
AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM OF EVIL AND FREE WILL AS THE

PRIMARY SOURCE

Our topic today is the argument from evil against the existence of God, and some The quotes will be displayed on the
screen in the classroom, just like the.

This objection, however, is open to the following reply. The worlds described will be possible if the
descriptions of those worlds are logically consistent. Do we have such knowledge? If God is going to allow
people to be free, it seems plausible to claim that they need to have the capacity to commit crimes and to be
immoral. MSR1 claims that God cannot get rid of much of the evil and suffering in the world without also
getting rid of morally significant free will. It would be ridiculous to give moral praise to a robot for putting
your soda can in the recycle bin rather than the trash can, if that is what it was programmed to do. The latter
argument has been vigorously criticized by Plantinga , but Rowe has remained confident that the new
argument is sound. It is difficult to see that they do. Putting the point more bluntly, this line of argument
suggests thatâ€”in light of the evil and suffering we find in our worldâ€”if God exists, he is either impotent,
ignorant or wicked. A being that performs morally wrong actions is not morally perfect. Stump , p. There may
be ways for Plantinga to resolve the difficulties sketched above, so that the Free Will Defense can be shown to
be compatible with theistic doctrines about heaven and divine freedom. 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 The other four premises, set out at steps 3 , 5 , 7
and 9 , are plausibly viewed as analytic truths. Regardless of the details of these alternatives, the fact remains
that all they need to do in order to rebut the logical problem of evil is to describe a logically possible way that
God and evil can co-exist. Therefore, from 2 and 3 : Such actions are morally wrong. Why, then, do such
undesirable states of affairs exist, if there is a being who is very powerful, very knowledgeable, and very
good? Suppose a gossipy neighbor were to tell you that Mrs. But improbability and impossibility, as we said
above, are two different things. It has not, however, been the only such response. If God is all-powerful,
all-knowing and perfectly good, why does he let so many bad things happen? A higher moral dutyâ€”namely,
the duty of protecting the long-term health of her childâ€”trumps the lesser duty expressed by  Not just any
old reason can justify God's allowing all of the evil and suffering we see. It seems that, although Plantinga's
Free Will Defense may be able to explain why God allows moral evil to occur, it cannot explain why he
allows natural evil. It seems, then, that the Free Will Defense might be adapted to rebut the logical problem of
natural evil after all. According to Plantinga, people in the actual world are free in the most robust sense of
that term. Necessarily, God actualized an evolutionary perfect world. But the argument can be formulated in
two very different ways. According to Plantinga's description of morally significant free will, it does not seem
that God would be significantly free. They will be yours for food. It is also important to note that, simply
because Plantinga's particular use of free will in fashioning a response to the problem of evil runs into certain
difficulties, that does not mean that other theistic uses of free will in distinct kinds of defenses or theodicies
would face the same difficulties. Jones: she allowed a small evil the pain of a needle to be inflicted upon her
child because that pain was necessary for bringing about a greater good immunization against polio. How
would you go about finding a logically possible x? What would it look like for God to have a morally
sufficient reason for allowing evil?


