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Accept the principle of sufficient reason – every fact has a cause or reason it is true.

1. The PSR is a presupposition of empirical knowledge. 
Pruss, Alexander, and Koons, Robert. (2020). Skepticism and the principle of sufficient reason. Philosophical Studies. doi:10.1007/s11098-020-01482-3 JS
Why is the PSR in this form a presupposition of empirical knowledge? If this PSR is false, either in the actual world or in ‘‘nearby’’ worlds in any epistemically possible scenario, then we must take seriously the possibility that some natural facts are uncaused. By considerations of symmetry (which we will discuss in Sect. 3), if any natural fact might lack a cause, then any relevantly similar natural fact might lack a cause. We will argue that any natural fact is relevantly similar to any other. So, if there is some natural fact that might (in nearby worlds) lack a cause, any natural fact might lack a cause. Let’s call any of the sensory or mnemonic appearances, experiences, or impressions upon which we base our empirical beliefs our empirical data. If the robust truth of the PSR were not a priori knowable, any or all of our empirical data might (for all we can know) be uncaused, that is, are uncaused in an epistemically possible scenario. Obviously, if data are uncaused, they cannot be caused in the right way, in the way required for empirical knowledge of extra-mental facts. This means that there are epistemically possible scenarios in which we lack all empirical knowledge of extra-mental facts but nonetheless have the same sensory inputs. Hence, we cannot know that we have any empirical knowledge, beyond our knowledge of the immediate mental data themselves. But we do know this—hence the robust truth of the PSR must be a priori knowable by to us.


2. Empirics means it’s probably correct. 
Pruss, Alexander (2009). The Leibnizian cosmological argument. In William Lane Craig & J. P. Moreland (eds.), The Blackwell Companion to Natural Theology. Blackwell. pp. 24--100. JS
If the PSR were false, we would expect a profusion of events that would not appear to fit into any kind of nomic causal order.  After all, for each way that things could go in accordance with the laws of nature, there is an uncountable infinity of ways—of arbitrary cardinality—that things could, for no reason at all, go contrary to the laws of nature.  For instance, if we deny the PSR, then for no reason at all, a cloud of photons, À9314 in number, could suddenly appear ex nihilo just near the moon, heading for San Francisco.  (Because the cardinality is so high, some of the photons would have to share the same quantum state;  but photons are bosons, so they should be able to do that.)  And the number of ways such things could happen seems to have no limit if the PSR fails.  Or perhaps À9314 non-natural beings could come into existence, each of which could then produce one photon.
Our empirical observations suggest that the probability of such events is very low.  On the other hand, if we get our probabilities a priori from some sort of principle of indifference, supposing all arrangements to be equally likely, the messy PSR-violating arrangements would seem much more probable.  How to explain the fact that bricks and photon clouds do not show up in the air for no discernible reason?  I suggest that the best explanation is that the PSR holds, and that whatever beings there may be (e.g., God) who are capable of causing bricks and photon clouds to show up in the air for no discernible reason are in fact disposed not to do so.  We need both parts for the explanation: without the PSR, the possibility of this happening for no reason at all would be impossible to rule out, and without the claim that existing beings are unlikely to cause it, the PSR would be insufficient (this suggests that if the cosmological argument can establish the existence of a first cause, there is reason to think the first cause has a predilection for order, a fact relevant to the Gap Problem).


Thus, there must be a metaphysical reason for why the world exists in the way it does. That this world is the best of all possible worlds is the best possible explanation, as it is self-substantiating and logically follows from the nature of reality. Hence, the squo is necessarily better than the plan.  
Rescher, Nicholas (2010). Axiogenesis: An Essay in Metaphysical Optimalism. Lexington Books. JS
The answer to the first question is straightforward. Optimalism obtains because it is self-potentiating. It is the case that what is for the best obtains because this itself is for the best. Optimalism, in sum, obtains on its own self-sufficient footing. Why should what is for the best exist? The answer lies in the very nature of the principle itself. It is self-substantiating, as it is automatically for the best that the best alternative should exist rather than an inferior rival. Value is, or can be, an explanatory terminus: it can be regress-stopping and “final” by way of self-explanation in a way that causality or purposive explanations can never manage to be. Even as truly rational people will do in action what they think is best (be it for themselves or—ideally—for everyone concerned), so a rationally functioning reality will realize what is actually for the best, and such realization will be for the best reasons. There can be no good reason for reality to function otherwise—that, after all, is inherent in the very idea of what a “good reason” is. One can, of course, ask “Why this linkage between optimality and actuality? Why should it be that reality is intelligible along rational lines?” But this represents a decidedly problematic proceeding. For to ask this question is to ask for a reason and is thereby already to presume or presuppose the rationality of things, taking the stance that what is so is and must be so for a reason. Once one poses the question “But why should it be that nature has the feature F?” it is already too late to raise the issue of nature’s rationality. In asking that question the matter at issue has already been tacitly conceded. Anyone who troubles to demand a reason why nature should have a certain feature is thereby proceeding within a framework of thought where nature’s rationality—the amenability of its features to rational explanation—is already presupposed. In the end, we must expect that any ultimate principle must explain itself and cannot, in the very nature of things, admit of an external explanation in terms of something altogether different. And what better candidate could there be than the law of optimality itself? So what is self explanatory here is not the existence of the world (whose explanation after all proceeds from this entire account). It is, rather, that principle of optimality itself as part and parcel of the optimal order whose obtaining it validates. Yet what is to be the status of a law of optimality to the effect that “whatever possibility is for the best is ipso facto the possibility that is going to be actualized in the world”? It is certainly not a logico-conceptually necessary truth; from the angle of theoretical logic it has to be seen as a contingent fact—albeit one not about nature as such, but rather one about the manifold of real possibility that underlies it. Insofar as necessary at all it obtains as a matter of ontological rather than logico-conceptual necessity, while the realm of possibility as a whole is presumably constituted by considerations of logico-metaphysical necessity alone. After all, the division of the realm of the logically possible into real and genuine versus merely conceivable and speculative possibilities can hinge on contingent considerations: there can be logically contingent laws of possibility even as there are logically contingent laws of nature (i.e., of reality). “But if it is contingent then surely it must itself rest on some further explanation.” Granted. It itself presumably has an explanation, seeing that one can and should maintain the Leibnizian principle of sufficient reason, to the effect that for every contingent fact there is a reason why it is so rather than otherwise. But there is no decisive reason why that further explanation has to be “deeper and different”—that is, no decisive reason why the prospect of self-explanation has to be excluded at this fundamental level. In the end, if there is to be anything worthy of the name of an ultimate explanation, there is just no alternative to its being self-validating. At this stage—and of course it is an exceptional and altogether extraordinary one—self-validation is not necessarily circular at all but profoundly virtuous, for it is crucial and indispensable to an ultimate experiment that it does not require anything else for its own validation. The self-explanatory nature of the principle betokens the fact that to ask for a different sort of explanation would be inappropriate. We must expect that any ultimate principle should explain itself and cannot, in the very nature of things, admit of an external explanation in terms of something altogether different. And the impetus to realization inherent in authentic value lies in the very nature of value itself. There is not—cannot be—any good reason for reality to be other than rational. And even as a rational person would not favor an inferior alternative, so there is no reason why a rational reality would do so either.

AT: World Sucks 
Nicholas Rescher (2000). Optimalism and Axiological Metaphysics. The Review of Metaphysics, 53(4), 807–835. doi:10.2307/20131443 JS 
Yet is such a theory of axiological ontogenesis not defeated by the objection: If it were the case that value explains existence, then why is not the world altogether perfect in every regard? The answer lies in the inherent complexity of value. An object that is of any value at all is subject to a complex of values. For it is the fundamental fact of axiology that every evaluation-admitting object has a plurality of evaluative features. Consider an automobile. Its parameters of merit clearly include such factors as speed, reliability, repair infrequency, safety, operating economy, aesthetic appearance, road-handling ability. In actual practice such features are interrelated, and it is unavoidable that they trade off against one another: more of A means less of B. It would be ridiculous to have a supersafe car with a maximum speed of two miles per hour. It would be ridiculous to have a car that is inexpensive to operate but spends three fourths of the time in a repair shop. In any multicriterial setting, absolute perfection is simply an impossibility. Perfection – maximum realization of every value dimension at at once is simply unrealizable because of the interaction of parameters: in designing a car you cannot maximize both safety and economy of operation. Analogously the world is not absolutely perfect in every respect because this sort of absolute perfection is in principle impossible to realize. Of course it makes no sense to ask for the impossible. Accordingly, the objection "If value is the key to existence, the world would be perfect" collapses. All that with follow on axiogenetic principles is that the world will exemplify an optimal interactive balance of the relevant natural factors. An optimally realizable best need not be perfect in the naive sense of that term which unrealistically demands maximality in every relevant respect. Leibniz had the right approach here: optimalism does not maintain that the world is absolutely perfect but just that it be the best that is possible that it outranks the available alternatives

