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Our reading is from Book | of On Free Choice of the Will, a work cast as a dialogue
between Augustine and his friend Evodius. The topic of the conversation is stated by Evodius
in the opening line: “Please tell me: Isn't God the cause of evil?” Augustine begins his answer
to Evodius’s question by distinguishing the evil that people suffer from the evil that they do.
He argues that God causes the former kind of evil as just punishment for people’s sins, but
that Gf)d does not cause the latter kind. Evildoers themselves are the cause of the evil they
f\i’;‘s‘t‘fﬂ:‘fﬁ)ﬁ: t:‘:thEZZzz;ivi' by their own free will (hence the title of the dialogue.

e of all evildoing is inordinate desire, and that inordinate
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we say that someone has done evil: and second, when we say that
someone has suffered evil.

Evopius: I want to know about both.

AUGUSTINE: But if you know or believe that God is good—and it is not
right to believe otherwise—then he does no evil. On the other hand, if
we acknowledge that God is just—and it is impious to deny it—then he
rewards the good and punishes the wicked. Those punishments are
certainly evils for those who suffer them. Therefore, if no one is punished
unjustly—and we must believe this, since we believe that this universe
is governed by divine providence—it follows that God is a cause of the
second kind of evil, but in no way causes the first kind.

EvopIUs: Then is there some other cause of the evil that God does not cause?

AUGUSTINE: There certainly is. Such evil could not occur unless someone
caused it. But if you ask who that someone is, it is impossible to say. For
there is no single cause of evil; rather, everyone who does evil is the
cause of his own evildoing. If you doubt this, recall what I said earlier:
Evil deeds are punished by the justice of God. They would not be
punished unjustly if they had not been performed voluntarily.

EvVODIUS: It seems that no one could sin unless he had first learned how to sin.
And if that is the case, I must ask this: From whom did we learn to sin?

AUGUSTINE: Do you think learning is a good thing?

EvODIUS: Who would dare to say that learning is a bad thing?

AUGUSTINE: What if it is neither good nor bad?

Evopius: I think it is good.

AUGUSTINE: Indeed it is, since knowledge is given or awakened through
learning, and no one comes to know anything except through learning.
Don’t you agree?

EvoDIUS: I think that we come to know only good things through learning.

AUGUSTINE: Then we do not come to know evil things; for the word

~ “learning” is correctly applied only when we come to know something.

EvoDIus: But if we do not come to know evil things, how is it that human
beings perform evil acts?

AUGUSTINE: Perhaps because they turn away from learning and become
strangers to it. But whether that is the correct explanation or not, one
thing is certainly clear: Since learning is good, and the word “learning”
is correctly applied only when we come to know something, we simply
cannot come to know evil things. If we could, then they would be part
of learning, and so learning would not be a good thing. But it is a good
thing, as you said yourself. Therefore, we do not come to know evil
things, and there is no point in your asking from whom we learn to do
evil things. Or else we do come to know them, but only as things to be
avoided, not as things to be done. It follows that doing evil is nothing
but running away from learning.

Evopius: I rather think that there are two sorts of learning: one by means of
which we learn to do right, and another by means of which we learn to
do evil. But when you asked whether learning was good, the love of
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Chapter 2

EvODIUS: Now that you have convinced me that we do not learn to do evil,
please explain to me what is the source of our evildoing.

AUGUSTINE: You have hit upon the very question that worried me greatly
when I was still young, a question that wore me out, drove me into the
company of heretics,' and knocked me flat on my face. I was so hurt by
this fall, buried under a mountain of silly fairy tales, that if my love of
finding the truth had not secured divine help, I would not have been able
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AUGUSTINE: B.e couraggous and go on believing what you believe. There is no
better belief, even if you do not yet see the explanation for why it is true.
Thfe truest beginning of piety is to think as highly of God as possible; and
doing so mfeans that one must believe that he is omnipotent, and not
char}gegble in the smallest respect; that he is the creator of all good things,
but is himself more excellent than all of them; that he is the supremely just
ruler of everything that he created; and that he was not aided in creating
by any other being, as if he were not sufficiently powerful by himself.
It follows that he created all things from nothing. He did not create from
himself, but generated one who is equal to himself, whom we call the
only Son of God. In trying to describe the Son more clearly we call him
“the power of God and the wisdom of God,”* through whom God made
all the things that were made from nothing. On that basis let us try, with
God'’s help, to achieve an understanding of the problem you have raised.

Chapter 3

AUGUSTINE: You want to know the source of our evildoing. So we must first
discuss what evildoing is. State your view on the matter. If you cannot
explain the whole thing at once in a few words, you can at least show
me your view by naming particular evil deeds.

EvoDIus: Adultery, murder, and sacrilege, not to mention others that time
and memory do not permit me to enumerate. Who could fail to recog-

nize these as evil deeds?
AUGUSTINE: Tell me first, why do you think adultery is evil? Because the law

forbids it? e
EvopIus: On the contrary. Clearly, it is not evil because the law forbids it;

rather, the law forbids it because it is evil. .

AUGUSTINE: But suppose someone were to malfe things d1ff1c111t for us by
extolling the pleasures of adultery and asking why we think e.ldultery
evil and deserving of condemnation. Surely you df) not think that
people who want to understand, and not merely to believe, wou‘ld have
to take refuge in an appeal to the authority of the law? Now like you
I do believe, and believe most firmly, and cry out that all peoples gnd
nations should believe, that adultery is evil.. But now we are attempting
to know and hold firmly by understanding what we have already
accepted by faith. So think this over as carefully as you can, ar'lfl tell me
what reason you have by which you know that adultery is e'::ll .

EvODIUS: I know that it is evil because I would not tolerate it }11 s«zlmeor;e
tried to commit adultery with my own wife. Anyonfe1 who does to
another what he does not want done to himself does evil.

’ i t he offers his wife to
: i eone’s lust is so great tha . :
i e e ows him to commit adultery with her, and is

another and willingly anfreedom with the other man’s wife? Do you

eager to enjoy the same : o
thg\k that this man has done nothing evil?

*1 Corinthians 1:24. [T. WILLIAMS, TRANSLATOR]
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Evobius: Far from it! i
AUGUSTINE: But by your rule he doe

Evopius: The reason that 1 thi

“hapter 2 Philosophy of Rat:
Chag phy of Religiq,,

ot sin, since he is not doing anythj,
that he is unwilling to have done to himself. You must therefore logk for
atheis

is evil.
show that adultery 15
some other argument to nk it is evil is that I have often seen peosik

condemned for this crime.

AUGUSTINE: But haven't people often been condemned for good deeds)
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all others by virtue of its divine authority. There yolu i Ind that we
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make condemnation a sure sign of wrongdoxqg. All of _them Were
judged worthy of condemnation because of thel‘r con_fes.slon of félth'
It follows that if everything that is condemned is ev11,.1t was evil in
those days to believe in Christ and to confess that faith. But if not
everything that is condemned is evil, find some other way to show
why adultery is evil.

EvoDIUS: I can’t think how to respond.

AUGUSTINE: Then perhaps what makes adultery evil is inordinate desire,
whereas so long as you look for the evil in the external, visible act, you
are bound to encounter difficulties. In order to understand that inordi-
nate desire is what makes adultery evil, consider this: If a man is unable
to sleep with someone else’s wife, but it is somehow clear that he would
like to, and would do so if he had the chance, he is no less guilty than if
he were caught in the act.

Evopius: Nothing could be clearer. Now I see that there is no need for a long
discussion to persuade me that this is the case with murder and sacri-

lege and every sin whatsoever. For it is clear now that inordinate desire
is what drives every kind of evildoing.

Chapter 4

AUGUSTINE: Do you know that inordinate desire is also called “cupidity”?
EVODIUS: Yes. '
AUGUSTINE: Do you think there is
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AUGUSTINE: I am not asking what he can achieve, but what he desires.
Someone who desires a life free from fear certainly desires a good thing,
so his desire is not blameworthy; otherwise we will have to blame
everyone who loves the good. Consequently, we will have to say that
there is an instance of murder in which cupidity is not the driving force;
and it will be false that inordinate desire is what drives all sins, to the
extent that they are evil. Either that, or there will be an instance of
murder that is not sinful.

Evobpius: If murder is just killing a human being, then there can be mur-
der that is not sinful. When a soldier kills the enemy, when a judge
or his representative puts a criminal to death, or when a weapon
accidentally slips out of someone’s hand without his willing or
noticing it—these people do not seem to me to be sinning when they
kill someone.

AUGUSTINE: I agree, but such people are not usually called murderers. So
consider someone who kills his master because he fears severe torture.
Do you think that he should be classed among those who kill a human
being but do not deserve to be called murderers?

EvopIUs: I think this case is entirely different. In the earlier examples, those
men are acting in accordance with the law, or at least not contrary to the
law; but no law approves of the deed in your example.

AUGUSTINE: Again you refer me to authority. You must remember that we
took up this discussion in order to understand what we believe. We

believe the laws, and so we must try to understand, if we can, whether
the law that punishes this deed does so unjustly.

EVODIUS: It is in no way unjust to punish someone |
willingly kills his master. None of the men in my earlier exam

who knowingly and
ples

did that.

AUGUSTINE: But do you not remember that a little while ago you said that
inordinate desire is what drives every evil deed, and that this is the very
reason why the deed is evil?

Evobius: Of course I remember. : :
AUGUSTINE: And did you not also grant that someone who desires to live
without fear does not have an evil desire?

Evobius: I remember that too.

AUGUSTINE: It follows that, since the master is killed by the slave as a result
of this desire, he is not killed as a result of a blame?wortlly desire. And
so we have not yet figured out why this deec} is evil. For we are agreed
that all wrongdoing is evil only because it results from inordinate

desire, that is, from blameworthy cupidity. . .
seems to me that the slave is unjustly con-

EvODIUS: At this point it ‘the _
demned whicﬁ [ would not dream of saying if I could think of some
other response. . :

AUGUSTINE: \;Z,u have let yourself be persuaded that this great crime should
go unpunished without considering whether the s!ave wapted Fo be
free of the fear’ of his master in order to satisfy his own inordinate

ust like good people, desire to live without

desires. All wicked people; ]
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Chapter 10
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if the weaker controlled the stronger. Therefore, I ?h{nk. the mmfi e
be more powerful than cupidity, precisely because it is right and just fo
the mind to rule over cupidity.

Evopius: I think so too. : . _

AUGUSTINE: And surely we do not doubt that Every virtue is superior to

every vice, so that the better and more sublime the virtue, the stronger
and more invincible it is.

EVODIUS: Who could doubt that?
AUGUSTINE: Then no vicious spirit defeats a spirit armed with virtue.
EvVODIUS: Quite correct.

AUGUSTINE: And I don’t think

you will deny that any sort of spirit is better
and more powerful than a

Ny material object.

eny 1t who sees (as is easy to do) that a living
substance is better than 3 nonliving one, and one that gives life is better
than one that recejyes life.
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Chapter 11

AUGUSTINE: In the present case we can be sure that whatever nature is by
right superior to a mind empowered by virtue, it cannot be an unjust
one. Therefore, even if it has the power to do so, it will not force the
mind to be a slave to inordinate desire.

EvODIUS: Thus far there is nothing that anyone would have the smallest
hesitation about accepting.

AUGUSTINE: The conclusions that we have reached thus far indicate that a
mind that is in control (one that possesses virtue) cannot be made a
slave to inordinate desire by anything equal or superior to it, because
such a thing would be just, or by anything inferior to it, because such a
thing would be too weak. Just one possibility remains: Only its own will
and free choice can make the mind a companion of cupidity.

EVODIUS: I can’t see any other alternative.

AUGUSTINE: Then you must also think that the mind justly suffers punish-
ment for so great a sin.

EVODIUS: I cannot deny it.

AUGUSTINE: Surely the very fact that inordinate desire rules the mind is itself
no small punishment. Stripped by opposing forces of the splendid wealth
of virtue, the mind is dragged by inordinate desire into ruin and poverty;
now taking false things for true, and even defending those falsehoods
repeatedly; now repudiating what it had once believed and nonetheless
rushing headlong into still other falsehoods; now withholding assent and
often shying away from clear arguments; now despairing completely of
finding the truth and lingering in the shadows of folly; now trying to
enter the light of understanding but reeling back in exhaustion.

In the meantime cupidity carries out a reign of terror, buffeting the
whole human soul and life with storms coming from every direction.
Fear attacks from one side and desire from the other; from one side, anx-
iety; from the other, an empty and deceptive happiness; from one side,
the agony of losing what one loved; from the other, .the passion to
acquire what one did not have; from one side, the pain of an injury
received; from the other, the burning desire to avenge it. Wherever
you turn, avarice can pinch, extravagance squander, ambition destroy,

pride swell, envy torment, apathy crush, obstinacy incite, oppressi.on
chafe, and countless other evils crowd the realm of inordinate desire

and run riot. In short, can we consider this punishment trivial—a pun-
ishment that, as you realize, all who do not cleave to wisdom must

suffer? . ..

Chapter 12

... AUGUSTINE: . . . Tell me this: Do we have a will?
Evopius: I don’t know.

AUGUSTINE: Do you want to know?

Evopius: I don’t know that either.
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will your own happiness. _ Tl ,
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t.
see what you deduce from that fac . Lo -

AUGUSTINE: I shall. But first tell me whether you think you have a ¢ood will.

Evobius: What is a good will? . : .

AUGUSTINE: It is a will by which we desire to llye upright and honorabe
lives and to attain the highest wisdom. So just ask. yourself:. Do yoy
desire an upright and honorable life and ferx_'ently will to be wise? Ang
is it indisputable that when we will these things, we have a good will?

EVODIUS: My answer to both questions is yes. | now admit that | have not
just a will, but a good will.

AUGUSTINE: How highly do you value this will? You surely do not think it
should be compared with wealth or honors or physical pleasures, or
even all of these together.

EvODIUS: God forbid such wicked madness!

AUGUSTINE: Then should we not rejoice a little that we have something in our
souls—this very thing that I ca

lla good will—in comparison with which
those things we mentioned are utterly worthless, things that a great many

human beings will spare no effort and shirk no danger to obtain?
EVODIUS: Indeed, we should rejoice greatly.

AUGUSTINE: Then do you think that those who do not attain such joy suffer

a small loss by missing so great a good?
EvoDIUs: It is a great loss.

AUGUSTINE: Then [ believe

o have a good will is to have some-

thi nall earthly kingdoms and pleasures; to lack
1t1s to lack something that only the will itself can givep, something that

is..cllaeti;r than1 all the goods. that are not in oy power. Some people con-
siaer themselves utterly miserah]e if they do not achieve a splendid rep-

utation, great wealth, and vario
, r G us \
consider them utterly miserapje egOOdS s S

when they cleave to things that theven b they have all these things

they do not have simply in yirpye Y can quite easily lose, things tha!

Willing them, while they lack a
ik tf’fé]zi?b! 2/ bgtte ‘ se things and yet, e\",ei;
EVODIUS: I certainly do, N Pe theirs if only they will to have it
AUGUSTINE: Then fools, even if they W

and obscure issue), ara justly any 101'9 Never wise (which is a doubtful
Ci A0y A ’
EVODIUS: | agree, | , . : eServedly afflicted with such misery
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Chapter 14

AUGUSTINE: ... Do you think that there is an
will and desire a happy life?

Evopius: Clearly, every human being wills that.

AUGUSTINE: Then why doesn’t everyone attain it? We have found that it is
by the will that human beings deserve—and therefore receive—either a

happy or an unhappy life. There’s a sort of contradiction here; unless
we take great care to examine it, it will undermine our careful and
persuasive argument. How can anyone suffer an unhappy life by the
will, when absolutely no one wills to be unhappy? Or to put it another
way, how can we claim that it is by the will that human beings achieve
a happy life, when so many are unhappy despite the fact that everyone
wills to be happy?

Perhaps it is because it is one thing to will rightly or wrongly, and quite
another to deserve something because of a good or bad will. Those who
are happy, who must also be good, are not happy simply because they
will to be happy—even the wicked will that—but because they will it in
the right way, whereas the wicked do not. So it’s no surprise that
unhappy human beings do not attain the happy life that they will. For
they do not likewise will the one thing that goes along with the happy
life, without which no one attains it or is worthy to attain it—and that
is, to live rightly. For the eternal law (to which it is time for us to return)
has established with unshakable firmness that the will is rewarded with
happiness or punished with unhappiness depending on its merit. And
so when we say that it is by the will that human beings are ur-lh'appy, we
don’t mean that they will to be unhappy, but that their will is in such a
state that unhappiness must follow whether they will it or not. So it
does not contradict our earlier argument to say that everyone Wllls to'be
happy but not everyone can be; for not everyone has the will to live
rightly, which must accompany the will to live happily. Or do you have
some objection to make?

EvODIUS: None at all. . . .

yone who does not in every way

Chapter 16

AUGUSTINE: . . . We have clearly and carefully distinguished between two
sorts of things, eternal and temporal; and in turn between two sorts of
human beings, those who pursue and love etemal"tluzllgls1 amc}l1 th(})fe' wl':o

al things. We have determined that the choice to

St e s hegother lies with the will, and that only the

follow and embrace one or t Y,
will can depose the mind from its stronghold of power and deprive it of

right order. And it has become clear that we should not blame anything

when someone uses the will wrongly; we should blame the one who uses

it wrongly. Given all of that, why don’t we return to the qPESﬁOI; S
posed at the beginning of this discussion and see whether it has been

answered.
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We set out to discover what evildoing is. This whole discussion was

aimed at answering that question. So we are now In a Pismo? ttl?‘ ask
whether evildoing is anything other than neglechpg cleiia bk
(which the mind perceives and enjoys by means (?f itself and Whl?h it
cannot lose if it loves them) and instead pursuing temporal things
(which are perceived by means of the body, the least valuable part of a
human being, and which can never be certain) as if they were great and
marvelous things. It seems to me that all evil deeds—that is, all sins—
fall into this one category. But I want to know what you think about this.
EVODI.US: I'agree; all sins come about when someone turns away from divine
things that truly persist and toward changeable and uncertain things.




READING 9

Evil and Omnipotence
J. L. Mackie

J. L. Mackie was born in 1917 in Sydney, Australia. He entered the University of Sydney in
1935 and I:eCEIYEd his bachelor’s degree in 1938. He then went to England to study at
Oxford University, where he won the Cromer Greek Essay Prize in 1941 for an essay on
Heraclitus. During World War Il Mackie served in the British armed forces in the Middle
East and Italy, attaining the rank of captain. After the war, in 1946, he accepted a position
in philosophy at the University of Sydney. He taught there until 1963, except for his four
years as a faculty member at the University of Otago in New Zealand (1955-1959).
In 1963 he returned to England, where he became the first holder of the Chair of Philoso-
phy at the University of York. In 1967 he became a fellow and tutor in philosophy at Oxford
University. Mackie was elected a Fellow of the British Academy in 1974. He died in Oxford
in 1981.

Mackie’s books include Truth, Probability, and Paradox: Studies in Philosophical Logic
(1973), The Cement of the Universe: A Study of Causation (1974), Problems from Locke
(1976), Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong (1977), Hume’s Moral Theory (1980), and
The Miracle of Theism: Arguments For and Against the Existence of God (published
posthumously, 1982).

Our reading here is Mackie’s 1955 article, “Evil and Omnipotence.” Mackie discusses
the “problem of evil,” the problem of how a theist can consistently hold all three of the fol-
lowing propositions: God is all-powerful, God is all-good, and evil exists. On the face of i,
it seems that if there were an omnipotent and completely benevolent God, this God would
not permit evil to exist.

Mackie distinguishes logically adequate and logically fallacious solutions to the prob-
lem of evil. A theist solves the problem of evil in a logically adequate way if he or she denies
one or more of the initial propositions: God has limited power (and therefore cannot pre-
vent all evil), God has limited goodness (and therefore does not want to prevent all evil), or
evil does not exist (it is merely an illusion). Although these solutions are logically adequate,
they require abandoning the traditional concept of God as an all-good and all-powerful
being or maintaining the highly implausible view that there really is no evil.

The fallacious solutions to the problem of evil say that all three of the initial propo-
sitions are true, but in the process of explaining how they are compatible, these theories
end up implicitly rejecting one or more of them. In other words, 'fhese theorles appear to
defend all three propositions but in fact do not. Mackie examines in de.tall four such argu-
ments. The first two arguments are that good cannot exist without evn.l and that evil is a
necessary means to good. Both arguments end up denying God’s .omn|p<.)tence. The thl.rd
solution, that the universe as a whole is better with some evil in it than it would. b-e'Wlth
no evil, compromises God’s benevolence. The final solution. states th_at the _pos§|b|llty of
evil is a necessary result of God’s endowing human beings with free will, which is a good.
Mackie argues that this solution denies the omnipotence and benevolence of God,
because God could have made human beings in such a way that they always freely

choose the good.
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INTRODUCTION

The traditional arguments for the existence of God .h_a\‘)t‘ bf‘f}'“fﬂ“f{}:’ ‘Thnr}qugh.l\-
criticized by philosophers. But the theolu.glqn cm’\, if l}t w ':" ‘_(‘-“' ‘“}f pt this crit.
icism. He can admit that no rational proof of God’s L‘,\le.L‘n(C 15 PQSS'?'U- And he
can still retain all that is essential to his position, by holding that God’s existence
is known in some other, nonrational way. I think, however, that a more telling
criticism can be made by way of the traditional problem of evil. Here it can be
shown, not that religious beliefs lack rational support, but that they are posi-
tively irrational, that the several parts of the essential theological 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 1 shall be using the phrase, is a
problem only for someone who believes that there is a God who is both omnipo-
tent and wholly good. And it is a logical problem, the problem of clarifying and
reconciling a number of beliefs. It is not a scientific problem that might be solved
by further observations, or a practical problem that might be solved by a deci-
sion or an action. These points are obvious; I mention them only because they
are sometimes ignored by theologians, who sometimes parry a statement of the
problem with such remarks as “Well, can you solve the problem yourself?” or
“This is a mystery that may be revealed to us later” or “Evil is sorﬁething to be
faced and overcome, not to be merely discussed.”

In its simples't form the problem is this: God is omnipotent; God is wholly
good; and ye_t_evﬂ 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 _tlme all three are essential parts of most theological positions:
The theologian, it seems, at once must adhere and cannot consistently adhere 0

all th{ee. (The problem dogs not arise only for theists, but I shall discuss it in the
form in which it presents itself for ordinary theism.)

However, the contradiction does not arise

S a“ddmox:a} premises, or perhaps some quasi-logical rules connecting th¢
terms “good,” “evil,” and “omnipotent.’

v ’ sas o at
good is o_pposed to evil, in such a way thatTah;i)chtlﬁ;;lor;?I prmcll I:lﬁiftfs te}:
as far as it can, and that there are no limits to what an oﬁm-wagls e‘; tlhin ‘cal‘ do.
From these it follows. t.hat a good omnipotent thing el imin]‘PtO ‘en e i’q ool
anfi then t‘he propositions that a good omnipotent thj ates evil cc P )
exists, are incompatible. thing exists, and that €

immediately; to show it we need

A. ADEQUATE SOLUTIONS

Now once the problem is fully state

that the problem will not arise j r that it can be solved, in the gense

that God i not wholly good, OF no
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quite omnipotent, or that evil does not exist, or that good is not opposed to the
kind of evil that exists, or that there are limits to what an omnipotent thing can
do, then the problem of evil will not arise for vou.

. There are, then, quite a number of adeqhate solutions of the problem of
9‘@ and some of these have been adopted, or almost adopted, by various
thinkers. For example, a few have been prepared to deny God’s omnipotence,
and rather more have been prepared to keep the term “omnipotence” but
sevex.'ely to restrict its meaning, recording quite a number of things that an
omnipotent being cannot do. Some have said that evil is an illusion, perhaps
because they held that the whole world of temporal, changing things is an illu-
sion, and that what we call evil belongs only to this world, or perhaps because
they held that although temporal things are much as we see them, those that we
call evil are not really evil. Some have said that what we call evil is merely the
privation of good, that evil in a positive sense, evil that would really be
opposed to good, does not exist. Many have agreed with Pope that discord is
harmony not understood, and that partial evil is universal good.' Whether any
of these views is true is, of course, another question. But each of them gives an
adequate solution of the problem of evil in the sense that if you accept it this
problem does not arise for you, though you may, of course, have other problems
to face.

But often enough these adequate solutions are only almost adopted. The
thinkers who restrict God’s power, but keep the term “omnipotence,” may rea-
sonably be suspected of thinking, in other contexts, that his power is really
unlimited. Those who say that evil is an illusion may also be thinking, incon-
sistently, that this illusion is itself an evil. Those who say that “evil” is merely
privation of good may also be thinking, inconsistently, that privation of good
is an evil. (The fallacy here is akin to some forms of the “naturalistic fallacy™
in ethics, where some think, for example, that “good” is just what contributes
to evolutionary progress, and that evolutionary progress is itself good.) If Pope
meant what he said in the first line of his couplet, that “discord” is only har-
mony not understood, the “partial evil” of the second line must, for consis-
tency, mean “that which, taken in isolation, falsely appears to be evil,” but it
would more naturally mean “that which, in isolation, really is evil.” The second

line, in fact, hesitates between two views, that “partial evil” isn’t really evil,

since only the universal quality is real, and that “partial evil” is really an evil,

but only a little one.

In addition, therefore, to adequate solutions, we must recognize unsatistac-

tory inconsistent solutions, in which there is only a half-hearted or temporary
rejéction of one of the propositions that together constitute the ‘pljoblem. In
these, one of the constituent propositions is explicitly rejected, but it is covertly
reasserted or assumed elsewhere in the system.

an English poet, writes in An Essay on Man (Epistle 1, lines 290-91):
nderstood; / All partial Evil, universal Good.” [D. C. ABEL] |
ake of identifying ethical goodness with a “natural” object.

‘Alexander Pope (1688-1744),
“All Discord, Harmony, not u
“naturalistic fallacy”: the alleged mist
[D. C. AsrL)
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B. FALLACIOUS SOLUTIONS

which explicitly reject but implicitly
there are definitely fallaq_onS sol.
uent propositions, but implicitly
ent that explains away the

hearted solutions-,
opositlons, :
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, ’ f its constituent propositions. These must

icti i bandoning any 0 o
tradiction without 2 e tatement of the problem, but it is not

be fallacious, as we can see from the very s - :
so easy to see in each case precisely where the fallacy lies. I suggest that in all

cases the fallacy has the general form suggested above: I-n oroer to solve the
problem one (or perhaps more) of its constituent p.roposmons is given up, but
in such a way that it appears to have been retained, and can therefore be
asserted without qualification in other contexts. Sometimes there is a further
complication: The supposed solution moves to and fro between, say, two of the
constituent propositions, at one point asserting the first of these but covertly
abandoning the second, at another point asserting the second but covertly aban-
doning the first. These fallacious solutions often turn upon some equivocation’
with the words “good” and “evil,” or upon some vagueness about the way in
wh}‘ch good and evil are opposed to one another, or about how much is meant
EOY eiﬁﬁf‘iﬁg:e-f;ﬁiriggoiie g) tex.:;ml'luso some of these so-called solutioos, ond
whether an adequate solution cemalllo b S o Sh?u Figrean i
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discussmx_m [t is, perhaps, the most common theistic view, but I think that
some tl.mlsts at least have maintained that God can do what is logically
ln?P()SS‘b]e Many theists, at any rate, have held that logic itself is created or
lal'd dowq by God, that logic is the way in which God arbitrarily chooses to
think. (This is, of course, parallel to the ethical view that morally right actions
are those that. God arbitrarily chooses to command, and the two views
encounter §1m1lar difficulties.) And this account of logic is clearly inconsistent
with the view that God is bound by logical necessities—unless it is possible
for an omnipotent being to bind himself, an issue that we shall consider later,
when we come to the paradox of omnipotence. This solution of the problem
of evil cannot, therefore, be consistently adopted along with the view that
logic is itself created by God.

But, secondly, this solution denies that evil is opposed to good in our origi-
nal sense. If good and evil are counterparts, a good thing will not “eliminate evil
as far as it can.” Indeed, this view suggests that good and evil are not strictly
qualities of things at all. Perhaps the suggestion is that good and evil are related
in much the same way as great and small. Certainly, when the term “great” is
used relatively as a condensation of “greater than so-and-so,” and “small” is
used correspondingly, greatness and smallness are counterparts and cannot
exist without each other. But in this sense greatness is not a quality, not an intrin-
sic feature of anything; and it would be absurd to think of a movement in favor
of greatness and against smallness in this sense. Such a movement would be
self-defeating, since relative greatness can be promoted only by a simultaneous
promotion of relative smallness. I feel sure that no theists would be content to
regard God’s goodness as analogous to this—as if what he supports were not
the good but the better, and as if he had the paradoxical aim that all things should
be better than other things.

This point is obscured by the fact that “great” and “small” seem to have an
absolute as well as a relative sense. I cannot discuss here whether there is
absolute magnitude or not, but if there is, there could be an absolute sense for
“great,” it could mean of at least a certain size, and it would make sense to speak
of all things getting bigger, of a universe that was expanding al.l over, and there-
fore it would make sense to speak of promoting greatness. But in this sense grgat
and small are not logically necessary counterparts: Either quality §ould e>.<15t
without the other. There would be no logical impossibility in everything’s being

small or in everything’s being great. " ” p "
Neither in the absolute nor in the relative sense, then, of “great” and “small
do these terms provide an analogy of the sort that would be needed to support

this solution of the problem of evil. In neither case are greatness and smallness

both necessary counterparts and mutually opposed forces or possible objects for

support and attack.

It may be replied that good
way as any quality and its logi
only if nonredness also occurs.
they are not logical opposites, an
show that they are counterparts in
Let us assume that this could be given.

d and evil are necessary counterparts in the same
cal opposite. Redness can occur, it is suggested,
But unless evil is merely the privation of good,
d some further argument would be needed to

the same way as genuine logical opposites.
There is still doubt of the correctness of
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i .+ have a real opposite: [ sugog
that a uality must o
ile that gverything should be, say, red, that the tryg,

the metaphysicaP princip!
hould not notice redness, and s e

that it is not really imposs!

: i thing were red we shou i .
15h melgelgr :gartl c1)f ;chrly”re dg' we observe and g1ve names to qualities only if they
should ha ’

have real opposites If so, the principle that a term must have an opposite woulg
av - /

ht and would not be an ontological

to our language or to our thought, . ntologica

biﬁ?{g ;)enlzng Ocorresion%ingly’ the rule that good cannot exist without ev]
woulcf m;t stat,e a logical necessity of a sort that God would just have to put up
with. God might have made everything good, though we should not have
noticed it if he had.

But, finally, even if we concede that this is an ontological principle, it will

provide a solution for the problem of evil only if one is prepared to say, “Evil
exists, but only just enough evil to serve as the counterpart of good.” I doubt
whether any theist will accept this. After all, the ontological requirement that
nonredness should occur would be satisfied even if all the universe, except for
a minute speck, were red, and, if there were a corresponding requirement for
evil as a counterpart to good, a minute dose of evil would presumably do. But
theists are not usually willing to say, in all contexts, that all the evil that occurs
is a minute and necessary dose.

2. “Evil is necessary as a means to good.”

It is sometimes .suggested that evil is necessary for good not as a counterpart
bl:(t)t?]se;rgfean?i Iniits s.1mp1e. form t'his has little plausibility as a solution of the
Iljt wotld B eezlc;zzlsr;l:e];;ofﬁntous}y implies a severe res.tric:tion of God’s power
means, so that if God has t 2t PaUCannot have a certain end without a certa
to at lelast some cau I?S . mtr(-)duce e_Vﬂ as a means to good, he must be subject
means by omni oteia aT\ﬁ_ Thls certainly conflicts with what a theist norm{lUY
with the view P'c)hat c(;e. 1 ? view of God as limited by causal laws also conflicts
widely held than the eyl th_ems‘?lVeS made by God, which 1s mqre
would, indeed, be resccl)rrzsl.)o.ndmg view about the laws of logic. This COT\ftht
himself, and fhis pOssi(l))i\II? ;f It were possible for an omnipotent being to bI"
can be given to this quesgy a;snu to be considered. Unless a favorable aisWe"
good solves the Pl’Oblen;l ;’fl‘le, \:ileOSLllggeStion that evil is necessary as a means tO
tions, either that God is OmniPOte:t }érbt)l: de?ylng one of its constituent propos!

at “omnipotent” means what it says:

3. “The universe i
e is bett ith < )
no evil.” er with some evil in it than it could be if there were

d by an aesth
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that somehow add to th.e beaqty of the work as a whole. Alternatively, it may be
workgd gut mf cormec.tlon W1th the notion of progress, that the best poss:ible
Orgmlzaﬁon 0 th(? universe Wlll not be static, but progressive, that the gradual
overcoming of evil by good is really a finer thing than would be the eternal
unchallenged supremacy of good.
In either case, t.hIS so}ution usually starts from the assumption that the evil
whose existence gives rise to the problem of evil is primarily what is called
physical evil, that 1s. to say, pain. In Hume’s® rather half-hearted presentation
of the problem -of evil, the evils that he stresses are pain and disease, and those
who reply to him argue that the existence of pain and disease makes possible
the existence of sympathy, benevolence, heroism, and the gradually success-
ful struggle of doctors and reformers to overcome these evils. In fact, theists
often seize the opportunity to accuse those who stress the problem of evil of
taking a low, materialistic view of good and evil, equating these with pleasure
and pain, and of ignoring the more spiritual goods that can arise in the
struggle against evils.
But let us see exactly what is being done here. Let us call pain and misery
“first-order evil” or “evil (1).” What contrasts with this, namely pleasure and
happiness, will be called “first-order good” or “good (1).” Distinct from this is
“second-order good” or “good (2),” which somehow emerges in a complex sit-
uation in which evil (1) is a necessary component—logically, not merely
causally, necessary. (Exactly how it emerges does not matter: In the crudest ver-
sion of this solution, good (2) is simply the heightening of happiness by the con-
trast with misery; in other versions it includes sympathy with suff.ermg,
heroism in facing danger, and the gradual decrease of first-order evil and
increase of first-order good.) It is also being assumed that second-c?rder good is
more important than first-order good or evil, in particular that it more than
outweighs the first-order evil it involves. _
Now this is a particularly subtle attempt to solve the problem of. eyll. 1It
defends God’s goodness and omnipotence on the ground that (ona s.uf.f1c1e1:it y
long view) this is the best of all logically possible vyorlds, becausg it inclu ﬁs
the important second-order goods, and yet it admits that real. ev1ls—name}?/
first-order evils—exist. But does it still hold that good and evil are opposgd.
Not, clearly, in the sense that we set out origina!ly. Good does not telznd to fthg—
inate evil in general. Instead, we have a modified, a more Com}zi ex pa.1 ?for.
First-order good (for example, happiness) .contras.ts with f}lIrstjorl er eYlsome
example, misery): These two are opposed in a fairly mec a_mc.a vf/iizé_order
second-order goods (for example, benevolence) try to 'max1m}112.e i
good and minimize first-order evil; but God's goodness is not this, 1 d1’s ' d-
the will to maximize second-order good. We might, ther'“’f‘cl’\;ﬁ',lcag_(zzccso%i? -
ness an example of a third-order goodness, Or good (3)5 l'fn ;0 eTRAnROn
different from our original one, it might well be held to' ehan : dI:i) G nasedn
it, to give a more accurate description of the way in which goo PP

evil, and to be consistent with the essential theist position.
———————

*David Hume (1711-1776) was a Scottish philosopher and historian;
[D.C. Apgy)

for a biography, see p. 46.
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ons to this solution.
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ili this objection.
1 lausibility, so I should not press . :
pe w‘;g;osr(:g;; Izt follows }f,rom this solution that God is not in our sense benevo-

lent or sympathetic: He is not conce.rned to minimize ev1fl (1), E;lt t(});li}s,tto pro-
mote good (2); and this might be a disturbing concluglon or some 5.
But, thirdly, the fatal objection is this. Our analysm shows clgarly the possi-
bility of the existence of a second-order evil, an evil (2) contrasting with good
(2) as evil (1) contrasts with good (1). This would include malevolence, cruelty,
callousness, cowardice, and states in which good (1) is decreasing and evil
(1) increasing. And just as good (2) is held to be the important kind of good, the
kind that God is concerned to promote, so evil (2) will, by analogy, be the impor-
tant kind of evil, the kind that God, if he were wholly good and omnipotent,

would eliminate. And yet evil (2) plainly exists, and indeed most theists (in
other contexts) stress its existence more than that of evil (1). We should, there-

fore, state the problem of evil in terms of second-order evil, and against this
form of the problem the present solution is useless.

An attempt might be made to use this solution again, at a higher level, to
expla%n the occurrence of _ev1l (2). Indeed, the next main solution that we shall
examine does just this, with the help of some new notions. Without any fresh

notions, such a solution would have 1 ibili
hatillpéeiy that fhgemea o e little plausibility. For example, we could
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some important evils, it must be argued that it is better on the whole that men
shguld act free?ly, and sometimes err, than that they should be innocent automata,
acting .rlght]y in a wholly determined way. Freedom, that is to say, is now treated
as a third-order good, and as being more valuable than second-order goods (such
as sympathy and heroism) would be if they were deterministically® produced,
and it is being assumed that second-order evils, such as cruelty, are logically
necessary accompaniments of freedom, just as pain is a logically necessary
precondition of sympathy.

[ think that this solution is unsatisfactory primarily because of the incoher-
ence of the notion of freedom of the will. But I cannot discuss this topic
adequately here, although some of my criticisms will touch upon it.

First, I should query the assumption that second-order evils are logically
necessary accompaniments of freedom. I should ask this: If God has made men
such that in their free choices they sometimes prefer what is good and some-
times what is evil, why could he not have made men such that they always
freely choose the good? If there is no logical impossibility in a man’s freely
choosing the good on one, or on several occasions, there cannot be a logical
impossibility in his freely choosing the good on every occasion. God was not,
then, faced with a choice between making innocent automata and making
beings who, in acting freely, would sometimes go wrong; there was open to him
the obviously better possibility of making beings who would act freely but
always go right. Clearly, his failure to avail himself of this possibility is incon-
sistent with his being both omnipotent and wholly good.

If it is replied that this objection is absurd, that the making of some wrong
choices is logically necessary for freedom, it would seem that “freedom” must
here mean complete randomness or indeterminacy, including randomness with
regard to the alternatives good and evil—in other words, that men’s choices and
consequent actions can be “free” only if they are not determined by their char-
acters. Only on this assumption can God escape the responsibility for men'’s
actions; for if he made them as they are, but did not determine their wrong
choices, this can only be because the wrong choices are not determined by men
as they are. But then if freedom is randomness, how can it be a characteristic of
will? And, still more, how can it be the most important good? What value or
merit would there be in free choices if these were random actions that were not
determined by the nature of the agent?

I conclude that to make this solution plausible two different senses of “free-
dom” must be confused, one sense that will justify the view that freedom is a
third-order good, more valuable than other goods would be without it, and
another sense, sheer randomness, to prevent us from ascribing to God a deci-
sion to make men such that they sometimes go wrong when he might have
made them such that they would always freely go right.

This criticism is sufficient to dispose of this solution. But besides this there
is a fundamental difficulty in the notion of an omnipotent God creating men

———
*deterministically: in accordance with determinism, the doctrine that all events are determined by
Preceding causes and that we can never act otherwise than we do. [D. C. ABEL]
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with free will, for if men’s wills are really free this must 12;3(13.:?{1?0“ God
cannot control them—that is, that God is 1O longer, (m:h Il h ~1. "
objected that God'’s gift of freedom to men does not .mca;w , a '1T~( ( émot COntro)
their wills, but that he always refrains from S’OHtrOl‘lmg, L T;Ir “{1’ b‘l ut why, we
may ask, should God refrain from controlling evil wills? ,W y s'mu'ld he not
leave men free to will rightly, but intervene when he sees them beginning to wj
wrongly? If God could do this, but does not, and if h.e is whol_ly good : the only
explane;tion could be that even a wrong free act of will is not really evil, that jtg
freedom is a value that outweighs its wrongness, so that there would be a Jogg
of value if God took away the wrongness and the freedom together. But this i
utterly opposed to what theists say about sin in other contexts. The present soly-
tion of the problem of evil, then, can be maintained only in the form that Gog
has made men so free that he cannot control their wills.

This leads us to what I call the paradox of omnipotence: Can an omnipotent
being make things that he cannot subsequently control? Or, what is practically
equivalent to this, can an omnipotent being make rules that then bind himself?
(These are practically equivalent because any such rules could be regarded as
setting certain things beyond his control, and vice versa.) The second of these
formulations is relevant to the suggestions that we have already met, that an
omnipotent God creates the rules of logic or causal laws, and is then bound
by them.

It is clear that this is a paradox: The questions cannot be answered satisfac-
torily either in the affirmative or in the negative. If we answer “Yes,” it follows
that if God actually makes things that he cannot control, or makes rules that bind
himself, he is not omnipotent once he has made them; there are then things that

hg cannot do. But if we answer “No,” we are immediately asserting that there are
things that he cannot do—that is to say, that he is already not omnipotent.

he question that sets this paradox is not a proper

question, it lies in the notion of om
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Before suggesting a solution of this paradox, [ wou
a parallel paradox of sovereignty. Can a le
its own future legislative powér? For ex
make a law forbidding any future parliam
bidding the future repeal of this law its
which was legally sovereign in Australia
of laws, which made it no longer soverei
tive nor the negative answer is really sa
we should be admitting the validity o
would mean that parliament was nz) |

“No,” we should be admitting that there is a law, not logically absurd, which
parliament cannot validly make—that is, that parliament is not now a legal sov-
ereign. This paradox can be solved in the following way. We should distinguish
between first-order laws, that is, laws governing the actions of individuals and
bodies other than the legislature; and second-order laws, that is, laws about
laws, laws governing the actions of the legislature itself. Correspondingly, we
should distinguish two orders of sovereignty, first-order sovereignty (sover-
eignty (1)), which is unlimited authority to make first-order laws; and second-
order sovereignty (sovereignty (2)), which is unlimited authority to make
second-order laws. If we say that parliament is sovereign we might mean that
any parliament at any time has sovereignty (1), or we might mean that parlia-
ment has both sovereignty (1) and sovereignty (2) at present, but we cannot
without contradiction mean both that the present parliament has sovereignty
(2) and that every parliament at every time has sovereignty (1), for if the pres-
ent parliament has sovereignty (2) it may use it tq take away the sovereignty
(1) of later parliaments. What the paradox shows is that we cannot ascribe to
any continuing institution legal sovereignty in an mcluswe sense. ¥
The analogy between omnipotence and sovereignty shov-vs.that 'th}:s‘ l};atra egﬁ
of omnipotence can be solved in a similar way..We must dlStlngUIst ectv-vand
first-order omnipotence (omnipotence (1)), that is, .unlqultefi };owereste:) dleter-
second-order omnipotence (omnipotence (2)), that is, unlimited p Owtl . £
mine what powers to act things shall have. Then we_could con51§ten y say :
P : if so no beings at any time have pow
God all the time has omnipotence (1), butif s & G st-onge Hidtad
ers to act independently of God. Or. we’could say that orsato i
omnipotence (2), and used it to assign indepencel POVE B 0L L L
things, so that God thereafter did not have omnipotence (1. continuing belng
dox shows is that we cannot consistently ascribe to any
omnipotence in an inclusive sense. _ 1t God
Aliloaelternative solution of this par AdoX WO-UId 39; SI}I:SP ;}c,titgncie;yaltlt.lgut on
is a continuing being, that any tim R 'be it 5 o meaning can be given
this assumption (which also kcllas difrilc\:,\];ljltt;\exs/v (i)lfl ;tz (;J‘f/\lfgg ?hat gl PN
t ion that God made me : : ide time,
tﬁ etr};e. "?“;See :;t:;: dtox of omnipotence bclan befa;"zllcl‘;iﬁgtpggt;:\%eg(i)rcll t(;'llgsway, and
i ' the problem o : , s
zgltl;}lllilfirte fem;]iriglssggszifble tg hold that an omnipotent God binds imsed oy

causal or logical laws.
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CONCLUSION

ons of the problem of evil thqt we have examined, none
has stood up to criticism. There may be other solutaons thalt' ;esq:]l:fi ;—‘Xﬁn;ma-
tion, but this study strongly suggests that there 1s n.o vali | n 0 'the
problem that does not modify at least one .of the constltuenf p.ropos%t%ons ina
way that would seriously affect the essential core of the theistic position.
Quite apart from the problem of evil, the paradox of omnipotence has
shown that God’s omnipotence must in any case be restricted in one way or
another, that unqualified omnipotence cannot be ascribed to any being that
continues through time. And if God and his actions are not in time, can
omnipotence, or power of any sort, be meaningfully ascribed to him?

Of the proposed soluti




READING 10 An Irenaean Theodicy
John Hick

John Hick ek b‘?m in 1922 in Scarborough, England. He received his master’s degree
from th(-e U-mversnty of Edinburgh in Scotland in 1948 and his doctorate from Oxford
ety 1o o, .He spent the next three years studying theology at Westminster
Theological College in Cambridge, England. Hick then served as a Presbyterian minister
in Northumberland, England. In 1956 he came to the United States, where he taught at
Cornell University for three years and at Princeton Theological Seminary for five years.
Returning to England in 1964, he taught at Cambridge University for three years and then
was named H. G. Wood Professor of Theology at the University of Birmingham. From
1982 until his retirement in 1992, Hick was Danforth Professor of the Philosophy of
Religion and director of the Blaisdell Programs in World Religions and Cultures at the
Claremont Graduate School in California. He currently lives in Birmingham, England,
where he is a Fellow of the Institute for Advanced Research in the Humanities at the
University of Birmingham.

Hick’s publications include Philosophy of Religion (1963; 4th ed., 1990); Evil and the
God of Love (1966; 2d ed., 1977); Arguments for the Existence of God (1971); An Interpreta-
tion of Religion: Human Responses to the Transcendent (1989; 2d ed., 2004); The Metaphor
of God Incarnate (1993; 2d ed., 2006); The Fifth Dimension: An Exploration of the Spiritual
Realm (1999); and The New Frontier of Religion and Science: Religious Experience,
Neuroscience, and the Transcendent (2006).

Our reading is from Hick’s 1981 article “An Irenaean Theodicy.” Theodicy is an attempt
to “justify God” in the sense of showing that the existence of evil in the world is compati-
ble with belief in an all-good and all-powerful God who created and governs the world.
(The word “theodicy” is formed from the Greek nouns theos [“God"] and dike [“law,
right”].) Hick develops a theodicy based on the views of Irenaeus, as 2nd-century Christian
theologian. A tenable theodicy, Hick explains, must be internally coherent and must be
consistent with both the religious tradition on which it is based (in this case, the Christian
tradition) and the data of science. Hick argues that most widely accepted Christian theod-
icy, which is based on the thought of the theologian Augustine (354-430), is untenable
because it is inconsistent with the contemporary scientific account of the origin of the
human species. Hick proposes that we replace Augustinian theod?cy w!th an lrenaean one.
Although Irenaeus himself did not develop a theodicy, his theological view that humankind
was created in two stages (the “image” of God and the “likeness” of .God) can be c}eveloped
into a theodicy that integrates Christian belief with modern evolution thef)ry. Hick argues
the existence of evil is necessary if human beings, at the present state of their growth toward
spiritual maturity, are to fulfill their potential to love God freely and to achlelve t_I:I.mOS;
valuable kind of moral goodness. Hick concludes by noting that tbe ul-tlmate E ausi hu ity of
his Irenaean theodicy requires belief in “a continuation of our lives in another sphere o

existence after bodily death.”
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[I. INTRODUCTION]

Can a world in which sadistic cruelty often has its' way, In Wh]d.l selfish love.
lessness is so rife, in which there are debilitating diseases, cripphng accidents,
bodily and mental decay, insanity, and all manner of natiiral disas.ters be
regarded as the expression of infinite creative ggodness? Ceitainly all this coyjq
never by itself lead anyone to believe in the existence of a limitlessly Powerfy
God. And yet even in a world that contains these things, Innumerable men apg
women have believed and do believe in the reality of an infinite creative g0od-
ness, which they call God. The theodicy project starts.ai this point, with an
already operating belief in God, embodied in human living, and attempts ¢,
show that this belief is not rendered irrational by the fact of evil. It attempts ¢,
explain how it is that the universe, assumed to be created and ultimately ryjeg
by a limitlessly good and limitlessly powerful Being, is as it is, including all the
pain and suffering and all the wickedness and folly that we find around us ang
within us. The theodicy project is thus an exercise in metaphysical construction,
in the sense that it consists in the formation and criticism of large-scale
hypotheses concerning the nature and process of the universe.

Since a theodicy both starts from and tests belief in the reality of God, it nat-
urally takes different forms in relation to different concepts of God. In this paper
Ishall be discussing the project of a specifically Christian theodicy; I shall not be
attempting the further and even more difficult work of comparative theodicy,
leading in turn to the question of a global theodicy.

The two main demands upon a theodicy hypothesis are (1) that it be inter-
nally coherent, and (2) that it be consistent with the data both of the religious
tradition on which it is based, and of the world, in respect both of the latter's
general character as revealed by scientific inquiry and of the specific facts of
moral and natural evil. These two criteria demand, respectively, possibility
and plausibility.

Traditionally, Christian theology has centered upon the concept of God as
both limitlessly powerful and limitlessly good and loving; and it is this concept
of deity that gives rise to the problem of evil as a threat to theistic faith. The
threat was definitively expressed in Stendhal’s bombshell, “The only excuse for
God is that he does not exist!”! The theodicy project is the attempt to offer a dif-
ferent view of the universe that is both possible and plausible and that does not
ignite Stendhal’s bombshell.

Christian ihought has always included a certain range of variety, and in the
area of theodicy it offers . th broad types of approach. The Augustinian
approach, representing i:mtil fairly recently the majority report of the Christian
mind, hinges upon tiie idea .Of the Fall [of the human race through the sin of
Adam and Eve], which has in turn brought about the disharmony of natur¢
This type of theodlcy is cieveloped today as “the free will defense.” The Irenat;‘aﬂ
approach, representing in the pasta minority report, hinges upon the creation

IStendhal (1783-1842) was the pen name of Marie-Henri Beyle, a French writer. [D. C. ABEL, Fl yiTOR]
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of humankin.d through the evolutionary process as an immature creature living
in a challenging and therefore person-making world. I shall indicate very briefly

why I do not find the first type of theodicy satisfactory, and then spend the
remainder of this paper in exploring the second type.

[1l. AUGUSTINIAN THEODICY]

In recent years the philosophical discussion of the problem of evil has been
dominated by the free will defense. A major effort has been made by Alvin
Plantinga and a number of other Christian philosophers to show that it is log-
ically possible that a limitlessly powerful and limitlessly good God is respon-
sible 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, mis-
use their freedom by falling into sin. In that case it would be logically impos-
sible for God to have created a world containing free beings and yet not
containing sin and the suffering that 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 angels
and then human beings—and a consequent going wrong of the physical world,
is not logically impossible. I am in fact doubtful whether their argument is
sound, and will return to the question later. But even if it should be sound, I sug-
gest that their argument wins only a Pyrrhic victory,? since the logical possibil-
ity that it would establish is one that, 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 temptation by the devil, as
myth rather than as history; and they believe that so far from having been cre-
ated finitely perfect and then falling, 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 prescientific 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 speaking, 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 radically implausible, must look elsewhere for light on the
problem of evil.

————

iP yrrhic victory: a victory gained at excessive cost. [D. C. ABEL]
Joshua 10:12-13. [D. C. ABEL)
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[i1l. AN IRENAEAN THEODICY]

need in the main alternative stranq of
portant constructive suggestions by the
earlv Hellenistic Fathers of the Church, particularly St. l.renaeus (120—2(?2 B.CE,)
Irenaeus himself did not develop a theodicy, but he did—together with othey
Greek-speaking Christian writers of that ‘pe'rlod, .such as C‘lemem of
Alexandria—build a framework of thought within which a theoglcy became
possible that does not depend upon the idea of the Fall, and that is consonant

he origins of the human race. . ..

with modern knowledge concerning t _
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” 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 long evolu-
tionary process, as intelligent ethical and religious animals. The human being is
an animal, one of the varied forms of earthly life and continuous as such with
the whole realm of animal existence. But the human being is uniquely intelli-
gent, having evolved a large and immensely complex brain. Further, the human
being is ethical—that is, a gregarious as well as an intelligent animal, able to
realize and respond to the complex demands of social 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 beings and powers. This then is
early Homo sapiens, the intelligent social animal capable of awareness of the
divine. But early Homo sapiens is not the Adam and Eve of Augustinian theol-
ogy, living in perfect harmony with self, with nature, and with God. On the con-
trary, the life of this being must have been a constant struggle against a hostile
environment, and capable of savage violence against one’s fellow human
beings, particularly outside one’s own immediate group; and this being’s con-
cepts of the divine were primitive and often bloodthirsty. Thus existence “in the
image of God” was a potentiality 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 cre-
tures, 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 stag®
of which we are a part, the intelligent, ethical, and religious animal is being
br-ought t}:rough pne’s own free responses into what Irenaeus called the divineé
”hk-eness.‘ e His conception of a two-stage creation of the human, with per-
fection l‘ymg in the future rather than in the past, is of fundamental importance
S T e .
though he' treated it as a relativel mg;?lo fus tEni, quesge (HEGa o aa;
the infinite crime and cosmic disister ?l'rl ik Youthful i rather_ S
at has ruined the whole creation- °V
tqday we can acknowledgg 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 achild

of God.” ...

ght that we

[ believe that we find the li '
s back to1m

Christian thinking, which goe

‘Genesis 1:26 states that God created human beings inCod’s S SN C ABELl
ikeness. .G
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Let us now try to formulate a contemporary version of the Irenaean type of
theodicy, based on this suggestion of the initial creation of humankind, not as a
finitely perfect, but as an immature creature at the beginning of a long process
of further growth and development. We may begin by asking why one should
have been created as an imperfect and developing creature rather than as
the perfect being whom God is presumably intending to create. The answer,
I think, consists in two considerations that converge in their practical
implications—one concerned with the human’s relationship to God and the
other with the relationship to other human beings. As to the first, we could have
the picture of God creating finite beings, whether angels or persons, directly in
his own presence, so that in being conscious of that which is other than one’s self
the creature is automatically conscious of God, the limitless divine reality and
power, goodness and love, knowledge and wisdom, towering above one’s self.
In such a situation the disproportion between Creator and creatures would be
so great that the latter would have no freedom in relation to God; they would
indeed not exist as independent autonomous persons. For what freedom could
finite beings have in an immediate consciousness of the presence of the one who
has created them, who knows them through and through, who is limitlessly
powerful as well as limitlessly loving and good, and who claims their total
obedience? In order to be a person, exercising some measure of genuine free-
dom, the creature must be brought into existence, not in the immediate divine
presence, but at a “distance” from God. This “distance” cannot of course be spa-
tial; for God is omnipresent. It must be an epistemic® distance, a distance in the
cognitive dimension. And the Irenaean hypothesis is that this “distance” con-
sists, in the case of humans, in their existence within and as part of a world that
functions as an autonomous system and from within which God is not over-
whelmingly evident. . . . In such a world one can exist as a person over against
the Creator. One has space to exist as a finite being, a space created by the
epistemic distance from God and protected by one’s basic cognitive freedom,
one’s freedom to open or close oneself to the dawning awareness of God that is
experienced naturally by a religious animal.

This Irenaean picture corresponds, I suggest, to our actual human situation.
Emerging within the evolutionary process as part of the continuum of animal life,
in a universe that functions in accordance with its own laws and whose workings
can be investigated and described without reference to a Creator, the human
being has a genuine, even awesome, freedom in relation to one’s Maker. The
human being is free to acknowledge and worship God; and is free—particularly
since the emergence of human individuality and the beginnings of critical
consciousness during the first millennium B.C.E.—to doubt the reality of God.

Within such a situation there is the possibility of the human being coming
freely to know and love one’s Maker. Indeed, if the end-state that God is seeking
to bring about is one in which finite persons have come in their own freedom to
know and love him, this requires creating them initially in a state that is not that
of their already knowing and loving him. For it is logically impossible to create
beings already in a state of having come into that state by their own free choices,
SRR
“epistemic: relating to knowledge. [D. C. ABEL]
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The other consideration, which converges u"ith this in pointing to SOme.
thing like the human situation as we experience it, concerns ?urrhuman Mory)
nature. We can approach it by asking why humans ShOUId_n("‘ have been creapey
at this epistemic distance from God, and yet at the same time as morally perfo,
beings. . . . _ _ : _

Why was humanity not initially created in possession of all the_ Virtues,
instead of having to acquire them through the- 101-1g hard sfruggle of life as e
know it? The answer, I suggest, appeals to the prm_c1ple that virtues tljla.t have beg,
formed within the agent as a hard-won deposit of his own right decisions in sit,.
ations of challenge and temptation, are intrinsically more valuable than virtyes
created within him ready-made and without any effort on his own part. This prip.
ciple expresses a basic value judgment that cannot be established by argument,
but that one can only present, in the hope that it will be as morally plausible, ang
indeed compelling, to others as to oneself. It is, to repeat, the judgment that 3
moral goodness which exists as the agent’s initial given nature, without ever hay-
ing been chosen by him in the face of temptations to the contrary, is intrinsically
less valuable than a moral goodness that has been built up through the agent’s
own responsible choices through time in the face of alternative possibilities.

If, then, God’s purpose was to create finite persons embodying the most
valuable kind of moral goodness, he would have to create them, not as already
perfect beings but rather as imperfect creatures who can then attain to the more
valuable kind of goodness through their own free choices as, in the course of
their personal and social history, new responses prompt new insights—opening
up new moral possibilities and providing a milieu in which the most valuable
kind of moral nature can be developed.

We have thus far, then, the hypothesis that one is created at an epistemic dis-
tance from God in order to come freely to know and love the Maker; and that
one is at the same time created as a morally immature and imperfect being in
order to attain through freedom the most valuable quality of goodness. The end
sought, according to this hypothesis, is the full realization of the human poten-
tialities in a unitary spiritual and moral perfection in the divine kingdom. And
the question we have to ask is whether humans as we know them, and the world
as we know it, are compatible with this hypothesis. . . .

As animal organisms integral to the whole ecology of life, we are pro-
grz?mmed for survival. In pursuit of survival, primitives not only killed other
ar.nmals for food but fgught other human beings when their vital interests con-
flicted. The life of pre!ustoric persons must indeed have been a constant struggle
to stay alive, prolo’ggmg an existence that was, in Hobbes's phrase, “poor, nasty’
bmt{sh and sho.rt. And in his bgsic animal self-regardingness humankind was
anfi is, mo‘rally imperfect. I.n. saying this Tam assuming that the essence of mor.al
evil is se;lflshn_ess, the §acr1f1C}ng of others to one’s own interests. It consists, I
Kantlaln terminology, In treating others, not as ends in themselves, but as means
to one’s own ends. This is what the surviva] instinct demands. And yet we are

“Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, Part I, Chapte g, = “
[D p ABEL] pter X"[ HObbes (1588—-1679) was an English Phlll)-"oph"r

"Kantian: based on the thought of the German philosopher Immanuel Kant (1724-1804). [D- C. ApkL]
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also capable of love, of self-giving in a common cause, of a conscience that
responds to others in their needs and dangers. And with the development
civilization we see the growth of moral insight, the glimpsing and gradual
assimilation of higher ideals, and tension between our animality and our ethical
values. But that the human being has a lower as well as a higher 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 selfishness, is inevitable given
one’s continuity with the other forms of animal life. Further, the human animal
is not responsible for having come into existence as an animal. The ultimate
responsibility for humankind’s existence, as a morally imperfect 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 theodicy 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
which God is gradually creating children for himself out of human animals. For
itis as men and women freely respond to the claim of God upon their lives, trans-
muting their animality into the structure of divine worship, that the creation of
humanity is taking place. And in its concrete character this response consists in
every form of moral goodness, from unselfish love in individual personal rela-
tionships to the dedicated and selfless striving to end exploitation and to create
justice within and between societies.

But one cannot discuss moral evil without at the same time discussing the
nonmoral evil of pain and suffering. (I propose to mean by “pain” physical
pain, including the pains of hunger and thirst; and by “suffering” the mental
and emotional pain of loneliness, anxiety, remorse, lack of love, fear, grief,
envy, and so on.) 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, that is not productive of pain or suffering to anyone at any time. But 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, epilepsy,
Cancer, malaria, arthritis, rickets, meningitis, and so on—as well as with bro-
ken bones and other outcomes of physical accidents. 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
1}festyles, causing many disorders—not only lung cancer and cirrhosis of the
liver but Mmany cases of heart disease, stomach and other ulcers, strokes, and
S0 on—as well as accidents. But there remain nevertheless, in the natural
world itself, permanent causes of human pain and suffering. And we have to
ask why an unlimitedly good and unlimitedly powerful God should have
created so dangerous a world, both as regards its purely natural hazards of

of
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earthquake and flood and so on, and as regards the liability of the by,
body to so many ills, both psychosomatic and purely somatic.

The answer offered by the Irenaean type of the'oc%lcy follows from and
indeed integrally bound up with its account Qf the origin (_)f r?loral evil. We hyy,
the hypothesis of humankind being brought into being within the evolutionay,
process as a spiritually and morally immature c.reatgrfe, and then growing ang
developing through the exercise of freedom in this religiously ambiguous worjq
We can now ask what sort of a world would constitute an appropriate envirgp.
ment 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. . . . The
intellectual development of humanity has been due to interaction with an objec-
tive environment functioning in accordance with its own laws, an environment
that we have had actively to explore and to cooperate with in order to escape its
perils and exploit its benefits. In a world devoid both of dangers to be avoided
and rewards to be won we may assume that there would have been virtually no
development 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 pen-
alty of pain or death, is also basic to the development of one’s moral nature. For
it is because the world is one in which men and women can suffer harm—by
violence, disease, accident, starvation, and so on—that our actions affecting one
another have moral significance. A morally wrong act is, basically, one that
harms some part of the human community; while a morally right action is, o
the contrary, one that prevents or neutralizes harm or that preserves Or increases
human well being. 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 witha fixed
structure, and hence the possibility of damage and pain, but whose structufe_'ls
suspended or adjusted by special divine action whenever necessary to avoid
human pain. Thus, for example, in such a miraculously pain-free world oné
who falls accidentally off a high building would presumably float unharmed ©
the ground; bullets would become insubstantial when fired at a human bod}’i
poisons would cease to poison, water to drown; and so on. . . . But a world "
which there can be no pain or suffering would also be one in which there can bé
no moral .choi::':es -and hence no possibility of moral growth and developrr.ten.
Forina situation in which no one can ever suffer injury or be liable to pait 5
suffermg there would be no distinction between right and wrong action- °*~
action would be morally wrong, because no action could have harmful €015
quences; and likewise no action would be morally right in contrast to wronhgé
Whatever the Va‘lue.s of spch a world, it clearly could not serve a purpose of tre‘
development of its mha.lbltants _frgm self-regarding animality to self-giving lot\ed

Thus the .hy;')othes1s of a divine purpose in which finite persons ar cred L
at an epistemic distance fr'om God, in order that they may gradually become % ot
drer_l of God tbrough the1r' own moral and spiritual choices, requires t oA
er-1v1r0nment, metee}i\cil of bemg a pain free and stress-free paradise, be broadl)’uch
kind of world of which we find ourselves to be a part. It requires that jitbes

man



An Irenaean Theodicy John Hick o

as to provoke the theological problem of evil. For it requires that it be an envi-
ronment that offers challenges to be met, problems to be solved, dangers to be
faced, and that accordingly involves real possibilities of hardship, disaster, fail-
ure, 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. . ..

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 com-
patible with the existence of a Creator who is unlimited in both goodness and

ower. But is the hypothesis plausible as well as possible? The principal threat
to its plausibility comes, I 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 immaturity and
imperfection. But is it necessary that there should be the depths of demonic mal-
ice and cruelty that each generation has experienced, and that we have seen
above all in recent history in the Nazi attempt to exterminate the Jewish
population of Europe? Can any future fulfillment be worth such horrors? . . .

Concerning the intensity of natural evil, the truth is probably that our judg-
ments of intensity are relative. We might identify some form of natural evil as the
worst that there is—say the agony that can be caused by death from cancer—and
claim that a loving God would not have allowed this to exist. But in a world in
which there was no cancer, something else would then rank as the worst form of
natural evil. If we then eliminate this, something else; and so on. And the process
would continue until the world was free of all natural evil. For whatever form of
evil for the time being remained would be intolerable to the inhabitants of that
world. But in removing all occasions of pain and suffering, and hence all chal-
lenge and all need for mutual care, we should have converted the world from a
person-making into a static environment, which could not elicit moral growth. In
short, having accepted that a person-making world must have its dangers and
therefore also its tragedies, we must accept that whatever form these take will be
intolerable to the inhabitants of that world. There could not be a person-making
world devoid of what we call evil; and evils are never tolerable—except for the
sake of greater goods that may come out of them.

But accepting that a person-making environment must contain causes of pain
and suffering, and that no pain or suffering is going to be acceptable, one of the
most daunting and even terrifying features of the world is that calamity strikes
mdiscriminately. There is no justice in the incidence of disease, accident, disaster,
and tragedy. The righteous as well as the unrighteous are struck down by illness
and afflicted by misfortune. There is no security in goodness, but the good are as
likely as the wicked to suffer “the slings and arrows of outrageous fortune.”®

Prirstis
William Shakespeare, Hamlet, Act I1I, Scene 1, line 58. [D. C. ABEL]
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From the time of Job this fact has set a glz«.lring question mark agamst the
goodness of God. But let us suppose that things were otherwise. Let us sup-
pose that misfortune came upon humankind, not haphazardly"and th‘erefom
unjustly, but justly and therefore not haphe.lzardly. Let us SUPPO.bE tha.t Instead
of coming without regard to moral consxderatwng it was proportioned tg
desert, so that the sinner was punished and the virtuous rewarded.. Would
such a dispensation serve a person-making purpose? Surely not. For it would
be evident that wrong deeds bring disaster upon the agent whilst good deeds
bring health and prosperity; and in such a world truly moral action, action
done because it is right, would be impossible. The fact that natural evil is not

morally directed, but is a hazard that comes by chance, is thus an intrinsic
feature of a person-making world.

In other words, the very mystery of natural evil, the very fact that disasters
afflict human beings in contingent, undirected, and haphazard ways, is itself a
necessary feature of a world that calls forth mutual aid and builds up mutual
caring and love. Thus, on the one hand, it would be completely wrong to say
that God sends misfortune upon individuals, so that their death, maiming,
starvation, or ruin is God’s will for them. But, on the other hand, God has set
us in a world containing unpredictable contingencies and dangers, in which
unexpected and undeserved calamities may occur to anyone; because only in
such a world can mutual caring and love be elicited. As an abstract philosoph-
ical hypothesis, this may offer little comfort. But translated into religious

language it tells us that God’s good purpose enfolds the entire process of this
world, with all its good and bad cont

: _ 1d contingencies, and that even amidst tragic
calamity apd suffering we are still within the sphere of his love and are moving
towards his kingdom.

But there is one further all-important as
: ; , : pect of the Irenaean type of theod-
icy, W1tll10u‘t Wghlch all the foregomg would lose its plausibilit)):.PThiS = dhi
eschatological” aspect. Our hypothesis depicts persons as still in course of

eli-disclosures, through the
ious exPErii resulting religious traditions, and
s ?Ce' S.uch response always has an

1ot Sod is at the same time a growing

which we live. €sence makes upon the way in

But it is very evident that ¢

his g ¢
to perfect human community ; HE Sakmg Process, leading eventually

al—or at besthe On this Earth. It is not com-
only in the few who have attaine
‘eschatological: relating to eschatology, the bran

divine judgment, and the afterlife. [, ¢ i ch of theology th

at con sorld,
Yegoity: selfhood. [D. C. ABEL) cerns the end of the w¢
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to sanctification, or moksha," or nirvana® on this Earth. Clearly the enormous

majority of e 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.”"” And therefore if we are ever to reach the full realization of the
potentialities of our human nature, this can only be in a continuation of our
lives in another sphere of existence after bodily death. And it is equally evident
that the perfect all-embracing human community, in which self-regarding con-
cern 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 commu-
nity established at some future moment of earthly history. Thus if the unity of
humankind in God’s presence is ever to be realized 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 bodily death, and further living and grow-
ing towards that end-state. Without such an eschatological fulfillment, this
theodicy would collapse. . . .

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.

”mU,\’S”lH.' in H]ndu dOCtIu' le’ l'iber : I- i 'l_e - thh brln?)'s ( 1”][' ,Iete llbelahOll tIOIll

Abraham H. Maslow (New York: Harper, 1959), p. 156. J. HICK]



Introduction to Philosophy
First Exam

Address two of the following topics in no more than seven typed pages. Make
appropriate use in your answers of the course readings and of the critical analysis of

the readings in class.

1. How and why does Plato argue against the divine command theory of morality? How
does Plato’s critique of the Olympian deities pave the way for the later fusion of
Greek philosophy and Judaic-Christianity? Show how the dialogue, the Euthyphro,
embodies Plato’s conception of philosophy in terms of the allegory of the cave and

the divided line.

2. (a) Restate and critically examine Anselm’s ontological argument for the existence of
God. (b) Restate and critically examine one of Aquinas’ first three cosmological
arguments for the existence of God.

3. Does Paley’s design argument necessarily prove the existence of God conceived as a
supremely perfect being? Why or why not? Consider Dawkins’ and Hume’s
criticisms of the argument. How does Aquinas’ fifth cosmological argument differ
from the eighteenth-century deistic version of Paley? Does it succeed against
Dawkins? Why or why not?

4. Is belief in the existence of a supremely perfect deity corﬁpatible or incompatible vﬁth
natural and moral evil? Justify your answer. Work with Hick and Mackie.



