

Now the discussion must turn to God’s free wilbttualizing the world. Even granting
Leibniz’ assumption of a best possible world, isl@&onstrained to create it? This paper
contends that the PMB is not constrained to craayeparticular world.

First, the PMB cannot be asked to create a wbdtlis logically impossible. Since
standard PMB theology asserts logic and truth att@mthe grounds of his nature, he cannot act
contrary to that> So worlds which havieroad logical possibilities may nonetheless actually be
impossible, logically, for God to create (suchlasse worlds which are netrictly logically
possible [like John’s being an abstract object]).

Second, Roger Turner discusses the differencedeetwreating and actualizing a
particular world. According to Turner, “For Goddreate something in the strict sense, there

must have been a time when that thing God creadesod exist. This is not true for any possible

% Daniel and Frances Howard-Snyder, “How an Unsusiqtele Being Can Create a Surpassable World,” in
Faith and Philosophyt1 (April 1994): 260-68.

% Ibid.

% Note that even if an objector insists the PMB doetsalso ground truth and logic, he is at leasiobden
to them, so that he cannot act contrarthtat standard.
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world W.”*® Hence, God must be viewed in terms of actualizipgrticular world that already
has certain features.

Next, Turner also argues it is God’s nature altwaé may limit him, if anything at aff’

No one thinks God is not free in the relevant sevisen we say he cannot sin. Therefore, no one
should think God is not free by not creating a vadld where everyone always does evil.

Perhaps one may object that this misses the péast. God may be said to be free to
create other worlds and not particularly constraittecreate this actual world. Yet it seems
nonetheless God must create this actual worldhéifoest possible world exists). What is the
answer?

The Howard-Snyders argue since any world, eveeliberately chosen, will be a world
than which some omnipotent PMB could have donesheihd since there is no best possible
world, it is only incumbent upon the PMB to actmala good world® Even on the assumption
the best possible world exists, it seems such &vwould never be instantiated. It seems the
PMB is not morally required to actualize such aldiafter all, even if it exists.

Is the Best Possible World Achievable?

This idea was alluded to in the section on possiairids. Norman Geisler argues even if
a best possible world is conceivable it may be shiah a world cannot be achieved. “It may be
that God in His infinite foreknowledge foresaw thatsuch world [a world of free creatures who

never choose to sin] would actually materialiZe.”

% Roger TurnerChrist the Redeemer and the Best of All Creatatdeld& (Lynchburg, VA: Liberty
University, 2009), 9. This is because of two thirfgst, possible worlds already exist as abstodgects. Second,
since God is a maximally great being, he existlipossible worlds; meaning there are no vacuouds.

¥ Ibid., 17.

% Daniel and Frances Howard-Snyder.

% Norman L. Geislerf God, Why Evil3Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House, 2011), 64.
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Because of the diversity of creatures and thee fill, it is entirely plausible the best
logically possible world containing free creatui®simply not feasible to create. Plantinga
follows this viewing of free will forming a sort dflelimiter” to the worlds that God can
actualize. He maintains, “Whether or not it is witkbod’s power to actualize depends upon
what Maurice would do if he were free in a certsitnation . . . It is, of course, up to God
whether or not to create Maurice . . . but if Heates Maurice and creates him free with respect
to this action, then whether or not he actuallyfiqrens the action is up to Maurice, not Gdd.”

In this sense, it seems the best possible wortthefexists at all, is not entirely achievable.
God and Moral Obligation

In our discussion of God and any moral obligatithhag may be incumbent upon him, we
should consider possible/achievable worlds and hpoederability among worlds. Specifically,
one must ask whether God has any moral obligatidrasoever. Craig answers in the negative,
writing, “I don’t think God has any moral dutiesorAmoral duties are constituted by God’s
commands, and presumably God doesn’t issue comnartisnself. Therefore, He has no
obligations to live up to*

Indeed, with respect to the discussion over whidBwal is actuallyonstrainedo create
this, or any other, possible world, Craig beliegas cannot claim that either. “If God is
essentially good, then there is no possible worlhich He does evil . . . God acts in the
complete absence of any causal constraint whatsoev& hat God is acting freely is evident in

the fact that His will is not inclined necessatibyvard any particular finite good®God is not

0 plantingaGod, Freedom, and Evili4.

“I william Lane Craig, “Question #114” <
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/site/News2?page=Meticle&id=7227> accessed April 27, 2011.

*2 |bid.



17

constrained to create any particular world. LeibRizIB axiom (as | call the first premise of his
argument) has some potential difficulties.
The Perfect Moral Being Axiom Problems

There are three major issues with respect to ke Bxiom:** First, there is the difficulty
of the “ought implies can” problem. This idea igttone cannot be held morally culpable for
acting (or refraining to act) in a situation in whihe cannot act or refrain from acting as he does.
It is the same basic principle of moral respongibihat guides us not to punish the mentally
disabled or young children; no one would thinkrgfrtg a two-year-old for murder if it
accidentally shot someone with a gun lying aboute @oes not bear moral responsibility unless
he is able to act and able to understand thatfaébd cannot actualize the best possible world
(because it does not exist or has overriding feat{such as free will]), then he cannot be held
morally culpable for not creating such a worldthat case the PMB axiom is false.

Second, the best possible world is one in whichm®exists but God himself. The
Howard-Snyders point out, referring to the PMB &ave,” that “Jove doesn’t have the option of
making it the case that there is no actual worldif he refrains from using his creative powers,
a world will nevertheless be actual . . . That @avill have no concrete being other than Jove in
it.”** In other words, even a world with only God insitrionetheless a world.

It is here where | must part company with Dr. Geidn his discussion on options for
creating (including God’s refraining from creatingg mentions “[not creating being better than

creating] assumes that nothing is better than sunetThis is a gigantic category mistake.”

3 As a reminder, the PMB axiom is that any essdwtimlod and perfect moral being must create the bes
possible world.

“4 Daniel and Frances Howard-Snyder.

4 Geisler, 59.
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Since God is a necessary being any and every pessiold will be populated at least by God.
Craig agrees, saying, “In a possible world in whixtd creates nothing, there is only He
Himself, the paradigm and locus of goodness hat$ a pretty good world, to say the least!”

If every world is populated by at least God, thie®worlds with the greatest balance of
morally good acts to bad (and the one with thetlaa®unt of damned) are worlds in which God
creates either nothing at all or worlds with nefreeatured’ The best possible world is one in
which God simply exists with nothing else whatsaeVéis is the point, and this is the problem.
If the PMB axiom is correct, it seems the best fidassvorld for which God would be
responsible for actualizing are world in which riothmoral exists but God himself.

The third problem for the PMB axiom is that if thecond issue is not a problem—that is,
supposing the best possible world(s) does not contdy God—and if there is a best possible
world, then God could have created creatures whierrsn or refrained from creating at all.
This is due to the fact this is clearly not thetlpesssible world. That is, it is simple to imagine
another world with one more good act and one feavérone; a world where one more is saved
and one fewer is lost. In this case, the only oystiare that the PMB axiom is false, our intuition
about broad logical possibility is false (whichngpossible to prove without question-begging),
or that the PMB does not exist. Since the latter $&em quite unacceptable this paper opts for
the falsehood of the PMB axiom.

Steinberg argues God must always choose to deelsis(as opposed to doing the

objectively bestf2 In this case, however, we see no reason God cahnose in accordance

6 William Lane Craig, “Question #51,” <
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/site/News2?page=Netisle&id=6155>, accessed April 27, 2011.

*" There is an argument to be made, as Geisler thithe good of free creatures outweighs the gdod
creating all non-moral creatures only. Geisler nsatkés argument on pp. 60-64.
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with his goals, so long as the world he does chtmsetualize is also good (which it already is,
by definition).
Standard for the PMB

The standard for the PMB was hinted at in the guterg section. An argument for God’s
moral justification in creating the actual worldMde presented in this section. First of all, ough
implies can. This is extremely relevant, as angddad one places upon the PMB must include
this idea. Second, creations which bear God’s inmeye intrinsic good. The logic is as follows:
A. God is good (PMB assumption). B. Whatever Gaghtes is good extrinsically (Gen. 1:31).
C. Because of A, anything created in God’s imagetigsically good. D. Humans were created
in God’s image. E. Therefore, (from A-D) humansédarinsic and extrinsic good.

Third, one must grant in worlds that contain atsiéor which God is not causally
responsible (or beyond his control because ofvilide God does not bear any moral
responsibility or culpability for those actionsthrose worlds. Therefore, any world in which God
is not directly causally responsible for sin igimsically good given creatures bearing God’s
image exist. That is, because God is good and #rerereatures that are intrinsically good, we
can call a world good so long as God avoids markdability for the actions of those creatures.

If this actual world meets the aforementioned déad and the AMP, then God is morally
justified in creating this actual world. Syllogrsdily, the argument is as follows:

1. God is intrinsically good.

2. Whatever God creates is extrinsically andmsidally good if and only if it is in God’s
image.

3. Humans are created by God in his image.

8 Jesse R. Steinberg, “Leibniz, Creation, and thet BeAIl Possible Worlds,” innternational Journal for
Philosophy of Religios2 (2007): 123-33.
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4. Therefore, humans are intrinsically good.

5. Any world bears intrinsic good in which Gochist directly causally responsible for

sin.

6. God is not directly causally responsible for. si

7. Therefore, this actual world is intrinsicallgay.

8. If this world is good and meets the AMP, thesd@ morally justified in creating this
actual world.

9. This world is good and meets the AMP.

10. Therefore, God is morally justified.

Critics may cry foul at (9), but (8) seems vergydibly true. If that is the case, the
objector must beg the question against the corarusnless he has some external, overriding
reason to think God is not morally justified in &ieg this actual world. However, without
positive evidence, the objector has no case andasmon to think that the AMP is not met in this

actual world, especially given free will.
Conclusion

The problem of evil is not merely a logical ordemtial one. It is one that is very
emotional as well. For as moral beings we are Iyghitraged at the evil that exists in this
present world. Randy Alcorn notes of evil's affeata person, “Logical arguments won't satisfy
you . . . You need help with the emotional probleievil . . . You will not find relief unless you
gain perspective® Apologists must always be sensitive not to minartize real hurt and

suffering moral evil has caused in the lives okeoth—even if the hurt is self-inflicted.

9 Randy Alcorn)f God is GoodColorado Springs, CO: Multhomah, 2009), 3-4.
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We must show these people there is a God whosgogd out of bad; he is the one who
will cause his people to praise him through etgrifiGenesis 50:20 states the evil meant for
Joseph was meant by God for good. This is thetyeaé must proclaim.

This paper discussed the concept of possible wanhdl various axioms for moral
preferability among worlds. It also offered upaisn principle of the AMP. We turned to a
discussion on the best possible world and whetloel Was constrained to create it. We argued
even if there were to be a best possible world, Gt not create that one, so long as the world
he created was intrinsically godtiWe then offered an argument for God’s moral jicsitfon in
creating the actual world. The problem of eviltwe hearts and minds of people is not going
away any time soon. Apologists have a wonderflidraakto bring to bear on this problem, and

they may assert boldly there is no need to call 8od

%0 |hid., 282.

1 While it was not discussed, it seems quite extreaaim evil as necessarily existing in this poles
world. The idea is that certain things we find wartis, such as courage, are only possible in tleedasome evil.
However, | would contest that a world in which cage is exemplified is not inherently morally prefele to a
world in which no evil exists. Further, one’s chaea may be such that if he were to encounter beilvould have
courage. Since this character is formed by higastione may find such a counterfactual admiradlen in the
lack of such evil.
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