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Evil Makes a Strong Case against God’s Existence 255

were no good in what is evil, then the evil simply could not be, since it can
have no mode in which to exist, nor any source from which corruption
springs, unless it be something corruptible. Unless this something is good, it
cannot be corrupted, because corruption is nothing more than the depriva-
tion of the good. Evils, therefore, have their source in the good, and unless
they are parasitic on something good, they are not anything atall. There is no
other source whence an evil thing can come to be. If this is the case, then, in
<o far as a thing is an entity, it is unquestionably good. If it is an incorruptible
entity, it is a great good. But even if it is a corruptible entity, it still has no
mode of existence except as an aspect of something that is good. Only by cor-
rupting something good can corruption inflict injury.

But when we say that evil has its source in the good, do not suppose that
this denies our Lord’s judgment: “A good tree cannot bear evil fruit.” This
cannot be, even as the Truth himself declareth: “Men do not gather grapes
from thorns,” since thorns cannot bear grapes. Nevertheless, from good soil
we can see both vines and thorns spring up. Likewise, just as a bad tree does
not grow good fruit, so also an evil will does not produce good deeds. From
a human nature, which is good in itself, there can spring forth either a good
or an evil will. There was no other place from whence evil could have arisen
in the first place except from the nature—good in itself—of an angel or a man.
This is what our Lord himself most clearly shows in the passage about the
trees and the fruits, for he said: “Make the tree good and the fruits will be
good, or make the tree bad and its fruits will be bad.” This is warning enough
that bad fruit cannot grow on a good tree nor good fruit on a bad one. Yet
from that same earth to which he was referring, both sorts of trees can grow.

DAVID HUME Evil Makes a
Strong Case against
God’s Existence

David Hume (1711=1776) constructs an impressive list of natural evils and then
builds an argument against the existence of God. Careful exegesis of the text re-
veals two distinguishable arguments, each of which finds representation in con-
temporary scholarship. The first argument by this eloquent skeptic is clear
enough: The claims “God exists” and “evil exists” are logically incompatible;
and, since we can be sure that evil does exist, we know that God does not exist.
The second argument is somewhat less direct: Even if “God exists” and “evil ex-

From Dialoguies concerning Natural Religion, Part X.
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ists” are logically compatible claims, the truth of the latter provides stron
though not conclusive, grounds or evidence for rejecting the former. i

3

It is my opinion, . . . replied Demea, that each man feels, in a manner, th
trut‘h of religion within his own breast, and, from a consciousness of his/ im.
becility and misery rather than from any reasoning, is led to seek protectl'm-
fr‘om that Being on whom he and all nature is dependent. So anxious or s I?n
dious are even the best scenes of life that futurity is still the object of all0 "
hopes and fears. We incessantly look forward and endeavour, by pra ors
adoration, and sacrifice, to appease those unknown powers wl;om \I/)ve ?ier;'
by experience, so able to afflict and oppress us. Wretched creatures th'1tn l
are! What resource for us amidst the innumerable ills of life did not refi ion
suggest some methods of atonement, and appease those terrors with wi{on
we are incessantly agitated and tormented? <
I am indeed persuaded, said Philo, that the best and indeed the on]
method of bringing everyone to a due sense of religion is by just represent )
tions of the misery and wickedness of men. And for that purpose a talent a;
eloquence and strong imagery is more requisite than that of reasonin anod
argument. For is it necessary to prove what everyone feels within hims%lf” It
is only necessary to make us feel it, if possible, more intimately and sensi};;l
The people, indeed, replied Demea, are sufficiently convinced of thiy.
great and melancholy truth. The miseries of life, the unhappiness of man thS
general corruptions of our nature, the unsatisfactory enjoyment of pleasdrese
gﬁl;es, hlzngursh—theseCl phrases have become almost proverbial in all lan:
ges. And who can doubt i i
B oo and E,Xperience’?of what all men declare from their own imme-
.In this point, said Philo, the learned are perfectly agreed with the vulgar;
apd in all letters, sacred and profane, the topic of human misery has beengin:
§1ste§1 on with the most pathetic eloquence that sorrow and melancholy could
inspire. The poets, who speak from sentiment, without a system, and whose
testimony has therefore the more authority, abound in images ofl this nature
Frorp Homer down to Dr. Young, the whole inspired tribe have ever beer;
sensible that no other representation of things would suit the feeli d ob
servation of each individual. e
' As to authorities, replied Demea, you need not seek them. Look round
tbls 11bra‘ry of Cleanthes. I shall venture to affirm that, except authors of par-
ticular sc.lences, such as chemistry or botany, who have no occasion to tre;)t of
human life, there is scarce one of those innumerable writers from whom the
sense of hurpan misery has not, in some passage or other, extorted a complaint
and confession of it. At least, the chance is entirely on that side; and no orI?e au-
thor has ever, so far as I can recollect, been so extravagant as t/o deny it
There you must excuse me, said Philo: Leibniz has denied it, and .is per-
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haps the first who ventured upon so bold and paradoxical an opinion; at
Jeast, the first who made it essential to his philosophical system.

And by being the first, replied Demea, might he not have been sensible
of his error? For is this a subject in which philosophers can propose to make
discoveries especially in so late an age? And can any man hope by a simple
denial (for the subject scarcely admits of reasoning) to bear down the united
testimony of mankind, founded on sense and consciousness?

And why should man, added he, pretend to an exemption from the lot
of all other animals? The whole earth, believe me, Philo, is cursed and pol-
luted. A perpetual war is kindled amongst all living creatures. Necessity,
hunger, want stimulate the strong and courageous; fear, anxiety, terror agi-
tate the weak and infirm. The first entrance into life gives anguish to the new-
born infant and to its wretched parent; weakness, importance, distress attend
each stage of that life, and it is, at last, finished in agony and horror.

Observe, too, says Philo, the curious artifices of nature in order to em-
bitter the life of every living being. The stronger prey upon the weaker and
keep them in perpetual terror and anxiety. The weaker, too, in their turn,
often prey upon the stronger, and vex and molest them without relaxation.
Consider that innumerable race of insects, which either are bred on the body
of each animal or, flying about, infix their stings in him. These insects have
others still less than themselves which torment them. And thus on each hand,
before and behind, above and below, every animal is surrounded with ene-
mies which incessantly seek his misery and destruction.

Man alone, said Demea, seems to be, in part, an exception to this rule.
For by combination in society he can easily master lions, tigers, and bears,
whose greater strength and agility naturally enable them to prey upon him.

On the contrary, it is here chiefly, cried Philo, that the uniform and equal
maxims of nature are most apparent. Man, it is true, can, by combination, sur-
mount all his real enemies and become master of the whole animal creation;
but does he not immediately raise up to himself imaginary enemies, the
demons of his fancy, who haunt him with superstitious terrors and blast
every enjoyment of life? His pleasure, as he imagines, becomes in their eyes
a crime; his food and repose give them umbrage and offence; his very sleep
and dreams furnish new materials to anxious fear; and even death, his refuge
from every other ill, presents only the dread of endless and innumerable
woes. Nor does the wolf molest more the timid flock than superstition does
the anxious breast of wretched mortals.

Besides, consider, Demea: This very society by which we surmount those
wild beasts, our natural enemies, what new enemies does it not raise to us?
What woe and misery does it not occasion? Man is the greatest enemy of
man. Oppression, injustice, contempt, contumely, violence, sedition, war,
calumny, treachery, fraud—by these they mutually torment each other, and
they would soon dissolve that society which they had formed were it not for
the dread of still greater ills which must attend their separation.

But though these external insults, said Demea, from animals, from men,
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from all the elements, which assault us form a frightful catalogue of Woes
they are nothing in comparison of those which arise within ourselves, frorr{
the distempered condition of our mind and body. How many lie under the
lingering torment of diseases? Hear the pathetic enumeration of the great
poet.

Intestine stone and ulcer, colic-pangs,
Demoniac frenzy, moping melancholy,

And moon-struck madness, pining atrophy,
Marasmus, and wide-wasting pestilence.

Dire was the tossing, deep the groans: Despair
Tended the sick, busiest from couch to couch.
And over them triumphant Death his dart
Shook: but delay’d to strike, though oft invok’d
With vows, as their chief good and final hope.

The disorders of the mind, continued Demea, though more secret, are
not perhaps less dismal and vexatious. Remorse, shame, anguish, rage, dis-
appointment, anxiety, fear, dejection, despair—who has ever passed through
life without cruel inroads from these tormentors? How many have scarcely
ever felt any better sensations? Labour and poverty, so abhorred by everyone,
are the certain lot of the far greater number; and those few privileged persons
who enjoy ease and opulence never reach contentment or true felicity. All the
goods of life united would not make a very happy man, but all the ills united
would make a wretch indeed; and any one of them almost (and who can be
free from every one?), nay, often the absence of one good (and who can pos-
sess all?) is sufficient to render life ineligible.

Were a stranger to drop on a sudden into this world, I would show him,
as a specimen of its ills, an hospital full of diseases, a prison crowded with
malefactors and debtors, a field of battle strewed with carcases, a fleet
foundering in the ocean, a nation languishing under tyranny, famine, or pesti-
lence. To turn the gay side of life to him and give him a notion of its pleasures—
whither should I conduct him? To a ball, to an opera, to court? He might justly
think that I was only showing him a diversity of distress and sorrow.

There is no evading such striking instances, said Philo, but by apologies
which still further aggravate the charge. Why have all men, I ask, in all ages,
complained incessantly of the miseries of life? . . . They have no reason,
says one: these complaints proceed only from their discontented, repining,
anxious disposition. . . . And can there possibly, I reply, be a more certain
foundation of misery than such a wretched temper?

But if they were really as unhappy as they pretend, says my antagonist,
why do they remain in life?

Not satisfied with life, afraid of death—this is the secret chain, say I, that
holds us. We are terrified, not bribed to the continuance of our existence.

It is only a false delicacy, he may insist, which a few refined spirits in-
dulge, and which has spread these complaints among the whole race of
mankind. . . . And what is this delicacy, I ask, which you blame? Is it any-
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thing but a greater sensibility to all the pleasures and pains of life? And if the
man of a delicate, refined temper, by being so much more alive than the rest
of the world, is only so much more unhappy, what judgment must we form
in general of human life? .

Let men remain at rest, says our adversary, and they will be easy. They
are willing artificers of their own misery. . . . No! reply I: an an>'<ious.1a.n-

uor follows their repose; disappointment, vexation, trouble, their activity
and ambition. .

I can observe something like what you mention in some others, repllefi
Cleanthes, but I confess I feel little or nothing of it in myself, and hope that it
is not so common as you represent it.

If you feel not human misery yourself, cried Demea, I congratulate you
on so happy a singularity. Others, seemingly the most prosperous, have not
been ashamed to vent their complaints in the most melanchqu strains. Letus
attend to the great, the fortunate emperor, Charles V, when, tired with hpman

randeur, he resigned all his extensive dominions into the he.mds of his son.
In the last harangue which he made on that memorab.le occasion, he pubhc}y
avowed that the greatest prosperities which he had ever en]oyed had been 1'mxed. with
so many adversities that he might truly say he had never enjoyed any satzsfactzon.or
contentment. But did the retired life in which he sought for shelt.er afford him
any greater happiness? If we may credit his son’s account, his repentance
commenced the very day of his resignation.

Cicero’s fortune, from small beginnings, rose to the greatest l.ustre and
renown; yet what pathetic complaints of the ills of life do his fgmlllar letter§,
as well as philosophical discourses, contain? And suitably to h1§ own experi-
ence, he introduces Cato, the great, the fortunate Cato protesting in his old
age that had he a new life in his offer he would reject the present. .

Ask yourself, ask any of your acquaintance, whether they would live
over again the last ten or twenty years of life. No! but the next twenty, they
say, will be better:

And from the dreges of life, hope to receive .
What the first sprightly running could not give.

Thus, at last, they find (such is the greatness of human misery, it r‘econcﬂes
even contradictions) that they complain at once of the shortness of life and of
i ity and sorrow. .

e v?ntg is it possible, Cleanthes, said Philo, that after ?11 these reﬂgctlons,
and infinitely more which might be suggested,.you can still persevere in your
anthropomorphism, and assert the moral attributes of the Qelty, his ]u.s‘ace,
benevolence, mercy, and rectitude, to be of the same nature with thes? v1‘rtues
in human creatures? His power, we allow, is infinite; whatever he wills is ex-
ecuted; but neither man nor any other animal is happy; th?refore, he does pot
will their happiness. His wisdom is infinite; he is never mistaken in choo‘smg1
the means to any end; but the course of nature tends not to human or anima

felicity; therefore, it is not established for that purpose. Through the whole
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compass of human knowledge there are no inferences more certain and ;
fallible than these. In what respect, then, do his benevolence and merc o
semble the benevolence and mercy of men? yre
Epicurus’ old questions are yet unanswered.
X Is he v;rlilling to prevent evil, but not able? then is he impotent. Is he able
ut not willing? then is he malevolent. I illi .
but not will g s he both able and willing? whence
You ascribe, Cleanthes, (and I believe justly) a purpose and intention t
nature. But what, I beseech you, is the object of that curious artifice and m o
chinery which she has displayed in all animals—the preservation alone of ia-
f:lividuals, and propagation of the species? It seems enough for her pur OSﬂ-
if such a rank be barely upheld in the universe, without any care or corI:ce .
for the happiness of the members that compose it. No resource for this ur:
pose: no machinery in order merely to give pleasure or ease; no fund of gure
joy ar.ld contentment; no indulgence without some want or necessity accom-
panying it. At least, the few phenomena of this nature are overbalanced b
opposite phenomena of still greater importance. y
‘ Qur sense of music, harmony, and indeed beauty of all kinds, gives sat-
1sfa‘ct10n, without being absolutely necessary to the preservation and propa
gation of the species. But what racking pains, on the other hand arisg frgrr;
gouts, gravels, megrims, toothaches, rheumatisms, where the irlljury to the
animal machinery is either small or incurable? Mirth, laughter, play, frolic
seem gratuitous satisfactions which have no further tendency; s:pleen
melancholy, discontent, superstition are pains of the same nature. I-,Iow then,
do?s the Divine benevolence display itself, in the sense of you anthropomor-
pk}ltes? None but we mystics, as you were pleased to call us, can account for
this strange mixture of phenomena, by deriving it from attributes infinitel
perfect but incomprehensible. ’
. And have you, at last, said Cleanthes smiling, betrayed your intentions
Ph}lO? Your long agreement with Demea did indeed a little surprise me bué
I find you were all the while erecting a concealed battery against me A,nd I
must confess that you have now fallen upon a subject worthy of you'r noble
spirit of opposition and controversy. If you can make out the present point,
anfl prove mankind to be unhappy or corrupted, there is an end at once of ali
rellglon. For to what purpose establish the natural attributes of the Dei
while the moral are still doubtful and uncertain? ¥
You take umbrage very easily, replied Demea, at opinions the most in-
nocent and the most generally received, even amongst the religious and de-
vout themselves; and nothing can be more surprising than to find a topic like
this—concerning the wickedness and misery of man—charged with no less
than E}theism and profaneness. Have not all pious divines and preachers who
h.ave indulged their rhetoric on so fertile a subject, have they not easily, I sa
given a solution of any difficulties which may attend it? This world is,but)z/i’
point in comparison of the universe; this life but a moment in comparison of
eternity. The present evil phenomena, therefore, are rectified in other regions
and in some future period of existence. And the eyes of men being ther;
opened to larger views of things, see the whole connection of g,eneral laws,
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and trace, with adoration, the benevolence and rectitude of the Deity through
all the mazes and intricacies of his providence.

No! replied Cleanthes, no! These arbitrary suppositions can never be ad-
mitted, contrary to matter of fact, visible and uncontroverted. Whence can
any cause be known but from its known effects? Whence can any hypothesis
pe proved but from the apparent phenomena? To establish one hypothesis
upon another is building entirely in the air; and the utmost we ever attain by
these conjectures and fictions is to ascertain the base possibility of our opin-
jon, but never can we, upon such terms, establish its reality.

The only method of supporting Divine benevolence—and it is what [
willingly embrace—is to deny absolutely the misery and wickedness of man.
Your representations are exaggerated; your melancholy views mostly ficti-
tous; your inferences contrary to fact and experience. Health is more com-
mon than sickness; pleasure than pain; happiness than misery. And for
one vexation which we meet with, we attain, upon computation, a hundred
enjoyments.

Admitting your position, replied Philo, which yet is extremely doubtful,
you must at the same time allow that, if pain be less frequent than pleasure,
it is infinitely more violent and durable. One hour of it is often able to out-
weigh a day, a week, a month of our common insipid enjoyments; and how
many days, weeks, and months are passed by several in the most acute tor-
ments? Pleasure, scarcely in one instance, is ever able to reach ecstasy and
rapture; and in no one instance can it continue for any time at its highest pitch
and altitude. The spirits evaporate, the nerves relax, the fabric is disordered,
and the enjoyment quickly degenerates into fatigue and uneasiness. But pain
often, good God, how often! rises to torture and agony; and the longer it con-
tinues, it becomes still more genuine agony and torture. Patience is ex-
hausted, courage languishes, melancholy seizes us, and nothing terminates
our misery but the removal of its cause or another event which is the sole cure
of all evil, but which, from our natural folly, we regard with still greater hor-
ror and consternation.

But not to insist upon these topics, continued Philo, though most obvi-
ous, certain, and important, I must use the freedom to admonish you, Clean-
thes, that you have put the controversy upon a most dangerous issue, and are
unawares introducing a total scepticism into the most essential articles of nat-
ural and revealed theology. What! no method of fixing a just foundation for
religion unless we allow the happiness of human life, and maintain a contin-
ued existence even in this world, with all our present pains, infirmities, vex-
ations, and follies, to be eligible and desirable! But this is contrary to every-
one’s feeling and experience; it is contrary to an authority so established as
nothing can subvert. No decisive proofs can ever be produced against this
authority; nor is it possible for you to compute, estimate, and compare all the
pains and all the pleasures in the lives of all men and of all animals; and thus,
by your resting the whole system of religion on a point which, from its very
nature, must for ever be uncertain, you tacitly confess that that system is

equally uncertain.
But allowing you what never will be believed, at least, what you never
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possib}y can prove, that animal or, at least, human happiness in this lif
ceeds its misery, you have yet done nothing; for this is not, by an ey
what.we expect from infinite power, infinite wisdom, and in/fin}i]te 4 rgeans,
Why is there any misery at all in the world? Not by chance, surel F§00 —
cause then. Is it from the intention of the Deity? But he ié erfgc.tl Okr>n v
lent. Is' it contrary to his intention? But he is almighty. Ngthin Z ity
the solidity of this reasoning, so short, so clear, so decisive excegt on shake
that these subjects exceed all human capacity, and that o:Jr corI; on e,
sures of tr.uth and falsehood are not applicable to them—a topic w}?l(l)qn hee
all along insisted on, but which you have, from the begirmirll3 ol Iha.Ve
scorn and indignation. B rejected with
But I will be contented to retire still from this i
tha.t you can ever force me in it. I will allow thattsell?nl r(‘)trrf:é:n eirrllt;nfor I oy
patible w1'th infinite power and goodness in the Deity, even i¥1 oujl cense of
;I;belsee attrlbutt.(le)s.:l what are you advanced by all these co/ncessions}; A mif;r;s;ofs)f
compatibility is not sufficient. You must prove these pure . i :
uncontrollable attributes from the present mixed and fp d’ hemomons
and from these alone. A hopeful undertaking! Were thconttlse Do
pure and unmixed, yet, being finite, the wou'ld insufficiont for that oor
posei_IHow Cr111uch ;nore, where they are a}Iso SO jarl;fnglzlrl\glfiliirclgrfg;rt\l;at Per
ere, Cleanthes, I find myself at ease in my argument. Here I i
Formerly, when we argued concerning the natglralgtt ib s of itelligorns
and design, I needed all my sceptical and metaph sizlalrl Et'els oo
grasp. In many views of the universe and of itz yart articupar] e
the beauty and fitness of final causes strike us wiIt)h . }f?rtm’ﬂérly P
all objections appear (what I believe the realls ) e < fO_rce o
sophisms; nor can we then imagine how it w};s every are’)blrr’lfe o
any weight on them. But there is no view of human lIi)fOSSI fe }?r o tO‘r?POSG
mankind from which, without the greatest violence o co t' G oonction of
attributes or learn that infinite benevolence, conj ir Vée it lflfe‘r 'the e
and infinite wisdom, which we must discovér b ]tohme s Hfﬁmte s
your turn now to tug the labourin ) oo falth'alone' I't .
subtilties against thegdictates of p1a%norzra/\si)r;ldat:dssgape(;iretzgc(;ur prilosophica

J. L. MACKIE Evil and Omnipotence

J. L. Mackie (1917-1981) offers a contemporary statement of what professional
philosophers call the “logical problem of evil.” Essentially, he argues that the
theistic claim that God is omnipotent, omniscient, and wholly good is incon-
sistent with the theistic claim that there is evil in the world. He then goes on to
examine weak theistic attempts to eliminate the inconsistency, concluding that
any successful attempt will have to modify at least one key theistic concept (i.e.,
omnipotence) and thus will implicitly surrender the theistic position. According
1o Mackie, it is not possible both that God is omnipotent and that he was un-
able to create a universe containing moral good but no moral evil.

®

The traditional arguments for the existence of God have been fairly thor-
oughly criticised by philosophers. But the theologian can, if he wishes, accept
this criticism. He can admit that no rational proof of God’s existence is possi-
ble. And he can still retain all that is essential to his position, by holding that
God’s existence is known in some other, non-rational way. I think, however,
that a more telling criticism can be made by way of traditional problem of
evil. Here it can be shown, not that religious beliefs lack rational support, but
that they are positively irrational, that the several parts of the essential theo-
logical doctrine are inconsistent with one another, so that the theologian can
maintain his position as a whole only by a much more extreme rejection of
reason than in the former case. He must now be prepared to believe, not
merely what cannot be proved, but what can be disproved from other beliefs
that he also holds.

The problem of evil, in the sense in which I shall be using the phrase, isa
problem only for someone who believes that there is a God who is both om-
nipotent and wholly good. And it is a logical problem, the problem of clarify-
ing and reconciling a number of beliefs: it is not a scientific problem that might
be solved by further observations, ora practical problem that might be solved
by a decision or an action. These points are obvious; I mention them only be-
cause they are sometimes ignored by theologians, who sometimes parry a
statement of the problem with such remarks as “Well, can you solve the prob-
lem yourself?” or “This is a mystery which may be revealed to us later” or
“Ryil is something to be faced and overcome, not to be merely discussed.”

In its simplest form the problem is this: God is omnipotent; God is wholly
good; and yet evil exists. There seems to be some contradiction between these
three propositions, so that if any two of them were true the third would be
false. But at the same time all three are essential parts of most theological po-

From Mind 64 (1955): 200-212. Reprinted by permission of Oxford University Press.
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300 The Problem of Evil
(4) If S" were actual, P would go wrong with respect to A.

(In thinking about this definition, remember that (4) is to be true in fact, in the
actual world—not in that world W.)

What is important about the idea of transworld depravity is that if a per-
son suffers from it, then it wasn’t within God’s power to actualize any world
in which that person is significantly free but does no wrong—that is, a world
in which he produces moral good but no moral evil.

We have been here considering a crucial contention of the Free Will De-
fender: the contention, namely, that

(30) God is omnipotent, and it was not within His power to create a
world containing moral good but no moral evil.

How is transworld depravity relevant to this? As follows. Obviously it is pos-
sible that there be persons who suffer from transworld depravity. More gen-
erally, it is possible that everybody suffers from it. And if this possibility were
actual, then God, though omnipotent, could not have created any of the pos-
sible worlds containing just the persons who do in fact exist, and containing
moral good but no moral evil. For to do so He’d have to create persons who
were significantly free (otherwise there would be no moral good) but suf-
fered from transworld depravity. Such persons go wrong with respect to at
least one action in any world God could have actualized and in which they
are free with respect to morally significant actions; so the price for creating a

world in which they produce moral good is creating one in which they also
produce moral evil.

NOTES

1. John Mackie, “Evil and Omnipotence,” in The Philosophy of Religion, ed. Basil Mitchell (Lon-
don: Oxford University Press, 1971), p. 92.

2. Ibid., pp. 92-93.
3. Ibid., p. 93,

- More simply the question is really just whether any good state of affairs includes an evil; a

little reflection reveals that no good state of affairs can include an evil that it does not out-
weigh.

5. In Plantinga, God and Other Minds (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1967), chap. 5,1 ex-
plore further the project of finding such propositions.

- The Problem of Free Choice, vol. 22 of Ancient Christian Writers (Westminster, MD: Newman
Press, 1955), bk. 2, pp. 14-15,

7. Ibid., bk. 3, p.9.
. Iam indebted to Henry Schuurman (in conversation) for helpful discussion of the difference
between this pastoral function and those served by a theodicy or a defense.

This distinction is not very precise (how, exactly, are we to construe “results from”?), but
perhaps it will serve our present purposes.
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See, for example, A. Flew, “Divine Omnipotence and Human Freedom, in NLY[S)OEiSSIIgS "
p},,‘[losophicnl Theology, eds. A. Flew and A. Maclntyre (London: SCM, 1955), pp- 150-153.

For further discussion of it see Plantinga, God and Other Minds, pp. 132-135.

12. Mackie, in The Philosoplty of Religion, pp. 100-101.

3. Strict accuracy demands, therefore, that we speak of God as nchm]i;ing rather thanfcreéf}i\l-g
13. ossible worlds. 1 shall continue to use both locutions, thus sacrmcu.\g accuracy to acnln un-
ﬁy For more about possible worlds see my book The Nature of Necessity (Oxford: The Clare

don Press, 1974), chaps. 4-8. | 9

For a fuiler statement of this argument see Plantinga, The Nature of Necessity, chap. 9, secs.

4-6. |

15. For a more complete and more exact statement of this argument see Plantinga, The Nature of
Necessity, chap. 9, secs. 4-6. |

16. A person goes wrong with respect to an action if he either wrongfully performs it or wrong
fully fails to perform it.

10.

14.

JOHN HICK Soul-Making Theodicy

In the following piece, John Hick (1922~ ) offers a theodicy—that is, a justifi-
cation of the ways of God in light of evil in the world. In cc?ntrast to the Augu.s-
tinian type of theodicy, which sees present evil as repre.sentmg a f.all from a pris-
tine, original state of the world, Hick develops a theoglcy following Irenlaeus, a
bishop of the ancient church. The major theme her.e is not one of causal gene;
sis, but of progress and development. Rather than view the present condition o
the world as fallen from a kind of perfection, Hick view? the. world as a neces-
sary stage in the evolution of a relatively immature Cl’.e€it|0n mt.o a more mature
state. God seeks to bring forth mature moral and spiritual .bemgs who .are c.a-
pable of freely exercising faith in him and love toward their fellons. Hick .dlS-
cusses the main features of an environment that would bg conducive to bnngC;
ing about these results, such as the world’s not making it clear w.hether.Go
exists and our being mutually vulnerable to one another. Also, chl.< belleyes
that the divine program of soul-making will culminate in the afterlife,- which
Hick believes must involve “universal salvation.”

3k

Can a world in which sadistic cruelty often has its way, in wh1ch selﬁshdlove-
lessness is so rife, in which there are debilitating diseases, crlppl}ng accidents,
bodily and mental decay, insanity, and all manner of natural disasters be re-

From Encountering Evil © 1981 Stephen T. Davis. Used by permission of Westminster John Knox
Press.
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garded as the expression of infinite creative goodness? i i
could never by itself lead anyone to believe ingthe existenccee:)tfa;nlli};rjtlllethlls
powerful God. And yet even in a world which contains these things i el
rpe'rable men and women have believed and do believe in the reality%f aI;n'u-
fm'lte c.reative goodness, which they call God. The theodicy project start. o
.thlS point, with an already operating belief in God, embodied in human T'at
ing, a.nd attempts to show that this belief is not rendered irrational by the flv-
of evil. It attempts to explain how it is that the universe, assumed to be o
atgd a1.1d ultimately ruled by a limitlessly good and limitlessly poweifrei
Being, is as it is, including all the pain and suffering and all the wickedn o
and foll}{ thflt we find around us and within us. The theodicy project is thesS
?n exetfase u:i metaphysical construction, in the sense that it consists in tlzl:
ormation and criticism of large- i
e ot et ge-scale hypotheses concerning the nature and
Since a theodicy both starts from and tests belief in i i
naturally takes different forms in relation to different contc}l;z:aol;té:cg (Izr? ?}’1lt
essay I shall be discussing the project of a specifically Christian the(.Jdic 'li
sh'all not be attempting the further and even more difficult work of com “
ative theodicy, leading in turn to the question of a global theodicy. P
The two main demands upon a theodicy hypothesis are (1) tf;at itbein
tgrnally cqherent, and (2) that it be consistent with the data both of the r 1'-
glous’tradltion on which it is based, and of the world, in respect both of fhl
}:tctter sf generlal cgaracter as revealed by scientific enquiry and of the specifii
s of moral and n i iteri i
ity and plausibi;tt;ral evil. These two criteria demand, respectively, pos-
Traditionally, Christian theology has centered upon
as both limitlessly powerful and liriitlessly good arI:d lot\ﬁi;?r;;ilpgtoifs?}?g
concept of deity that gives rise to the problem of evil as a th;eat to theisi:i1S
faith. The threat was definitively expressed in Stendhal’s bombshell ”Thc
only excuse for God is that he does not exist!” The theodicy project is ;he ate-E
tempt' to offer a different view of the universe which is both possible and
plauseﬁlg and v;hich does not ignite Stendhal’s bombshell P .
ristian thought has always included a certain r : i i
the area of theodicy it offers twg broad types of approaanc%:.E %:exftﬁsatﬁ;;
a‘pproe?ch, representing until fairly recently the majority report of t%le Chris-
:1;1:drp1}111d, hinges upon the id.ea of the fall, which has in turn brought about
: isharmony ?’f nature. This type of theodicy is developed today as “the
free will def'ense. The Irenaean approach, representing in the past a minor-
ity report, hm'ges upon the creation of humankind through the evolutionar
process as animmature creature living in a challenging and therefore erson}j
gllak?g wor.ld. I'shall indicate very briefly why I do not find the firstfiype of
thzos e;}; Za:;s;aec':tory, and then spend the remainder of this essay in exploring
In recent years the philosophical discussion of i
beer'l_ domin'ated by the free-will defense. A major egfrtp ;zzlﬁr;r? fr::clllehss
Alvin Plantinga and a number of other Christian philosophers to show tha};
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it is logically possible that a limitlessly powerful and limitlessly good God is
responsible for the existence of this world. For all evil may ultimately be due
to misuses of creaturely freedom. But it may nevertheless be better for God to
have created free than unfree beings; and it is logically possible that any and
all free beings whom God might create would, as a matter of contingent fact,
misuse their freedom by falling into sin. In that case it would be logically im-
possible for God to have created a world containing free beings and yet not
containing sin and the suffering which sin brings with it. Thus it is logically
possible, despite the fact of evil, that the existing universe is the work of a
limitlessly good creator.
These writers are in effect arguing that the traditional Augustinian type

of theodicy, based upon the fall from grace of free finite creatures—first an-

els and then human beings—and a consequent going wrong of the physical
world, is not logically impossible. I am in fact doubtful whether their argu-
ment is sound, and will return to the question later. But even if it should be
sound, I suggest that their argument wins only a Pyrrhic victory, since the
logical possibility that it would establish is one which, for very many people
today, is fatally lacking in plausibility. For most educated inhabitants of the
modern world regard the biblical story of Adam and Eve, and their tempta-
tion by the devil, as myth rather than as history; and they believe that so far
from having been created finitely perfect and then failing, humanity evolved
out of lower forms of life, emerging in a morally, spiritually, and culturally
primitive state. Further, they reject as incredible the idea that earthquake and
flood, disease, decay, and death are consequences either of a human fall, or of
a prior fall of angelic beings who are now exerting an evil influence upon the
earth. They see all this as part of a pre-scientific world view, along with the
stories of the world having been created in six days and of the sun standing
still for twenty-four hours at Joshua’s command. One cannot, strictly speak-
ing, disprove any of these ancient biblical myths and sagas, or refute their
confident elaboration in the medieval Christian picture of the universe. But
those of us for whom the resulting theodicy, even if logically possible, is rad-
ically implausible, must look elsewhere for light on the problem of evil.

I believe that we find the light that we need in the main alternative
strand of Christian thinking, which goes back to important constructive sug-
gestions by the early Hellenistic Fathers of the Church, particularly St. Ire-
naeus (a.D. 120-202). Irenaeus himself did not develop a theodicy, but he
did—together with other Greek-speaking Christian writers of that period,
such as Clement of Alexandria—build a framework of thought within which
a theodicy became possible which does not depend upon the idea of the fall,
and which is consonant with modern knowledge concerning the origins of
the human race. This theodicy cannot, as such, be attributed to Irenaeus. We
should rather speak of a type of theodicy, presented in varying ways by dif-
ferent subsequent thinkers (the greatest of whom has been Friedrich Schleier-
macher), of which Irenaeus can properly be regarded as the patron saint.

The central theme out of which this Irenaean type of theodicy has arisen
is the two-stage conception of the creation of humankind, first in the “image”
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and then in the “likeness” of God. Re-expressing this in modern terms, the
first stage was the gradual production of homo sapiens, through the lon
evolutionary process, as intelligent ethical and religious animals. The human
being is an animal, one of the varied forms of earthly life and continuous ag
such with the whole realm of animal existence. But the human being is
uniquely intelligent, having evolved a large and immensely complex brain,
Further, the human being is ethical—that is, a gregarious as well as an intel-
ligent animal, able to realize and respond to the complex demands of socia]
life. And the human being is a religious animal, with an innate tendency to
experience the world in terms of the presence and activity of supernatural be-
ings and powers. This then is early homo sapiens, the intelligent social ani-
mal capable of awareness of the divine. But early homo sapiens is not the
Adam and Eve of Augustinian theology, living in perfect harmony with self,
with nature, and with God. On the contrary, the life of this being must have
been a constant struggle against a hostile environment, and capable of say-
age violence against one’s fellow human beings, particularly outside one’s
own immediate group; and this being’s concepts of the divine were primitive
and often bloodthirsty. Thus existence “in the image of God” was a poten-
tiality for knowledge of and relationship with one’s Maker rather than such
knowledge and relationship as a fully realized state. In other words, people
were created as spiritually and morally immature creatures, at the beginning
of a long process of further growth and development, which constitutes the
second stage of God'’s creative work. In this second stage, of which we are a
part, the intelligent, ethical, and religious animal is being brought through
one’s own free responses into what Irenaeus called the divine “likeness.” The
human animal is being created into a child of God. Irenaeus’ own terminol-
ogy (eikon, homoiosis; imago, similitudo) has no particular merit, based as it is
on a misunderstanding of the Hebrew parallelism in Genesis 1:26; but his
conception of a two-stage creation of the human, with perfection lying in the
future rather than in the past, is of fundamental importance. The notion of the
fall was not basic to this picture, although it was to become basic to the great
drama of salvation depicted by St. Augustine and accepted within Western
Christendom, including the churches stemming from the Reformation, until
well into the nineteenth century. Irenaeus himself however could not, in the
historical knowledge of his time, question the fact of the fall; though he
treated it as a relatively minor lapse, a youthful error, rather than as the infi-
nite crime and cosmic disaster which has ruined the whole creation. But
today we can acknowledge that there is no evidence at all of a period in the
distant past when humankind was in the ideal state of a fully realized “child
of God.” We can accept that, so far as actual events in time are concerned,
there never was a fall from an original righteousness and grace. If we want to
continue to use the term fall, because of its hallowed place in the Christian
tradition, we must use it to refer to the immense gap between what we actu-
ally are and what in the divine intention is eventually to be. But we must not
blur our awareness that the ideal state is not something already enjoyed and
lost, but is a future and as yet unrealized goal. The reality is not a perfect cre-
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ation which has gone tragi}:ally V;/Irong, but a still continuing creative process
ion lies in the eschaton.
Whoieefct)x?rﬁ)cl)itl try to formulate a contemporary version of the Irenaean type
of theodicy, based on this suggestion of the initial creation of humank;ndi ;:t
a finitely perfect, but as an immature creature at the beginning of a hg
as(;cess of further growth and development. We may begin by asking why
0;9 should have been created as an imperfect and deyelopipg creaturet r’?tI}‘l}izerg
than as the perfect being whom God is prgsumably intending to cr}e;a.e. The
answer, I think, consists in two considerations wh}ch converge in t élrdpand
tical implications, one concerned with the human’s Felatlonshlp }t10 fio e
the other with the relationship to other‘ h.umax? beings. As to t el rst, we
could have the picture of God creating flmtg belqgs, whether anfge;1 s or }p: -
sons, directly in God’s own presence, so that in being conscious 0 tdatthw l‘IC '
is other than one’s self the creature is automatically conscious of God A e; im
itless divine reality and power, goodness gnd love., knowlec.ige and wis ((3);2:
towering above one’s self. In such a situation the disproportion betw;eendom
ator and creatures would be so great that the? lattef would have no free
in relation to God; they would indeed not e?<1st as mde.pendetnt au;c?nomou?
persons. For what freedom could finite beings have in an imme 1atetﬁon
sciousness of the presence of the one who has created them, whp k.nlowT leﬁ
through and through, who is limitlessly powe‘rful as well as llm};’t essly sc;n
ing and good, and who claims their total obedience? In order to le)z a l;:)eru h{
exercising some measure of genuine freedom, the creature rr:qst e r”ofr(g)rrl
into existence, not in the immediate divine presence, butata dlste'mce o
God. This “distance” cannot of course be spatial; fo‘r ‘God.ls omplprf;jg t‘he
must be an epistemic distance, a distance in the §ogn}tlve dlmensflc;ln. (he
Irenaean hypothesis is that this “distance” consists, in the case of human ;u-
their existence within and as part of a world '\Nthh functlonls as zim -
tonomous system and from within which God is not overwhe.;m}?g ye
dent. It is a world, in Bonhoeffer’s phrase, etsi deus non daretur, as i 't ere were
no God. Or rather, it is religiously ambiguous, capable }:I)oth of .bemg Csieen as-
a purely natural phenomenon and of being seen as God's creation an experz_
rienced as mediating God’s presence. In such a wprld one can exist as a pe
son over against the Creator. One has space to exist as a finite belmg, a spzcej
created by the epistemic distance from God and protected by one s basic ¢ g_
nitive freedom, one’s freedom to open or close oneself to the da‘wmng afvz;re
ness of God which is experienced naturally by a religious animal. "‘I"hlst. re-
naean picture corresponds, I suggest, to our actual hl'Jman 51ftua‘102i
Emerging within the evolutionary process as part Qf the continuum odan;lm
life, in a universe which functions in accordance }Nlth its own laws and w ;)se
workings can be investigated and described without refgrence to a crea or,
the human being has a genuine, even awesome, freedom in rglanon t.o or:ie‘s
Maker. The human being is free to acknowledge fmd‘ vyorsh.lp Goccii, in blf
free—particularly since the emergence of hurpan 1r.1d1V1d‘uallty an ) tde u}jt
ginnings of critical consciousness during the first millennium B.c.—to do

the reality of God.
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Within such a situation there is the possibility of the human being com-
ing freely to know and love one’s Maker. Indeed, if the end state which God
is seeking to bring about is one in which finite persons have come in their
own freedom to know and love God, this requires creating them initially in 3
state which is not that of their already knowing and loving God. For it is log-
ically impossible to create beings already in a state of having come into that
state by their own free choices.

The other consideration, which converges with this in pointing to some-
thing like the human situation as we experience it, concerns our human
moral nature. We can approach it by asking why humans should not have
been created at this epistemic distance from God, and yet at the same time ag
morally perfect beings? That persons could have been created morally per-
fect and yet free, so that they would always in fact choose rightly, has been
argued by such critics of the free-will defense in theodicy as Antony Flew and
J. L. Mackie, and argued against by Alvin Plantinga and other upholders of
that form of theodicy. On the specific issue defined in the debate between
them, it appears to me that the criticism of the free-will defense stands. It ap-
pears to me that a perfectly good being, although formally free to sin, would
in fact never do so. If we imagine such a being in a morally frictionless envi-
ronment, involving no stresses or temptation, then we must assume that one
would exemplify the ethical equivalent of Newton’s first law of motion,
which states that a moving body will continue in uniform motion until inter-
fered with by some outside force. By analogy, a perfectly good being would
continue in the same moral course forever, there being nothing in the envi-
ronment to throw one off it. But even if we suppose the morally perfect being
to exist in an imperfect world, in which one is subject to temptations, it still
follows that, in virtue of moral perfection, one will always overcome those
temptations—as in the case, according to orthodox Christian belief, of Jesus
Christ. It is, to be sure, logically possible, as Plantinga and others argue, that
a free being, simply as such, may at any time contingently decide to sin. How-
ever, a responsible free being does not act randomly, but on the basis of moral
nature. And a free being whose nature is wholly and unqualifiedly good will
accordingly never in fact sin.

But if God could, without logical contradiction, have created humans as
wholly good free beings, why did God not do so? Why was humanity not ini-
tially created in possession of all the virtues, instead of having to acquire
them through the long hard struggle of life as we know it? The answer, I sug-
gest, appeals to the principle that virtues which have been formed within the
agent as a hard-won deposit of her own right decisions in situations of chal-

lenge and temptation, are intrinsically more valuable than virtues created
within her ready made and without any effort on her own part. This princi-
ple expresses a basic value judgment, which cannot be established by argu-
ment but which one can only present, in the hope that it will be as morally
plausible, and indeed compelling, to others as to oneself. It is, to repeat, the
judgment that a moral goodness which exists as the agent’s initial given na-
ture, without ever having been chosen by her in the face of temptations to the
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contrary, is intrinsically less valuable than a more.ll goodness V\{hicl} has bfeen
puilt up through the agent’s own responsible choices through time in the face
hative possibilities.
o altI(;,rlthen, Gpod’s purpose was to create finite persons embodying the most
valuable kind of moral goodness, God would have to create them, not as atl-
ready perfect beings but rather as imperfect crea'tures who can then atttauntho
the more valuable kind of goodness through their own free choices as in he
course of their personal and social history new responses prc.)r‘npt' newh}nl;
sights, opening up new moral possibilities, and providing a milieu in whic
the most valuable kind of moral nature can be deve}oped. ' .
We have thus far, then, the hypothesis that one is created at an epistemic
distance from God in order to come freely to k.now and love 'the Maker; a‘nd
that one is at the same time created as a morally immature gnd imperfect b(éru}\lg
in order to attain through freedom the most valuable qua.hty'of goodness. The
end sought, according to this hypothesis, is the full refallzgtlon of th hurpan
otentialities in a unitary spiritual and moral perfection in the divine king-
dom. And the question we have to ask is whether ht{mans as we' know them,
and the world as we know it, are compatible with this hypothesis. o
Clearly we cannot expect to be able to deduce our actgal world in its con-
crete character, and our actual human nature as part of it, from the ggneral
concept of spiritually and morally immature creatures developing eth;cally
in an appropriate environment. No doubt there is an immense range of pos-
sible worlds, any one of which, if actualized, would exemphfy this concept.
All that we can hope to do is to show that our actual world is one of thes?.
And when we look at our human situation as part of the evollvmg life of this
planet we can, I think, see that it fits this specification. As ammal. organisms,
integral to the whole ecology of life, we are prograrr}med for survival. In pu}i—
suit of survival, primitives not only killed other anujnals for foo'd but foug. t
other human beings when their vital interests conflicted. The life of prehis-
toric persons must indeed have been a constant strklggle to stay ah\{eilproci
longing an existence which was, in Hobbes"phrase, poor, nasty, brutis an
short.” And in his basic animal self-regardingness humankind was, and 1si
morally imperfect. In saying this [am assuming that tl.le essence of mor.al evi
is selfishness, the sacrificing of others to one’s own mterests. It consists, in
Kantian terminology, in treating others, not as ends in themselves, but as
means to one’s own ends. This is what the survival instinct demands. And yet
we are also capable of love, of self-giving in a common cause, ofa consc1elnce
which responds to others in their needs and danggrs: And with Fhe df:ve op-
ment of civilization we see the growth of moral insight, the ghr{\psu'lg and
gradual assimilation of higher ideals, and tension between our arumahty and
our ethical values. But that the human being has a lower as well as a thh(fr
nature, that one is an animal as well as a potential child of God, and ‘that one’s
moral goodness is won from a struggle with one’s own innate se}ﬁshnes;, is
inevitable given one’s continuity with the other forms'of amr.naI life. Further,
the human animal is not responsible for having come into existence as an an-
imal. The ultimate responsibility for humankind'’s existence, as a morally im-
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perfect creature, can only rest with the Creator. The human does not, in one’s
own degree of freedom and responsibility, choose one’s origin, but rather
one’s destiny.

This then, in brief outline, is the answer of the Irenaean type of theodic
to the question of the origin of moral evil: the general fact of humankind’}s,
basic self-regarding animality is an aspect of creation as part of the realm of
organic life; and this basic self-regardingness has been expressed over the
centuries both in sins of individual selfishness and in the much more massive
sins of corporate selfishness, institutionalized in slavery and exploitation and
all the many and complex forms of social injustice.

But nevertheless our sinful nature in a sinful world is the matrix within
yvhich God is gradually creating children of God out of human animals. For
it is as men and women freely respond to the claim of God upon their lives
transmuting their animality into the structure of divine worship, that the cre:
ation' of humanity is taking place. And in its concrete character this response
consists in every form of moral goodness, from unselfish love in individua]
personal relationships to the dedicated and selfless striving to end exploita-
tion and to create justice within and between societies.

But one cannot discuss moral evil without at the same time discussing
.the non-moral evil of pain and suffering. (I propose to mean by “pain” phys-
ical pain, including the pains of hunger and thirst; and by “suffering” the
m?ntal and emotional pain of loneliness, anxiety, remorse, lack of love, fear,
grief, envy, etc.) For what constitutes moral evil as evil is the fact that it Causes’
pain and suffering. It is impossible to conceive of an instance of moral evil, or
sin, which is not productive of pain or suffering to anyone at any time. Bu; in
addition to moral evil there is another source of pain and suffering in the
structure of the physical world, which produces storms, earthquakes, and
floods and which afflicts the human body with diseases—cholera, epillepsy
cancer, malaria, arthritis, rickets, meningitis, etc.—as well as with broker;
bones and other outcomes of physical accident. It is true that a great deal both
of pain and of suffering is humanly caused, not only by the ‘inhumanity of

man to man’ but also by the stresses of our individual and corporate
l}festyles, causing many disorders—not only lung cancer and cirrhosis of the
liver but many cases of heart disease, stomach and other ulcers, strokes
fztc.—as well as accidents. But there remain nevertheless, in the natural worlc{
itself, permanent causes of human pain and suffering. And we have to ask
why an unlimitedly good and unlimitedly powerful God should have cre-
ated so dangerous a world, both as regards its purely natural hazards of
earthquake and flood, etc., and as regards the liability of the human body to
so many ills, both psychosomatic and purely somatic.

. The.: answer offered by the Irenaean type of theodicy follows from and is
indeed integrally bound up with its account of the origin of moral evil. We
ha\'/e the hypothesis of humankind being brought into being within the evo-
luhox}ary process as a spiritually and morally immature creature, and then
growing and developing through the exercise of freedom in this religiously
ambiguous world. We can now ask what sort of a world would constitute an
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appropriate environment for this second stage of creation? The development
of human personality—moral, spiritual, and intellectual—is a product of
challenge and response. It does not occur in a static situation demanding no
exertion and no choices. So far as intellectual development is concerned, this
is a well-established principle which underlies the whole modern educa-
tional process, from preschool nurseries designed to provide a rich and stim-
ulating environment, to all forms of higher education designed to challenge
the intellect. At a basic level the essential part played in learning by the
Jearner’s own active response to environment was strikingly demonstrated
by the Held and Heim experiment with kittens.! Of two litter-mate kittens in
the same artificial environment one was free to exercise its own freedom and
intelligence in exploring the environment, while the other was suspended in
a kind of “gondola” which moved whenever and wherever the free kitten
moved. Thus the second kitten had a similar succession of visual experiences
as the first, but did not exert itself or make any choices in obtaining them.
And whereas the first kitten learned in the normal way to conduct itself
safely within its environment, the second did not. With no interaction with a
challenging environment there was no development in its behavioral pat-
terns. And I think we can safely say that the intellectual development of hu-
manity has been due to interaction with an objective environment function-
ing in accordance with its own laws, an environment which we have had
actively to explore and to cooperate with in order to escape its perils and ex-

loit its benefits. In a world devoid both of dangers to be avoided and re-
wards to be won we may assume that there would have been virtually no de-
velopment of the human intellect and imagination, and hence of either the
sciences or the arts, and hence of human civilization or culture.

The fact of an objective world within which one has to learn to live, on
penalty of pain or death, is also basic to the development of one’s moral na-
ture. For it is because the world is one in which men and women can suffer
harm—by violence, disease, accident, starvation, etc.—that our actions af-
fecting one another have moral significance. Amorally wrong act is, basically,
one which harms some part of the human community; while a morally right
action is, on the contrary, one which prevents or neutralizes harm or which
preserves or increases human wellbeing. Now we can imagine a paradise in
which no one can ever come to any harm. It could be a world which, instead
of having its own fixed structure, would be plastic to human wishes. Or it
could be a world with a fixed structure, and hence the possibility of damage
and pain, but whose structure is suspended or adjusted by special divine ac-
tion whenever necessary to avoid human pain. Thus, for example, in such a
miraculously pain-free world one who falls accidentally off a high building
would presumably float unharmed to the ground; bullets would become in-
substantial when fired at a human body; poisons would cease to poison;
water to drown, and so on. We can at least begin to imagine such a world.
And a good deal of the older discussion of the problem of evil—for example
in Part xi of Hume’s Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion—assumed that it
must be the intention of a limitlessly good and powerful Creator to make for
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buman creatures a pain-free environment; so that the very existence of pain
is evidence against the existence of God. But such an assumption overlook

the fact that a world in which there can be no pain or suffering would also bs
one in which there can be no moral choices and hence no possibility of mora(i
growth and development. For in a situation in which no one can ever suffe

injury or be liable to pain or suffering there would be no distinction betWee;
right and wrong action. No action would be morally wrong, because no ac-
tion could have harmful consequences; and likewise no action would b

morally right in contrast to wrong. Whatever the values of such a world ii
clearly could not serve a purpose of the development of its inhabitants fr(;m
self-regarding animality to self-giving love.

Thus the hypothesis of a divine purpose in which finite persons are cre-
ated at an epistemic distance from God, in order that they may gradually be-
come children of God through their own moral and spiritual choices, requires
that their environment, instead of being a pain-free and stress-free Iparadise
be .broadly the kind of world of which we find ourselves to be a part. It re:
quires that it be such as to provoke the theological problem of evil. For it re-
quires that it be an environment which offers challenges to be met, problems
to be solved, dangers to be faced, and which accordingly involves real possi-
bilities of hardship, disaster, failure, defeat, and misery as well as of delight
and happiness, success, triumph and achievement. For it is by grappling with
the real problems of a real environment, in which a person is one form of life
among many, and which is not designed to minister exclusively to one’s well-
being, that one can develop in intelligence and in such qualities as courage
and determination. And it is in the relationships of human beings with one
another, in the context of this struggle to survive and flourish, that they can
develop the higher values of mutual love and care, of self-sacrifice for others
and of commitment to a common good. '

To summarize thus far:

1. The diyinfe intention in relation to humankind, according to our hy-
po'theS{s, is to create perfect finite personal beings in filial relation-
ship with their Maker.

2. Itislogically impossible for humans to be created already in this per-
fect state, because in its spiritual aspect it involves coming freely to
an uncoerced consciousness of God from a situation of epistemic

distance, and in its moral aspect, freely choosing the good in prefer-
ence to evil.

3. Ac'cord'mgly the human being was initially created through the evo-
lutionary process, as a spiritually and morally immature creature
fmd as part of a world which is both religiously ambiguous and eth-'
ically demanding.

4. Thus that one is morally imperfect (i.e., that there is moral evil), and
t.hat the world is a challenging and even dangerous environment
(i.e., that there is natural evil), are necessary aspects of the present
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stage of the process through which God is gradually creating per-
fected finite persons.

In terms of this hypothesis, as we have developed it thus far, then, both
the basic moral evil in the human heart and the natural evils of the world are
compatible with the existence of a Creator who is unlimited in both goodness
and power. But is the hypothesis plausible as well as possible? The principal
threat to its plausibility comes, 1 think, from the sheer amount and intensity
of both moral and natural evil. One can accept the principle that in order to
arrive at a freely chosen goodness one must start out in a state of moral im-
maturity and imperfection. But is it necessary that there should be the depths
of demonic malice and cruelty which each generation has experienced, and
which we have seen above all in recent history in the Nazi attempt to exter-
minate the Jewish population of Europe? Can any future fulfillment be worth
such horrors? This was Dostoyevsky’s haunting question: “Imagine that you
are creating a fabric of human destiny with the object of making men happy
in the end, giving them peace and rest at last, but that it was essential and in-
evitable to torture to death only one tiny creature—that baby beating its
breast with its fist, for instance—and to found that edifice on its unavenged
tears, would you consent to be the architect on those conditions?”2 The theis-
tic answer is one which may be true but which takes so large a view that it
baffles the imagination. Intellectually one may be able to see, but emotionally
one cannot be expected to feel, its truth; and in that sense it cannot satisfy us.
For the theistic answer is that if we take with full seriousness the value of
human freedom and responsibility, as essential to the eventual creation of
perfected children of God, then we cannot consistently want God to revoke
that freedom when its wrong exercise becomes intolerable to us. From our
vantage point within the historical process we may indeed cry out to God to
revoke his gift of freedom, or to overrule it by some secret or open interven-
tion. Such a cry must have come from millions caught in the Jewish Holo-
caust, or in the yet more recent laying waste of Korea and Vietnam, or from
the victims of racism in many parts of the world. And the thought that hu-
mankind’s moral freedom is indivisible, and can lead eventually to a con-
summation of limitless value which could never be attained without that
freedom, and which is worth any finite suffering in the course of its creation,
can be of no comfort to those who are now in the midst of that suffering. But
while fully acknowledging this, I nevertheless want to insist that this escha-
tological answer may well be true. Expressed in religious language it tells us
to trust in God even in the midst of deep suffering, for in the end we shall par-
ticipate in his glorious kingdom. !

Again, we may grant that a world which is to be a person-making envi-
ronment cannot be a pain-free paradise but must contain challenges and dan-
gers, with real possibilities of many kinds of accident and disaster, and the
pain and suffering which they bring. But need it contain the worst forms of
disease and catastrophe? And need misfortune fall upon us with such heart-
breaking indiscriminateness? Once again there are answers, which may well
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be true, and yet once again the truth in this area may offer little in the w
pastoral balm. Concerning the intensity of natural evil, the truth is pr bay of
that our judgments of intensity are relative. We might identify somg fo oly
natural evil as the worst that there is—say, the agony that can be cauor? o
death from cancer—and claim that a loving God would not have allowzz b
to exist. But in a world in which there was no cancer, something else w o
thfen rank as the worst form of natural evil. If we then eliminate this: s e
thing else; and so on. And the process would continue until the worlldome-
free of all natural evil. For whatever form of evil for the time being rem ined
wopld be intolerable to the inhabitants of that world. But in remo%in ;111ned
casions of pain and suffering, and hence all challenge and all need for%n tzc-
care, we should have converted the world from a person-making into a lslt E'ﬂ
environment, which could not elicit moral growth. In short, having acce E:hg
that a person-making world must have its dangers and therefore alsg i
traged}es, we must accept that whatever form these take will be intoler tilts
to th(? inhabitants of that world. There could not be a person-makin wa 1e
devoid of what we call evil; and evils are never tolerable—except for tgh e
of greater goods which may come out of them. P eake
' But accepting thata person-making environment must contain causes f
pain and suffering, and that no pain or suffering is going to be acceptable N
of thg most daunting and even terrifying features of the world is It(})1ne
calarmty. strikes indiscriminately. There is no justice in the incidence of d‘at
ease, accident, disaster and tragedy. The righteous as well as the unright u
are struck down by illness and afflicted by misfortune. There is no secﬁlriem'ls
goodness, but the good are as likely as the wicked to suffer “the slings am,:ly .
rows pf outrageous fortune.” From the time of Job this fact has setga lariir-
question mark against the goodness of God. But let us suppose thatgthin :
were otherwise. Let us suppose that misfortune came upon humankind ngi
haphazardly and therefore unjustly, but justly and therefore not ha hazalrdlO
Let us suppose that instead of coming without regard to moral Eonside 4
tlpns, 1t was proportioned to desert, so that the sinner was punished and tr}?—
virtuous rewarded. Would such a dispensation serve a person-makin ;
pose? Surely not. For it would be evident that wrong deeds brin digsf l:r-
upon the agent whilst good deeds bring health and prosperity; andgin suc?he;
lx;\iorld truly moral action, ac.tic.)n done because it is right, would be impossi-
e. The fact that natural evil is not morally directed, but is a hazard which
comes by chance, is thus an intrinsic feature of a person-making world ‘
ore :;ﬂ?gl;r words, the very mystery of natL{ral evil, the very fact that disas-
t uman beings in contingent, undirected and haphazard ways, is
itself a necessary feature of a world that calls forth mutual aid and builci]s/u
mutual caring and love. Thus on the one hand it would be completel wronp
to say that God. sends misfortune upon individuals, so that theii/ deat}{;
}rgz;uslgnf, §tarvat10n or rui1.1 i§ God’s will for them. But on the other hand Goci
has ¢ s in a world containing unpredlct.able contingencies and dangers, in
ick unexpected and undeserved calamities may occur to anyone; because
only in such a world can mutual caring and love be elicited. As anl abstract
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hilosophical hypothesis this may offer little comfort. But translated into re-
ligious language it tells us that God’s good purpose enfolds the entire process
of this world, with all its good and bad contingencies, and that even amidst
tragic calamity and suffering we are still within the sphere of God’s love and
are moving towards God’s kingdom.

But there is one further all-important aspect of the Irenaean type of
theodicy, without which all the foregoing would lose its plausibility. This is
the eschatological aspect. Our hypothesis depicts persons as still in course of
creation towards an end state of perfected personal community in the divine
kingdom. This end state is conceived of as one in which individual egoity has
peen transcended in communal unity before God. And in the present phase
of that creative process the naturally self-centered human animal has the op-
portunity freely to respond to God’s non-coercive self-disclosures, through
the work of prophets and saints, through the resulting religious traditions,
and through the individual’s religious experience. Such response always has
an ethical aspect; for the growing awareness of God is at the same time a
growing awareness of the moral claim which God'’s presence makes upon the
way in which we live.

But it is very evident that this person-making process, leading eventu-
ally to perfect human community, is not completed on this earth. It is not
completed in the life of the individual—or at best only in the few who have
attained to sanctification, or moksha, or nirvana on this earth. Clearly the
enormous majority of men and women die without having attained to this.
As Eric Fromm has said, “The tragedy in the life of most of us is that we die
before we are fully born.”3 And therefore if we are ever to reach the full real-
ization of the potentialities of our human nature, this can only be in a contin-
uation of our lives in another sphere of existence after bodily death. And itis
equally evident that the perfect all-embracing human community, in which
self-regarding concern has been transcended in mutual love, not only has not
been realized in this world, but never can be, since hundreds of generations
of human beings have already lived and died and accordingly could not be
part of any ideal community established at some future moment of earthly
history. Thus if the unity of humankind in God's presence is ever to be real-
ized it will have to be in some sphere of existence other than our earth. In
short, the fulfillment of the divine purpose, as it is postulated in the Irenaean
type of theodicy, presupposes each person’s survival, in some form, of bod-
ily death, and further living and growing towards that end state. Without
such an eschatological fulfillment, this theodicy would collapse.

A theodicy which presupposes and requires an eschatology will thereby
be rendered implausible in the minds of many today. I nevertheless do not
see how any coherent theodicy can avoid dependence upon an eschatology.
Indeed I would go further and say that the belief in the reality of a limitlessly
loving and powerful deity must incorporate some kind of eschatology ac-
cording to which God holds in being the creatures whom God has made for
fellowship with himself, beyond bodily death, and brings them into the eter-
nal fellowship which God has intended for them. I have tried elsewhere to
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argue that such an eschatology is a necessary corollary of ethical monothe.
ism; to argue for the realistic possibility of an afterlife or lives, despite the
philosophical and empirical arguments against this; and even to spell oyt
some of the general features which human life after death may possibly
have.4 Since all this is a very large task, which would far exceed the bounds
of this essay, I shall not attempt to repeat it here but must refer the reader to
my existing discussion of it. It is that extended discussion that constitutes my
answer to the question whether an Irenaean theodicy, with its eschatology,
may not be as implausible as an Augustinian theodicy, with its human or an.
gelic fall. (If it is, then the latter is doubly implausible; for it also involves an
eschatology!)

There is however one particular aspect of eschatology which must re-
ceive some treatment here, however brief and inadequate. This is the issue of
“universal salvation” versus “heaven and hell” (or perhaps annihilation in-
stead of hell). If the justification of evil within the creative process lies in the
limitless and eternal good of the end state to which it leads, then the com-
pleteness of the justification must depend upon the completeness, or univer-
sality, of the salvation achieved. Only if it includes the entire human race can
it justify the sins and sufferings of the entire human race throughout all his-
tory. But, having given human beings cognitive freedom, which in turn
makes possible moral freedom, can the Creator bring it about that in the end
all his human creatures freely turn to God in love and trust? The issue is a
very difficult one; but I believe that it is in fact possible to reconcile a full af-
firmation of human freedom with a belief in the ultimate universal success of
God's creative work. We have to accept that creaturely freedom always oc-
curs within the limits of a basic nature that we did not ourselves choose; for
this is entailed by the fact of having been created. If then a real though lim-
ited freedom does not preclude our being endowed with a certain nature, it
does not preclude our being endowed with a basic Godward bias, so that,
quoting from another side of St. Augustine’s thought, “our hearts are restless
until they find their rest in Thee.” If this is so, it can be predicted that sooner
or later, in our own time and in our own way, we shall all freely come to God;
and universal salvation can be affirmed, not as a logical necessity but as the
contingent but predictable outcome of the process of the universe, inter-
preted theistically. Once again, I have tried to present this argument more
fully elsewhere, and to consider various objections to it.6

On this view the human, endowed with a real though limited freedom,
is basically formed for relationship with God and destined ultimately to find
the fulfillment of his or her nature in that relationship. This does not seem to
me excessively paradoxical. On the contrary, given the theistic postulate, it
seems to me to offer a very probable account of our human situation. If so, it
is a situation in which we can rejoice; for it gives meaning to our temporal ex-
istence as the long process through which we are being created, by our own
free responses to life’s mixture of good and evil, into “children of God” who
“inherit eternal life.”
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The Evidential
Argument from Evil

WILLIAM ROWE

william Rowe (1931— ) is a well-known exponent of the evidential.argument
from evil. Although it is logically possible that God has a morally sufficient .rlea-
son for creating a world that contains evil, Rowe co'n.strues the facts of evil as
evidence against the claim that God exists. His renlelon of the arigur‘nent;u‘rns
on the concept of “intense suffering which an omnipotent, omniscient 'e!ng
could have prevented without thereby losing some gfeater good or permlttmgf
some evil equally bad or worse.” Cases in point for him would be instances o

apparently pointless suffering.

3®

This paper is concerned with three interrel'ated questior}s. The first ls; tIlso ::ife
an argument for atheism based on the existence of ?vﬂ thf:lt may frfl maﬁv}é
justify someone in being an atheist? To this ﬁr§t questionI giveana r; mative
answer and try to support that answer by setting fortha s.tror}g. z;_rlgu oot bor
atheism based on the existence of evil.l The second question is: i owdc e
theist best defend his position against the argument for athe}sm isi o e
existence of evil? In response to this question I try to describe wf a r?}?grism
an adequate rational defense for theism against any argument for a

From William Rowe, “Evil and Theodicy,” Philosophical Topics 16, no. 2 (1988).
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Pased on the existence of evil. The final question is: What position should th
informed atheist take concerning the rationality of theistic belief? Three é :
fergnt answers an atheist may give to this question serve to distinguish th "
v;:u?ties Iof a}:heism: unfriendly atheism, indifferent atheism, and frien(;‘le;
atheism. In i i

oo ;S?n f.mal part of the paper I discuss and defend the position of

Before we consider the argument from evil, we need to distinguish a

row .and a broad sense of the terms “theist,” “atheist,” and “agnostic.” gar-
”thelst”‘in the narrow sense I mean someone who believes in the existéncey E}
an omnipotent, omniscient, eternal, supremely good being who created t}(:
world. By a “theist” in the broad sense I mean someone who believ. N
the existence of some sort of divine being or divine reality. To be a thefsst in
.the‘narrow sense is also to be a theist in the broad sense, but one may be a thm
ist in the broad sense—as was Paul Tillich—without believing thatythere sa
supremely good, omnipotent, omniscient, eternal being who created ltia
world. Similar distinctions must be made between a narrow and a br s
sense f)f the terms “atheist” and “agnostic.” To be an atheist in the brgad
sense is to deny the existence of any sort of divine being or divine re 1'a
Tillich was not an atheist in the broad sense. But he was an atheist in thea o
row sense, for he denied that there exists a divine being that is all-knowr}ar-
'a11—1:>I<I)vI\:'erf1'11 and perfectly good. In this paper I will be using the terms ”;ﬁg,
ism,” “theist,” “atheism,” “atheist,” “agnosticism,” and “agnostic” in tkf-
narrow sense, not in the broad sense. ¢

In developing the argument for atheism based on the existence of evil, it will
be useful to focus on some particular evil that our world contains in clon cli
era.ble abupdance. Intense human and animal suffering, for example occslir;
daily and in great plentitude in our world. Such intense sufferin isl a clea
case of evil. Of course, if the intense suffering leads to some greai;er ood ,
good we cquId not have obtained without undergoing the sufferin 1%1 uel Ei
tion, we might conclude that the suffering is justified, but it remairg15 arc11 e S'l
ne.vertheless. For we must not confuse the intense suffering in and of its‘e/{f
with the good things to which it sometimes leads or of which it may be a nec-
essary part. Intense human or animal suffering is in itself bad anyevil even
though it may sometimes be justified by virtue of being a partlof or leladin
to, some good which is unobtainable without it. What is evil 1r{ itself mag
sometimes be good as a means because it leads to something that is good g
1ts.e1f. In such a case, while remaining an evil in itself, the intense hu%nan
.amr-n.al suffering is, nevertheless, an evil which someone might b 1(1)r
justified in permitting. s e mory
Taking human and animal suffering as a clear instance of evil which oc-
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curs with great frequency in our world, the argument for atheism based on
evil can be stated as follows:

1. There exist instances of intense suffering which an omnipotent, om-
niscient being could have prevented without thereby losing some
greater good or permitting some evil equally bad or worse.2

2. An omniscient, wholly good being would prevent the occurrence of
any intense suffering it could, unless it could not do so without
thereby losing some greater good or permitting some evil equally
bad or worse.

3. There does not exist an omnipotent, omniscient, wholly good being.

What are we to say about this argument for atheism, an argument based on
the profusion of one sort of evil in our world? The argument is valid; there-
fore, if we have rational grounds for accepting its premises, to that extent we
have rational grounds for accepting atheism. Do we, however, have rational
rounds for accepting the premises of this argument?
Let's begin with the second premise. Let s, be an instance of intense
human or animal suffering which an omniscient, wholly good being could
revent. We will also suppose that things are such that s, will occur unless
prevented by the omniscient, wholly good (OG) being. We might be inter-
ested in determining what would be a sufficient condition of OG failing to pre-
vents,. But, for our purpose here, we need only try to state a necessary condi-
tion for OG failing to prevent s;. That condition, so it seems to me, is this:

Either (i) there is some greater good, G, such that G is obtainable by

OG only if OG permits s;,3

there is some greater good, G, such that G is obtainable by

OG only if OG permits either s, or some evil equally bad

or worse,

or (ili) s, is such that it is preventable by OG only if OG permits
some evil equally bad or worse.

or (ii)

It is important to recognize that (iii) is not included in (i). For losing a
good greater than s, is not the same as permitting an evil greater than ;. And
this because the absence of a good state of affairs need not itself be an evil state
of affairs. It is also important to recognize that s, might be such that it is pre-
ventable by OG without losing G (so condition (i) is not satisfied) but also such
that if OG did prevent it, G would be lost unless OG permitted some evil equal
to or worse than s,. If this were so, it does not seem correct to require that OG
prevent s;. Thus, condition (ii) takes into account an important possibility not
encompassed in condition (i).

s it true that if an omniscient, wholly good being permits the occurrence
of some intense suffering it could have prevented, then either (i) or (ii) or (iii)
obtains? It seems to me that it is true. But if it is true then so is premise (2) of
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the argument for atheism. For that premise merely states in more compact
form what we have suggested must be true if an omniscient, wholly good
being fails to prevent some intense suffering it could prevent. Premise @)
says that an omniscient, wholly good being would prevent the occurrence of
any intense suffering it could, unless it could not do so without thereby ]os.
ing some greater good or permitting some evil equally bad or worse. This
premise (or something not too distant from it) is, I think, held in common b
many atheists and nontheists. Of course, there may be disagreement aboyt
whether something is good, and whether, if it is good, one would be morally
justified in permitting some intense suffering to occur in order to obtain it
Someone might hold, for example, that no good is great enough to justify per-
mitting an innocent child to suffer terribly. Again, someone might hold that
the mere fact that a given good outweighs some suffering and would be lost
if the suffering were prevented, is not a morally sufficient reason for permit-
ting the suffering. But to hold either of these views is not to deny (2). For )
claims only that if an omniscient, wholly good being permits intense suffer-
ing then either there is some greater good that would have been lost, or some
equally bad or worse evil that would have occurred, had the intense suffer-
ing been prevented. (2) does not purport to describe what might be a sufficient
condition for an omniscient, wholly good being to permit intense suffering,
only what is a necessary condition. So stated, (2) seems to express a belief that
accords with our basic moral principles, principles shared by both theists and
nontheists. If we are to fault the argument for atheism, therefore, it seems we
must find some fault with its first premise.
Suppose in some distant forest lightning strikes a dead tree, resulting in
a forest fire. In the fire a fawn is trapped, horribly burned, and lies in terrible
agony for several days before death relieves its suffering. So far as we can see,
the fawn’s intense suffering is pointless. For there does not appear to be any
greater good such that the prevention of the fawn’s suffering would require
either the loss of that good or the occurrence of an evil equally bad or worse.
Nor does there seem to be any equally bad or worse evil so connected to the
fawn’s suffering that it would have had to occur had the fawn’s suffering
been prevented. Could an omnipotent, omniscient being have prevented the
fawn'’s apparently pointless suffering? The answer is obvious, as even the
theist will insist. An omnipotent, omniscient being could have easily pre-
vented the fawn from being horribly burned, or, given the burning, could
have spared the fawn the intense suffering by quickly ending its life, rather
than allowing the fawn to lie in terrible agony for several days. Since the
fawn’s intense suffering was preventable and, so far as we can see, pointless,
doesn’t it appear that premise (1) of the argument is true, that there do exist
instances of intense suffering which an omnipotent, omniscient being could
have prevented without thereby losing some greater good or permitting
some evil equally bad or worse?
It must be acknowledged that the case of the fawn’s apparently pointless
suffering does not prove that (1) is true. For even though we cannot see how
the fawn’s suffering is required to obtain some greater good (or to prevent
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me equally bad or worse evil), it hardly follows that it is not so requlr::dCi
soﬂer all we are often surprised by how things we thought to be uncomec e
Am out/ to be intimately connected. Perhaps, for all we }mow, there is some
o iliar good outweighing the fawn’s suffering to which that suffering is
o cted in a way we do not see. Furthermore, there may well be }mfe'lrr}ll-
.conneOdS goods we haven't dreamed of, to which the fawn'’s su.fferu}g is in-
. g'Oabl  connected. Indeed, it would seem to require something llke_ om-
e)'(tr%cnceyon our part before we could lay claim to knowing that there is no
msc1teer o0od connected to the fawn’s suffering in such a manner that an om-
gFeZten% omniscient being could not have achieved that good without per-
rrlftt'mg that suffering or some evil equally bad or worse. So the case of the
fawn’s suffering surely does not enable us to establish the trutb of (1).W .
The truth is that we are not in a position to prove that (1) is trule.) de' o
not know with certainty that instances of suffering of the sort descr.l ed in o
do occur in our world. But it is one thing to know pr prove that (1) is trt\;/\e; a
uite another thing to have rational grounds for beheymg 1) to}Zf trlie.d eei:;lriesz
often in the position where in the light of our experience and ¢ ow eregnot is
rational to believe that a certain statemer}t is true, even thoug wc: a enotin
a position to prove or to know with certainty t.hat the statement is tru S.O n the
light of our past experience and knowledge it s, for e.xample,b ver{/ ri:d nable
to believe that neither Goldwater nor McGovern.wﬂl ever be e etc d Prest
dent, but we are scarcely in the position of knovymg with certaﬁl y net
ther will ever be elected President. So, too, with (1), alt‘hou;gl we cgrted
know with certainty that it is true, it perhaps can be rationally supp ,
rational belief. .
ShOWCnotnos?cfeer1 again the case of the fawn’s suffering. Isit reasonabli(:efto‘behtelz‘\;ei
that there is some greater good so intimately connected to thaf 512i te}:;rtlg that
even an omnipotent, omniscient being could not have obt;urclle; . ertginl
without permitting that suffering or some evil at le;ast as bad? agle @ be}i
does not appear reasonable to believe this. Nor does it sc,eem rf(feas_on letone
lieve that there is some evil at least as bad as the fawn‘s su heru:g s ch the
an omnipotent being simply could not have prevented it wit 01;1 pter believg
the fawn'’s suffering. But even if it should. somehow be reasoni eh other eve
either of these things of the fawn’s suffering, we must then as V}’ e her 1t
reasonable to believe either of these things of all the instances o seeid Agn Z{
pointless human and animal suffering tha? occur daily in our wor lt And
surely the answer to this more general question must be; no.dltiee.ms ?11: teun
likely that all the instances of intense suffering occurring a}i y in oention "y
are intimately related to the occurrence _Of greater goods or the [1>1rev ntion o
evils at least as bad; and even more unhkelyf should they some ovxlf1 all be so
related, that an omnipotent, omniscient being could not hav.:e:h ac t1e ved ot
least some of those goods (or prevented some of those evils) 1vw d?cu tﬁem i
ting the instances of intense suffering that are suppos'edly red ate 1 c; f hun.lan
the light of our experience and knowlec?ge of the variety an sceflf e of humar
and animal suffering in our world, the idea thgt none of thlsh su sr lg could
have been prevented by an omnipotent being without thereby losing
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greater good or permitting an evil at least as bad seems an extraordinary ap.
surd idea, quite beyond our belief. It seems then that although we cannot
prove that (1) is true, it is, nevertheless, altogether reasonable to believe that 1)
is true, that (1) is a rational belief.5

Returning now to our argument for atheism, we’ve seen that the second
premise expresses a basic belief common to many theists and nontheijstg,
We've also seen that our experience and knowledge of the variety and pro.
fusion of suffering in our world provides rational support for the first Premise,
Seeing that the conclusion, “There does not exist an omnipotent, omniscient,
wholly good being” follows from these two premises, it does seem that we

have rational support for atheism, that it is reasonable for us to believe that the
theistic God does not exist.

Il

Can theism be rationally defended against the argument for atheism we have
just examined? If it can, how might the theist best respond to that argument?
Since the argument from (1) and (2) to (3) is valid, and since the theist, no less
than the nontheist, is more than likely committed to (2), it’s clear that the the-
ist can reject this atheistic argument only by rejecting its first premise, the
premise that states that there are instances of intense suffering which an om-
nipotent, omniscient being could have prevented without thereby losing
some greater good or permitting some evil equally bad or worse. How, then,
can the theist best respond to this premise and the considerations advanced
in its support?

There are basically three responses a theist can make. First, he might
argue not that (1) is false or probably false, but only that the reasoning given
in support of it is in some way defective. He may do this either by arguing that
the reasons given in support of (1) are in themselves insufficient to justify ac-
cepting (1), or by arguing that there are other things we know which, when
taken in conjunction with these reasons, do not justify us in accepting (1). I
suppose some theists would be content with this rather modest response to
the basic argument for atheism. But given the validity of the basic argument
and the theist’s likely acceptance of (2), he is thereby committed to the view
that (1) is false, not just that we have no good reasons for accepting (1) as true.
The second two responses are aimed at showing that it is reasonable to be-
lieve that (1) is false. Since the theist is committed to this view, I shall focus
the discussion on these two attempts, attempts which we can distinguish as
“the direct attack” and “the indirect attack.”

By a direct attack, I mean an attempt to reject (1) by pointing out goods,
for example, to which suffering may well be connected, goods which an om-
nipotent, omniscient being could not achieve without permitting suffering. It
is doubtful, however, that the direct attack can succeed. The theist may point
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¢ that some suffering leads to moral and spiritual dgvelopment 1mp'ossﬂ;1e-
Ou'thout suffering. But it's reasonably clear that suffering often occursina de
. far beyond what is required for character development. The theist may
reethat some suffering results from free choices of human beings and mi}ghtt
o reventable only by preventing some measure of human freedom. But,
:ea}i)n, it's clear that much intense suffering occurs not as a result of hu(rln)airsl
free choices. The general difficulty with this direct attack on pre}:nise 2
twofold. First, it cannot succeed, for the theist dogs not knovy wha Ere; e
goods might be served, or evils prevented, by ee}ch instance .Of mtensE ; nan
or animal suffering. Second, the theist’s own religious t,radltlon usua ﬂowm
tains that in this life it is not given to us to knF)w God's purpose in a o (1%
particular instances of suffering. Hence, the dll:GCt atta.ck against prem
cannot succeed and violates basic beliefs assoc1§ted Wlth theism. )i the
The best procedure for the theist to follow in rejecting premise }(1 Dis the
indirect procedure. This procedure I shall'call the G. E. Moore s }11 o/used
called in honor of the twentieth century philosopher, G. E. Moore, v;ke sec
it to great effect in dealing with the arguments of' the gkeptlcs. erlzts 2
hilosophers such as David Hume have advanced ingenious arg%r? s o
rove that no one can know of the existence (?f any materlal' object.h' ;el f:n o
ises of their arguments employ plausible principles, prmc1p1.es vs{) llC Ccesz
philosophers have tried to reject directly, but only with questionable de;reCﬂ .
Moore’s procedure was altogether different. Instead’ of 1argultng o th}é
against the premises of the skeptic’s arguments, he simply r}c; he that the
premises implied, for example, that he (Moore) §11d not know 'o, e ster
of a pencil. Moore then proceeded indirectly against the skeptic’s pre y

arguing:

I do know that this pencil exists. ' f
If the skeptic’s principles are correct I cannot know of the existence o
this pencil.

. The skeptic’s principles (at least one) must be incorrect.

Moore then noted that his argument is just as valid a'slthe gke.ptllc s, that ls:;tC};
of their arguments contain the premise "1f fthe skePt,}c s pnncq; ecs1 aéet}C\ot et
Moore cannot know of the existence of this pencil, and, concc:1 uhe o atic,s)
only way to choose between the two argumgnt.s (Moore’s an: 1tte 183 elipe ics)
is by deciding which of the first premises it is more ratlo;(la ﬁo, eve—
Moore’s premise “I do know that this pencil exists” or the s elp dc 3 Iihat o
asserting that his skeptical principles alre fc:)}:retc;tol\;loore conclude
irst premise was the more rational of the . ' ‘

Ownélerfsorz we see how the theist may apply the G. E. Moore shift t;)1 'tf}tlevl?;?;z
argument of atheism, we should note the general st'rateg.y oflthe shi S.t e
given an argument: p, 4, therefore, r. Instead of arguing dlrec:l‘fli y lz:%ammsp‘;vith
other argument is constructed—not-7, g, therefore, not-p—whic celg swit
the denial of the conclusion of the first argument, keeps its second pr ,
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and ends with the denial of the first i i
remise as its co i
example, these two: P nelusion. Compare,fo

L p. II. not-r
9 9
r not-p

It is a truth of logic that if I is valid II must be valid as well. Since th

aeer;ts ta}fe the same so far as the second premise is concerneci, any ch:icaer %w

e em must concern the1F respective first premises. To argue against }f_
premise (p) by constructing the counter ar oy the

G. E. Moore shift. 8
Applying the G. E. Moore shi i i i

gument for atheism, the theist cz}:grz%f:elgztfgllfo?vrss't premise of the basic ar-

ument II is to employ the

not- . .
2ot 3. There exists an omnipotent, omniscient, wholly good being
. An omniscient, wholly good being would prevent the occur-
:)n:j tc}>1f ar:yt ;\nterl;se suffering it could, unless it could not do
ithout thereby losing some greater
: ood itti
some evil equally bad or worse. s s or permiting
therefore,
not-1.

3} }1\5 r;lot the case that there exist instances of intense sufferin
ich an omnipotent, omniscient being could have preventecgi

without thereby losing some grea
. t e
evil equally bad or worse. greater good or permitting some

:/g/e(;l)ov;:;\iﬁ tv:}? e?rgluments: the basic argument for atheism from (1)and (2)
(not-1l) What(:h e}llst. s best response, the argument from (not-3) and (2) to
believﬁl pat e theist then says abgut (1) is that he has rational grounds for
believin tg(nOt—lc; ;lellstence of the theistic God (not-3), accepts (2) as true, and
pocs that (nc rouo dov;fs from (l:IOt—3) and (2). He concludes, therefore, th,at he
), thaome grounds for rejecting (1). Having rational grounds for rejectin

, eist concludes that the basic argument for atheism is mistak(in ’

We'veh
e had alook at a forceful argument for atheism and what seems to be the

theist’s best response to that ar i
peists | ! gument. If one is persuaded by th
or atheism, as I find myself to be, how might one best viewytheepzrsgigaegz
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the theist? Of course, he will view the theist as having a false belief, just as the
theist will view the atheist as having a false belief. But what position should
the atheist take concerning the rationality of the theist’s belief? There are three
major positions an atheist might take, positions which we may think of as
some varieties of atheism. First, the atheist may believe that no one is ration-
ally justified in believing that the theistic God exists. Let us call this position
nunfriendly atheism.” Second, the atheist may hold no belief concerning
whether any theist is or isn’t rationally justified in believing that the theistic
God exists. Let us call this view “indifferent atheism.” Finally, the atheist may
believe that some theists are rationally justified in believing that the theistic
God exists. This view we shall call “friendly atheism.” In this final part of the
paper I propose to discuss and defend the position of friendly atheism.

If no one can be rationally justified in believing a false proposition then
friendly atheism is a paradoxical, if not incoherent position. But surely the
truth of a belief is not a necessary condition of someone’s being rationally jus-
dfied in having that belief. So in holding that someone is rationally justified
in believing that the theistic God exists, the friendly atheist is not committed
to thinking that the theist has a true belief. What he is committed to is that the
theist has rational grounds for his belief, a belief the atheist rejects and is con-
vinced he is rationally justified in rejecting. But is this possible? Can some-
one, like our friendly atheist, hold a belief, be convinced that he is rationally
justified in holding that belief, and yet believe that someone else is equally
justified in believing the opposite? Surely this is possible. Suppose your
friends see you off on a flight to Hawaii. Hours after take-off they learn that
your plane has gone down at sea. After a twenty-four hour search, no sur-
vivors have been found. Under these circumstances they are rationally justi-
fied in believing that you have perished. But it is hardly rational for you to
believe this, as you bob up and down in your life vest, wondering why the
search planes have failed to spot you. Indeed, to amuse yourself while await-
ing your fate, you might very well reflect on the fact that your friends are ra-
tionally justified in believing that you are now dead, a proposition you dis-
believe and are rationally justified in disbelieving. So, too, perhaps an atheist
may be rationally justified in his atheistic belief and yet hold that some the-
ists are rationally justified in believing just the opposite of what he believes.

What sort of grounds might a theist have for believing that God exists?
Well, he might endeavor to justify his belief by appealing to one or more of
the traditional arguments: Ontological, Cosmological, Teleological, Moral,
etc. Second, he might appeal to certain aspects of religious experience, per-
haps even his own religious experience. Third, he might try to justify theism
as a plausible theory in terms of which we can account for a variety of phe-
nomena. Although an atheist must hold that the theistic God does not exist,
can he not also believe, and be justified in so believing, that some of these
“justifications of theism” do actually rationally justify some theists in their
belief that there exists a supremely good, omnipotent, omniscient being? It
seems to me that he can.

If we think of the long history of theistic belief and the special situations
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in which people are sometimes it i
placed, it is perhaps as absurd to thi
. . . fe . O th
20. one was ever rationally justified in believing that the theistic God ;::( tthat
LV is fcci) think that no one was ever justified in believing that human bZ'S -
r01f1 l1)1lever wallf on the moon. But in suggesting that friendly atheis1n 4
}}: eferable to unfr.lendly atheism, I don’t mean to rest the case on what ome
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;ety, people who are aware of the usual grounds for belief and disbeliefn "
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in accepting theism. Friendly atheism is a significant positio }’1] 'St?h
answers this question in the affirmative. n oy i
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at the theist could not reasonably be ex "
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eing sufficient to tip the scale i
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elieving that the theist has all the d I i -
bt b et o has al grounds for atheism that he, the
, has, onally justified in maintaini i istic be
2 : ' : aintaining his theistic beli
- ;te ies\;el? hso elxcehsswely friendly a view as this perhapsgcan be held l?;l;f\f‘
e also has some reason to think that th \
. S som e grounds f i
as telllmg.as the theist is justified in taking them togbe 7 or thelsmare no
. ;Otil:;tse gapetr I \}lle pIre;ented what I take to be a strong argument for athe
, out what I think is the theist’s b ]
ism, poir [t : est response to that ar
d ;smhzgli.lsl;)ed‘three positions an atheist might take concerning the raggrrlrﬁ'nt,
”frien; ic Ellgf, a’I}d’ made some remarks in defense of the position callletc}j/
e tOybe:: elsm.1 I'm aware that the central points of the paper are not
athei}; . tend\/\t/ali)m y recelvgd by many philosophers. Philosophers who are
Capmonne th obe tpugh minded—holding that there are no good reasons fo
ol }e)Xisteg atf thglsm 1s'true. And theists tend either to reject the view thalt‘
nce of evil provides rational grounds for atheism or to hold that re-

ligious belief has nothing t i
od .
the way of philosophy g o with reason and evidence at all. But such is

NOTES

1. Some philosophers have con i il i

exist(tenfe of the theistic God.tl(ilrl)dsgéhlatt}:;ie::?::cgég(‘e,clil 11:\ I:;gtim”y e o e
agant claim. i ibilisrr
Vigew thatrtr;] elziii:;frax}ted.1r3com}?ahblllsm, there is a fairly compelling argument for the
Fora Tt oistenc te of (;\{11 is logically consistent with the existence of the theistic God
York 1974), 20-50] Theo this a'rgument see Alvin Plantinga, God, Freedom, and Evil (New.
e th,e - .1 . re remains, however, what we may call the evidential form—

gical form—of the problem of evil: the view that the variety and profus?(s)r? g;

ablishing such an extrav-
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evil in our world, although perhaps not logically inconsistent with the existence of the the-
istic God, provides, nevertheless, rational support for atheism. In this paper 1 shall be con-
cerned solely with the evidential form of the problem, the form of the problem which, 1
think, presents a rather severe difficulty for theism.

2. If there is some good, G, greater than any evil, (1) will be false for the trivial reason that no
matter what evil, E, we pick the conjunctive good state of affairs consisting of G and E that
will outweigh E and be such that an omnipotent being could not obtain it without permit-
ting E. [See Alvin Plantinga, God and Other Minds (Ithaca, 1967), 167.] To avoid this objection
we may insert “unreplaceable” into our premises (1) and (2) between “some” and “greater.”
If E isn’t required for G, and G is better than G plus E, then the good conjunctive state of af-
fairs composed of G and E would be replaceable by the greater good of G alone. For the sake
of simplicity, however, 1 will ignore this complication both in the formulation and discussion
of premises (1) and (2).

3. Three clarifying points need to be made in connection with (1). First, by “good” I don’t mean
to exclude the fulfilment of certain moral principles. Perhaps preventing s, would preclude
certain actions prescribed by the principles of justice. I shall allow that the satisfaction of cer-
tain principles of justice may be a good that outweighs the evil of 5,. Second, even though
(1) may suggest it, 1 don’t mean to limit the good in question to something that would fol-
low in time the occurrence of 5,. And, finally, we should perhaps not fault OG if the good G,
that would be loss were s, prevented, is not actually greater than s,, but merely such that al-

Jowing s, and G, as opposed to preventing s; and thereby losing G, would not alter the bal-
ance between good and evil. For reasons of simplicity, I have left this point out in stating (i),
with the result that (i) is perhaps a bit stronger than it should be.

4. See Ivan’s speech in bk. v, ch. iv, of The Brothers Karamazov.

5. One might object that the conclusion of this paragraph is stronger than the reasons given
warrant. For it is one thing to argue that it is unreasonable to think that (1) is false and an-
other thing to conclude that we are therefore justified in accepting (1) as true. There are
propositions such that believing them is much more reasonable than disbelieving them, and
yet are such that withholding judgment about them is more reasonable than believing them.

To take an example of Chisholm's: It is more reasonable to believe that the Pope will be in
Rome (on some arbitrarily picked future date) than to believe that he won't: but it is perhaps
more reasonable to suspend judgment on the question of the Pope’s whereabouts on that
particular date, than to believe that he will be in Rome. Thus it might be objected, that while
we’ve shown that believing (1) is more reasonable than disbelieving (1), we haven’t shown
that believing (1) is more reasonable than withholding belief. My answer to this objection is
that there are things we know which render (1) probable to the degree that it is more rea-
sonable to believe (1) than to suspend judgment on (1). What are these things we know?
First, [ think, is the fact that there is an enormous variety and profusion of intense human
and animal suffering in our world. Second, is the fact that much of this suffering seems quite
unrelated to any greater goods (or the absence of equal or greater evils) that might justify it.
And, finally, there is the fact that such suffering as is related to greater goods (or the absence
of equal or greater evils) does not, in many cases, seem so intimately related as to require its
permission by an omnipotent being bent on securing those goods (the absence of those
evils). These facts, I am claiming, make it more reasonable to accept (1) than to withhold
judgment on (1).

6. See, for example, the two chapters on Hume in G. E. Moore,
phy (London, 1953).

7. Suppose that I add a long sum of numbers three times and get result x. I inform you of this
so that you have pretty much the same evidence I have for the claim that the sum of the num-
bers is x. You then use your calculator twice over and arrive at result y. You, then, are justi-
fied in believing that the sum of the numbers is not x. However, knowing that your calcula-
tor has been damaged and is therefore unreliable, and that you have no reason to think that
it is damaged, I may reasonably believe not only that the sum of the numbers is x, but also
that you are justified in believing that the sum is not x. Here is a case, then, where you have

Some Main Problems of Philoso-
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all of my evidence for p, and yet I can reasonably believe that you are justified in believing
not-p—for I have reason to believe that your grounds for not-p are not as telling as YOu are
justified in taking them to be.
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