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; ction between Pascal’s .

limning of the conne g s Wager

25. For a loosely relat,e(‘i‘ argumfe;lti:‘;f} :e e Robert Merrlhew Ada;r;s, Kierkegaard’s Argu.
and Kierkegaard’s “leap of taith, Religion,” Monist 60 (1977).

ments Against Objective R;las ,(,)ln:::}ﬁ;ﬁ is surely the most Eowerful philo_soph@cal objection
t Odtji]ly,;vhe Maréy-goiif;(l)ayea s’igniﬁcam role in people’s immediate intuitive revulsion,
to the Wager, do

most people do not even think of it.

B. C. JOHNSON

The Problem of Evil

Here is a common situation: A house catches on fire z.md a six-month-old baby
is painfully burned to death. Could we possibly describe as “good” any person
who had the power to save this child and yet refused to do so? God undoubtedly
has this power and yet in many cases of this sort he. has refl-lsed to help. Can we
call God “good™? Are there adequate excuses for his behavior?

First, it will not do to claim that the baby will go to heaven. It was either nec-
essary for the baby to suffer or it was not. If it was not, then it was wrong to allow
it. The child’s ascent to heaven does not change this fact. If it was necessary, the
fact that the baby will go to heaven does not explain why it was necessary, and
we are still left without an excuse for God’s inaction.

It is not enough to say that the baby’s painful death would in the long run
have good results and therefore should have happened, otherwise God would

not have permitted it. For if we know this to be true, then we know

—just as God
knows—that every action successfully performed must in the end be good and
therefore the right thin

thing to do, otherwise God would not have allowed it to hap-
pen. We could dehberately set houses ablaze to kill innocent people and if

successf:ul we would'then know we had a duty to do it. A defense of God’s good-
ness which takes as its foundation dutjes known only after the fact would result

of the name,. Furthermore, this argument does not

es fires knlhng small child - It alone. Con
sider a bystander who had notp, children, it is his fault alo
help even though he coulg havleni to do with starting the fire but who refused to
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ese circumstances, what grou
go.Od ung;rert? the goodness of an all-Po;gNrerﬁrllld(S}(c)?ll?ﬂd W Possitily
ometimes made that it is best for us to face disasters with-
rwise wWe would become dependent on an outside power fo
then abolish modern medlca.l care or do away with efficient ﬁrz
5 Are we not dependent on their help? Is it not the case that theijr
departments- into soft, dependent creatures? The vast majority are
. ians or firemen. These people help in their capacity as professional
:1 in much the same way that we would expect God to be
Theists refer aid f?om ﬁremen and physicians as cases of man help-
> himself. In reality, it is a tiny minority of men helping a great many. We can
in ¢ iust as dependent onl them as we can on Qoq. Now the existence of this
becgf;‘f {,lutsi de help is either wrong or right. If it is right, then God should assist
= areas of the world which do not have this kind of help. In fact, through-
th(isﬁistory such help has not been available. If aid ought to have been pro-
‘?il(}ied then’ God should have provided it. On the ot.her hand, if it is wrong to
rovic’le this kind of assistance, then we should abolish the aid altogether. But
we obviously do not believe it is wrong. - '
gimilar considerations apply to the claim that if God interferes in disasters,
he would destroy a considerable amount of moral urgency to make things right.
Once again, note that such institutions as modern medicine and fire depart-
ments are relatively recent. They function irrespective of whether we as individ-
uals feel any moral urgency to support them. To the extent that they help
others, opportunities to feel moral urgency are destroyed because they reduce
the number of cases which appeal to us for help. Since we have not always had
such institutions, there must have been a time when there was greater moral
urgency than there is now. If such a situation is morally desirable, then we
should abolish modem medical care and fire departments. If the situation 1s not
morally desirable, then God should have remedied it.
Besides this point, we should note that God is represented as one who toler-
ates disasters, such as infants burning to death, in order to create moral
urgency. It follows that God approves of these disasters as a means to encourage
the creation of moral urgency. Furthermore, if there were no such disasters
occurring, God would have to see to it that they occur. If it so happened that we
lived in a world in which babies never perished in burning houses, God would
be morally obliged to take an active hand in setting fire to houses with infants in
;Zﬁrgéll;lwfaclt’ if lthe frequency of infant .mortality d}xe to fire should happen to
real worlda Gz‘(,f necllgssary fo_r the.creau_on of maximum rporal urgency In Omi
be happer,lin .Wﬁu be justified in setting a few fires of his own. This may u{)el
s dea%h?i t now, for there is no guarantee that.the maximum number
Allof thiy is of (ecessary for moral urgency are OCC}lrﬂng. ‘ )
existent op ortuns)tlilrsi“ absurd. If I see an opportunity to ereate otherw1sehnonI
should gy go . 1; es for moral urgency by burning an infant or two, t l;r:lo

50. Therefore. " ut if it is good to maximize moral urgency, then 1 shoula
» 1118 not good to maximize moral urgency. Plainly we do not 1N
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general believe that it is a good thing to maximize moral urgency. The fact thy,
we approve of modern medical care and applaud medical advances is proof
enough of this.

The theist may point out that in a world without suffering there would be p,
occasion for the production of such virtues as courage, sympat.hy, and the like,
This may be true, but the atheist need not demand a world without suffering.
He need only claim that there is suffering which is in excess of that needed for
the production of various virtues. For example, God’s active attempts to saye
six-month-old infants from fires would not in itself create a world without suffer-
ing. But no one could sincerely doubt that it would improve the world.

The two arguments against the previous theistic excuse apply here also,
“Moral urgency” and “building virtue” are susceptible to the same criticisms. It
1s worthwhile to emphasize, however, that we encourage efforts to eliminate
evils; we approve of efforts to promote peace, prevent famine, and wipe out dis-
ease. In other words, we do value a world with fewer or (if possible) no opportu-
nities for the development of virtue (when “virtue” is understood to mean the
reduction of suffering). If we produce such a world for succeeding generations,
how will they develop virtues? Without war, disease, and famine, they will not be
virtuous. Should we then cease our attempts to wipe out war, disease, and
famine? If we do not believe that it is right to cease attempts at improving the
world, then by implication we admit that virtue-building is not an excuse for
God to permit disasters. For we admit that the development of virtue is no
excuse for permitting disasters.

It might be said that God allows innocent people to suffer in order to deflate
man’s ego so that the latter will not be proud of his apparently deserved good
fortune. But this excuse succumbs to the arguments used against the preceding
excuses and we need discuss them no further.

Theists may claim that evil is a necessary by-product of the laws of nature and
therefore itis irrational for God to interfere every time a disaster happens. Such
a state of affairs would alter the whole causal order and we would then find it
impossible to predict anything. But the death of a child caused by an electrical
fire could have been prevented by a miracle and no one would ever have
known. Only a minor alteration in electrical equipment would have been neces-
sary. A very large disaster could have been avoided simply by producing in
Hitler a miraculous heart attack—and no one would have known it was a mira-
cle. To argue that continued miraculous intervention by God would be wrong is
like insisting that one should never use salt because ingesting five poundS of it
would be fatal. No one is requesting that God interfere all of the time. He
should, however, intervene to prevent especially horrible disasters. Of course:
the question arises: where does one draw the line? Well, certainly the lin€
should be drawn somewhere this side of infants burning to death. To argu¢ thit
we do not know where the line should be drawn is no excuse for failing to inter”
fere in those instances that would be called clear cases of evil.

It will not do to claim that evil exists as a necessary contrast to good 0 that
might know what good is. A very small amount of evil, such as a toothac
would allow that. It is not necessary to destroy innocent human beings.

we
he,
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ould be made that God has a “higher morality” by which his
(l:) e judged. But it is a strange “higher morality” which claims that
actions ar€ t(‘)‘ba dj” is good and what we call “good” is bad. Such a morality can
. to us. It would be like calling black “white” and white “black.”
theist may say that God is the wise Father and we are ignorant chil-
In reply the e judge God any more than a child is able to judge his parent?
. How can ‘::,hilld may be puzzled by his parents’ conduct, but his basis for
It is true that ?heir conduct is nevertheless good would be the many instances
deciding thliltvior he has observed. Even so, this could be misleading. Hitler, by
of good bctsaloved animals and children of the proper race; but if Hitler had
all :;ucCOl‘:,'l1 d ,this offspring would hardly have been justified in arguing that his
had ac als a, ood man. At any rate, God’s “higher morality,” being the opposite
faltherrsw canngot offer any grounds for deciding that he is somehow good.
of g:rh,aps the main problem with the solutions to .the‘ problem of evil we have
thus far considered is that no matter hm./v convincing they may be in the
abstract, they are implausible in certain partllcular cases. 1_)1cture an infant dying
in a burning house and then imagine God simply observing from afar. Perhaps
God is reciting excuses in his own behalf. As the child succumbs to the smoke
and flames, God may be pictured as saying: “Sorry, but if I helped you I would
have considerable trouble deflating the ego of your parents. And don’t forget I
have to keep those laws of nature consistent. And anyway if you weren’t dying in
that fire, a lot of moral urgency would just go down the drain. Besides, I didn’t
start this fire, so you can’t blame me.”

It does no good to assert that God may not be all-powerful and thus not able to
prevent evil. He can create a universe and yet is conveniently unable to do what the
fire department can do—rescue a baby from a burning building. God should at
least be as powerful as a man. A man, if he had been at the right place and time,
could have killed Hitler. Was this beyond God’s abilities? If God knew in 1910 how
to produce polio vaccine and if he was able to communicate with somebody, he
should have communicated this knowledge. He must be incredibly limited if he
could not have managed this modest accomplishment. Such a God if not dead, is
the next thing to it. And a person who believes in such a ghost of a God is practically
an ;t}?elst. To call such a thing a god woqld be to strain the meaning of the word.

e theist, as usual, may retreat to faith. He may say that he has faith in God’s
;SFO;f}I:SS;: a}tlnd therefore the Chris_tian Deity’s existence has not been disproved.
fetuiE gl ;zeﬂl]mde'rstood as l?elng .much lik.e confidence in a friend’s iqno—
friend Onfl:)must t;l;awdepce against him. N9w in order to have confidence in a
not have justifiab| ?W lﬁlm well enough to justify faith in his goodness. We can-
confidente o ¢ faith in Fhe supreme goodness of strangers. Moreover, such
continually ageus come not just from a speaking acquaintance. The friend'may
800d person we?w us ;fgth his words that he is good but if he does not act like a
faith in Gog's goodou have No reason to trust him. A person who says he has

uring that time hgfiss Is speaking as if he had known God for a long time and

roughout history Goge}‘:er seen Him do any serious evil. But we know that

ave justifigb)e faith in theasgsggxed n}lmell”lous AUcifits Tpeems Ko S
¢€ss of such a God.

Scanned with CamScanner



340

Section Six Does God Exist?

This faith would have to be based on a close friendship whereip God g
never found to do anything wrong. But a person would hav-e to be bling ang
deaf to have had such a relationship with God. Suppose a friend f_’f yours haq
always claimed to be good yet refu§ed to hc?:lp People when he was in 3 Position
to render aid. Could you have justifiable faith in his goodness?

You can of course say that you trust God anyway—.th_at NO arguments cyy
undermine your faith. But this is just a statement descnb,mg how stubborp you
are; it has no bearing whatsoever on the question of God’s goodness.

The various excuses theists offer for why God has allowed evil to exist haye
been demonstrated to be inadequate. However, the conclusive objection tq
these excuses does not depend on their inadequacy.

First, we should note that every possible excuse making the actual world cop-
sistent with the existence of a good God could be used in reverse to make that
same world consistent with an evil God. For example, we could say that God is
evil and that he allows free will so that we can freely do evil things, which would
make us more truly evil than we would be if forced to perform evil acts. Or we
could say that natural disasters occur in order to make people more selfish and
bitter, for most people tend to have a “me-first” attitude in a disaster (note, for
example, stampedes to leave burning buildings). Even though some people
achieve virtue from disasters, this outcome is necessary if persons are to react
freely to disaster—necessary if the development of moral degeneracy is to con-
tinue freely. But, enough; the point is made. Every excuse we could provide to
make the world consistent with a good God can be paralleled by an excuse to
make the world consistent with an evil God. This is so because the world is a
mixture of both good and bad.

Now there are only three possibilities concerning God’s moral character.
Considering the world as it actually is, we may believe: (a) that God is more
likely to be all evil than he is to be all good; (4) that God is less likely to be all
evil than he is to be all good; or (¢) that God is equally as likely to be all evil as
he is to be good. In case (a) it would be admitted that God is unlikely to be all
good. Qase (b) cannot be true at all, since—as we have seen-the belief that God
is all evil can be justified to precisely the same extent as the belief that God is all
good. Case (c) leaves us with no reasonable excuses for a good God to permit
evil. The reason 1s as follows: if an excuse is to be a reasonable excuse, the cir-
;:L;l?stances it 1(<izlent.1ﬁes as excusing cc:nditions must be actual. For example, if

1 over a pedestrian and my excuse is that the brakes failed because someone
tampered with them, then the facts had better bear this out. Otherwise the

iii?;eglé - };-Okldf NO‘{; if case (c) is correct and, given the facts of the actual
) 1s as likely to be all evil as he j ’ do not
support the excuses which could g seiall oo, fhep thesac

: be made for a e evil, Conr
good God permitting €vit. ¥+

:;li?;‘;biralliz%v(:i (:;(ample. If .my e€xcuse for running o\l;)er the pedestrlan 1S

it is no more likely th::pered with, and if the actual facts lead us to believe that

excuse is o longer reasérl::l);lwe}lﬁ"e tamlf)ered with than that they were nl:) t; :[h ;_:,
: €. 1o make goo 10w thd
a fact or at least highly probable th peadmy s, | e that it

at my brakes were tampered with—not
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Richard Swinburne  Why God Allows Eyj] 341
" ossibility. The same point holds for GOd HiSf?XC}lee must not be a pos-
isjusta P se, but an actual one. But case (¢), in maintaining that it is just as
sible eXCltl G’O d is all evil as that he is all good, rules this out. For if case (¢) is
likely tha he facts of the actual world do not make it any more likely that God
. ll, o0d than that he is all evil. Therefore, they do not make it any more likely
isa %is excuses are good than that they are not. But, as we have seen, good
thitlses have a higher probability of. b.eing true. |

CXCases (@) and (¢) conclude that it is unlikely that God is all good, and case
(b) cannot be true. Since these are the only possible cases, there is no escape

from the conclusion that it is unlikely that God is all good. Thus the problem of
evil triumphs over traditional theism.

RICHARD SWINBURNE

Why God Allows Evil

The world . . . contains much evil. An omnipotent God could have prevented
this evil, and surely a perfectly good and omnipotent God would have done so.
So why is there this evil? Is not its existence strong evidence against the exis-
tence of God? It would be unless we can construct what is known as a theodicy,
an explanation of why God would allow such evil to occur. I believe that that can
be done, and I shall outline a theodicy. . . . I emphasize that . . . in writing that
God woulgi do this or that, I am not taking for granted the existence of God, but
Zf;ilzigalm'ingl tha}t, if there. is a God, it is to be expected. that .he would do cer-
Claiminggts}; elir;coudmg alloxymg thc? occurrence of ‘cert.t«,un evils; and so, I am
Itis ir’levitablgctl;,rrfnce 1s not evidence against his existence.
theodicy will sound callany attempt by myself or any one else to construct a
theists, as wel] as at}? lous, }llndeed totally insensitive to human suffering. Ma.ny
evinces an immora] aelStS’ ave felt th_at any attempt to construct a theogllcy
that I amp not totall _PPrOa_Ch to suffering. I can only ask the reader .to believe
the agony of poisozi insensiave to human suffering, and that I do mind about
marita] infidelity as mnug ’}f hild abuse, bereavement, solitary imprisonment, and
mend that 4 pastor -VC ;S anyone else. .True, I would not in most cases.recom-
Moment to reyq fc.gr1 C s Ch,aptﬂ to victims of sudden distress at their worst
Unsoung; j j Simpl tﬁonSOIatlon. But this is not because its arguments are
Ment. Yet thepe ispay a; most people in deep distress need comfort, not arg-
1othave (in 5 oo nlf roblem about why God allows evil, and, if the theist does
, an%niﬁlg? a satisfactory answer to it, then his belief in QOCiTls
fom the .. '€ ATgument ofetlfls' no reason why the atheist should share it- >
T is chapter, each of us needs to stand back a bit

frie Particular gjtyqt
nds : uation of hj . atives and
as‘( e w lCh Can SO eacile. . hls (.)r her own llfe and that Of Clo,se reldtllj?b -‘fn

€
) SS than ratiOnal
fppfeciate
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