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ABSTRAGT - L

The problem of ev11 is mcnnt to show that the propositions
(A) "God exists and is all—good and omnlpotent " and (B) "The?p is
evil in the world," are 1oglca11y 1nconsistent and incompatible. -

Formulated in.this way, the probleh of evil confronts theism with the

.;%llowing dilcmma. If, on-the one.hand,.iﬂ can be shown.that proposi-

tions (A) and (B} are logically incompatible, therein lles a proof ‘of

.atheism ard the cnd of theism as a rational enterprise. If, on the ’

other. hand, prop051t10ns (A) and (B) are not logically 1ncompat1ble,
then religious and theologlcal utterances become, ‘on the basis of

Antony Flew's falsification challenge,'vacuoué and mcaﬁinglegs, and ¢\

-3
\

his

are, at bedt, pseudo-assertions. ] " “
The_ﬁurpbse of this -study ?s to attempt to resolve the above-
- N
mentioned dilemma by attacking both horns; that is, by showing that
both‘ﬁltcrnati;es are in fact faise. It is argued that propositions ;':
(A) and (B) are not logically incompatibie and that; a;ihough (B) °
does not falsify or count against (A}, religious languaée is'nénetﬁbless

- & .
meaningful. In order to substantiate this latter claim, a careful

study of thé-concept "méaning" is made to show why thévgalsfficétion
criterion of meaningfulness is not the”only-criygrion of meaningfulnéss;
bébuzhat the actual use bf any language provides a soﬁhd criterion.
In substantiating £he former claim, a careful examination of the
nature and use of such concepts as “omnipotence", “omniscience",
\ . ' | ) . -
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"ulIJEOOdnosd", ﬁnd “frecdom is made’ in order to comparc them u&

-t.hcy uppenr in the formulation of thc problem 01‘ evil with their
traditionul usages. \Next the whole qucution of Divine Omnipotonce,
Onniscicnce and Foreknowlcdgc, Divine Goodness and Human Frectom ~<}"
is discussed to show tpa£ the traditional Free Will Defcnce is valid
{in-thut it shows th&t not, éven ah amnipotent God could mske men such

L

‘that, they would always choose freely what js-fight. The notioﬁ of : \

a'perfect world, a world free of evil, sufferiné and defect, bis rRext
diséussed It iq argucd that a world free of evil and defect is
IOglcally impossiblc, and further that eventlf such a world were

\ possible, human life insofar as it involves moral developments and® v

, rationality would not be possigle. | |

- The iiscussion ends with a consideration of the attitude of

the religious belicver when faced with ex}irand suffering in the world.

It is my contention that, althoqph rellgidus pcople are affccted by
‘the. great deal of paln, evil and suffcrlng in the world their faith is

not threatened that 1s, they nced not {and do noz&\sivc up_ﬁheir belief

in a God of love. This does not mean that evil and suffcring do not -
affect the bclié&er, that he.is not concerned about tﬁem, for clearly
he is, He is constantly struggling with suffering and evil, all the
time trying to understand why these must be, _He may never understand’
why évilaand suffering must be, but he.does not relinquish hié belief
in éod because he kqows that evil will be overcome(i Others (non-

religious people} may never understand his attitude, but that is only

_ because they do riot share his beliefs.’ And it is hore that the whole

™~
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issue between the believer and the non-believer reaches (it seem '
! . . _ :
. - an unresolvable deadlock. ' :
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INTRODUCTION

The prbblem of evil is one of the oldest and most intractable
of theologicaliproblems. It is a problem-with whicﬁ every.sé}ious K;
religious person (and especially the Christian) must grapple, because
-he constantly has to reconcile the fact of evil and suffering in
the world with his belief in a good and loving Ged. Imagine a child
beiné told by his parents that God loves him, cares for him, that
this God who is all-powerful and all-good will ﬁrotect him and guard
him, -The child believgs all these things sincerely and is dﬁerwhelmed
by this powcrfﬁl all—loving God. Bubt he suddenly falls “victim"
to a ver& painful sickness — malignant cancer maybe., éor this child,

the suffering is more intense simply because he mipght wonder why his

God would allow him to go throﬁgh this pain and;sﬁféering. He might
even be férced to say fhat this.God is not gocd after all, or that

he does not love him after all.: The point here is-thatAthe problem

of evil and suffering is a very real proBlcm for every religious person,

‘ T——
even the most religious; witness the-prophets and even the Christ.

But that is not all. The problem of evii, }£ ﬁas been claimed
by some recent philOSOphers is much more sergous thén this; for when ip
is formulated as a loglcal problem, it threatens the rationality and
meanlngfulness of relzglon as a whole. As a 1oglcal problem, the problem
of evil is meant to sWow that the statements (A) "“God exlsts and is all-
good and omnipotent® and (B) fTheée is\e#il in the world" are logically

" inconsistent, and contradictory. And if indeed it can be shown that
. ‘

\

e



; therc are‘intcrna%,contrédictidns within theiom, this is enough to

call into question the rationality of the whole discipline and to,

. render religious language meanihyless. It is for this reason that-I
said above that the problem of evil is one of the most intractable of
theologlcal problems gog it is Wlth this problem that theism as a
rationai enterprise stands or falls. 'J.L.Mackie buts it this way:

Here it can be shown, not that relipgious.

beliefs lack rational support, but that
: . they are positively irrational, that the
several parts of the essential theolopgical
doctrine are inconsistent with one another,
so that the theologian can maintain his
position as a whole only by 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 dlsgrovod from other beliefs

.

that he also holds.

Now when the problem of evil is’formulatéd as a logical pfgblem,

it does not count only against the rationality of religioﬁs.bgliefs,

but also against tge meanfgéfulneés-of religiaous statements and utter-
\ ances.Q‘The quest&on of the meaningfulness of relié;oﬁs language ha§
received, in recent years, a great deal of a£tpntion in Anélo—American
Analytic Phllosophy. 2 It has.been claimed that religious statements
are no more than emotlonal or attltudlndl ejaculatlona'whlch express
the user's feelings and state of mlnﬁ. These statements are ‘not

stapeménts of fact in the sense that tHe étatement, "It is raining,“‘

is a statement of fact, but are like expressions of approval or dis-

1e J.lL.Mackie, "Evil and Omnlpote"ce " in N.Pike, ed. God and Evil,

ppo 1.+6—L7-

"For a concise and illuminating survey of the recent discussion
of religious language in Anzlo- a—American Analytic Phllo.lophy,~ see
W.T Blackstone, The Problem o: Religious Knowledge.

LY



approval. Hhat this means is that whereas it is possible to verify
(or fhlsify) empirically the statement, "It is raining," it is not

l poSSible (it is claimed) to verify empirlcally "God exists," or

"God loveu us." (For example, when someone says, "God loves me," he
~

is saying no more than "I am happy.") It is not even pDaSlblC Lo -
verlfy the latter btatementu in principle: that 19, to say what could

possibly count as Verlflcatlon. This has led philosophers like

AL J. Aygr A. Flew and J. L. Mackle, dmong others, tb characterize

religious statements as nonsensical or cognitively meaningless.
L

v

.The méaningleésness of rélig@pus language cdn also be brought out
on logical grounds. For example, ﬁf_ié could be shown that a particular
discipline or schema is loglcally inconsistent, or contradlctory or | N
embodies logically contradlctory premlses then the language of thlu

e

dlsc1p11ne (1t is clalmed) is meanlnglcss. This is prec15ely how

the problem of evil 3s a logical problem affects the meaningfulness

of relipious language. This 'thesis is mainly concerned ﬁith,ﬁhe‘problem

of evil as a logical and linguistic problem and.not so much as a disproof
of God's existence; For this reason, I have chosen to concentrate on
those writérg (e.g., H. J. McCloskey, J. C. Mackie, A. G. N. Flew,

R. D. Bradley) who formulat§>the problem in the fofmer:sense. 3 These
philosophérs ciaim'that the problem of evil confrqnts religion with two

logically contradictory ptropositions, viz., (A) “God exists and is

all-good*and omnipotent," and {(B) "There is evil in the world.™
. &

3.

It is, however, the opinion of these writers that the issues

'y deal with are continuous with the entire tradition of the
question of evil. Whether they are right in this regard and in
their interpretations of the pogitions of major historical
writers on the problem of evil is not my concern here. Con—
sequently, when any references are made to writers outside
the discussion {e.g., St.Augustine, Aquinas), such references
are merely *for illustration and elucidation. o



The point which these philosophers are‘cﬁphusizing is ;81 Simély that
ic problem of exil is a disproof of God's existence, but more‘phaﬁ
that. For them, it is a question of the meaningfulness ofﬁréligious
‘statements and "utterances. ‘

Now, it is clear that one way to define ‘a contradiction is to

say that anything at all can follow as a conclusion'f;om it. The

following Iogipall§ valid proof will illustrate this: £ -
Penp DG (God exists) .4 n
1 (1) P .aD A
2 (2{ G A : -
1,2 (3 ép. ~ p; > G91I oo ¢
12 (4) Pe ~r P ' & E
1,2 5; ~r G "RAA .
1 6 G DN

o

From the abgve;proof, it is clear that, if, in any particular . -."ﬂ
sehemd, a contradiction can be shown to be. central ‘to gﬁat schema, then
that schema is cpmpatible with every and any state of affairs or pro-
positions; in other #ords, it is meaningless. This brings up the
nfalsification challenge" of Anton}fFlew which states'that for‘an
assertion or stateﬁent to pe meaninéful, to assert anytﬁihg, it must
be possible to indicate what wo;ld count against iﬁ., A statement or
assertion that is compatible-with every and any-etate of affairs is
meaningless. The falsification'chgllenge is a very serious one for
religious languagéfand must be met. One way of meeting it, I.bpl%éve,
is to gquestion the status of the falsification principle as the sole
criterion of meaningfulness. This, I will argue, can be done by

providing a careful analysis of the concep} "meaning". (This is dealt

with in Chapter VI.)
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The problem of evil, then, confronts thelsm with the following

LY
’

dilemma: If, on the ‘one ﬁand, it can be shown that propositions (A)
anq (B) are incomﬁaﬁib}e.and contradictory, therein lies a proof.of- ¢
atheism or the end of theism as a-rétional enterprise. If, on the
other hand, it can.be shown that propositions (A) and {B) are, as a
matter of fact, not conﬁraaictory, i.eJs, " that }hq_ﬁruth of (B) does
not count against the truth o{‘(%); thqp religio;s ﬁtterances become;,
on the Egsis of Antony Flew's falsification challéngeL vapuoqs_and-
meaninéiegs and.afq,nat best, pseudo-assertipns.. For according to
Flew if the theologian is not willing to allow anythlng to count

against hlS claim, "Cod loves us," or “God is good " then such a

claim ends up being-void of content and, hence, meanlngless.

The purpose of this study is to attempt to resolve the abpve; :
mentionea-dilemma by'aftacking both horns; that is, by sﬁowing thaL |
both alternatives are in fact false. It will be argﬁcd that tqe
propositions (A) "God exists énd is all—good and omnipoﬁent," and'

(B) "There is evil in the world," are not loglcally contradlctory,

that is, that (B) does not fa151fy (A), and that although:proposition

"(B) docs not falsify or count agalnst proposition (A), religious language

is nonetheless mcaningfui. This does not mean that the problem of

evil "dis_appeafs" by lshowing that it does not contain ghe contra-

diction as its probonqhts claim.it does. Tﬁe problem does not disdppear
Y

but has alproppr placé n religious belief,'and it will Be_argued that

the place or role which the problem of evil has in rpligiods belief

in fact illuminates the way(s) in which religious language is meaning—

”

ful,
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In carrying out the above programme, a careful examinatlon

]

(Chabtcr 11) of the nature and use of such concepts as “omnipotence", i
"omniscience", "all-gooé",‘"evil“}-aéd "freedom" will be made in
order to compare thed/;s ;hef appear in the formulation of the
problem of evil by J. LL'Mackie, Antony Flew and H. J. ﬁ§01oskey witg
their traditi?ﬁal usages. Next, the questions of divine omnipotence,
omniscience and foreknowledge, divine goodness and huﬁan freedom

are discussed to show that a traditiogal answer tojihe problem of
eviiJin the.form of the free will defence isrvaiid in" that it shows

. that Human freedom implies at least the possibility of many chéides;

that is, that not even an omnipotent God could make men such that

they wouj%.alwaggffregly choose what is right. ‘Chapter Four deals

with the notion of a perfect world, that is, a world free of evil,

suffering and defect, and to wh;t extent such a world is péssible‘

~and desirablé. It'will-be argued that a world free of evil and deféct

is logically ;mpgssiblq. It will be argued fufther that even if

such a world were possiﬁle, human 1ife insofar as it involves moral '
developments and rationality WOpld not be_possible. It is possible,

of course, that some "sort o} créatpres m?ght'énhabit such a world,

but they would not be creatureslcapablé of moral and rational develop- -
ment; in short, they would not be human beingé. The first part of
_the discussion. ends with Chapter Fg%e where it is argued that the

\ . - :

fact of evil in the world does not falsify ths existence of a God who F,j/fh‘
is all-good 5nd“omnipotent, that the pﬁppositionst (A) "God e#ists. h

and is all-good and omnipotent® and (B) "There is evil in the world"

“are in fact compatible. -

3
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The next two chapters (VI and VII) deal wlth two problems which
arise from the contlusion in Chapter Five, the first.(alreudy mentlon—
‘zd above) concerns the meaningfulness of relipicus lanpuage in the
face of the falsif%cation challenge, and the second, the attitudeiof thé
,religioud'beliéver towards evil and suffering in the worid. With re-.
gard to the former, it'is argued that rellgloua language need not con-
form to the falsification crltcrlon in order to be meanlngful. In
order to substantiate this claim, a careful study of the canCpt

‘meaning" 1is madé to sﬁow why the falsification ék?terion of meaning-
fulness i; notrthe only criterion of‘meaningfulness; but that the
actual use of ahj‘langu;ge provides a sound criterion. The discussioﬁ
ends with the conblderatlon of the second problcm, namely, the attitude
‘of the rellglous believer, that 1s how hlS bellef fares in the midst
'of the gvil and suffering in the world. It is my contention that,

4

although religious people are -affected by the great deal of pain,

" evil and suffering in the world, their faith’is not threatened; that

is, they need not (and do not) pive up their belief in a God of love.
Indeed, in many instances, the beliefs of these people are strengthened
because of evil and suffering. (Some familiarity with the Scripturcs
"is enough to substantiagé this claim.) ‘This does not ﬁeah that evil
and sufferlng do not affect the bellever, thaé he is not concernad
?bout them, He is constantly struggllng with suffering and evil, all -
thé time trying to underspand why these must be. He may never.nnderu

stand why evil and suffering must be, but he does not relinquish his

belief in God because he knows that evil will be overcome. Others

)
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(non-religious people) may never understand his attitude, but that .

is only because they do not share his beliefs. And it is here that

~ -

the whole issue between the beliéver and the ron-believer reaches (it

seems) an unresolvable deadlock.

1
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CHAPTER I

STATING THE PROBLEM - -/

J -~

The problem of evil has been described as one of the most

I

formidable, perplexing and vexing problems that has ever confronted

theism. Indeed, for many critics of theism, this problem is the most
serious one with which theism has to contend, because it is with this
problem that theism as a rational enterprise stands or falls. TQQ

seriousness of the problem of evil is at once Prought tola focus G ¥
becaﬁﬁe it is not the kind of problem which can be ignored or brushed -;,¢:
aside easily forlthe simple reason that (as we shall see later) it | | ',
ié at the hearp of theism. Very often problems are ignored because

k]

they do not threaten the tssential tenets of the particular system

concerncd and this, though annoying, is underétandaﬁlel All that the
critic can say is that an impo;tant p?oblem has been ignoredrand“
probably should not be. But this is not the case with the problem

of evil ag it affects theism, J. L. Mackie points out that the problen
of evil provides ; positive disproof of God's exiétence 1, and if this
is indeed the case, then theism is refuted once and for all. It

is for this reason that I say'thap the préblem of evil is not only

a serious p;oblem for theism,. but Egg-ﬁost serious problem. A quick

. glance at the historical formulations of the problem is enough to

lend sirong support to this claim. Epicurus (342/1 - 270 B.C.)

A

9

3. J. L. Mackie, "Evil and Omnipotence" in N. Pike, ed.,
God and Evil, pp. 46 {f. .




1]
formulated it in the following way:

God either wishes to take away evils,
- and is unable, or He is able, and is un-

'willing; or He is neither willing nor able, . =
or He is both willing and able. If He is |
- . willing and is unable, He is feeble, A

which is not in accordance with the charﬁ@ter

' of God; if He is able and unwilliff, He<lis
enviouu, which is equally at variance with
God; 4f He 1s neither willing nor able, He

, is both envious and feeble, and therefore

not God; if He is both willing and able,
which alone is suitable to God, from what'
source then are evils? or why does He not
remove them? 2

-

The same problem appears in many of the works of St. Augustine
" and St. Thomas Aquinas. St. Augustine was greatly perplexed by this

"

problem, ‘In the Confessions, he puts it thus;

Either God cannot abolish evil or He

will not: if He cannot, then He is

not all-powerful; if He wlll not, then

He is not all-gdod. 3
In St. Augustine's formulation, we might add that a God who is not

: : ~
all-powerful and all-good, is not God.
St. Thomas Aguinas' formulation of the problem is more precise

and definite. It comes closer to the contempofary formulations of the

problem in that it shows quite clearly that it (is a logical probiem

and not really a factual one. He states an apparent dilemma as

L ,
follows: (/r N

2+ Gited by John Hick, Evil and the God of love, p. 5, note L.

3. St. Augustire, Confessions, Bk. 7,fbhap. 5.

10
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a

If one of tWwo contraries is infinite, the
other is excluded aPsolutely. But the idea

of God is that of an infinite good. Therefore
if God should exist, there could be no evil. L
But evil exists. Consequently God does not.

In his classic attack on natural theology, David Hume puts the

problem thus: ‘ A _ J
Is (God) willing to prevent evil, but not
able? Then he is impotent. Is he able,
, but not willing? Then.he is malevolent.

N Is he botg able and willing? Whence then
is evil? ;

There are many formulations of the problem of evil in recent -
times 6, but the fgllfwing two should be sufficient to indicate the

{ renewed interest ifh the problem, which again pbints to its_seriousnéss.

H.J.McCloskey puts the problem thus:

The probleln of evil is a very simple problem
to state. here is evil in the world; yet
the world is™said to be the creation of a
good, omnipotent God. How iz this possible?
Surely a good, omnipotent being would have
made a world that is free‘qf evil of-any
kind. Either God cannot abd¥ish evil or

he will not; if he capnot, then he is not
all powerful; %f he will not, then he is
not all-good. '

1 1

b+ St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theolopgica: I,.2, 3.

5 D. Hume, Dialopues Concerning Natural Religion, ed,;Norman
Kemp-snith' Pal"t' x' p. 1980 -

& J.L.Mackie puts the problem of evil this way: "“The problem |
of evil ... is a logical problem, the problem of clarifying and reconciling
: a number of beliefs ... in its simplest form the problem is this: Geod 1is
i omnipotent: God is wholly good, and yet evil exists.” (“Evil and Omnipo-
: tence" in N.Pike, Ob. Cit., p. 47.) See also H.J.McCloskey, “God and

. e et —

E Evil" in N.Pike, Ob. Cit., p. 6l. |

7'-H.J.MCClpskey,;"Tbe Problem of Evil", Journal of Bible and
Religion, Vol. XXX, KNo. 3, 1962, p. 187.
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R.D. Bradley puts the problem in the form of a dilemma.

He writes:

\

If God is willing that.evil exists, then

he is not perfectly good. (Premise 1.)

If God is unwilling that evil.exists:r;;;‘\\\
it exists nevertheéless,-then he is not

‘omnipotent: (Premise 2.

But God must be either willing or unwilling
that evil exists.(Premise 3.) :

Therefore, if evil exists, God is eithgr
not perfectly good or not omnnipotent.

L

The -thing which is clear from the foregoin
the problem of evil is a logical problem; that ié, a problem concerned

. . A, .
with the concepts "omnipotence", vomnibenevolence", and "evil“. ihat

L

/

-

¢ formulations is that

i5 implidit in the formulations of the problem is that the following

propositions,

set when taken togethér. The propositions are:

.Now it

themselves establish a formal contradiction. For what the argument is °

(1) God exists;

: o
(2) 'God is omnipotent;
(3) God is omniscient;

(4) God is all-good; and -

(5) Evil exists.

+

should be made clear that these propositions

cannct by

meant to show is that if propositions (1) —-+(4) are true, then

8- R.D. Brédley, wA Proof of Atheism", Sophia, Vol. 6, Issue 1,

RN
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which are essential to theism, form a self-contradictory ‘ﬁ
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proposition (5) must be’ false, or if (1) to (3) plus (5) are true, then

(L) is false. And it is obvious that the truth of the proposition,
wlhere is evil in the world” does. not by itself entail that the -

proposition "An omnipotent, omniscient, all-good Cod exists" is false.

.." Thus, in order to derive a ﬁormal'contradiction, an additional

proposition (6) is nceded — one which is either a necessary truth
or an essential tenet of theism or one which follows from (1) - (5).
For not any proposition will do. Such a proposition might be: -

“

(6) “Good is opposed to evil in such a way
that a good thing always eliminates that
which is evil." .
Now, it is obvious that (6) is not a tenet of theism, nor does it
foilow logically from (1) -~ (5). -Is it then necessarily true? Tt
will be ‘argued that it is not. But more of this later (Fhapte:‘v).
When it is claimed that the avae propositions (1) - (5) are
’ 1
contradictory; what is meant is that it is not possible logically to

hold both that God exists and is omnipotent and all-good and that

evil of any kind exists. The problem, then, is a unique one — it

is a problem that arises as soon as the concepts "omnipotence",

nall-goodness" and “evil® are taken together, regardless .of what the
nature of the world is like. M.Bi Ahern points out that "neither the
stating of the problem nor the gpéwering of it need suppose any matter
‘of fact." K This point islof~ﬁtmost importance because it avoids a

)

]

7

9+ M.B. Ahern, The Problem of Evil, p. 4. It should be pointed
out, of course, that the traditional problem of evil was in fact
triggered by the nature of the world, but this need not be the case.
Once the terms ("omnipotence", “all-good", nevil", etc.) are understood,

the problem of evil appears —— it is, therefore, an abstract problem.
(See M.B. Ahern, Op. Cit., p. 12, notes 8 and 9.) -

13
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great deal of confusion with regard to the problem of evil. It
avolds the confusion between the “proplem of evil" as it is formulated
here and the "problem of suffering". For example, many critics have
thought that the greater the number ef instances of evil and the more
intense the particular example, the more formidable the problem of
evil becomes. But this is to confpse "the problem of evil" with the

L)

"problem of suffering". The "prbblem of evil"™ as we have formulated

rs

it above 1is a loglcal problem whereas the "problem of sufferlng“ is
not. The problem of suffering is concerned with instances of
suffering and\evils and with the intensify of these cases of‘suffering.
The "problem ef'evil" (as was pointed out above) does not,dependhon

particﬁlar instances of evil and suffering.‘ When we state the “problem

-

N .
of evil", we are asking whether it is possible for both an omnipotent,

allfgoodﬁGod and evil of any kind to exist together. And it matters

L)

not what the evil is or how cruel or sordid it may be. Thus, when it

is pointed out that thousands die every day due to starvation, or due to
R r ‘
wars in various parts of the world, or earthquakes, hurricanes, plane

!

'_ crashes, volcanic eruptlons,)or that some poor rabbit was torn to

pieces by a wolf or that a 51xﬂmonth old baby is surferlng with
1noperab1e cancer of the throat or that the "...Turks took pleasure in
torturing children ... cutting the unborn child from the mother's .

womﬁ, or tossing babies up in the air and catching them on the points

_ of their bayonets before their mothers' eyes", 10 we may be sad and’”

. 10. F. Dostoevsky, "Rebellion" from The Brothers Karamazov,
Trans. C. Garnett, Book V, Chapter &4, p. 251.

i
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shed tears, we may wdnt to vomit at the thought of such.atrocities;
'bﬁ£ the "problem of evil" is not thereby intensified or made worse.,
‘What I am trying to.point out is that if there were only one case of
evil in the worid and if it were only a mattér of someone being
deceived, the probiem of évil is not thereby made less formidable or
less serious — it remains the same. | ' t{;;'

- The problem of evil as we have formulated it-can 50 solved onlf
if it can be shéwn that the set of propositions (1) - (5).statcd above
are not in fact self;contradictoryl(which‘is the main task of this
present work), but this will not provide answers to qfestions pertaining
to.the great amount of evil in the world, or questions which ask ¢!

why God allows. such sufferings. If the problem of evil is solved, 11

all that will have been shown is that the set of propositions (1)3\,(5)
- . , RN
is not self-contradictory; that is, that evil and an omnipqtenﬁ,

all-good God are logically compatible.;;Iffiﬁowéver,'it is shown_that

o s

the set of propositions (1} - (5)-is in fact contradictory; then

the exiétence of God will have been disproved and theism will havé
‘been refuted. And whatever kirds or meunts of evils may”exi;t

will no longer pose a problem to be solved. But if it is shown that
evil and an all-good omnipctér;'t: God are logically compatible, it still

.
~y
[

: 1. Among those who claim that there is no solution to the
¢ probiem of evil are A. Flew, Jchn Stuart Mill, J. E. McTaggart,

' H.D. Aiken, C. Ducasse and H.J..McCloskey (sce N. Pike, ed., God-
? and Evil, pp. 86-87. .
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remains for the theist to Show-that certain kinds and amounts of evils
are also compatible with God's existénce. 12 ‘mhus if it is shown.that
the set of propositions (1) - (5) is not self-contradictory, it would

still be urircasonable 'to believe in the existence of an all—good,

omnipotent God if it is shown that pointless evils exist in the world.

For,. if. the Christian theist is faées with an evil for which he cannot

. ¢laim that such an evil is allowed by God as a necessary condition for

~

some good state of mind, he is admitting that an evil "X" exists and
X" is pointless. And £0 admit the existence of pointless evil is
h‘logically inconsistént.positionﬂgor a theist to hold. Thus,"i;z
although evil aﬁd an all-good God might be logically. cémpatible, the E‘ii
existchcg of pointless, meaningless evils would constitute.good reason |

to conclude that God doés not exist. Because of the complexity of
the.problem of God and evil, it is important to differentiate the
logical problgm from sbeci}ic\problems. M.B. Ahern puts it this way:

If there is to be clarity about the question
of God and evil, it seems essential to
distinguish the general problem of evil,
the problem whether the existence of even
one instance of any kind and degree of evil
"of itself logically excludes the existence
of a God who is both wholly good and
omnipotent, and the specific problems of
evil -- that is, whether the existence of
this or that kind, degree or multiplicity
of evil excludes the existence of such a Ged.

-

13

12. 14 is interesting to point out that some critics do not
formulate the problem of evil as a  logical problem in the sense of showing
that the propositions 1-5 are self-contradictory. E.Madden and Peter
Hare point out that it should be clear that the problem of evil is not
one -of formal inconsistency or formal contradiction. For "“If-the problem
of evil were stated as. a formal contradiction the theist would have no
difficulty in rebutting it." (See E. Madden and Peter Hare, Evil and
the Concept of God, ppe 3-b.)

13- u,B. Ahern, Op. Cit., p. 6.
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Thus far, we havc been trblng to ootabllsh that the problcm of
cv11 arises when the set of prop041t10ng (1) - (5) (that 15, (1) God
exists, (2) God is. omnipotent, (3) God is omniscient, (4) God is all-
good, (5) Evil exists) are taken together. This immediately suggests

L;that thc prdblemJarlqes only for the person who is committed to these

'flve propoaltlona. The thelat who rejects any one of the above
propositions is at once-}ejecting the problem of evil, although ho
is not offering a solution to it; he iS\admitting thot no problem.
emerges. For instance, if proposition (1) God exists, is denied,

there is no problem of evil. If, on tHe other hand, the existence of

God is maintained but either one of the propositions (2) - (5) is denied,

o =

the problem does not arise. If one were to orgue that although God

ex1sts, he is not omnipotent, the problem of cv11 does not arise for . :?5
him. For God may be all-good and omniscient but lack the power to
prevoot the evils in the world. Similarly,_lf it is malntalped,that
éod, though omoipotentsanq omniscient, is not all-good, the.orobiém
dees not-orise. Such a God may have all the power in-the wor}d,
' aod ho couid be malicious enough to permit evils simply to amuse
i himself, or be, himself, the author of these ev1ls. It is also open
:to anyone (although this is much more dlfflcult to malntaln) to claim
[ that. evils do not exist — what we call ev1ls are really blessings in
dlsgulse, although we in our flnltude fannot see this, If someone
maintains such a position, (albeit irrational), the problem does not

arise, at least not dlrectly. It may arise'indirectly in that it can

% be argued that the fact. that God made us S0 that ‘'we would mistake

blessings for evils is at once to deceive us, and this in itself is

3, ) .
. -~

an evil,




Thus there are many for whom the problem of cvil as we have
been discussing it does not arise, that is, those who are prepared to
deny any one .of the above fiVC‘prOpOSitionﬁ or to modify them excessive-

ly so as to empty them of their traditional meanings. The lattef

_ cannot rightly be called theists, but rather "quasi-theistz".

They are thus called because they do not reject the theists's concepts,
but attempt to modify them so as to meet serious problems like the

problem of evil while still maintaining some of the essential assump-

tions of theism. E. Madden and P. Hare point out that the quasi-
theists

...are trying to combine a theistic concept of
God, on the one hand, with temporal and
pantheistic concepts, on the other. (They)
...are’ sugresting that with the proper
metaphysics they can combine different
conceptions of God in such a way that they
retain the merits of all of them but avoid
most of their faults ... in particular they
wish to produce a conception of God that

has all the worshipability of the traditional
theistic God without ER& traits that create
the problem of evil. -

e E. Madden and P. Hare, Oo. Cit., pp. 9-10. According to

_ Madden and Hare, the quasi-theists have shown that the attempts of

theists to solve the problem of evil have failed because they depend
on false metaphysics. These theists "depend upon the traditional
notions that God is unlimited in power, 1S outside of and not included

in the universe; created the universe ex nihilg .... Deny onc or more -

of these assumptions depending upon the specific nature of your own
system of metaphysics and the problem of evil is solved or disappears.”

18
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It is interesting to note that although the probiﬁM‘Uf“éidl
does not arise for those who adopt ona op/morc of .the above cscape P

routey, there arc othcr~difficu1ticu which arise which either outweigh

the problem of evil or are of equal intensity with it. gﬁt mifht be an

casy matter for a theist to claim that although God exidts, he 13 not

_omnipotent 6r all-pood, thereby‘uvoiding the probiem of evil. But

s
. to rc%lot admitting that’ there are other imperfections. 1 daresay

he i1s left with the idearof a God who is impérfoct.--.onn for whom he .
constantly has to muke cxc;scs. Not only -would such a God not be the
God ofi LhcpJudaic-Christi#n traditioh,'buﬁ it is doubtful if such a
God could rightly'be clussed.as a God of theism in any sénac. But
even if the concept of such a God were feasible, it.would bc extremely

difficult to deny that he would be wholly imperfect or malicious.

For once some limitations are allowed, iL would be very difficult

one would be better off without anf God* whatuocver than to holicve in a
God'who is 1mgQ£fcct‘and finite. One would bc better off ifdone were
to renounce belief in such a God altogether and worship chance, fate,

-,

the law of pravity, the law of diminishing returns, or the unéformity of

"nature or some such thing. Furthermore,-it is hard to sce how the

-

i

religious attitudes of worship, prayer and adoration can successfully

or meaningfully be maintained once one admits that the God or Being to

whom these attitudes arerdirected is imperfect or limited in one way or

’

the otherg,And in spite of the efforts of the quasi-theists (mentioned above),



this problem, it scems to me, is insurmountable. One either has to

rencunce theism altogether or adhere to what is essential tc it, and
. »

this means (among other things) professing belief in a'God who .
is u%mighty and all-good. One camnot, -that is, maintain pﬁat God is |
imperfect on the one hand, and stili claim to be a theist 6n"the

other — it is not possible to have iﬁ both ways. As Peneihum 5ay5:

...the concept of God rules out a very
- large number of theistic defences, because
’ - they entail attributing to God limitations
or preferences that are incompatible with his
stated attributes, So although it may seem
plausible for a theist to say ... that he does
not need to commit himself to any particular
theodicy, his,wvery theism commits him at the
very.least to saying that a large number of.
possible theodicies are false, Viz.,-all those
,that commit these errors. This entails the
view that whatever reason God may have for ,
allowing evils, it'is @ recason which is compatible ‘ C
. with his omnipotence, omniscience, and his
moral goodness. :

I have been contending that although 1t is possible to escape ‘
th problem of evil by denying one or more of the above mentloned
propositions, this manceuvre creates more problems than it solves in
that it seems to drain theism of what is essential to it. Many theists

A . .
who wish to solve the problem of evil have recognized this weakness

{
$

and have'attempted to avoid it1by accepting all five, propositions
while at the same time‘interpreting them in such a way so that either
the problem of evil does not Seem to arise or, if it does, it can
easily-bé solved. For example, it has been argued by some th;t

J

v Lo g, Penelhum, "Divine Goodness and the Problem of Evil",
Relipious Studies, Vol. 2, 1966, p. 99. "
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rcligious'claims, e.f., God exists, God is gooé, etc., are gét factual .
assertibns which can be true or false, but are rather ﬁttitgdinal | ;'
and/or ehotiahgl, so that when the theist adheres ta ouf.fi$$ propositions
apove, pe is not‘asser¢ing anything, It is obvious thaﬁ if‘this ié éo,.
the problem of efii cannot arise. But this is to a@ﬁid the problem of

‘evil jat the expense_df a more serious problem, viz., that of claiming

¥

' that-;heis@ is not a rational,enterprise — a claim that would evoke
cries of borror from a lq}ge number of theists. . -

It has also been argued that .the universe as a whole is
completely-good. It seeﬁs evil 0n}§ because we do not look at it
in the right way; that eéil, pain and sin do not reallx.éxist; they.

are only apparent. -But these arguments are wholly untendble; they (/f

are not reall} answers or solﬁtions, but oﬁviously subtérfuges..
For, even if it can be proved that the world as a wholeiig good,
or that evil and pain do nStlreally exist, this wbuld leave unexplained¥\r
the fact that we interpret them as evils, and this in itselfl is obvious1§'
evil. A world in which goodness is.concealed from us, in wﬁich'good
appears as evil, éannot be wholly good. . The mere fact that such decept—
ion takes place is an evil greater and .more severe than many that we

now eﬁcounter. This is not.to suggest, of course, that there are no

serious attempts to solve the problem of evil, for obviously there

‘ . C s . 6
are, and always have been, as we shall see later in this discussion l-,

3 -

16. More important attempts to solve the problem of evil do SO
without denying that evil exists. It is argued, for example, that although
there is evil in the world, this is nonetheless the best possible world,
that a world without evil is not the world in which spiritually significant
human beings can be produced, that morality is . impossible At an evil-
free world, viZ., a utcpia, that evil is due to man's misuse of his free-
dom. Although these arguments have been severely criticized, they are

nevertheless extremely important (as we'shall see later) in defending
- theism. . - . '
rr



7 .
but it does show that the problem cannot be brushed aside easily,

‘nor can it be easily dissolved. John Wisdom points out that “however

many times we pronounce evil unreal, we always 1e$ve reality behind,

" which in its turn is to be pronounced evil." o And once we recognize

this, we at the same time recognize anew the problem of evil, that is,

whether evil and an all-good, omnipotent God could both exist.

~

. T mentioned above that the problem of evil is at the heart of
theism and for that reason cannot, ‘easily be ignored but must be taken

seriously. I have been trying to show that this is the case by

pointing out why attempts to e&ade oblem have failed and.must

fail. Attempts to evade the problem enying one or more of the

five propositions succeed bnly-at the ense of creating greater

problems. These attempts are (according to the old cliché) like the

fish who jumped-frOm.tbﬁ frying pan_ into)the fire. It seems that the
only way to,a;oid the problem of evil is\to renounce theism; that is,
to become an atheist. The theist, then, order tp avoid the ‘
dirficultiés méntioned above has to:take theMaroblem of evil seriously.
He has to do so nJL onlyfbecause of the problems iﬁ' lved in denying

jt, but because his concept of God presupposes evil of some sort.

‘Let us see why and how ihis is s50.

The theist (within the Judaic-Christian tradition) does not-
maintain only that God is all-good and omnipotent, but that he is,

by definition, Just, Rightedus and Merciful — our Saviour and Redeemer.

PRI PR i Ty e v

17+ john Wisdom, "God and Evil", Mind, Vol. XLIV, No.173,
1935, p. 2.
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Thus it is said of God that His "mercy endures forever® {Psalm 100),

that lle is "our strength and redeemer" (Psalm 19); that he “sﬁnll

‘judge his people" (Deut. 32:36; cf. Heb. 10:31-36). 18 And to-suyzbr

God that he is just, righteous and merciful is at éncc ".euto )
presuppose that thgre exists a universe of a certgiﬁ character and thqt :

he stands in a certain relationship to it."'lg It is to say that éod

is opposed to what is unjust,‘th;t he is‘coﬁpassionate, that he is

anxious to save His people from wickedness and ihquity (cr; Psalm 5:4-5).

But if such talk about God is to mean anything, we have to picture -

the world,as one in which there is wickedness, injustice, corruption

F
-

and disasters. R.D. Bradley puts it in this way:

To say of God that he is Just and Righteous

is, in short, to say that he abhors evil

and will, one day, call the workers of evil
before him in judgement. But to say that he
abhors evil is, of course, to commit oneself. ., )
to saying, or to presuppose, that evil exists. “ . K

Thus, if the theist is' to speak meaningfully about his God,,

not only can he ¥9L deny that he is all-good and all-perfect, he also

"

-

18. 14 is not very difficult to find texts in both the 0ld and </ -
New Testaments which speak of the nature of God. For example, the !
Psalmist cries, “Have mercy on'me, O God, according to thy steadfast -

love: according to thy abundant mercy blot out my transgressions, Wash

me thoroughly for my iniquities and cleahse me from my sin." (Ps. 51:1-2).

In the New Testament, Paul says: “But God, who is ric¢h in mercy, out of

the great love with which he loved us, even when we were dead through our
trespasses, made us alive together with Christ.® (Ephesians 2:L.)

19. p.D. Bradley, "A Proof of Atheism", Sophia, Vol.6, Issue 1,
19673 Ps 45 '

i
T

20+ Tbid., p. 45
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has to presuppose the existence of evil or else deéy that God is Juét;
Righteous, Merciful, all-good and all-perfect, which is tantamount to
an over-all .denial of God — in a word, atheism. To avoid atheism,
then, th;\\hristlan theist has to maintain all the at{rlbutes of Gede.
And once be does this, the problem—of~evil becomes more forceful than
ever. For, if the set of propositions (1) - (5) can be shown to be
self-contradictory, this WOu;d at once establish either that God

does not exist or that eyil dées not, -exist. let us séy that it is
the latter; that is‘ that evil does not exist. ‘Hhat this amounts to
(fOllOWlng our argument above; that is, that the theist's conceptlon
of God as Merciful, Righteous, Just, etc., logically presupposes that

13
ta

evil,exists) is jhat the theist is faced with.a reductio ad absurdum

argument for the non-existence of God.' He is faced, on the one hand,
with an argument which shows that the'prOpositions that God is all:good
and omnipotent entail th;t evil does not'exist,,andfoa the bther 8
with the concept of God as Just, Merciful .and Righteous which logically
presupposes that evil exists. When we put both arguments together,
we get the concept of a God as an "all-good, omnipotent redeemer"
which, 1f the argument is correcb, is as self-contradictory as a
"round square®, let us put the argument more formally. let G
represent the hypothesis that God is all—good omnipotent, Merciful, ot
Just, and nghteous, and let E represent the evidence for the existence |
of ev;l in the world. We have:

(a) G. ‘entails not-E,

(b) G entails E.

Conjoininé'(a) and (b),*ﬁégggp: gc) G entails (not-E and E) which'is a
. g vt S
{
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reductio ad absurdum of G. When the problem of evil (or as it is

sometimes called, the paradox of evil) is put in this form, it/seems

impessible to evade it. The theist has to attempt to solve it or

renounce theism altogether. And the only way I~tan see a solution

forthcoming is by showing that (a) 9G entail 'not—Er is false. The
purpose of the ensuing chapters will be & gue that éa) is in féct
false and that the "problcm of ev11" 1tse1§‘ghn be reduced to a reductio.
Throughout this chapter, I have been trylng to formulate the
problem of evil in such a way so as to avoid confusing it with the
problem of suffering or thelproblem of pain. It séems to me that

part of the difficalty with the problem of evil is and can be
. . 2 .

attributed to a failure to avoid such’a confusion., 1 have also

p01nted out that once the problem of evil is carefully delineated R
from othex problems, its force and 1mportance are at once brought to

the fore and must be taken seriously. Ard taking it serlously is,

ongthe one hand, to avoid subterfuges (such és the claim that evil is

jllusery or that the world is wholiy good, etc.) and on the other,

to examine the nature and use of the key concepts in the argument

(e.g., ‘omnipotence", womniscience®, “allrgood", "evil" and "free-will",

P etc.) to see whether or ﬁotrthe argument is as forcefulfqnd as detri-

mental to theism as its adherents seem to think. This;.then, will be

TS AT S R I

our task in the followﬁng chapters. .

G
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CHAPTER 1T

KEY CONCEPTS

In the last chapter it was made ¢lear that any formulation
of the "problem of evil®™ must ‘include the concepts, “oﬁﬁipotence", .
"omniscience®, "all-goodness" and "evil". It is when these concepts
are taken together that we have the "prjblem of evil". Thus any

attempt to solve this problem must come té grips with these concepts.

A. Omnipotence and Omniscience —

This will be our task in this chapter.

If we are to make any sense at all of the concept "omnipotence",
as it affects the "problem of evil" in the sense that we have been . .

discussing this problem, we must pay careful attention to the use of

the concept within the theistic tradition. For if this use is ignored N
or dismissed, then whatever conclusions one may reach after analysis
of the concept cannot legitimately affect theism. I am shgpesting

that there is a legitimate sense i?ﬂtiiiﬁzﬁg;dsftﬁﬁ_ggzzggé differently

within different language-games, and any serious criticisms of these
_ .
lapguage—games mﬁst come to griﬁs with the use of these worQs and
Cohcepts. Notice that I am nét saying that the use of words and
concepts cannot.be;criticizéd from outside a particular language-game (j:::j
3 (in this case the religious language—gamé), but that if such cfiticigm
is to carry any welght at all the use of these words'and concepts must .
be taken seriously. If this is not done, our crltlc would be like |

- ' -

MnWHMeﬁ@ﬁ@iQOwsdﬁw&




J. L. Mackie takes objectioﬁ to such s view., He claims that °
such a view is not only "both false and pernicibds", but that it |
prévents "any proper conéideration of fundamental philosophical
quéstions.“l He seems to think that onepﬁsuld ignore the use of
"omnlpotence" within the religious language-game and yet enquire
whether an omnipotent being exists or does not exist, or'whether it
is even possible fpf;such h‘being to exist, Now, while i£ is true o : ~
that one can enquire ﬂhether.an omnipotent being exists Hihhéﬁt |

' adﬁering to the role of the word “odﬁipotent" in the religious language-
game, it is clear that this omnipoﬁent being need nétybe (and probably

would not be) the omnipotent being referred to in the ‘religious

tradition, in whith case it would be irrelevant to the problem of

evil, Thus while I agree with ‘Mackie that the religlous language-game,

or any 1anguage—game for that matter, cannot be a "closed systenw in &

S s % RS T e e i A —rTa e e v

the sense of being completply autonomous, I would insist against him

TR ET A

that one has -to come to terms with the use or uses of particular

concepts in that language-game-if the criticisms are to be meaningfui

and relevant:

It is equally interesting to note’éhat the questionuof
whether; an omnlpotent belng exists or. does not exst, can or cannot
exist, is not only 1rrelevant to the problem of evil, but is blatantly

f

question-begging. For the problem of evil presupposes that an

L. J.L. Mackie, "Omnipotence", Sophia, Vol. 1, Issue 2,
1962' p- 114. N
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omnipotent {all-good) beipg'exista, and without this presuppegition
it ceases to be a problem, —The qpeQPion of whether an omnipotent
beiné can or cannot exist, may or may not affect tﬁéism, ﬁup it
cannot do so via the problem of evil because this problem presupposes
such a being. Furthermore, if it can bé shown that an omnipotent being
\\\ggghdr or does not exist, and that this o@ﬁipotent being is to be
" identified with the gmnipotent being of theism, then the "problem of
evil" goes by default ;-'it'does not arise.. Hence it is clear that,
although it is possible to answer the qﬁgéiion from outsiaedthe religious
language-game whether an omﬁipotent being can or ¢annot exist without

taking into consideration the role which such a belng plays in th?

language-game, the answer would still be 1rrelevant to the problem

of evil, It is for this reason, then, that the role which “"omnipotence"
plays within theism must be tafgn into cdnsideration vhen the concept

is being analysed. -

[- g

There is one sense of the concept "ounipotence" that we

should rule out at the very outset, viz., ™unqualified omnipotence";

the concept of "omnipotence" which J.E. McTaggert had in mind uhén

he pointed out that "There is néthing which an omnipotent God cannot
{ do otherwise he would not be omnipotent n? If by omnipotence we mean
the power to do anything whatsoever, 1nclud1ng what is absurd or

logically 1mp0551ble, then it is imp0331ble to conceptuallze what such
. X . : .

-~ V o
. ¢
. .

J.E.M. McTaggert, Some Dogmas of Religion, p. 20.
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power could mean. Thus to attribute unquallfled omnlpotence to o

being is to say that something exists (that is, granting that it is

T TR R e A TS

mesningful to attribute existence to it) but we know not what. In

other words, when we attribute unqualified omnipotence to a being we

S e

. are at the same time saying that ;t'is 1mp0551ble to say anything about
such a being, that utter silence is the only altcrnatlve.' J.L. Mackie

~ points out that the view that there is an absolutely omnipotent

[ . » . ]

being (omnipotent in an unqualified sense) stands “right outside

the realm of rational enquiry and discussion", and it is therefore i

a waste of time even to consider it.? ’ s

TR g = T T e AT D T SR S e T

Now to atiribute "qualified omnipotence" to God is not to

T

L

attribute limited omnipotence to him for the simple reason tﬂap'

g o T PRk

"limited omnipotence" makes no sense — it is contradictory. Nor

=

is if_to say that insofar as God is omnipotent in a qualified sense,

he is inferior to a being, X, who is omnipotent in an unqualified
:  sense. We have seen that "unqualified omnipotence" is.meaningless,

and once this is admitted we can dispense with “'qualified and unquali-

-
L]

fied omnipotence" and settle for "omnipotence", The point I am trying
.to make is important and crucial. For if it'is true that “unqualified
omnipotence” is vacuous and that what is normally called “qualified
;i_ omnipotence® is really the onlé sense in which we can meaningfully,

f; speak of “omnipotence", then this would eliminate (;hat amounts

¥ to a confusion among some philosophers) the idea that there are

L&

3- J.L. Mackie, "Omnipotence", Soghia, Vol. I, Issue 2,
1962, p. 16. .
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degrees of omnipotence. When the theist says, for exampl&, that
God is omnipotent, what he means is that God has the power t6 do all
“that he wills to do, or all that is consistent with his nature as a God
of love; he means that God is not controlled by conditions external
to Him; that is, not of His own making. But.it does not mean that
God can do anything whatsoever, no matter how sbsurd. - Within the  _ 2
thelstic tradition "omnipotence" is never used inrthe latter sensé.
This point%i§ made clear by G, MacGregor. He says:
There is no suggéstipn anywhere in the
Old Testament or the New of the notion
of omnipotence in the sense of “"the ability
to do anything whatsoever", Nor is there

any evidence that this notion was in the 4
minds of the Greek Fathers of the Church ....

(The word used in the New Testament to describe God's omnipotence is \%
not TV To50V4U0S, the po;eer to do anything whatever, but TwvTeKOXTWE,
which means all-powerful, almighty, in the sense of "all-controlling"

¢ or Yomni-governance", in‘thi; sense-omnipotenee_means'thab God

Y

 has the powef.to overrule everything in order to achieve his purposes.)

1Y TR

To say, for example, that God cannot make a triangle with

more or less than three sides or something which is at the same time

VSRR RSO

both round and square, or scmething which is both coloured and not

f. coloured, or a circle which does not have‘3600, is not to say that he

é: lacks unlimited power and hence is not omnipotent. The fact that

£ God cannot do these things does not count against His power, because

{ _ : -
u-h. G:\Hqggyeéor, Introduction to Religious Philosophy, p. 269.

\
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not only are these things

extraordinary and contrary to the laws of science,

but ... they are unthinkable and contrary to the

laws of logic —— self-contradictory. In this

sense of ‘omnipotence' it must be admitted that

if God’ could not prevent the evil in the world

he is not omnipotent. DBut no one in his senses

should mean such nonsense when he says God 1s

omnipotent. There is alwayq one thing an - -
omnipotent God cannot do, namely be not omnipotent. ‘

An omnlpotent God ifhgrefore,-cannot do what is contrary to his own

- nature; that_is, he cannot’lie, cheat or do a wicked act; he cannot -

maké\som thing that is 1ogically_necessary not to be; for example,

sum of the'angles of a right triangle totals 80°, or that

t 2 plus 2 equals 3, or conatruct a square with unequal aldes. If A is

a necessary and)sufficient condition for B in the sense that without A

it would be impos3:

-

lg for-:B to come abéut, then it is not possible
for an omnipotent. God to make B witholt A.

. J "
/// John Stuart Mlll once pOfnted out that since God employs . :

various means to achieve various ends he is not omnipotente Hg says:

For what is meant by design? Contrivance:
the adaptation of means to an end. But the
necessity for contrivance -- ‘the need of o .
employing means — is a consequence of the :
limitation of power ... The very idea’ of ; ‘ .
means implies that the means have an efficacy :
which the direct action of the being who )

- employs them has not.

]

N

J. Wisdom, "God and Evil", Mind, Vol. XLIV, No. 173, 1935, p.3.

¢ 3. S, Mill, Theism, ed. R. Taylor, p. 33.

iy
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As formulated here Mill's nrgument‘is foréeful only if the means

are noﬂ logicaily necessary. For example, it is not logically
necessary that a patient should suffer pain in order to be_cured

in the end. The use of anesthetic could prevent the pain and still
" bring about the cure. But if the means are logically necéssary for
the achieveﬁent of the ends, then it is clear that Mill's statement
is false. As I pointed out abqve; if B cannot come into existence
_uithout A; so that B without A is-logicaily inconceiyable, then even
an omnipotent God cannot make B without A. 'But this does not, .
in any way, count against his omnipotence. In the same way that it
is logically impossible for God to bri£g about B without'A, it has

been maintained (and rightly as we shall see later) that it is

logically impossible for him to create free beings while at the same

time guaranteeing that they should alwgys choose the right. For in - ’ EQ
" order to be free beings,‘it must at least be possible for them to
choose both rightly and/of wrongly. To- guarantee that they would
always do either is to deny them frg§¢om. ‘But this seems to suggest
that God, insofaf as ﬁe cannot create free beings %q‘éuch a way as
to guarantee that they would always choose the rigﬂti creates beings
whom he cannot subsequently control; that is, in so far as they.are_
free, God, even though he created them, cannot control uhiéﬁhway they
will choose. Th§ ﬁfing§uﬁ5 to the notorious problem of the “paradox
of7ommipotence“. . -

~ The paradox of omnipotence can -be put simply thus: "éan g

" an omnipotent being create something which he cannot subsequently



o
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control? %Can he moke rules which bind him?™, or "Con he make a
atone too'hcuVy for him to lift?"7 G.B. Koene states the paradox
more formally as follbas: ' . ﬁ\\‘ﬁ

Either an omnipotont being can make .things

which he cannot control, or an omnipotent being:
( cannot make things which he cannot control.

If he can make such things then thore is some-

thing which he cannot control; in which case

an omnipotent being is not omnipotent. This

is impossible: Therefore an omnipotent being

cannot. make things which he cannot control.

Yot this means he is already not omnipotent; k

in which case, ggnin, an omnipotent being is o

not omnipotent, . “

?

At first blush this paradox seems damaging to omnipotence., For,

‘ . K / . -
whereas it is very simple to detect a contradiction. from "A is able &'
. . li M B 3

to mako something both white and not white", the same does not seem to
be the case with "A is able to create something which he cannot control®,
The former formulation is not only-contradiciory but unthinkable,

but the latter is not. It is an}bsurdit.y to say "X can meke a round | ki
., ' . o

7. In order to show that unqualified omnipotence cannot be
attributed to any being who continues in time, 'Mackie c¢laims that the
concept “omnipotence® is logically vicious. To show that this is the
case, he clraims that it is paradoxical to say that an omnipotent being
creates things which he cannot subsequently control, or makes laws
which bind himself. “It is clear", he says, "that this is a paradox:
the question cannot be answered satisfactorily either in the affirmative
or the neghfive. If we answer “Yes", it follows that if God actually
makes thifigs which he cannot contrdl, or mekes rules which bind himself,
he is not omnipotent once he has made them; there are then things
which he cannot do. But if we answer "No", we are immediately assert-
ing that there are things which he cannot do, that is to say, that he
is already not omnipotent." = ("Evil and Omnipotence", in N. Pike, ed.,
God and Evil, pp. 57-58.) T

8"G.B. Keene, "A Simpler Sol@tion to the Paradox of Omnipotence,"
Mind, LXIX, Jan. 1960, No. 278, p. Th.
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aquare®, but it ié not, (or at least it is not readily apparent)'
absurd in the same way to.aay, "X is able to build a étéhe ihich he
cannot 1ift."- For it makes good sense to say, "Robinson Crusoc-
'%uilt a Bont too'hepvy for him to lift." And if it makeu good sense-
tﬁ say this, then the paradox as formulated also makes good sense. .
But does it really? The stotement, nRobinson Crusoe built a boat
too heavy for him Eo.lift;L makes‘good_sense pfbcidely because
Robinson Crdgoc is not omnipotent, and as such, it is cxpécted that

Y

he could build things too heavy for him‘to lift. Now, if God were
not omnipotent, he would be in the same situaiion as Crusoe, and thro
- would be no ‘problem -- no parado#. To say that a being ;ho ié not
oﬁnipotent made soﬁething which he cann?t lifi is to say something
very trivial indeed. No oné would be astonished to hear that — it
is commonplace. But the paradéx—arises precisely because we attribute
omnipotence to God. And as soom as we predicate omnipoien;e of God,
",.. the pﬁrgség‘a stone 00 heavy for God to 1ift’ becoﬁeé self-

contradictory“.‘9 Let us see what is implied in saying that ag

y
{

9+ G.I. Mavrodes, “Some Puzzles: Concerning Omnipotence,"
Philosophical Review, Vol. LXXII, April 1963, p. 222. A similar position
1s maintained by B. Mayo. He says that since "... *things which an
omnipotent being cannot control' is self-contradictory", it would be
logically impossible for him to make such things. And this "failure
to bring about logical impossibilities" in no way counts against his
omnipoterice. ("Mr. Keene on Qmnipotence," Mind. Vol. 1XX, No. 278, p. 250,
1961). Altnough J.L. Mackie cautiously accepts this argument, he claims
that an affirmative answer can.also be defended in like manner. .
(Omnipotence", Sophia, Vol. 1, Issue 2, 1962, p. 21.) But what Mackie
fails to see is that an affirmative answer is impogsible since the
phrase “things which an omnipotent being cannot control” is self-
contradictory, and what this means is that there is no such thing to

~
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omnipotent being could create a.stpﬁe too heavy fg: him to 1ift, or'thnt

he could create bciLgs éo free that he cannot aubé@quéntly control them.
It was pointed out sbove that there is at least one thing

that an omnipotent being cannot do; namely, not be-omnipot¢nt. But

to say that an omnipotent being can create a stone which is too heavy

for him to 1lift is to say that he is not omnipotent. It is to éay,

that is, on the pne hand, that God is omnipotent -insofar as he can

create or do something or anything, and on the other, he is not
omnipotent, becalise he cannot do something; namely, not be able to
1ift a particular stone. But what this amounts to is that God is

omnipotent when he is not bmﬁipotent, that he can both do

X and not do X, at the same time. This, I submit, is not only self- '

contradictory but patently absurd. And as was pointed out above, ng}
being able té do what is contradictory does not limit God's omnipotence
in any wa& what soever,

it has often been said-that the fact that an omnipotenﬁlbeing

created contingent things which subsequently defect from being, thus,

L

r

a {

9. (con't) be done. But even if a persistent objector claims

. that God is able to create things which he cannot control or make a
stone too heavy for him to lift is not self-contradictory but self-
coherent, this still would not affect God's omnipotence. . For even

if it is admitted- that God could make such a stone, the dilemma does

not reappear for the simple reason that the objector has now “...
contended that such a stone is compatible with the omnipotence of God";
and as such "cannot ... draw any damaging conclusions from this answer."
*  (See G.I. Mavrodes, "“Some Puzzles Concerning Omnipotence", Philosophical
¢ Review, No. 1, Vol. LXXII, 1963, p. 222.)

i
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causing evil i3 sufficient reasoﬁ'for.cluimiﬁé that such a being is
not omnithent after all. But this claim rests on a misconception —
the misgonception of thinking ihat an omnipotent being cannot create
contingent things which can defect from being. But to create contin;
gent beings which cannot fall‘away from their created state is to
create not\ﬁoutingent beings, but necessary beings. And sincé it is
1ogicaily'absurd to expect God to crgéte contingent beings which are
not contingent, it is therefore no limitation of God's omnipotence that
he creates contingent beings which subsequently defect from being.
P.M, Farrell points 6ut.that "limitatiow' Hould_consispently appear
in the creator only if it could be demonstrated that it is impossible

- .
for him to create a being which could, of its nature, defect from

being.“10 In like manner, if it can be shown that insofar as the world

. 1s contingent, it is logically impossible for evil not to éxist, not

only would God's omnipotence be maintained but the "problem of evil"

|

/

10+ b M. Farrell, "Evil and Omnipotence®, Mind, Vol. LXVII,
No. 267, 1958, p. 401. Farrell, further, argues that it is.only if
God were not able to create contingent things from which evil will
follow that we could say that his omnipotence is limited. According
to Farrell, evil "is permitted (not directly caused) if God in the
course of manifesting himself in ... contingent good ... For in order
to avoid evil, God would by the law of contradiction be obliged to
prevent any or some privation of good. It would follow necessarily
that He would have to restrict his power by not creating all or
some contingent goods. His power would thus be impeded and limited
by evil — ie. non-being. If it were not absurd, this would indeed
be a limitation of his omnipotence." (lbid., pp. 402-403.)-

56
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would have been solved, The obvious retort is that it is not logically
impossible for evil not to exist; for it is possible that a world should.

exist without evil. So says M.B. Ahern:

It is conceivable that a world without
evil should exist, or that there should be
no world at all. It is also conceivable
that a world should exist with scme evils
and kot with others. Hence, an omnipotent ‘
being could prezint,all evils or certain _ . . !
specific evils, -

- -

“While I agree that it is éonceivable that a world should exist with
some evils and not with others or tﬁdt there should be no world at
all, the idea of conceiving of a world uithéﬁt evil I find extreﬁely
puzziing. -For, granting that i£ were possible to conceive of such

a world, it would be so unlike this world as to make it cbﬁpletely

unintelligible to say the least. All that can be said is that it is.

logically possible to conceive of such a world (using "worldr
equivocally of cou;se), but not that it is actually possible. (We o
will come back to this in Chabter iV). Enough has been said to esta-
blish that if certain types of evil could be prevented, that if it

is not logically impossible to prevent such evils, then an ommipotent
being could prevent them, But not that he should prevent them —

that he should prevent them wouldrdepend upon his omn}pci?hce and his

R T TR S PR

goodness. An omnipotent being could refuse to prevént some evilslnot

T T

because he is unable to prevent them but because it is better not to.

Iy

RIS

N Y B, Ahern, The Problem of Evil, p. 16.
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I have been maintaining that when the theist says that God
is ommipotent, what hé means is that God's power is unlimited in the
sense that he can do whatever it is logically possible for suc
being to do; and the fact that he cannot do what is logically |
impossible is no limit‘to his power., But a being who’is omnjipotent

is also omniscient. Ninian Smart says that\"ii is convenient to include

God's omniscience simply under his omnipotence; for a God who can

do anything, but does not always know what is the best way of doing

it, might be said to be, in an important sense, less than sll-powerful.”
That is to say that any being who possesses unlimited_power.must also
possess unlimited knowledge with respect to what it is. logically
p0531b1e for such a being to know. 13 For example, if when we sé;

“God is omniscient", we mean that the statement, "God kriows that X*

is a necessary truth, or that, “"For eyery‘X‘God knows -that X, so that
whatever we substitute for-x}"Godﬂknows that f‘ will be true, then

it séems that such necessity is incompatible with human freedom, But
thé weakness of this argument is obvious. Forg if in place of X, I

substitute "2+2=5", what we ‘get is "God knows that '2+2=5'" which is

clearly false, let alone a necessary truth. Thus the fact that

God is omniscient does not mean that 1t is possible for him ‘to know

of an object which is a "round square”, or that it is possible

for him to know the future {ree actions of men., God cannot know
-

12. N. Smart, Philosophers' and Religious Truth, p. 140.

13+ M.B. Ahern, The Problem of Evil, p. 16.
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what men will do in the £utufe becpgse he cannot knowjfuture contin-
genciea. God can only know what men will do in the future ahd hence
know future contingencies if by "know" we mesn “know; in the sense
of "it is highlydprobable that ...". But this is presuﬁnbly not

the sense in whi;h "know" ;s used to refer td God., (But more of
this later in ChapterIIl.) To say that God is 6mniscient, then, is
to say that he has all knowledge of necessary eveﬁts or occurrences
‘which are tge gesult of the operation of the laws of nature, but

not ev;nts which are the result of men's free choices. {He will
have occasion to discuss this problem of.omniscience and free will:
in the following chapter.

- !

/

B. Evil : ('

We can start our discussion on evil b§ dismissing the claim
‘ .

thal evil is i1lusory or unreal: I have alreaay pointed out that v

evil, insofar sas ii is illusory, is nonetheless EViltylsome.philosophers
have maintained that whenVSt. Augustine and St. Thomas Aquinas point

out that evil is not a positive thing but a privation, what is meant

is that evil is not real bpt illusory. But this is a wrong interpre-
tation of the privation theory of the nature of evil. Frederick
Copleston says:

When Aquinas calls evil a 'privation’,

he does not mean to assert that evil,
either physical or moral, is an illusion.
Blindness in a human being is a privation,
and not a positive entity; but it does not
follow that it is unreal or an illusion ...
The analysis of evil as a privation is not,
therefore, an attempt to make out that
there is no real evil in the world st all.

% .
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The description of evil as privation
does not diminish the evil in the
world, and still less does it do away
with it ... If we point out that darkness
is not a positive entity like a rocEA we
do not thereby turn night into day.

=3
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- Hheﬁ it is said, then, that evil is not positive, what is
meant 1s that evil has no ontological status in the sense that other
beings (eg. a dog ér_a cat) have ontological status. To say that .
evil has ontological status would be to attribute its creation directly
to God, wh;éh would in turn be very difficult to reconcile with his |
goodness, .St. Augustine maintains that insofar as the wortd was

‘ Y ,
.created by GoQ/’it is good: indeed, whatever is created by God is
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good. Thus evil cannot be attributed directly to God. What Augustine

is pointing out is that 'things are not in themselves evil, but good.

Sl et dei JonaF il o

Evil, then for Augustine, is not positive but privatio boni (privation

of good). He says:-

i What after all, is anything we call evil
1 except the privation of good? In
snimal bodies, for instance, sickness -

. 1. F. Copleston, Aquinas, p. 149.- P.M. Farrell also main-

tains that privation is real. It takes the form of blindness, the

loss of an eye, the passing away of the odour from the decaying rose.

It is in this sense that evil is described."... as the real privation

in the nature of an attribute or a quality which that nature is-®

intended to, and should, have. 'This description will be found to

be valid of evil universally, of physical evil, of pain, of moral

evil." (See P.M. Farrell, "Evil and Omnipotence," Mind, LXVII, -
No. 267, 1958, p. 400.)

“
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and wounds are nothing but the privation
of health. For such evil is not a
substance; the wound or the disease is

a defect of the bodily sigstance which,
as a substance, is good. '

When it is said, then, that evil is not positive, this is not to be
interpreted as unreal but as the absence of good which ought to be

16 But

present, And this includes both moral and natural evils.
even if some die-hard objector refused to accept the above account
of the nature of evil, this would not affect our discussion in any

way.l7 For evil, whether it is considered as privative or positive

or illusory, is still evil. And as long as there is evil in the world

- 15+ st. Augustine, Enchiridion, III, 11. {Cited by J. Hick,
Evil and the God of Love, pp. 53-54).

16. With regard to natural evils, St. Augustine maintains the
same position, viz., that evil is the absence of good. For it must
be remembered when Augustine says that everything as created by God
is good, he included rocks, trees, water, etc. \Thus he maintains
that evil is "... nothing but the corruption of the natural measure,
form and order. What is called an evil nature is a corrupt nature..
If it were not corrupt, it would be good ... It is bad only so far
as it is corrupt."” (The Nature of the Good, IV. Cited by John Hick,
Evil and the God of Love, p. 5Sh.) :

,”

17. It is futile to attempt to define nevil", or enter into
discussions concerning its nature; for such discussions end in
confusion. In order to avoid such confusions, we coulg-use the
term "evil" as "... the name of an indetermined class which includes
such facts and events which bring about these torments, such as
natural disasters, wars, torture, sickmess, prosperity of the dis- .
honest, failure of the honest, etc." (N. Pike "God and Evil: A
Reconsideration, Ethics, LXVIII, No. 2, 1958, p. 119.).

-
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the problem of evil becomes a threat to the theist. What is.relevant

to our discussion, however, are the types of evil; namely, moral and
natural evils.l®

By moral evil I mean that evil which comes about because of

a

where the humans concernéd are free, intelligent
Free,_intelligent human beings possess the ability to | p
choose between what is }igﬂt and what is wrong. When one chooses
delibgrately what is morally wrong, his choice may result in injustice,

deceit, dishonesty, envy, hate and selfishness; which in turn brings

about great suffering (eg. wars,-murders, theft, frﬂstration,'etc.)
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to other people. But a free, intelligent person may also choose
wrongly unknowingly; in which case the choice itself is not immoral

but only what is chosen. For example, a ﬁerson may accepfﬂﬁ certain -

job not knowing that what he does may subsequently result in a great

Coms el SRl S ey ee

deal of pain and suffering to maﬁy=people. Of . course, we could rebuke
phai‘person for not beiné careful about what he does, but we would e
‘not; under normal‘ci;cumstancbs, call him immoral even though his =
actions may result in moral evils. It should be pointed ou£ that- |

pain and suffering are not themselves moral or immoral; they are ]
. by v .
!

e sl e SR EAkd

18'Although evil is normally characterized as moral and
natural, some works of theodicy mention intellectual evil, psychological
and metaphysical evil. By intellectual evil is meant such defects
as insanity, stupidity, mental disorders, irrationality and all the
errors which follow from these. Psychological evil includes pain. and
suffering, whereas metaphysical evil has to do with the finitude and
limitation of the created order. For the purpose of this study,
however, we would include intellectual, psychological and metaphysical
evils under moral and natural evils. '
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‘as moral or hatural, but,bdtﬁ. For’eiample, it can be argued that

although it is beyond human power to preﬁent eartﬁquakes, floods,

W3

called moral evils 6nly.because they result from the actions (free

actions) of human beings,

In addition to ‘the evils which origiﬁéte from human actﬁons,
there are ngturalﬂavils which come about iﬁdependéntly of human actions.
Under natural evils we inciudc evils which come about because of |
gaturnl évents, guch as garthquakes, hurricunes; droughts, fldods,
gérms, etec, In the wake of~§he§e'nhtural disasters grent physical
evils follow — physical evils which include the loss of limbs anq
eyes, deformities of various kinds, diseases, famines, and the loss
of thousands of lives. It is important to note that many natural

evils, while they may not be caused directly. by human actions, can

be preventéd by human actions; such evils cannot simply be classed

hurricanes, many lives could be saved and much suffering and damage

averted throuéh proper planning,- Man's scientific knowledge and
“achievements have advanced to the péint.yhené'he‘cguld, if he used
thesé properly, prevent completély or greatlynreduéeithe suffering

aﬁd iossfof lives which result from major_natufal disasters. In

many inspances, the inténsity of'earthdﬂakesf togﬁhdpcs and hurricanes
are predicted weeks.and even months in advance, and-in sﬁéh cases,

~

proper precaﬁtions could be taken to prevent great loss, 'but in
mary cases this is not done. With proper economic planning and
forebsight, ‘famines could also be averted; the proper distribution of

finances could also reduce the evils which follow in the wake of

natural disasters.



~ b
"l

It is claimed by experts that many lives could be saved in
car crashca if more money were spent on safety features rather than
on decorations, aeroplanes could be built more carefully so as to
reducé the nﬁmber:bf crasheé per year. Environmental experts also
claim that pollution which is respénsible for so many germs and
diseases could be controlled if money were made available for such
projccts. Thus, although 1t is true that natural dlaasters are
beyénd man' s control, it is nonetheless-wlyhiﬁ_ﬁis‘power to control,
to a great extent, the terrible outcome of thése disastérd. It is

to, this extent, then, that what could be called natural evils could

I RS -_—————

aléo be called moral evils and vice versa: "J.S. Whale puts it £ﬁ15
© ways: o 1

" The distinction between moral and physical
evil is not absolute, of course; there are
notorious evils such as famine, disease and
grinding poverty which often enough belong
to both classes. Though man 1s not responsible
for cholera; but for his selfishness and in-
humanity, his vices and stupidities, cholera
could be very largely eliminated ... The 5
fact is that physical evil and moral evil, '
though distinct from one another in prlnclple,
are closely bound up with one another in fact.

19

The fact that the world is so built that disasters occur, that human
beings despise, hate and even murder each other, that trees and

plants decay and die, that planets become extinct, is'very crucial

; 9. J.S. Whale, The Christian Answer to the Problem of Evil,
ppo 3&-35. N ' '
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and fundamental to thefwhole problem of evil only to the extent that
mankind is directly aifected To what exteht the events in nature

;which do not offect”munkind could be called evil is 80 very contro-

 versial indeed and is of secondnry importance to this discussion.

It dis at thls p01nt thet it is very Amportant to point out that

The * word ‘evil! 1s an evaluative term,

1t is frequently said that ohservation

will establish that the world contains

‘evil. "This 1s no doubt true, but the
Judgment that certain observed facts in

the world are to be classed as evils is an
evaluative judgment, however much the presenc
of those facts is establlished by observation.

If this is not eaken into consideration, the theist could always -
legitimately refuse to accept the cfiticiem‘of his crities on the ?ssuc
of evils in the world. (We will have occasion to deal with 'evils®
which do not directly affect mannind'and the proolem of animal pain

“in Chapter IV). . N

C. Divine Goodness

. . ~ - A
We have stated that in order for the problem of evil to

arise, the existencc of a God who is omnipotent, omniscient and‘all-

good must be presuoposed. 'For a God who is omnipotent and omniépient.
may be able to prevent evils but may not wish to do so, in which case
the prob}em of evil does not arise. The problem arises for the theist,

therefore, because in addition to God's omnipotence and omnisc%ence,

20. T. Penelhum,_“D1v1ne Goodness. and the Problem of Evil,"
Religious Studies, Vol. 2 (l966),ph 102,
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he cléims that God “is also uil—good, that poodness is an essential
par{ of His nature; that God is morally wholly good. Now to séy
‘that a being is wholly good is to say among other tﬁings that he is
morally perfect, that there is no occasion when such a being could
“or would act evilly. A good person may, on gccasions, make mistakes
or act immorally, but we would not therefore call him iﬁmoral or
evil — we would not because he 1is not whélly good. In -the case

of God, however, a single evil or immoral act would be enough

‘ pd conclude that he is n9t wholly good or moyallx perfect.~}The

problem of deciding whether or not God acts evilly or immorally

brings us, therefore, to the notion of 'all-pocdness'. The central
‘s ’

question is "What does it mean to say that God is wholly good?"

The questién of God's goodhess is not, to say the‘léast, C

unambiguous or uncomplicated. Many writc}s havg said that when we

attribute goodness to God, we_canhot anﬂqao not mean goddness in |
the ordinary sense; nor d6 we méﬁn it in any s;nse applicable to
human beings. Otheré have claipgg.that qu'é goodness_only “resembles",
("is like", "is analogéus to“)cﬁgQ n géodness, but is not the same .
as human goodnes;; Still others claim that when we say "God is good"
and "John 1is good;, the word “goodﬁ does not have thq same intension in i
botb”cases. But to admit this is to admit that Gdd's goodne%s'is 50
different from ours, as to beiﬁholly vacuous.- C. S. Lewis makes this
quite ciear when he says:
eee 1if God's morai-judgment differs from

_ours so that our “black" may be His "white"
we can mean nothing by calling Him good;
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. for to say “God is good", while
asserting that His goodness is
wholly other than ours, is really

only tg say "God is we know not
what" .

It is obvious that God's goodness in this sense could have no effects
whatsoever on our moral conduct. Thus when'we speak of God's goodness,
we connot mean that His goodness is beyond our comprehension or that

His goodness is of a different order from ours. To be sure, when

[
|

we say that God is good in the sense of being wholly good or perfectly
good, we: are admitting that, there i3 a difference be&yeen sqch goodness
and hﬁman goodneés,.but such a difference is one of degreé onl&, not
of kind. For instance, when we say of a mﬁn that he is good and of

a knife that it is good, the difference in goodness is one of kind,

not of degree; for a man is good in ga'completely' different sense
from that in which a knife is good. The former is moral goodness;
the iatter is not, Thus, although God's goodness 1s different from
man's goodness, the difference, as we have seep, does not require
that. we should bracket our moral standards when w we are speaking l'.'
about God's goodness; nor does it meaé that we should plead ignoran%e
with regard to it as some religious phllosophers have done. God's
goodness and man's goodness are the same in the sense that they refer
to the same moral standard. It is only that God, insofar as He is

wholly good, is "betterﬁ than man. Once again I quote from'C.S. Lewis:’

P

¥

21'/9737’1ewis, The Problem of Pain, p. 25. ° | -
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' The divine “goodness" differs from ours,
but is not sheerly different: it differs
from ours not as white from black but as
a perfect circle from a child's first attempt
to draw a wheel, But when the child has
learned to draw, it will know that the _
circle it makes is EEat it was trying to make from
the very beginning. ' C
The upsurge from the foregoing contention is that the theist
o=
cannot have a different spet of criteria for attributing goodness to
God from those which he has for calling any person good; he too must
adhere to the same set of criteria. Thus when I say "John is good",
what I am sgying is that John fulfils to a greater degree than most
people the criteria (whatever\tgfi may be) of being a good person.

And if I have no such criteria myself then I cannot be using "good"

*in any meaningful sense, For, it is extremely 6dd to say that John

is good, but I do not know how he would act if he were asked to

contribute toward some worthy cause. This point is clearly brought

out by Terrence Penelhum. He says: ¢

In calling someone morally good a speaker
must have in mind some set of moral
standards which the man he calls good
follows in his conduct ... he must have
criteria of goodness which’the man he

calls good satisfies. And those must

be the criteria he subscribes to himself ...

23 .

Now the case is much the same when we turn to God's goodness;

for the theist cannot consistently attribute goodness to God without

22+ 1pid., p. 27.

23 T. Penelhum,loc. Cit., PP. 100-101. See also R. Hare,
The Language of Morals, Chapter 6. ' .

-3
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having a good idea of what such goodness means. I do not uan£ tb give
the impression that it is an easy matter to ﬁpeak about f%e divine
nature; for clearly this is not the case. What I Am claiming is

that if God's goodness ié to mean anything at all to the theist,

he must havg in mind a set of criteria which such goodneﬁs has to
sat?gfy. ﬁnd, moreove?j this set of criteria must be his own. -

It should be pointed out that when I say that the set_of
moral. principles which the theist ascribes to God'nrg the samé as’
-those which he holds himself, I do not mean to impiy a set of"mora&_t,,‘\\\h—ﬂx
principles external to God, in terms of which He can be called good.
For such a'position militates agaiﬁst the theist's claim that God is

the sole ultimate reality. All that is implied in saying that the

moral prihciples ascribed to God and those the’fﬁ@;st holdg are the § K
same, 'is that the theist, insofar as Hz claims that God is good, is
presupposing a mpral standard tuhatever it may Be), and th}s moral .
standard must also be his own. And if his moral standard is different
from that of his God, then he is forced by the logic of his belief
(i.e: God as the sole ultimate reality is Good) to give up that
standard Qr be guiity of iAconsistency. What follows from this is
" that when the theist claims that God is Good, what he is saying is that
whatever evils God permits, He has reasons for permitting them —
reasons which a theist himself can accept as Jjustifying reasdns for
sﬁch evils. As Penelhum ﬁuts it:
: What is necessary is'thatlthe moral
' principles the theist holds to and

‘ .~ the ones he ascribes ta_God are the

same. Here ... we have to allow for the
fact that an omnipotent and omniscient
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being will not be in situations that

compare precisely with any in which

we find ourselves (God, in fact, is

never “in" situations at all); but

the principles he follows must be the

same. A rich man with no family and a

Poor man with a large one will no goubt
< respond differently to the same request

~ for money; yet thghr moral principles
can be identical.

For example, if the theist cannot justify the existeace of
some evils in his own moral standard, he cannot escape the charge-
.of incansistency by cleiming that God's goodness is sometimes mysterious

or that God works in a "mysterious way his wonders to perform®. This/

might do as an ascription of praise to God, but it canpot answer the

chérge of inconsistency'brought against the theist. It is a mere
subterfugé to say that because Cod'soﬁetimes acts in mysterious ways,
~T¥e cannot aY¥ways understand why hg: perﬁité some evils — evils which
we ourselves cannot justify according té our own.mo;al standards. The
upshot of this is crucial for the theist; for if the critic could show
that it is logieally impossible for an‘all—gdod God to permit certain
€vils, or that there are evils Hiichihe theist cannot-jusiify according
to ﬁis own moral ;£andards, then he cannot claim that his God is good,
let alone all-good. (Of course, the onus is on the critic to show
that such evils exist or that it is loglcally impossible for an all-good
God to permit evils. And everything depends on whether this can or can-
not be shown. It will be argued th;t this cannot be shown.)
An 1mportant aspect of God's goodness is His love. The theist

in saying that God is Good, is at the same time saying that his God

2L T. Penelhum, Loc. Cit., P-. Q3.

i
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is a God of love — a God who lovéd mankind 50 much that he permitted
His son to die so that.men might have everlasting life. Indécd, it

is impossible to speak of God's goodness without speaking of his love,
-~ the love which is ﬁnconditional and unifersél; £he dove {agape)
which vslues man in such a way as to show the deepest concern for his
wglfnre.

In ordinary circumstances when we say that some parents arc
good we do not exclude their love. A good parent is one who loves
a:ﬂ,eares for his child; he is one who shous every particular intcrest
in his child's welfare, A parent who does n6£ display great interest
in thc.welfarc of his child is not considered a good barent. A good

psrent is not one who simply’provides the wherewithal for his child's

training and development without making sure that the child is not
abusing it. Many so—cailed “pood parents" have bézh‘despised and
condcmned'both by their children and by society as a whole because
they did not show the concern for thei; children's overall welfare.‘
Thus, a good parent is one who is stern and sometimes severc with his
child. I recall én incident I once witnessed. A lad of eight was
encouraged bi his sis£er toclimh 2 plum tfee that was not ;ery high,
but high enough to cause serious injury if one were to fall from

it. His sister exerted great effort in pusﬁing him up the trunk
until he gotuuﬁ to the first se£ of branche;. He was very proud of
himself and attempted to climb higher,kbut as he pulledvon a dried
branch, he came tumbling déwn. His sister's;screams‘brought his

mother to the scene. He was up~on his feet by this time with only

his pride hurt, His mother, seeing that he was not injured, grabbed
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him and slapped him twice. He could not, of course, understend then

" why she did this, for he always thought that she 1pved him dearly ——
he was her only son. It érobably took him a very long time to
realize that it was because of her love for him that she scolded him.

Seﬁtimentality aside, this incident does illustfate the point

1 have been~making. If such a pnrénp is called good and loving, then
surely it is not difficult to see why the theist can maintain that
the goodness and love of God do not .preclude evil and "suffering in the
world, I think C.S. Lewis is correct in saying:

* When Christianity says that God loves

v man, it means that God loves man; not
that He has some "disinterested", because
really -indifferent, concern for our
welfare, but that, in awful and surprising
truth, we are the objects of His love ...
The “"Lord of terrible aspect" is ... not
a senile benevolence that drowsily wishes
you to be happy in your own way, but the
consuming fire Himself, the Love that \
made worlds, ... provident and venerable as
a father's love for a child, jealous and
exorable, exacting as love between the sexes.

25

I have been maintaining that when the theist says that God
is wholly good, he is presupposing a partic&lar logic (i.e. definite
//’;;;;;\St*usage) of the word ngood". I have also been maintaining
that the "logic"\of goodiggich the theist attributes to God includes
his love in such a way that it does not preclqde evil and‘suffering;
It hés been said that an all-good God could and shéuld always prevent
or eliminate evils as far as he can. But the logic of vgood” *in this

sense is completely different from the logic which we have been

25+ C.S. Lewis, o p.cit., pp. 34-35.



maihtnining. And it is this logic Hhich the critic must take into’
consideration when he clgims that an-all—good God should prevent ;11
evils, or some evils, in the world., He has ts.show that goodness in
this sense is 1ogicaliy incompatible with soﬁe or all evils, If

h¢ can ghow this, then theism is refuted; if he.cannot, it remains
intac£. It will be argued that such logical incompatibili}y does not.

obtain. We will deal with moral evil and free willl first.
. 1.

W 1




CHAPTER T1I | ‘

FVIL AND THE FREE WILL DEFENCE
R
One very important answer to the quéscion, *Why do men do evil?"

is centred around man's will. T6 be-a man is not to be controlled

. exhaustively by external factors. It is claimed that man has frcedom;
autonomy and power tﬁat help to determﬁ?c how his attention wi%} be
fixed and how his capacities for thought and action will be used.

Those ﬁro hold this position claim that human life is petmeated by
decisions, choices and responsibilities, a1l of which point to the
presence of the will and its freedom. They further claip that the doing

of cvil and the existence of our capacity to choose freely are closely

linked topether.

=~
e

T

This emphasis on free choice rules out the view that man's

~

doing -of evil is somechow necessary; that is that man had or has to
do evil, or that God, causes the evil that men do;and experience at
the hands of each other. The evil men do and cxberiﬁhcc from each
otﬁnr deces have a cause:lhowcver, but the'cause is to be found in the

 human will rather than in God. Thus, the answer o ¢he question, “Jdhy

do men do eovil?" is this: men do-evil because they freelv choose to do

T -
it. It is true that God gives or creates man with this free will, but

it is not true that God causes evil or causes man to do evil. For

.according to.this position, man's free will as created by Ged is good,

_but man abuses this free will thus causing evil. 1

1. Some scholars (e.f.) John Hick, Evil and the God of love,
p.65 f.) claim that this position on the quection of free will is
similar to that of St. Augustine. '

kY
-
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Lect us see how this view of free’ will mipght be defended. It

i

should be pointed out here that I am not concerned with the issue of
demonstrating or proﬁihglwhether man does or does_noﬁhhuve free will,
The question of man's free will and freedom is a vexed onc and is
highly controversial. And althougﬁ it is an important question, it is
not necessary for the pu}pose o} this thesis to discuss it here. It
mipht be objected that the whole Iree will defence rests on man;s

free will and frcedom and if it can be shown thai‘thcfe is no such
free will or frezdom, then the é;fence faila completely. The truth

7 of‘thié objectign is obvious; for if indced %t is5 denied or can bcl

shown that there is no free wi}l or fre¢®om it will make no sense.

‘ u/ . ‘
. to'say that evil is duc to human freedom. I must confess that I

simply do not believe that it can be shown thaf there is no freedom..
But let us assume for the moment that it can be shown and sce‘what
follows. |

Not only would the free will defence}fail, but Christian
theism itself would have been dealt a serious "death blow". For
the lack of human freedom wouldﬁfender many cené;al Christian ddctrine;
nonsgqsical. For example, sin and punishment.cannot be e{plained
ap$%£ from human freedom; a creature who is noﬂ free cannot be held
responsible for the violatidﬁ of any commands,Ithere'would not be
any need for commands xP the first place if human ireatures were not
free. The Christian doctrines of salvation and redemption would
become denright absufd if it could be shown that man is not. free,

in some sense or the other. In other words, Christianitysitselfl”

would bec .me meaningless and incoherent if it could be shown

S
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that man is not free, iﬁ-;hich case the threat of the problem of evil
becomes irrelevant. Tb'dehy freedém, thén, is at the same ﬁime t.o
deny not only Christlanity, but morality as a whole; to deny the
entirc human way of life. J. S. Whale correctly remarks that although
freedom "involves prievous error and pain‘(it) is the very condition
of bﬁr being human." 2 )
The point I am making‘is that Christianity‘prcsuppOSQS human ' -

freedom and this is encugh to make the free will defence legitimate.

And to this extent the question of whether man does or does not have’
'free will becomes a separate }ssue.which can be set aside., For the

"Ehrgpse of this discussion I shall adopt the position that free will

- is essential to the human person — a pasition which can be arrived

at through a proper understanding of the Christian faith.

1 have said. that freedom or'f;ee will inasmuch as it comes
from God ié good. ~ This immediately Suggests that it is not freedom
as such whiéh causes evil but man's misuse of this freedom. Man's
misuse of his frethﬂ results in evil ;— the point here is that evil
is not p051t1ve, but is characteristic of nonbeing. 3 Some medieval
phllosophnrs claim that everything is good insofar as it exists, but

51nce evil is not good 1t follows "that it does not exist in a pos—

itive, sense, but as the privation of that which is good. St. Augustine,

2 Je S. dhale; The Christian Answer to the Problen of Bvil,

P- éO.

3. John Hick, Op. Cit., pp. 46 f.



for example, also suggests that there are different degrees of poodness
. N

in what exists. Thus, just as there is a difference between a ma? and
a picce of iron, there may also be different degrees of goodness in the
dimension of human existence. From this Augustine suggests that free-

dom is not the highest good, but an intermediate'gpod — a good which -

éonﬁributes to a higher good. In other Qords, freedom of the will,
which_enbails resppnsibility for its use, is something which is nce-
essary for man to live properiy. -

Hlthout freedom of the will, man would not, strlctly speaking,
be man. Freedom, then, is hlgher on the scale of goodness than, for
T instance, material wealth or some other physical comforts which,
thougﬁ good, arge not essential for full human existence. But this
freedom which is_essential'to human existence also entails the
possibility of evil. -A freedom which does not entéil at least the
. possibility of evil 1s not freedom in the sense that it is being used
here. To say that man is free but the possibility of doing evil-’
does not exist is, therefore, a contradiction. (I will have'oécasion
to come back to this. point shortly.) «e Haveﬂseen, then, that free-
dom not only is a good, but it is also essentlal to human life and ’
if properly used would contribute to its over—all well belng. “vhen
. evil occurs, it is not ﬁhat God has created oricaused such evil, but
it is.because of the misuse of this freedom. It will not do to blame
God for its occurrence. The possibility of evil, then, is a loglcal
consequence of man's freedom of the will. The question which now
becomes cruciai is, "why did Gpd, who is omnipotent, omniscient and

all-pood, create man with such freedom?"; "Could not God have nade

o
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man in such o way so as to avoid the horrible consequences of this
Ireedoﬁ?' "I{f not, what sense are we to meke of his omnipotence,
omniscience and goodness?'. Let us consider omnipotence first.

o : I have said above that a freedom which does not entail at
least the possibility‘bg evil is contradictory. Tﬁis is fine so far
as itl;tanAS. 'But what of an omnipotent God? .Nhy could he not create
man such that thouéh free, he would also have the power to do anything.

" Omnipotence (as was pointed out ébove) is the‘powér of doing not

everything or anything, but eVeryphinglwhich is logicallyApossible.

Kquinas made this poinﬁyquiteQCIear when he said, "... nothing that
implieé a contradiction falls unde; the scope of God's'omnipotence."h

3 . - .
not have the power to do evil. Both A. Flew and J,L. Mackie deny

Now, for the free will defender, it is impossible to be free and Q

this. Flew argues. that "there is no contradiction involved in Saying

that God might have made people so that they always in fact freely
: = .
choose the right." He says:
' «es to say that a person could have helped
doing something is not to say that what he
- did was in principle unpredictable nor that
: ) there were no causes anywhere which determined
po that he would as a matter of fact act in this
BRI way. It is-to say that if he had chosen
to do otherwise he would have been able to
do so; that there were alternatives within
the capacities of one of his physical strengths,
of his I.Q., with his knowledge, and open
to.a person of his situation. .

[

Ay

L Ahuiggg}/éumma Theologica, I, 25, k.

-

. > A. Flew, "Divine Qmnipotence and Human Freedonf', in A. Flew
and A. MacIntyre, -eds. New Essays in Philosophical Theolomy, p. 130.

-
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Flew tukes an a "paradigm csse" of octing frooly.tho decision
of a moh to marry a certain girl “when there was no question of tﬁc'
parties ‘having to éét married', ond no social or parentnl pressure
on cither of_t;hcm."'6 To say that he was free to marry her is not to
uuyhthnt giu choice was unpredictable or uncaused, Gut only thit
*,.. being of an age to know his mind, he did what he did and rejected
possible ultcrnati;g courses ;f action, without being under any e
pressurc to act in this way."7 .

What Flew is hammering homclis that there 1s no contradiction
in saying that an aétioh wus both free and coulé have been helpcd‘ggg
that it was predictable. Freedom, when understood in this sense,

leads Flew to conclude thdt n,.. omnipotence might have; could without

contradiction be said to have, crested people who would alwoys as a :

maotter of fact frecly havcvchoscn to do the right thing."8
anﬁie'élposition is very close ‘o Flew's, He too ig concefncd

‘to ask why could not God have made men who would act freely but alﬁays‘

choose the good. ‘The point madc‘parlier, viz. that the possib?llty

of making mistakes or doing evil is logically necessary if there is

to be freedom, is not accepted by Mackie. He. claims that the above

e

-

_ point can hold orly if freedom means "... complete randomness or

A

6+ Ibid., p. 149. o

7+ 1pid., pp. 1L9-150.

8. Ibid., p. 152.
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indeterminacy" with regard to the choice betwsen good and ‘evil.

says further:

- ees if God has made men such that in their
free choices they may sometimes prefer what
is good and somctimes what is evil, why
could he not have made men such that they

of always freely choose the pgood? 1If there
is no logical impossibility in man's freely
choosing the good pn one occasion, Qr 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 obvious better possibility of making Begngs
‘'who would act freely but always go right.

Mackie's point is very subtle. What he wants to claim is tha

God could have so made man's character that 'he could always choose U

»

right. .The choices would then have been free in the only sense of

wf{ree", since they would have arisen from man's character. Mac

-

further argues that even if the free will defender were to argue
that God does have the power'to control men's wills; that 1sj
determine them to choose good, but refrains from doing so, this would
stfengthen his {Mackie's) position. Such a position can only mean
that "freedom is a value which outweighs its wrongness." He says:
But why, we may ask, should God refrain from
controlling evil wills? Why should he not leave
men free to will rightly, but intervene when he
sees them beginning to will wrongly? If God

could do this, but does not, and if he is
wholly good, the only explanation could bg

; 9- J.L. Mackie, "Evil and Omnipotence”, in N. Pike, ed.,
God and Evil, p. 56. s :
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that even a wrong free act of will is.

not really evil, that its frecdom is a
value which outweighs its wrongness, so
that there would be a loss of value if _
God took nhaylﬁhe wrongness and the free- -
dom together,

Both Flew and Mackie seem to'be‘;lintaining a kind of "soft
detcrminignﬂ which they claim is compatible with free will. Accogding
to this “soft degerminism", all‘méh's acts are determined and their
freedom consists only in the fact that their acts flow from their own
volitions rather than being caused by external forces acting upon them.
This is a position with which 1 am Aeeply sympathetiﬁi But the problem
with both Flew's and Mackie's positions is that their rguments do
not fit'this definition of "soft determinisa. Both of them claim

that God couia nave so made man that he would always choose the right,

And this as it stands is contradictory. If a man 1s so made that he
cannot help acting in a particular wa&, for example, always.choosing
the right, then his actions are not "free" in any sense whatever,

The claim is that if a person is so made that he cannot help

/écting in a particular way, then he is no%&free?' And it does not

mattgr,if_py particular way we mean "a class of actions, choices,

'etc;i1 The point is that if a person is so made that he can only
choose among & certain number of gpod things without the possibility
i
of choosing irongly, then the freedom here is not freedom as ordinarily

understood. Of course, it ig/possible that I can, of my own volition

- A

10« 1pid., p. 57.
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choose only among good things and never choose wrongly, but if I
am so made that I must only choose- among good things (reading Barth's . ,’

Dogmatics or listening to Don Giovanni), then freedom i jeopardized,

It does not really mat&er at 81l whether the choice is among a class
of actions, or whether God determines a "range of possibilities".
Once it-has\ﬁe?n,made c¢lear that God has so made man that he can or
must choose among certpin'§Ztions only, nameiy, good actions;-then the
contradiction is exposed. The crucial péint is not that it is contra-
dictory to say that men can ch;ose among equally good actions, but
only so if we say that they are so made that they can only choose
“among those equally good actions.

The claims "made to éhoose" and "determined to choose" are

-

self-contradictory. ackle s p01nt that God could have so made man's k\

character that he wquld always choose the right rests on the assumptlon
that freedom would be compatible with determinism if man's acts were
detérmi;ed by his own character &s created by God. For it is clear
that if a man's qhoicés are dctermined by his own character, to this
extcnt'they are free.l The force of this argument can hold only if
man's choosing iﬁ somehowiindepéndent of his charaéter so that his
choosing, though conditioned by his character, is_not determined by it.
But I must confess that I db not know of any way that such a position
can be sengibie. Man's chqosing is not independent of his charécter
in‘éﬁeg'a ;ay that while His character may be made by God-in a parti-
cular way (for example, inclined towards the good) his choices are
nonethelgss free, that is, uncoerced. Such a position I find
incredible. Normally, when we speak of a person's character we are

X

N

B4 -] .
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at the same time implying what his choices will be like so thht ig/it
were possible to have an exhaustive kndwlede‘of such a person'g . '
Sharnctcr,'his choices can also be predicted.

Nog if we are to‘escapc sheer indeterminism, we must grant
that a person's choices are somehow determined by his character.
¢.D. Ducasse, for example, is willing to gpant that choices are not
made independent of the will, but he goes on to advocate a similar )
position to Mackie!s. He points out that if choices are noL made
independent of the will, then oo why God did not, as he could have
done, give man not only freedom to act as he wills; but. in addition
a pood will, ... & will which, although not infinitely good, were good

—)
enough to choose the goqd/;n all occasions where a choice between

good and evil cohfronts hj.m."11 But if man's character were so made
by God that his choites would always be right, then £hese choices are
no longer his choices, but God's. It might be obfected, however, that
“if.God determines the range of possibilities it is not the same as
if he determines exactlyrkhat is possible."” But if God determines a . /wa
range of possipilities'ﬁxﬂ so that I cannot help choosing “xﬁ,-then

in what sense am IAf}ee? God does not have to dgtermine exactly what

is possible in order Lo erpose the absurdity in saying that God can so

make man's character that he cannot help choosing what is right.

. .

The *range of possibilities" would have to be infinite if one were to

~ L C. Ducasse, A Philosophical Scrutiny of Religion, pp. 377-
378. .
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escape this absurdity. OSaying that God determines £he "roange of
-possibilities" still lecaves open the crucial question 6f man's

freedom with regard to these possibilities. 1If I sm free only to
choose from this range, then this freedom is somchow restricted —

it is not really freedom after sll. If man is frec; he should be free
to choose from this range of possibilities and others as well. The
alternative of this is that man's choices will no longer be internally
determined (thaﬁfis, by his own will or character) but externally
deterﬁiﬁcd; thaﬂ‘is, by God. For instance, let us say that man's
choices Z are determined by his character Y which in turn is made or
determined By God X, What this amounts to is that Y implies Z and X
implies Y. DBut if X implies Y and Y iéﬁlies Z, then X also implies Z; E
that |is, that God determines man's choices in which case there can be ‘Ei
no chedom of choice fgr man. What Mackie's and Ducasse’s claims
realiy amount to is that an cmnipotent God can determine man's
choices without interfering with man's freedom. This, I submit, I%
logically impossible; for what it realiy amounts to is that man's
acts are in fact‘determinéd by God in Hhich case there could be no

~

freedom 6f choice. ‘
The point which Mackie is belabouring, if sound, will be a
serious blow to the free will defence because it is aimed directly
at God's omnipotence, According to Mackie; if it -is not logically
impossible for men to choose the right always, then God could havé'
made then! in such a way that they would always do so. It is only
what is logically impossible that an omnipotent.God canﬁot do. But

since it is logically possible that men should always choose the right,
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then why did not God make them so? Mackie puts it this way:

The crucinl question is whether it is logically )

possible that God phould have made mon such v

that they would always frecly choose the good.
If this is logically possible, then ... men's
making of morally bad choices is not logically
necessary for their being free, and the superior
value of freedom cannot explain why o God who
can do everything that is Jogically possible
should have created or should now tolerate, 12
a statc of affairs in which there -is morsl evil,

Now, I am willing to grant at the outset that it is 1bgica11y
possible that men should always choose the right — this is hardly
inconceivable. If a man is free, then it is logically possible that

he will always choose the right or always choose the wrong or that

he will choose the right on some occasions and the wrong on others.

But Mackie fails to distinguish between “God so making men that they
will always choose the right* and "men choosing the right always as &
consequence of their freedom", There is an obvious difference between
*men choosing the right alwayﬁ' and "men made so that they would always
choose the right" —— the former is logically Qggfible, the the latter
is not. ‘It is possible and quite likely that a person may always -
choose among good things, but if this is somehow guaranteed by God;
that is, if God so made this peréon‘that he would or must always
choose among géod things, then the Eerson is not really choosing
£IEEEX as Mackie and Flew would have us believe. And as we have
pointed out repeatedly, not even God can do what is logically

impossible.

7

12. J.L;!Mackie, nTheism and Utopia", Philosophy, Vol. 37,
NO. 1[#0| 1961| po lsLlc ' !
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I1f it were the case that man was created with free will which

. entailed the possibility of choosing wrongly but always chose the

right of his own free will, this would have been a caéblctely'different

case. Put this is not the case which Mackie and Flew are advocating.

They both deny that free will entailé the possibility of actipg wrongly.

But even if, per impossible, de had_made creatures in such § way :

that they would always choose the right'or the good, these creatures

would not have been men, and which is even more crucial, they would

not havé been fréé. They would have been automata or puppets. 1Ee
] ' pS

statement, “God could have made men so that they would always éh%use'

the good” is logically contradictory, and as such does not restrict Qli
God's pmnipoténce in any wéy. Moreover, £L say that God could have ~ %i
made men in such a way that they would”always choose the right is to

deny that man i§‘a nperson” or a "self". As W. D. Hudson has poinﬁed

out, Christian theism maintains that the relationship which exists

between God and-man is that of one ;elf to other selves. In ordiﬁary
circumstances we do not say thai one person (self) can determine another
person's behaviour; for to say so is to éeny such a pefson his

personhoodf (ne person may h?ve a profound-infiucnce on another

person, so much so that the latter only behaves in the way lhe former

does. But this does not mean ;hat such a person is no longer'a

"person”, that he is not a self. Jones may have strongly influenced

Smith's actions, but.it is Smith who is held responsible ultimately

for his actions.

Now if this is the situation between man and man then why should

the situation between God and man be different? If, 'says Hudson,
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it would make no sense to speak of Smiih as self; were his actions
wholly predctermined by another éelf, Jones, neither would it make
sense to dcscriBe men as selves and, at the samé time,- claim that
their actions were wholly predetermined by another self, God."l3
Furthermore, this latter position does not tell against God's
omnipotence because omnipotence is not aihstake here. For whatever
_the thelst's belief in Divine omnipotence may entail, it does not
entail "that nonsense ceases to be nénsense simply because it is
talked about God."lk

In order to support his deterministic view,iﬂackge claims

that an act which is not fully detennined_amounté to freedom in-the

| sense of "randomness" or "indetennlnacy" But £his would be thehiasg~
only if freedom were taken to mean indetermlnlsm — 3 polnt which has

" not been made or eqtabllshed wlth regard to the free will defence. s
The free will defendcr does not deny that human acts as well as natural
-events have causes.' He does not deny that the effectiveness of

character, sentiments, and dispositions all éo together in determining

s

the human acts. But these are not the only factors involved in-the
free or voluntary actions — the free choiée is also a matter of the
€go or ihé self. .A véluntary or ‘free act, then, is 8 self-determined
act. It mlght be p01nted out that this: self in turn could be deter-

mined in some sense or be the "result” of educatmon, culture, parents,

-~
LY

and even God, but this does not change' anything., There 1s a sense

13. W.D. Hudson, "An Attempt to Defend Theism", Philosophy,
Vol. 39, No. 147, Jan. 1964, pp. 20-21.

A4+ 1bid., p. 20.
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i"what wc\izrmally.call gselves or agents arc to some extent

ined by the

in wh
det “fnctors, but the important point is that an
ngcnt-or L.} self is always heid responsiblo for its actions. The self
or agent is influenced by other selves or agents, éﬁt we do not say.
of such a self thutij.is not responsible for its uctions. A seclf
that is itself the result of other factors is not less then a self
after nll but is what we normally understand by a self No self is.
not to some extent determined by society, culture, parents, ctc,

When we turn to God as the cause of a self, we should not view the

situation as one of Makcr and Thing made. The relationship of God

to the individual self is analogous to two sclves, e.g. Smith and

Jones, (After all, God is held to be personal in the Christian

tradition).. Smith moy have greatly influenced Jones® character, but
.

Jones is nonetheless responsible for his actioné — we do hoﬂfnormnllyi

say that Smith should get credi£ for or be blamed for Jones' actions. k

Much the same 51tuatlon applies to the relatlonship or God to individual

selves, In this case, the individual self may have been determined

(1nflucnced) by God, but the self — the person — 1is nonetheless

responsible for his behaviour. Thus the fact that the self'may be

the result of other factors does not rul® out the fact that its

actions are self-caused-and free in thé'above sensé.. If we construe

freedom in thls sense, then Mackie's claim that the denial of deter-

mlnlsm means randomness "loses" its force: .The free will defender

does not have to give up his concept of freedom for fear of random-

ness,
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One point worth mentioning here concerns the usclof thé vord
wgreedon® by the free will defender and by Flew (and Mackie). In
claiming there is no inconsisten;y betwqen complete dcterminism and
freedom, Flew and Mackie are using the word "freedom" in a different
sense from the free will defender who holds £he opposite viewpoint.

‘Flew, according to Plantinga, is mistaken in claiming that in the

ordinary use of words like “free" and “frecdom", there is no incon-

sistency between complete” determinism and freedom. Plantinga says:

I think it is he (Flew) who “is using these
words in a non-standard, unerdinary way —-
the free will defender can. simply make Flew
a present of the word "frcedom” and state
~ his case usinpg other locutions. He might
Vs hold ... that God made men such that some of
their actions are unfettered (both free in’
Flew's senise and also causally undeter-
mined) ... By substituting 'unfettered' for
wfree" throughout this account, the Free
Will Defender.can elude Flew's objection
altogether.

I have_already mentioned that man's’ free will

is good insofar as it contributes towards his over-all well being.

This means that free will contributes towards the supreme end of man
16

(insofar as he develops) a right relationship with God. This is
made possible only if men are creatures endowed witht frecdom of
will ~— a freedom with which the poséibility of choosing evil goes
' - LY - . -

necessarily. Hence, moral evil which results from wrong choices ~
o 1 »

has to be permitted. Even God cannot make it otherwise. This

1

15. ). plantinga, "The Free-Will Defente", in Max ilack, ed.
Philosophy in America, pp. 207-208. . o :

16. jonn Hick, Op. Cit., pp. 207 f.
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point has & great desl of force. What it cloims is that freedom

which does not entail at least the possibility of urong.choices is

sclf—contrudictory;l7.that is! the‘pointhwhich Flew and Mackle want

to-put across, viz., the causal determinism of a free choice is sélf—

contradictory. The frqc will-defendér is now ready to hammer home

his point. ?or him, not even an omnipotent God can cause men with

free will to éhoose always the right. And this in no way goes against

God's omnipotence for the contradictory cannot “fall-under the scope

of God's omnipotence". S.A. Grave makes the pbint rather clecar when

he observes that the Free Will DeféndFr's reply is—ihaﬁ moral evils

are not necessary,. but are necessarily possible conseq&égéqs of ‘

frcedom.la - _ . ) ("W
The persistent objector may now grant that God could not

have created men with freedom in such a way that they woulg always

choose the right but only to quSéZ)on the gift—of rregdom-itself.

That is to say that if God had no other choice but to gi;e men freecdom,

then'it follows thaﬁ this‘freedom would entail the possibility of choosing

Qronglyf But it is clear that since éod is omipotent and omniscient,

other choices were open to Him. He could have foreseen the conse-

quences of man's freedom, and if so, He could have refrained from

1. 1 realize, of course, that this view of freedom ,is not
without difficulties of its own. Fof example, it cannot be applied
to God univocally without creating problems. But it is not necessary
for the purpose of this thesis to discuss such-problems here. My
concern here is mainly with freedom as it is applied to human beings.

8.5 x Grave, "On Evil and Omnipotence,” Mind. Vol. LXV,
No. 256, 1956, p. 259. :
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&
endowing men with this cursed freedom. why then, ;did God create man

+

. with this frecedom? Why could he not huve'madé man without freedom?

- 3 "?
The obvious answer to this question is that "man without frecedom" is

self-contradictory and even God in his omnipoténpc could not make man
without freedom. For to do'this, he would have to make men who are

not men. This is not to say that God could not have made creatures

. without freedom who have had "lives of happiness® (whatever that

could mean) -— for it is clear that he could have made such creatures.
The only thing is that they would,hot have been men — they would
. . ‘ i -

not have been persons. And for the Frec Will Defender, "... only

persons could, in any Qcaningful sense, become 'children of God',

capab;e of entering, into a personal relationship with their creator " i‘@i
by a free‘and‘uncompelled response to his love." 1? Thus, the Free
dill Defender stands triumphant over his opponent with fQSpect to
God's omnipdtence. But what of God!s omniscience? How can an act
be free or voluntary if God has foreknowledge of this act? How
does the free' w1ll defence fare in, the light of thlu question?

The queotlon of God's forekrowledpe and human freedom is a

difficult but 1mportant one. In Book II1 Qf On Free Ch01ce of the

Will, Evodious asks Augustine, “How can it be that God has foreknow- ~

ledge of all future evcnté, and yet that we do not sin by hecessity?"

| oo

b

19. John Hick, Philosophy of Relipion, p. L3.

20"Augustine, On Free Choice of the Will, p. 88.
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Evodius js probably referriﬁg to the view of divine omniscience prbm

claimed by the author of Psalm 139 ‘ "Thou knowest when I sit déwn

and when I rise up; Thou discernest my thoughts from afar. ‘Thou

searchest out my path and lying down, and art acquainted with all my

ways.,—ENen before a word is on my tongue, lo, O Lord, thou knowest

it altogethcr" (vv. 2-4). In other words, if God is one "unto whom

all hearts ‘are open, all desircs known, :hd from whom n¢ secrets are

hid", what claim is there to substantiate the view that man has free

choice? Thé free will defender while granting {hat God hag fore-

knowledge, claims that there 'is no incompatibility bpﬂween this claim

and man's freedom. The claim is that foreknowledge of a free act RO

is not self—béntradictory. Before attemp£ing to ‘'defend this ciaim, Qﬁii
' L N

1 uould,iike to consider‘one line of argument that must be dismissed.

In ofﬂer to aﬁ;*ér the chargé that future contingent events

are queknowﬁ by God,.St. Thomas Aquinas c}aims‘that,since God is

outside time, His life is not measured by timé but by eternity.

The point of this is that Eternity 'is not divided into time séquences,

into parts, but spans the whole of time. There is no paét, no future,

no present all that happens is present together to God. Pa#t,

present. and future are, as we understand them, concepts which are

relational. "To us", says Aquinas, "because we know future contingent

events as future, there can be no certainty about them; put only to
' !

/



God, whose knowing is in eternity, above time.¥ 21 Aquinas' position
{s summarized by Anthony Kenny thus:

An event is known as future only when |
there is a relation of future to .past
between the knowledye of the knower and
the happening of the event. But there
is no such relation between God's know-
ledge and any contingent everttt the
relation between God's knowledpe and any
event, in time is always onc of simui-
tancity, Consequently, a continpent
event, hs it comes to God's knowledpe, is
not fu ure but present; and as present
it is /necessary; ... hence, we can admit
that Ahat i known to God is a necessary
truth; for as known by God it is no
lonper future but present.

‘When we analyse the above positioh,'khat we pet 1s a denial of

God' s fornknowlcdgé. For if there is no futurc or past but only
LRLEE by

x

present, then it makes no sence to say that God has foreknqylcdvc-

&

His knowledre is only pr??%nt. But what this amounts to is Emag

foreknewledpe as attributed to God is vabuéu%. For wes cannot say that

God knew in LUOL B.C. that the U.S. would land a man on “the moon in
g . o . .

~ '

1769 A.D., or that Russians will land a -man on the moon in 1973.
. .

dhat we have to say is that God 'knows that Hussia and the U.S5. are

Aquinas, Summa Tkoolor*ca, I, 14, 13 ad 3. (Cited by A.Kenny,

"Divine Fo rvkroulﬂdrw and Human Freedom” in Acuinas, ed. by A. Kenny
p. 201.) This pocition was also maintained by JoS ;iah Royce. He
pointed out “thap God as the Absclute "possesses a perfect knowledoe
at one rlanc® of the whole of the trmparal order, prosent, niacy ans
future. " This knowloare, ne claimed, 1S "i]l-called forckrowiedgs —-
Tt should be eternal knowledge."  (See J. Royee, The slorld arnd the
Individual, Vol. II, p. 374. Cited by J. Ward, The Healns of the Hnd,
pp. 312-%13.} '

22,

c -
This passage was taken from sections of Aquinas' De Veritate,
2, 12, and cited by.A. Renny, "Divine Foreknowledge and Hurman Freedem',
in Aaquiras, ed. A, Kenny, p. 201, \

o
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AQanding nen oon the maoon, &hich in clearly false. -3 Morcover, to tay
that God's Toreknowledpe is outside time is to sy that from the point
of view of Gol's foreknowledpe Brutus' stabbing of Gacsar and my writing

of this paper-are oceurring ot Lhe same time; that is, that Brutus!

ctabbing of Caesar is>simultancous with al)l of cternity, which s

ctearly abourd.  In other words, we cannot speak meaningfully of God':
”

ormiveience at all Af this omniscience is beyond time. This polint
1o well mode by A No Prior. He says:

In any case it scems an extraordinary Wiy

of affirming Gol's omniscicnce 1f a person, -
when asked what God Lnows now, must sy
sRothing®, and when avked what he knew
vesterday, must Sny "hothing", and must

cay "hothing™ when asked whit he will

Know wecorrow, <

1f God's knowledpe is timeless, then we cannot even pretend Lo

speak meanivpfnily about it, far less to understend it.  But that is

r

not all.s The whole idea of prophecy is central to Christinnity anrd with

4

out it Judaism btecowes meaningiess and nensensical. For, in the view

that God's knowledpe is timeless, the promige to Abraham that he would .

te the father of muny gnnoraLionS becomes inexplicable, in which case

. . )
we should be entitled to.say tiat if God could not and did not know

that Abrahasm would subsequently become the father of many generatinns

then He had no ripht to-mislead us by saying $o. We can only rmaintain,

-

-‘.\-1
-

23. . U ' , .
3 A. Kenny, *)ivine Forcknowledpe and Humin Freedem”, 1n
. ’ - - s

A. Fenny, ed., Anninis, ppe 262-203,

2 S
=k A. N. Prior, "The Fermalities of Creniscience," Fhilowoidir,
No. 1hu, Vol. 37, 1262, n.. 110.

T
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' then, that God's knowledge is timeless, thereby avoliding incompatibility
! |

with future contingencies at the cost of grave incoherency and

irrationality. We must, therefore, face squarely the charge that

God's foreknowledge is incompatible with future free actions.

Nelson Fike contends that the existence of an omniscient God

is incompatible with persons acting freely since ip is incompatible
with anyone refraining from acting as he does: Pike says:

Last Saturday afternoon, Jones mowed his lawn,
Assuming that God exists and is (csscn&ially)
omniscient in the -sense outlined above 7,
it follows that (let us say) eighty years prior
to last Saturday afternoon, God knew (and
thus.believed) that Jones would mow his lawn
at that time. But from this it follows, I
think, that at the time of action ... Jones
was not able — that is, it was not within
Jones's power — to refrain from mowing his lawn.
If ... Jones had been able to refrain from-
mowing his layn ... (he) would have brought
it about that’Cod held & false belief eighty
years earlieE6 But God cannot in anything

. be mistaken.

Pike is right, it seems to me, in pointing out that there is a contra-
diction involved in saying that an essentially omniscient being holds
false beliefs, so that if such a being holds gelief"r' at Ty, such

a‘belicf cannot be falsified if Jones refrains from doing "“A" at T2..

In other words it cannot be both'that Jones refrains from doing nxn

25"That‘is, whatever God believes is true, v% is .true" )
follows from "God believes X'. And also God knows beforehand (i.e.
always has known) that a particular event will take place at the time
it occurred. Pike claims that “God knows at T. that 'X' will occur
at T." is an a priori truth . (See "Divine Omriscience and Volurtary
Actiém" in J. Gill, ed., Philosophy Today, No. 2, Pp. 12)-124.

26+ 1pid., pp. 124-125. : I
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ot '1‘2 ond also that an essentially omniscient God bellieves at Tl
that Jones will do "X at T,. But as J.T. Sounders points out, "...
this cannot be, only because 1t&cannot be Loth that Jones will do
"M At 'I‘2 and also that Jones refreins from “xﬁ at Tz; we may not
deduce the necessity of an event from the fact of its oceurfcncc."27
1 think Susunders is right in’aaying that Pike's caso éun hold only if

God's beliefl ot Tl‘“uomuhow gusrantees what later happens at Tz."29

But this can be so only if God's beliefl at Tl is necessary and sufficient
(in a causal scnsz) for Jones'_doing of "X» at T2.. Put if God's know-
Jedpe is causatiye, then of course, if God knew at Tl that 1 will

do X ot T, thery I must do X at T,. But it is very peculiar to

speak of “knowlidge" us belng causstive. In ordinary circumstancey

it would be sheer nonsense to say thu£ the fact that I know that Johcs
is poinp to tﬁe movies tonight is the cause of Jones' going to the
movies tonight. 1f this is what Pike meant (snd I am not suré‘it _ (:P
is), then all one has to do is to deny any causal comnection between

the knowledpe of God, on the one hand, and human action on the other.

But if this is not‘what ﬁike means, then Jones' power to refrain
frodeoinn ny" at T2 is the power so to act that it will change the
situation at Tl’ |

One might object to the claim that the past can be changed.

<t J.T. Saunders, "Of God and Freedom®, Philosophical Review
Vol., LXxV, April 1966, p. 223. '

8+ Tbsd:, p. 223.
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It is o longstanding belief thot while it is possible to change

the future, it is not possible to chonge the past, Whatever happened
tn the past, it is held, has already happened and ‘there is nothing
anyone c;n-do about it; that 1s, what has happened cannot not have
huppened.  For example, Queen Elizabeth I1 was crowned on June 2,
1953, and that cannot be chenged; no sensible person wouid want to

—
deny that such an event took place at such a time. 1In tﬁ}v sense

there iq nrrccmcnt that we cannot change the past. But whatf of the
futurc? Can we change the future? I think there i3 a ggpyj;mportﬁnt‘
sense in which we cannot. Let us say thst a person pléps to do
somclhing on a certain day in the futurc. He mdy, for v;rious reasons,

wish to change his plens in such a way that he would no longer be

. doing thc same thing on the same day. He may, further, nbandon all

plang altogethcr in which case thc part1cular event will never take
place. In such circumstances we are tempted to say that he has
changed the future in that what normally would have occurred on a
particular day in the fuLUre would not now occur. But does this mean
that he has really changed the future at alx¥x I think not. Our
friend has changed his plans many times and finally abandoned Lhcse
plans, but the future has not beéh‘aficcted It is only our frierd's
plans that have changed, not the future. A N. Prior has correctly
pointed out that "the future is precisely whatcver it is that comes

‘to pass after our alleged alteration has taken place, so what we

alter isn't the future after all, ... the real future can no more be

o
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altered than the ﬁnst can."

But‘ﬁikc'n_objcction st11l stonds, All we have shown is that

o

we caﬁnot‘chnngc the future any more than we can the past.  But this
sti1l does nol show that God's forcknowledge i not incomp@tiblc

with humon freedom. For, if God knew cighty years ago thét Jones
will mow his lawn at T2, then Jones has no cholce in thcfﬁattcr.

But there is a caue in which present sctions can oaffect the past.

A grandfathcr who died 25 years ago can become a grest—grandfather
todoy b& the birth of a son to his grandson; by being ordained today

1 moke my grandmother's belief that I will onc day become & minister
30

of the church into a true belief. If this is granted, then it is

possiblcjto act at T.. in such a way that the situstion at T will be

2 1
different. Saunders points out that:

Whenever one has the power to do "Y" but,

does "¥" instead, one has the power so to
. act that the past would be other than it

is; for if one werc to do "Y" then every

past situation would be other than it is

in that it would be followed by one's Y-

. 29. A.N, Prior, "Thc'Formalities of Omniscience," Philosophy,
Vol. 37, No. 140, 1962, 12i.

: 30. A. Kenny points out that beliefs constitute knowledge
only bLecause of a relstionship between thesc beliefs and the events
they concern, “so'it 1is possible that it is precisely by telling

a lie today that 1 bring it about that God knew yesterday that I

would tell a lie today. Of course, 1 do not bring it about by today's
lie that God yesterday believed that I would lie; but it is my current

lie which makes his belief then true.” (See A. Kenny, "Divine
Foreknowledpe and Human Freedom" in A. Kenny, ed., Aquinss, P. 268).
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ing ot this time rather than by one's X-

ing ot this time ... Once this is seen,

we may realize both that it is not contra-

dictory, in the case ot hand, to supposo

that Jones has the powel to refrain from

X at T., and also that God's easential B
omnisclence is irSElcvunt to this issue i -
of human frecedom.

In addition to the objcctioﬁ roised by Saunders, there is, 1
believe, a more telling objection agoinst Pike's view. This has to
do with the incompatibility between foreknowledpe and a frec' act.
Pike's claim is that an omniscient God can have forﬁﬁnowlcdgc of a
free act. This is the claim 1 wish to deny. If Jonecs has freedom
or free will, then it follows that he has the bowu‘to ch@ngc his
mind sbout his future actions. That is to say that Jopés,himsclf

docs not ot T, know what he will do st Tp. He can plan ot T, to do

X at T., but it ks within his power (because of his freedom) to do
Y instead. Now if this is true (dnd I think it is), then at T, no
onc (not even God not Jones) can know what Jones will do at 'I‘2 for

the simple reason that there is nothing yet to be known. An omniscient

God can know all there is Lo, know, but this does not include what it

is not possible to know. It is in th%s sense that future contingenc1es

"o,
cannot be known by God; for there is nothlng yet to be knoun. And if

Pate

there is nothing yet hg be known at Tl' it is ridiculous to think thot
Lhis somchow tells apainst God's omniscience, Freedom implies that

¢y future aétions are not ﬁrcdictable (1.e. completely prcdictable).
—

3. 5. T. saunders, "Of God and Freedon”, Philosophical Review,
Vol. IXXV, April 1966, p. 22h.
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But even if we can moke certain "limited predictions" about futuro

froc actions, we still con not have knowledpe of these future uctionu.32
We con have kndwlcduc of these futuro contingent actions only whon they
have hccn.pcrfoﬁncd. A.N, Prior puts it thin woy:

The contingent considered as future ...
i connot be the object of any sort of know-

: ledge which cannot fall into falsehood;
a0 since the divine knowledge neither does
nor cun fall into falédchood, God could
not pounibly have any knowledye of futuro
continpencies if he knows them as future.
Divine forcknowledpe of such events i3, in
fact, out; us he knows them, they urejnoh
still to come, but already arc there.

What this amounts to is that God's omniscience does not entail Q
J " ~

" forcknowledye” and hence can be compatible with human freedom,
God's omniscience can cntnii forcknowledpe only if it is trae that

swhatever is the case has already been poing to be the ca:m."3h

32. nForcknowledge" is a peculiar concept. It is not always
clear what it mcans. If by Yforcknowledype" we mean that_God has knowledpe
of all future actions prior to the occurrences of thosc actions, then
my contention is that such “knowledpe" is logically impossible. The
nfore” in "foreknowledge" should not be an anthropomorphism simply
because Lhis is not how we speak ordinarily, = We do not say thal we
have M forcknowledje® of our friends' actions. We do say, however,
things like, "I know Jones is going to the movies tomorrow," or "I
know that Jones plans to stay at home for the weekend," but this is
not meant in the sensé of foreknowledge. When it is said that God
has forcknowledpe, what' is meant I think is that "omniscience® 1is
being used in a very wide sehsge, namely to entail "forcknowledge.”

My claim is tha}TSuch’cntailmcnt does not in’fact obtain.

-]

33. A;d}\Priop;‘“Thc Formalities of Omniscience”, Philosonhv,_/
37, 1962, pp. 123-124. H. Bergson denies the possibility of foreknoxing
(even with repard to God) free actions when he says that "to foresee
consists of projectiny into the-future what has been perceived in the
past ,.. But that which has never been perceived, and which 1s at Fhe
same time simple, is necessarily unforeseeable.,” (Creative Evolut1op,
pP. &-7.) ' :

34+ a.N. Prior, Op.Cit., p. 118



Thus to say that "God is onniscient™ is not to soy that "fo; 2ll

p, 3f <o Py God hna nlways known that it would be the cage that p",
but that it ls, uiwnyn nhas beon and alwoys will be the case that for
all p, if p then God knows that p", and what this amounts to io that

“if‘ at ony time, it woas the cuse at that time that it would be the

caoe that p, then God kncw at that time it would bc the case thnL p n3

In his paper, Pike further assumes that it maken pood senae
Lé say Lhat God holds beliefs snd that these bellefs are nnnlyticully
‘truc, that he is & person, and that easential omniscience implies
knowledype of ;uturc Iroc acts. This latter point I have claimed is
self-contradictory. Nith regard to thc ‘former claim, it is not clear
to mc how wc arc to mukc sense of it. If it meons that any bellefs
which God holds mugt be true.or must be the case, then Plke 15 not
speaking, of "bclieP‘ in the normal sense of its usaLe. And if we
arc¢ to make sense of-“bclieP' when we attribute it to God, we cuﬁnot
emply it of its mcaning in normal usage. But opart from this, Plke'u
contention is clearly falsc. For, as I pointed out abovc,.God's
belicefs become true only when the actions which correspond to thesc\
beliefs arc pqgformcd; .That is to say that God's belicfs cannot be
analytically truc 5imp1y because thcy.dcpénd on futurg“contingent
actions. And if Pike 19 uqing "bcllcye" in the sense of “kno#' his
point would still be very tr1v1al for as we saw above, God's omni-

science docs not imply forcknowledge; that is , does noL imply

g1




: knowledpge of future contingenclies. And even if Pike's point thut-

what God knows now must hnpﬁcn is true, it still w?gld not follow

Lhat God's knowledgc is incompatible with human frecdom. For, when

we sny if God knows that X will happen, thcn X must huppon, what followa
from thin is that 4f God knows at Tl that X will happen ot T, thcn

X must happen at T, o . and it will not and cannot be prevented. Buot .

what this umounts”to is that God'n knowing ot Ty that X will happen
at fz is the same as X huppcninﬁ at Tl. For, the c¢laim that if God
knows X will happen‘then X must happen is no different from the claim

that whotever God knows has already hoppencd since there i3 absolutely

no way that it can fail to hoppen. But this is to mar any'distinction
.bctwuon past, presan and futurg from God's point of view — it 13

to say of God that whatever hc knows or has known is happening
simultancously in his present. (We have already “een Lpp. 70—75]

thot this view is logicslly vicious.) In this sense, thcn, there will
be no fuLurc and hence no future coﬁtingcncies'for God to know. What
follows from this is that the problem of God's knowledpe and human
_frccdom disappears; in fact it cannot evén arise. IL is not that humans
are not frgd; but that freedom inéofar as it entails the future ond
future_actlons is not in confllct w1th God's knbwlcdre preéiscly
bggﬁtsc the future qua futurc together “with all possible free nctlond
egc. is'ruled out once we claim, as‘P}ke'does, that God's knowledge

is necessary or analytically true. While this does not préve that

God's knowledge. is compatible with future contingent acts (human .



83

actions), it docs rule out Pike's orgument to tho cbnirury. Tho
statement "God known that 1¥am writing" ia n0£ snolytically truo, but
contingently truc; for whereas I‘muy hold it to be truc now, 1 wili
ccase Lo do so as soon as I stop writing. God's knowledge can. bo .
onnlytically truc only where what God knows is analytic; for example,
wi43-6r.  But as A. Kenny has pointed out, a contingcnp propooition

bv definition never en analytic or ncccsaury truth 36 And if this
is’ so, then thc claim that divine knowledge is incompatiblu with human
freedom has not and cannot be established. I turn now to the notlon
of God's goodﬁcss. _

1 havc contended Bo fnr_thét frec_wili is compatible with Godfs

omnipotence and omnioc1encc. But the objector énn still point out

u

that if God were all-pood (and given thot he is omnipotent and omni-
scient), he could or would have refrained from creating croatures

with frce wills which led to.wroLg choicés that éubscqucntly resulted
in suchtmyrinds of évils. .Could it be, then, that God is not all-good?
Could it hc the case thot although God is all-powerful and nll—P"owing,
he is nevcrthclv s n malicious demon uho, although he knows that men
would become such corrupt creaturcs because of free will and although
he haa the power to refrain from creating then with such wills,

chose to give them such wills and then began to enjoy sadistically

their brutality towards each other? Although égme'critics have gone

36. ‘ - | .

, A. Kenny, "Divine Forcknowledge and. Human Freedom",-1n
A. Kenny, e .,,Agulna,, Pp. 269 270.

B
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a long woy townrdns moking God out to bo o mulicioughaémon, this 1o

‘not. tho point 1 wieh to conanidor at present. What I wnnb-tb_conuidér
jp tho idea of tho incompatibllity botucén God'p goodness and the '
hroAL amount, of evil which results from freedom of the will,

| _H.J. -McCloukey claims that o benovolent God *could and would
have created a world develd of suporfluous evil", but this is not the
“enne with rcgu;d to this world, for it is clear ﬁﬁut thérc aro
wunneceasary evils! in the world, 3 It is McCloskey's claim that tho
waru} cvil in the world is entirely superfluous. Ho soys:

... Clearly God could have created man with
a strony biss to good, whilst 3ti1l lcaving
scope for o decision to act ovilly. Such

a bias to good would be compatible with
fréedom of the will. h

... An omnipotent God could have so ordcred
the world that it was less conducive to the
practice of evil ... God, if Ho were all-
power{ful, could miraculously intervenc to

prcvent’somc or perhaps all moral evil; and .

. . L] .
He is said to %8 10 on occas%fns in anawer

Lo prayers sa.s

On the faoce of it, it is not hard to see that McCloskey's
‘arguments arc not very diffcrcht from that of Mackie aceording to
(~f/’cﬂom free will is compatible with obsolute determinism, For to say

that. God could have created men with 8 vpbias to good™ is not very

diffcfcnt from aning,that God- could have created men so that they

37. HJ. McCloskey, "God and Evil®, }n’ddﬁ_nnd Evil, N. Pike
Cdo ¥ po" 814- . "\ e

38 1bid., p. 80.



Cconld always freely choose the ripht.,  The same erjticlam rained apainst
“Maekie and Flew holds here nluo omd 15 enouph Lo expose jLs weaknens,

1ot un consider McClonkey's elaim that God could intervene

Lo prevent moral evil. MeCloskey seems to think that intervention by

a-

Cod i oiswer Lo prayers and intervention of His own initiative ave
Lhe samely  But thin 1o c¢learly not the cadie. The Free i1 Defender
can claim that prayers for forplvencss of sinu or for preventing
Tre— N - . . ° . ] 0 : . - ’

one from falling Into the evil of temptation or for the prevention

of wars a1 within the correct use of free will, It is the very

pature of the Christian's faith that man throuph his free will should

“oopray to Godfor ruidance and for protection.. Bub God'o intervention
- il ' l - .f'
oot dlis own indtiative in all cases is tantamount to the deniad’ of

free will and also Lo the view that free will.ds compuatible with
abrolute forcknowledpe und prediction. And cohis we have seen juonelf-
.) ’ ) ’
contradictory. Furthernore, MeClovkey's clhim that some cases of
o . . .

evil are superfluocus has not been -(and possibly cunﬁpt be) establrolmedd
In order Lo uﬁnw that certain cases of evil arve superfluous, one -
would nnnd_;dpoxumine.all canes of évil in order to docjdé when a
particular case of cvil is or is not superfluous. This I cloim is :'
not humanly posuible and as such, the force 6flthn oijétinn i diminished
substantinlly.  HNot only is it not humanly possible Lo decide whvﬁ

evils (we are speaking of naturql evils only) are superfluous or uh-

neeessary, but the notion o rnecessary evil? itself becomes me AN nE-

less once it is claimed that e world a5 a-whole 1B 3. complex netvofpk

oy
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of 'parts which are intcrrelutcd in such a way that each part (however.
minute or insignjficant) contrib;tes to the overall complex. No one
part can-be eliminated without at tha same time affecting the overall
‘strucﬁurei This is not to say that there must be cvils in the Vprid,
or that there must be evils in order for good to arise etc., but’ that
the év;ls (natural evils) which occur cannot be unnecessory or super-
fluous. The world as ari evolving c0mp1ex structure cannot posscss
any event which is unnecessary or superfluous. We can bnly gpeak,

of unnggcssary‘evils if the wo;ld were such that each event were
somehow indepeﬁdcnt and ée;f—contnined. But such a view is untenable
for the simple reason that it would“ruie_out both causaiity anq causal

connection — thc reault being utter chaos and confuaion.

Another objection to McCloskey!s 1dea of God's 1ntervent10n

-
Y

b
+ )

to prevent evils and HlS ordering of the world in such & way that it

) would be less conduc1ve to evil practlce has to do’ Nlth the chaos and

" confusion that might'seem to be the result of such actions. A forld

in which the conscquenceé of our actions were somehow changed by

God's 1ntervc1t10n to result in less ev1l would be a chaotic world -
it would be a world in which causal connectlon would be mednlnglers.
And, which is worse, the uniformity of nature, which we presuppose in
order to 1ivé‘our dfdinary lives, would have no place. The state. ’
of unlformlty in nature is a necessary'and sufficient condition for
our llves being what they are._ Without this uniformity, life as we

know iE}gpqld not be p0551b1e -— some kind of life m%ght be possible,

‘.-',\-. : C
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but what this 1life would be 1s beyond my imagin&tion. One thing is

certain; that is, that it would not be the life which we rnow live.

And it is reasonsble to assume that a life that is essentially different

from the 1life we now live might not be subject to the evils which

are inherent in this one. But, that is only because such a life would

not be human life — it would be something we know not what. -

that such a world would be, to say the least, haphazard and chaotic.

But let us come back to McCloskey's world. It is my contention

In such a world, the weapons of war would suddenly become harmless

toys, hate would suddenly become love, so;;éw would be turned to joy,

"the falling aeroplane would be miraculously carried safély to its

-

destination, In short, in such a world, there would be no éccidénts,_

no murders, no deceit, no robbery, no need to work, "since no harm

could result from:avoiding work; there would-be no call to be concerned

for others in time of' need or danger, for in such a world, there

" could be no real need or dangers." Furthermore, John Hick points

out that in order to live in this world, an over-all adjustment would

be necessary. He says:

L]

_;;\" i
oY
[

-

To make possible this continual series of
jndividual adjustments, nature would have
to work by 'special providences’ instead of
running eccording to general laws which men
must learn to respect on penalty of pain or
death., The laws of nature would have to be
extremely flexible; sometimes gravity would
operate, sometimes not; sometimes an cbject
would be hard and solid, sometimes soft.

There could be no sciences, for there would

be no enduring world structure to investigate.
In eliminating the problems and hardships of



o

an object1VQ environment with its own
laws, life would become liki'a dream in .
" which, delightfully but aimlesg %y, we
would float and drift at ease.

-88

I am contendlng that life would not be possiblc in McCloskcy s

haphazard world. But even if 1tlwere pqssible, it would not be
represcnt&tiﬁe Sr God's goodness, but rather a lack of it. For it

is clear from our understandlng g the condept that we would hesinnte
to call anyone good (and much less God) who 80 arranged thlngs as

to eliminate individual personal dec151ons. This would make us out
Lo be irresponsible, hclplesst totally dependent creaturesT Ne. \
would live our entire lives like innocent new-born bnben — the very
thought of which is repulsive to the most derelict human'reason.'”A
good parent is. one who loves, protects, guides hig child; who teaches
him to be independent, to accept the Fespon51b111ty for the conse- '
quences of his actions; wh& punlshes him when he does wrong, not
* out of malice, but becﬁuse of his love and goodngss. Thls is not thc
type of goodness which. the God of McCloakey's world exhibits, and
moreover, it is. not the type of goodness which the Chrlst;an veliever

speaks of when he says, "God is. good". Moreover, HcCloskey s wor%?

makes nonsense of free will and rules out completely the. Christian

-
~

understanding of the world as a' place of »soul-making" -- & world in
which men, through facing up to the challenges and engaging }n the
constant struggle of everyday existence, can become "children of

God" and “heirs of eternal }1fe". To ignore. thls as McCloskey has

“ -~

39+ John Hi k, Philosophy of Religion, P. 45

1
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\;;hB\EE_ES miss thé point'of-the free will defehcé. For example,

"McCloskey'sd 51

How er, no matter how we resolve the linguistic - _' i \\\
he question remains — which is more . o ' '
. desirablle, free will and moral evil, and the

: physic evil to which free will gives rise, or’
this special free will or pseudo-free will - -
ich goes with absolute goodness? 1 ppggest "

the latter is clearly more preferable.” S \fl

A similar position is advocated by.J.W. Séeen;'-He claimsl
fhat if "the matter "comes down to deciding which is better, evil with
freedom, or poodness u1thout freedom, we may Y decide for the 1atte;."#l
Here both McCloskey and Stcen fail to take 1nto consideration the . ‘ T
theist's c1a1m that the flnal beatltude whlch comes through struggle

and sufferlng is 1nf1n1te1y more valuable than a "comfortable“ 11fe

S

{(if that 1s p0551b1e) without free Hlll and moral evils. But thaﬂ is \\\\;\f‘
not all. I have already pointed out that it makes no sense to 'say, -

that God could have created men with good HlllS 50 that whatever

'temptations they might encountgr, they would always choose the right.’

But what of "goodness without freedom"? Could not men be made in

such a way that they mayfavoid the evils which follow from freedom?
! !

I think it is hlghly doubtful that there really can be. goodhess without

freedom. The mabsolute goodness” thch HcCloskey sees as the result
- . - \ .
 of a lack of freedom.is not only beyond conception, but 1st§1mply
B - ' . I \-\‘\

/

0. & 5 ycCloskey, "God and Evilw, in M. Pike, ed. God snd
Evil, pp. 79-80-
W \ .
WL J.N. Steen, nThe Problem of Evil: “Ethijcal Considerations",
Canadian Journal of Theologx, Vol. X, No. kL, 1965, p- 262.

.
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nog gbddness. fof in the first place goodness without freedom cannot
be moral goodnéss And if it is not‘moral goodness,'it.oanqot be uged
to speak about h qz belngs without gross equivocation. We can
_1mag1ne a ré;ot or a puppet- doing varioua things correctly — that isy
doing what it is programmed to do, To call such a robot "good" i3
‘to use "good" in ﬂhe same sense that we use it 20 say that a knife
or a car is good. N. Smart: correctly observes that "people who' ’,
effortlessly sailed through }1fe serenely 'v1rtuous'" cannot be (-
L2 - /

propcrly descrlbed as good 5

~If this is the sense in which HcCloskey and Steen are using
the term "goodness" then our ;A;ries -are Qver; for 1t cannot be
attrlbutcd to-"men" but only to robots or puppets. " And as ‘we have
already argued, creatures u1thout freedom of some sort (or at least
* some undcrstandlng of frecdom) cannot rlghtly be called men, Whether
or not men are in fact free is §e51ee the.p01nt. Hha£ is important '
is that they at least act and plan their entire lives on the assump-
tion that they aré free. I1f men ;érq programmed so to act that
" they always.did‘whét is good or right, they would be.po more than
‘robots or puppets. They can only be called good if they. performed
correctly whatever actlons they were "made" to perform. A man who

jumped 1nto a river to save a drowning child may have caused the child

to drown ?i//ggplng on him, but we do not, because of that, fail

L2. N. Sma%t, Philosophers and Religious Truth:\p. ke
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to call h1m good A good man is one who “chooses" ta do ccrta@h actions

— chooses, that is, to do what is good or right without being forced

e

—&'

or coerced. If we realize that a man was commanded or forced to do
what he did, his'action ceases torbc good_in the-moral seﬁﬁé., If

some uobﬁp Hood-like | énng~threatened-éo kil arriech man if he did
» not give to the poor and he did so, we ¢all him good only if we are
ignorant of the c1rcumutances which led up to his glVlng. But once

thesc circumstanccs which led up to his riving are revealcd to us’
- - Ll , " A . - N . - f‘f
we can no lonper call him good. Goodness insofar §s it presupposes

N

some sort of choice in the matter cannot be conferrcd.on people, but

r

must be developed, Goodness, then, {moral goodness) without frecdom

I

is absurd —- absurd because it is highly ridiculous to peliéVe that
God could’ confer goodﬁcss or moraiity‘upon ptople who inhabit and o,
are part of an cvolv1ng world. And that’he cannot do this is no

[

adverqe reflectlon on His goodness or power.
Througn;ut this.chapter, I have tried to showfhow the clalm

that man's freedom or free will is the cause of evils ca; be ﬁefended}

1 have done so by poisting out that.nd even an OmnipoteAL, omniscient, _ -

all—good God .could have made men w1thout free will., I have alsoc .shown

that ‘the idea of God making man in such a way that he would always --%“

choose rightly” is self—contradictory. (The'phrase "Made to choose"

is also logically contradictory). In other words, if men are free, it

is loglcallX pQSSlle-that they might-choose to do what is wrong or

~

evil; they might also always choose rlghtly or wrongly, but they
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cannot be made to do so. .Hhat 8ll tl:; smount.s to is that the-

freedpm with which men qre‘cndowed logically entails the possibii&ig;xrf

of moral'evil. Thus the fact that there is morals evil in the world - % ) :

of a God who is all-.

does not in any way count against the exist

good, omniscieﬁt and omnipoten£. .
-1 h?fexﬁiqo_pointed“bup ghat Christijon theism‘presuL%gfgs

that orily men who are free can respond to Gbd's love in such a way

to become "chlldren of Ggd". -But the Eritic cén'alﬁays.point out

' that an omnipotent God could have creaied a perfect world thereby;

reducing thefymount of pain ‘end suffering. It is enough he mlght

. : L
point out, that men, insofar as they are free choose what is evil -

causing war, hatred, persecutlons, poverty and. starvation. Why

should God add to all thls by creating a world in which there are ~ ‘ .
earthquakes and tornadoes, in which men and even innocent animals,

_ N .
suffer? Why did He not éreate a perfedt world?. This is the question o

with which we shall deal in the following chapter.

-
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FVIL AND THE TDEA OF A PERFECT WORLD

T
* CHAPTER IV

In the last chapter we contended that man, truly speaking, is

ey S

free and_this frecdom entails th; possibility of méral evil, %p was

also maintained that this freedom is of such a nature that not even qﬁ
‘."

_anlpotent, all-pood God could maké man free to do always what is

right. ThUu, if men are 10 be-free, at 1east the possibility of moral

evil cannot be denied without contradiction. This puts the theiut .

‘1n a very serious position. The critic of theism may now be w1lling

to grant that moral evil 1s a poasibility in a world inhablted by men
but still ask why could not an omnipotent, all—good God create the

wordd in such a way ‘that natural evils would have no pluce.",why

E]

could not God’ have made a perfect world — a world free/of tornadces,

earthquakeS, flood and hurricanes?, Surely a God whol}; all-good
would not want to add physical evils to the moral evils already in
the world. And if this is true, then whj~did not ng create a perfect

world? . . /

i

i

N T I .
Now there is one sense of "perfection” that-we must dismiss

at the very outset, viz., unqualified perfectio/. A world perfect in
y/:ould be, unthlnkable.

this sense would be a world so perfect thag i
Indeed "such a world would not really be a world at allj for it would
be "Cod himself. Such a “world would be too/perfect to ‘be created;

for as was already p01nted out, the very qct of creation 1mp11es

flnltude in that Whlch is created and this in turn implies at least

2\ 3 .
one form of imperfection. R
3 o
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In this- sense, then, God cannot credpc a perfect world. . In order to do
this he would have to create that which is identical to. himself, that is,
'l\ ) ] . . - . B
himself. This, I submit, is logically impossible. But be that as it

may, it can always be pointed out that if God could not create such

-

a perfect world why did he createone which, by the very act of'creatiué,

is not perfect?  In Other words, why did God create the world in the

.

first place? Would it not have been better if he had not created it

1

at all?

~8
, : ]
I must confess that I do not know of any way that such a question
can be answered. I do not know how one.wo?ld set about debating
whether in fact it was better for God to create or-not to create.’

Ay

What standards would one appeal to in order to answer such a question?

It is my opihion that even if such standards exist, they are beyond

human #hagination, and if so, they cannot be used in order to angwer

our question. And a question which cannot possibly be answered is, '
after All, at its besﬁ a pseﬁd@iquestion; at its worst, nonsensical. |

Austin Farrer has pointed out that when we speak about God's qﬁoice

to create or not to create,

All human analogy fails us. We can cast no
light on the choice God makes in creating
the world he creates, because we cannot, even
in imagination, set up the experiment —
cannot put the alternatives for selection
on the table, nor construct the selective
. mechanism. w#hat we feel bound to Say about
divine decision merely serves to put it
beyond the range of humanlconceivihg.

1

1. A Farrer, Love Almighty and T11s Unlimited, p. 59. C-S.
Lewis makes.a similar point. He says, "1 am aware of no human scales

if which such a portentous question can be weighed. Some comparison
~ .
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It can be granté&i&hat it is nonsensical to ask whether i s
"1t was better ©r Gpd to create or not to ¢reate. But su%ely,iit is
not nonsensical to ask -whether God could not have created the world
diffcren%}y s& that the myriads of evils whiéh occur now‘would not
have occurred. Why did he no£ create the world in such a way that
qu;quitocs an' germs;«poigonous snakes, poverty, pain gnd suffering
would not exist? .Why did he not create the world in such a way that
it could not be subjugated by humans for evil purposes; that men could (/
not  engage in oppressions, slavery and persccutiéns; that atom bombs

and napalm bombs would not operate? This is the question H.J. McCloskey
s ‘ ' _ N .
seems to have in mind when he says: . -

v

¥

There is no reason why betterdigws of nature
governing existing objects aré not possible
on the divine hypothesis. Surely, if God
is all~powerful, He could have made a ‘

_better universe in the first place, or
* one with better laws of nature governing

it, so that the operation of its laws

. +did not produce calamities and pain.

~Now, the phrase "better laws of nature" is,totally ambiguous and .
simpleminded. It seems to suggest that ‘all God-had to do was to

" maké the laws of nature such that no.evils could occur and all would

1. {con't) between one state of being and’anaiher can be
made, but the attempt to compare being and not being ends in mere words.".
(The Problem of Pain, p. 24). ’

"2 4 J. McCloskey, "Cod and Evil", in N. Pike,. ed., God and
Evil, p. 70 . A
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‘bc Hell. But how can this be? How can’lqws ofjpatuqe which are

to be uniform (if they are to be lays of nature) be made to avéid

wevils and .calamities? If all that is meann\:y better laws bf nature
r ? ) I

is that they are such that evils -and cdlamitjes are not produced,
N i . . . " .*"-‘
then I maintain that such laws cannot be violated, because it is the
.- . ¢ s . ’
violation of the laws of nature which brings about most, it not

\

all, evils. NOW-HQCloské}.wants us to believe that,there can be

-

laws of nature which cannot be violated — because a4 far as we

. N ' ‘
know the viclation of a law (or laws) of nature always results in S

-

some sort of evil. This, I submit, is absurd. To say that God’

-

. could have made better laws of nature, meaning laws thich caused

" no calamities, is to say that Goed should have made laws of nature
N . . 4 . A
which cannot be giolated; that is, he should make laws which are

™
_not really laws —— an absurdity. Furthermore, a world with laws

wﬁichlallﬁwed no.evils and even cal;mi;ies would not be a world -
in ghich human beings could live. (We shall come back ponzhis
point 1at4r.) : ‘ . : ‘
Now\t8 say that God could or should have made the world
.

O . . i .
with better laws of naturs so that bombs et¢., would not work is to

Tay that the laws of nature should be such that they would operaﬁe :

3 . . ";
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“only for the benefit gf man; whatever is evil in any way should not
occur. = But what this amounts to is that the laws of nature should

‘holg at, some ‘times and fail to hold at others; for the Operations

of the laws of nature which are necessary for life are also those

which are responalble for the explosion of bombs aﬁﬁ the existence
o?rgerms.and diseases. And it is 1mp0351ble to have the former and

not the latter. If the laws were to fail to operate when a bomb was set
—off, it would also Sefiously affect human life. ASIE. R. Tennant

has pointeé out, ?...the general suspension of painful events,

fequisite on the vagt scale pfesupposed in the elimination of physicél

evils, would abolish order and convert a cosmos into an unintelligible

chaos ?.n which «..we should have to 'renocunce reason' if we would (‘
: ~ b
thus be 'saved from tears'.... 3 It is also absurd to say that the )

laws .could fail to operate 4n certain geographical locatlons and not
in others. wWhat I am suggesting is that-a worlathlch is operated

by natural laws has to have some sort of uniformity; that 1s, the

laws must ope?ate at all times or e15e.1ife_would be impossible.

And-I do not think it makes én; senée to speak about a world without
natural laws; for such a world is h#rdly conceivable. JIf the world is
to be "liveable", the laws of nature cannsﬁ be suépended.§ometimes to
prevent evils and dlsasters. J say such a Qorld could not be liveable'

because no one would know what to expect at any time; no one wouild know

when to move or not to move; no one would know if he were sitting or
?

-

3+ F.R. Tennant, Philosbphical\l'heologx, Vol. 2, p. 202.

T
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standing, for the law of gravity would hold at some times but fail
tq hold at other times. What causes pain today may cause joy tomorrow;
what is hard today may be soft tomorrow, and 36 Oon. JohnAHick puts

it this way: .

Fire, whose hecat gives us vital warmth
but also hurts us if we put our hand
in it, would suddenly lose. its heat
whenever this was about to cause pain.
Water, which has certain properties in
virtue of which it-can both sustain life
by slaking our thirst and destroy life by
suffocation, would suddenly lose these
preperties whenever someone Was in. danger
of drowning. Knives, which can cut both bread
and flesh, would suddenly beconie blunt
rather than cause a hurt. Food, which 1s
pleasant to taste but hard to digest,and
alcohol, which warms and cheers but which -
in excess, makes drunken sots and dangerous \
drivers, would cease to lave any desirable
effects; -and no amount of tobacco would
foster lung cancer. The density and hardness
of things, which make it possible to walk

A - and to build houses, but alsc to be killed
or injured by a flying stone or a wielded

stick, would be continually adjusted for the

avoidance of pain.

In other words life (i.e., if it is possible at. all) in such a world

would be nothing but a perpetﬁal nightmare.

4

It might be objected that in saying that the laws\of nature should
. be suspended each time some disaster is about to occur, I am commitping
. what is sometimes called the n3]1-or—nothing fallacy”; tha ig, tha?

I

the laws should be‘Suspended at all times or not at all. Bul why not?

5

It can always be argued that if God suspends the laws of natugi to

__‘ - 4
‘\ . .\ \ - P
\' A+ John Hick, Evil and the God of love, pp. 341-3L2.

'w_-’ \\
A B
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prevent some evils then there is no reason why he would not, (1f he
is all-good and omnlpotent) iuSpend them at all times. It make very
good‘secse, it seems to me, to say that if an all—good omnipotent God -
could suspend the laws of natPre to prevent some evils, he should

be expected to do so to preve%t all evilsi— And if so, the charge of
‘ R | '
the vall-or-nothing fallacy" fails.

Ncq if, as we have been pointing out, the idea cf suspending
the laws of nature proves to be impossible, it is still open to the
.obigctor tq claim that the world‘could have ben created diffefently; :
chat is, n::\és an evolutionary world. “For, ‘although the end product
: _ of the evolutionary procesé is the mutual accptation of diffcrent
E organ ms to each other and the balanced harmony of plants -and anlmalc, g!!

the meins of achieving this end product must include a great deal of

. o

~ cruelty and waste. According to the theory of evolution the varying

F“-f:, :

PRTSEY

natures of animals and plants result in a struggle for survival among
organisms, and only those that can adjust to each other or whose
variations allow for their adJustment w1ll survive and multlply -
those that cannot adapt are eliminated. ‘The organisms that surv1ve'
are the relatively few that can adapt to the env1ronment. But

what of the ellmlnatlon of - the many that cannot adapt themselves

and fit in? There is progress in the evolutlonary prccess but this
comes cbout, presumably, ocly apthclexpense of ?égeneration and
waste. Why did not God create the world so as to avoid such cruelty
and waste? why could he nct'find acothcr alternative® = .’ ﬁ

Now, the alternative to an evolutionary and changing world
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is one'phat¥is not,evél&i;g'aﬁd thnging;th;t is, §ne that is static
in the gcnse thaﬁ.it-ig not d?veigpiné.s .And;giiﬁoﬁgh it is not

aﬁ easy hattcr.tb'imagiﬁé.wha;‘such a "O%ld;would lé;k like, we know
for h_ract that ﬁhére would be no room for cfeativity,or dévélopmbﬁt

or any such thing. Such a world would have to be created perfécﬁ

in every‘se;se of “perfection"; for there Hbuld be no room for chﬁn;::.:
This would mean that-hén would have to be éreated fully developcd- |

and completely intclligént. But of ﬁourse theré would be no room for
. the use of this intq}ligence because there is no room for creativity .
and devélopment — whatever is made is made permanently; There would

be no destruction. And men, of course, would be immortals;

for how can we speak of death in a static world? In other words,

whatever such a world would look like and whatever creatures it may
péssess, it would not be anything 1ik¢ our world {i.e., a changing
world); it would be something we kno#znot what. For it is difficult
for us to form an idea.of a static, perfect world — a "ready-made"

world, because our concept 'world' includes change. And if it is

> I am using the word vewplution” here in a broad sense to
include change as well as creativity, development and progress. What
this means is that creativity, development and progress cannot take
place in a world that is not somehow changing —— a world in which
things must remain forever as they are. If, then, there ‘is to be
progress and development there must be change. And where there is
change there will also be destruction, decay and subsequently evil.
And even if there is change in the form of augmentation which does
not involve decay there will still be evil involved in the very act
of this augmentation. It is possible that a world that is not =4
evolving may include change, but change that does not involve "progress"
or “novelty", etc. '
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difficult fo}»dsfto form an idéa of a “re;dj;made" WOrid, it mokes
no sense to ;ax_that such a world would be better than our evolviﬁé
world. Furthermore, the only concept of a world we have is that of
« an evolving and changing wopld. And iq;this is correct, ‘then the
notion of a vready-made" wéfld or a world finished and complete at. .

once is_coﬁtradictory: the idea ofte world that we have is one that
‘ > -

{s evolving —~ we do not know of any other. ~

1f, as I have been maintaining, a static perggct world is
-not, only unintelligible but logically impossible; it would be foolish
to think that God.could bring into being such a world. And if a
static perfect world (granted of course it makes sghse to say such
a world is perféct) is unintelligible then we are left with an N
v )

evolving, changiné world. And it is the very nature (as far as we KQE
v M

know) éf an evolving world that some things are eliminatéa and others
preserved. If what I have been saying sO far is correct, it would be
futile and irrelevant to ask whether an evolving world is better or

worse than a static perfect one. I say it is futile because we know
of no other world but an evolving world. 6 And an evolving world, a

—

world whose fundamental character is evolutionary, cannot at any
i .

stage of its development, have the perfection toward which it 1is

developing and moving. 7 In such a world, then, evil is inevitable.

b Ninien Smart holds a slightly different positicn. He
claims that “the cosmos as it is (is) a theatre for the creation
of 'values®, and that “the evolutionary ways of realizing them may
be perchance better than a statically perfect world, and is certainly
more intelligile " (Philosophers ard Religious Truth, p. 159, T
underlining. )

7. See James Ward, The Bealms of the End, pP. 350=351.

-
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Somcone might object, hoﬁevcr, that even if evil is inevitable
in an cvolving world, why 1is there so much of it? Although thié'is(a
ueriouo‘and p01nted objection, I do not think thut it is crucial.

For while it 1is true that there are many evils, these evils cannot

be shown to be unnecessary or pointless unless we can c1te particular
instances of evil which are not necessary to the cvolut1onary process.
"And I know of no way that such ev1ls can be pointed out or cited.
Fu?thermore, if’it were t;ue that there are too many ev1ls 1n the
evolutionary process, the world might have been destroyed by now.

In aqy case, the imporﬁant_question, as far as I can see iﬁ,'is not
the amount of evil in the world, but the fact that there are evils

at all.

Up to-noy I have been examining the claim thaé‘the woridvcould
have bcen built differently. Such a claim we have seen is amblg—
uous. It is all well and good to say that the world could have been
built differently, but once we begin to spell out the 1mp11cations
of such a claim we soon find that it cannot be maintained with any
kind of logical consistency and cohgrenéy. This becomes more
evident when we ponsider a wbrld.inhabited by "1ivinéﬂ creatures as
Opposed to one that is not; when we consider it inféelati;n to the
type bf creatués.which inhabit i£. Indeed, I do not think it is
possible to Speak'ébout a world that is not inhabited by "living"
creatdres as being good-or evil; that is, we can énly speak abbut

the world as being good or evil in relation to the living creatures

which inhabit it. A world is not good or evil in itself. What I
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mean is this: When we say of a world-that it is good or evi?, what we

mean is that it is good or eyil for the proper inhabitation of certain

living creaturc;. ;Ege ?jp% of iiving c¢reatures which inhabit the earth
‘will not normally survive on the moon.‘ In this respeci the earth ’y
is better than the moon. Thus, whenever we speak of a world or a') o
planet as heing better than another or as being good, it makes perfect— -
1y good sense to ask, “Better for what?" or "Good for what?"® dlthout
these qugstions or similar ones in mind, we cannot sensibly speak

evaluatively of the world.

The moon qua planet is no better nor worse than the earth gua
Y K
planet. It is Only when we take into consideration that certain

11v1ng rcatures can survive on the earth but not on the moon that

we can say the former is better than the latter. It ml?ht be objected
that I have been bela?ouring a very trivial point, and this might be so. "%
But it is not at all trivial when ﬁe take into consideration that ihc ‘

world we are talking about is inphabited, to a great extent., by a |
particular type of creatures, viz., human beings. (Let us put 351de

the order of lower animals for the moment.) ‘and if we speak of the
perfection of the world we can .only do 50 if we mean perfect for the
development of these human belngs who by deflnltlon are supposed to

be free and ratlonal and hence, moral; for it is loglcally 1mp0551b1e

to have moral value in a world in uh;ch the agents are not free and

rational. Such creatures must occupy the é%gtral qut“pf any discus-

. sion which concerns the physical worgd evaluativély. In any such-

discussion the central question must be something 1ike this: "Could

..

T
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a world which human beings inhabit have been made better; that is, -
better in the sense that there would have Beeﬁ no evils or calamities?"
Is human life which entails moral and rational development possible
in a world which was so made as to avoid all evils, disasters and
calamities?
~ - (:,:I N
Some theists point out that this world is a place of "soul-
making", and if so, all evils cannot be avoided. John Hick, for
example says, .
«eothis world must be a piace of s;hl-
making. And its value.is to be judged,
not primqpily by the quality of pleasure
ang pain occurring in it at any particular
moment, but by its fitness for its prémary
purpose, the purpose of soul;making.
But all this talk about morals and rational development and "soul-

making" as important as it is, cannot e§cépe the inevitable difficulty,

viz., the pain and suffering which occur among the lower animals.
These brutes are not moral and rational, nor can it be said that

nsoul-making™ applies to them Since.it is -assumed that they have no

8- John Hick, Evil and the God of Low, p. 295, At the outset,
I should make it quige clear that I am not rejecting the "soul-making
argument.” -1 am only pointing out the difficulty which arises
(concerning animal pain) when it i3 said that this world is primarily
a place of "soul-making". Anyone wha claims that this world is
primarily a place of "soul-making"” and uses this as a full-fledged
theodicy cannot escape the jnevitable problem of animal pain. Such
_a person either has to discount the brutes altogether (a highly
dubious position) or claim that they are somehow necessary to the
whole idea of "soul-making". The only way out, it seems to me,
is to adopt the latter course which is not without its difficulties.
My argument throughout most of the thesis substantiates to a certain
extent the idea of soul-making insofar as. it applies to human beings.
My major query is with its applicability to the lower animal kingdom.

\ »
! < -
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soulSe 'Surely, it would have been a better world if it hadlbeen ' 1
puilt in such a way as to avolid such unnecessary é&in. And the fact
that it was no£-so built certai%ly goes agaiﬁst (it migh; be. said)

the powef and goodness of the Deity wha designed it. This objection

was raised by J.S. Mill. He wrote:

If there are any marks at all of special
design in creation, one of the things most
evidently designed is that a large proportion
of all animals should pass their existence in
. tormenting and devouring other animals. They

: have been lavishly fitted out with. instruments
necessary for that purpose; their strongest
instinets impel them to it, and many of them
seem to have been constructed incapable of
supporting themselves by any other food.
If a tenth part of the pains which have been
expended in finding benevolent adaptations ‘
in all nature, and been employed in collecting
evidence to blacken the Creator, what scope
for comment would not have been found in the
entire existence of the lower animals, /
divided, with scarcely an exception, into '
devourers’and devoured, and a prey to a

_thousand ills from which they are denied - - kS
and faculties necessary for protecting
themselves.

“ﬁill's arguments are very crucial not onl& to the design argument
but more so to the “wale of soul-making" theodicy. For it is not.
clear how this Spectaéle 6fl“nature red in'tooth and-claw” can be
explained by this theodicy. Indeed, it seems that the problem of

" animal pain is intensified by such a. theodicy. If the world is

(as Hick pointed out) primarily a place of “soql—méking", then

9+ ;.c. Mill, Three Essays on Religion, "Nature", p. 58.°
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animal pain becomes So much more difficylt to explain. 10 For a
world which is primarily a place of "soul-haking” positively ex-
cludes the whole lower animal kingdom unlgss it can be shown that

such a kingdom is also necessary for "soul-making". John Hick

claims that this is the case. He says:
«sofrom the point of view of the divine
purposé cf soul-making, animal life is
linked with human life as the latter's
natural origin and setting, an origin
and setting that contribute to the

"epistemic distance” by which man is . el
enabled to exist as a free and responsible .

creature ip the presence of his infinite S
Creator.

Various answers have been given to the question of animal

pain. Tt has“bgen pointed out. that since these creatures possess

appears to be animal s fferi eed not be suffering in any real
sense. It may be we who have invented the 'sufferers’ by the
'pathetic fallacy' of reading into the beasts a -self for which

there is no real evidence.” 12 Now it might be that animals do not

10. ot only is anizal pain inexplicable by the "soul-making?
theodicy, but various human evils. For example, the untimely deatly of
a five-month cld baby, the suffering of an eighty year old man, those
born with mental deficiencies, etc. It is not easy to see how these
can be explained on the nsoul-making® thodicy: It is difficulties like
these which seriously limit theodicies. It is true, of course, that
no one theodicy can explain all kinds of evils, but this is something
which those who make theodicies must always bear in mind.

11. john HicR, Evil and the God of Love, p. 352

12. C.S.Lewis, The Problem of Pain, P. 121, The naturalist
Theodore Wood makes a similar point. John Hick cites the following
passage from Wood: “When a crab will calmly continue its meal upon
a smaller crab whilé being itself leisurely devoured by a larger and

NN
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reallj'suffe;jbut this we do not know. It is true that these'animals
_cannot usefﬁpain—langﬁage" but this is no reason £é conclude that
they do not suffer. When we see animals tearing each other apart,
when we see some animals being devoured by othéf animals, when we rL
seé animdls groaning with swollen limbs, ;e cannot help concluding

that such animals are suffering. To call this the "pathetic fallacy"

is an obvious subterfuge, To say, then, that animalé do not feally

suffer because they have no souis or selves is not to give an anéwer

to the problem of animal pain, but to avoid it. I think Jo?ﬁ Hick .
is right yheh he points out that there isl"...surficient evidence for

the prgsence of scme degree of consciousness, ard some kind of exper-

jence of pain, at least throughout the vertebrate kingdom, to prohibit
13

us from denying that there is any problemiof animal suffering.”

12. (con't) stronger; when a lobster will voluntarily and
spontaneously divest itself of its great claws if a heavy gun bé
fired over the water in which it is lying; when a dragon-fly will
devour fly after fly immediately after its abdomen has been torn from
the rest of its body, and a wasp sip syrup while labouring — I will
not say suffering — under a similar mutilation; it is quite clear that
pain must practically be almosi or altogether unknown." ( See John Hick,
Evil and the God of Love, p. 348.)

13« sohn Hick, Evil and the God of Logi, p. 346, And so too,
Ninian Smart. He. says: "One cannot escape by the subterfuge of
saying that the animals do not really feel pain. Admittedly, we tend
/40 be too anthropomorphic in our approach/to animals, and to ascribe to
them the kind of experiences which we ourselves have. And it may
well be that mimals do not suffer as intensely as we might at first
think. But to take the subterfuge seriocusly would mean that, when we
saw a cat lying injured on the road, we could quite justly pass by
on the other side.® (Philosophers and Religious Truth, p. 156)

A\
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The question of aniwgl pain, then, cannot be brushed aside ‘
but must be taken seriously. And when taken seriously the only
sensible answer thét can he glven is that .these animals no less than
human beings are part of this uorid and “as such thef mustise affected
by its constitution and natural laws:J (And as was pointed out above,
evil and suffering are inevitable in such a world.)‘ Aﬁd such pain
* and suffering must necessaril} affect everything that is in the world.

]

It is utterly foolish to believe that God who is “.,.the God of hawks
no less than of Sparrows; of microbes no less than of men", L shouié
spare the lower animals all pain and suffering while allowing the {
higher ones to égffer. The winds, the rains, the atmosphere, the _;.

natural laws must affect all living creatures in the same way — the

elements cannot be tapered to:suit individuals without resulting in
utter chaos and confusion. And aé to the chargé that nature is "red g
in tooth and claw" we can only sayw%rat %f such is part of the evolution-

ary process, then, it must necessari}y be. (I have alréad& pointed

out that. it makes very little sense to ébeak of a world that is not

evolving.) And according to the evolutionary process, £hosa orgarn—

isms whith cannot adapt are eliminated in some.way or the other —

there is absolutely nd evidence for beliéving that the devouring pf

animais by other animals is in any way malicious; it is simply part of

the evolutionary process. We érglsurely talking -nonsense if we say

that God should spare these lower animals all suffering.

e A. Fa;rer, Love Almighty and Ills Unlipited, p. 9he
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* _Animal pain cannot be avoided if animals form part of the

cosmos. - It seems that the only point that can now be made is that

God should not have created these creatures in the rifst place. .

,Tﬁe whole question of énimal pain, then,‘gg;g;ég\around their very
existcncé. John Hick adﬁita that this is the central question but’
contends that anigal existence is a problem. 15 i would not go so
far as to say with Hick that animal existence is a problem. The

question Whether God should or should not have created the lower

o |

is, like the question whether he should or should not have
t PR

created the world, a pseudo-guestion. It is futile to speculate

animals

. whether God should or should not have created the world or whether
he should or should not have created the lower animals. Moreover,

even if it makes sense to ask whether God should or should not have .

created the lower animals, there is no reason to believe that a
\orld devoid of such animals is better than one with them. It is
at least logically possible that a world with lower animals is far
better than one which has none, It can also be argued that the dif~"~
ferent parts of an evolviﬁé world are not-independent of each other;

‘that is, that each part affects the other.parts in such a way that

'np one part can be subtractéd,without interrupting‘the whole system.

and animal 1ifé, as part of the world cannot be eliminated nor left

out ‘without drastically affecting the whole system. We will come

back to this later.

-

15+ Hiek points out that the crucial question for theodicy is
not "#hy animals are liable to pain-85 well as pleasure — for this
follows from their mnature as 1i i creatures — but rather why these
‘Jower forms of life should exist at all.” »Their existence," he con—
cludes, "remains as a problem.” (Evil and_the God of Love, Pp. 350. )
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1 want now to consider further a point which I aliuded to .
earlier, viz., the type of world which is neéessa;y for human iife.
' I have said that it is not ‘possible to conceive of a.yﬁrld thgh is
| not governed by natural laws or a world that/is-net- evolving. And - -
in such a world, it Haé'also po?nted out, evil is inevitable. A - |
further claim can now be madé, namely that only in an evolving world
governed by natural laws is human life, insofar as it includes moral
development, rationaiity and intelligence, ppssible; morality,
rationality and intelligence cannot simply be impiﬁnted; they must
develop. And if so, they cannot be possible in'a static p;rfect
world or one in which the laws can be suspended so as ﬂg avoid

evils. Morality, as far as we know jt, is learned.and this pre-

supposes a world or an environment which is uniferm/ To this extent,

the laws of naturé cannot be intgrfupted. Ninian Smart puts it
this way: B

Wwithout the pattern of consistency in the
cosmos, there would then have been no
development of men's intellectual powers;
and by the same token, no development of
morality. In short, a regular background
is necessary for the exercise of creativity
and freedom. A random and haphazard world,
if this can be conceived, cigld not contain

rational and moral beings.
It can be grantea that morality and rationality are_not pos-
sible in a Horiﬂ that;is-not‘uniform or one that is not evolving, or
one free of é#ils; But still the objector may be concerned about ’

the great amount of evils in the world. Surely, he might point out,

. 16. . gmart, Philosophers and Religious Truth, p. 154

}
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God could'p eyent most of the major.evils without iﬁterfering with

the laws of nature or without interfering with the evoluti;nary process,
And if he could do this and does not; how can we say that he is perfect-
ly good and powerful? Anyone wha féils to prevent an evil when he

could prevent it is often blameworthy. Why should it be different

with God? At first sight this seems to be a very -strong point, but
after a short reflection 1t can be seen to be untenable. It is ~
untenable because there is an obv1ous difference between saying that

men should prevent evils if they could and saying that God should do

so also. For while it is not possibie for men to be in situations to
prevent all or even most would-be evils, a God who is all-good and |

omnlpotent would not. (1et us say) have this limitation. It will be

open to h¥m then to prevent all ev1ls. As John Hick has pointed out
. “unless God ellmlnated all evils whatsoever, there Hould always be
relatively outstandlng ones of which it would be said that He should
17

have secretly prevented them". p
Now, I suggest that a world in which God prevents all would-be
evils would be an imposg;ble state of affairs, if only because it
would reqder causal connection, which is necessary to human life,
meaningless. In the case of man, we know that only a few evils can
be.prevented, and the prevention éf these evils is not surprising to

us. - But in the case of God we do not know what to expect if he were

to prevent would-be evils. Arid even if he prevented only somxe evils,

i

17« John Hick, Evil and the God of love, p. 363.
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‘this would still present an impossible‘state of affuirs. For ei;her
he would prevent specific evils, in which case we would ﬁnow that

" certain evils or disasters cannot and would,not occur, or he might
prevaﬂ;evils arbitrarily, in which case evils might occur at some
 times but fail to occur at other times. T suggest that in either
case the situation would prove chaotic and utterly cg;}ﬁsing. A
flood which killed thousands of people today might fail to do so next
Tonth, and molten lava from an erupted volcano which déstroyed an

' entire’city last year may prove utterly harmless this year. But
‘such‘occurrences would severely ﬁpset the uniformity of nature and
thus make 1ife chaotic. And not only that: it is'higﬁly dubious, it

seems to me, that some disasters can be prevented'or eliminated with-

Pact s
out affecting human life and the workings of nature as a whole. \The
: S

physical world (as was pointed outfgarlier) is not a simple system
in which some parts can be eliminated without affécting:other parts.
And the evils insofar as they are part of.thg physical world canhot
be e*empted from this whole scheme. This is ver& forcefully pﬁt by :
Austin ﬁé;rer He says:

n thinking of the world as something which

ight be cured of its general evil, we are

empted to treat it as though it were a

simple system from which external interferences
might be banished, or internal incoherences
eliminated; a beast with a thorn in its paw or
a fault in its digestion; a car with nails )
through the tires or a misfit in the cylinders;
even a molecule of some substance, broken down
by external pressure oOr collapsing by some
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internal disintegration. But the world

is not a sy§tem, it is aEBinteraction

of systems innumerable.
and once we grant that the physical world is not a simple system
but an interaction of systems it becomes obvious that each part of
the world is necessary to every other parﬁ or to some part at least,
so that if.the one is removed zhe other cannot continue functioning.
What this amounts to is that in a vworld in which there are evil. ;
situations and good Situations, you cannot ‘have the'bne without the
other. You cannot have, that is; good Qiﬁhéht évil ;;,yoﬁ canﬁot
take away thedevils'out of the world without, at theTSamé time taking -
away the good, the good being 10giéally coﬁnectéd'in some way to the
evil., For example, the same properties in water or inrthe wind, QQ
_or in wood or in clay, in stones, etc., which génefit.man, without
which man cannot survive, are the same properties which are harmful
to hime Thus the harmful effects cannot be prevented without prevent—
" ing the beneficial effects. F.R. Téﬁnant points out that “if water
is to'havé‘the various properties in virtué of which it plays its
'benéficial part in the economy of the physical world and,thé life of
| mgnkind, it cannot at the same time lack its obnoxioué capacity to

drown us." 19

!

18. A. Farrer, Love Almighty and 1115 Unlimited, p. 49. John’
Wiscom holds a similar position, He writes, “{e could not remove a
fact, Fe from a world, Wj, without removing certain other facts
logically dependent upan Fe. It may not be at once aanrent that any
fact, Fg, in Wy, will have Togical dependents, but a little reflection
‘makes this clear. By a logical dependent of Fe is meant any fact,. Fy,
~ such that Fy without Fe i3 a mathematical or logical absurdity, 1s in—
conceivable, (See "God and Bvil." Mind. Vol. 64, No.173, 1935,p-6.)

19. F.R. Tennant, Philosophical Theology, Vole 2, Ps 201.

-




The important qunﬁtion which cropa up now doon not deny the

!
fact that water ahould have tho cnpacity to drown us or the sindns

to Lilow away our hounen, but_concofnn Lhe fact that ouch oituationn
artne in the first place. 1 we cannol have the beneflitn of the
olements without .the dangers which go along with Lhene bonefita, wo
mipght vory well have to learn to put up with this aituation. It what
about. the disasterns which come about not aimply bLocaune of tha elemento
but. beeaune of an’ excead of any one element. =0 For oxamplo, only a
cortain amount of water la noceasary for our comfort, but how often
thore are auch raging floods which wipe out towno and citien, killing
a0 many peoplet  Why do winda have to blow at nhurrieane velocity?
Thin obJoction want forcefully advanced by David Hume in hin Dialoguen,
e pointed out that the winds are necesgsary for ravigationil and
other purpasesn, ‘ B +

but how oft, rising up to temposts and hurricanes,

do they become pernicloun? Rains are neceanary’

Lo nmourish all the planta and animals of the

ecarth., Hut how often are they defective?

How often excessive? Heat in requisite to all

of 1ife and vegotationg but ia not always

found in the due proportion. the mixture

and nocretion of the humours ard Juices of the

body depend the health and proaperity of the

animal: But §E° parta perform not their proper
functionsess™ :

i

0 The qyestion of excedd or surplus evil need not detain us
here for the aim le reason that "surplus ovil® or "excesn ovil® is
ambiguous, 1In order to speak of surplua evil we inust be prepared to
say what would couné .as surplus cvils. This calls for a criterion
of some uort for deciding when covila are to be classed as surplus .
and when not. The only other alternative (it acems) might be to
claim that every case of evil s a case of surplus evil, but this -

is absurd for obvious reasond.

2. D, Hume, Dialogucd Concerning Natural Relipion, cde,
No K(‘mp—Snit.h, po 210‘ - - . N

114




115

The seriousness of this objection cannot easily be denied;
for surely it is not hard presumably to conceive of a worfgiih which
things were So arranged that there wouid be no flopds or hurricanes.
But the crucial question 1s yhether human life is possible in such
a woéld. For such a world there would be no major disasters, no
troubles, ﬁo difficulties, etc.. The situation we are picturing is
one. in which there.is no exqess-of?rdin, no dfoughts; no difficulty
with the/furmatlon ‘of the earth 50 that no one is challenged in any
way. In-other words, such a world would be a sort of paradise in
which suffering would_be impossible. Now, I am not saying that such
a world might not be desirable; for clearly it might be. But what

"I am trying to point out is that although such a world is logically

| posS1b1e, 1t 1s highly dubious that human life would be possible in

it. Some sort of life mlght be p0051b1e, but it is doubtful whether

" this would be the best form of life, let alone human life. For,
while it does seem that the world contains extreme and Qévere evils,
these evils we have pointed out are phrt of the world in so far as

- it is changing and developing. No one knows exactly why such severe
evils must te, but it is emough to point out that insofar as they form
part of an evolving, developing world, they cannot count against
Cod's goodness and power. It is sheer nonsense to say that God

could have made an evolving, developiné world without including in
it ;hat seems distasteful and destructive, when it 1is of the very

nature of such a world to have same dlstasteful and destructive effects.

Be that as it may, it -still does not seem 1ikely that a world in which
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the elements were qontrolled 80 as to avold disasters (for his is

what Hume's sbjcction amounts to) cukifurnish the type of situations
which are prSuppa%ed by the moral developmént and moral, virtues
neaégsary for human life. i .

| JI have pointed out above that we cannot take away evﬁis with-
out taking away good. This is precisely the situation Qith morai
virtues and moral yalues. For it is clear that a hedonistic paradise
cpuld not provide the challenges and proble%s without which moral:
virtues and nmralivalues.would not.be poss;ble. A world in which

the eiements did not bring about occasional disasters, a world in

which struggles are unknown, is a world in which men would not be

faced with situations in which such virtues as compassion, true

friendships, pity, courage, endurance, fortitude, even love, would . »
<, = :

be possible. 22 For how can love, pity, courage and friendship be ’
+ f s N )

possible in a world in which men are not faced with problems and

N - . \ .
challengds; which are logically necessary for the presence of such

virthes? 23 And it cannot be argued that people can be without

.% L

22 And, of course, in such a world it would be impossible for
men to steal or to commit adultery, for each man would be allotted
his share and would have no desire for another's. But as tempting as
such a world might seem to us, it is obvious fhatithe creatures which -
can inhabit it cannot be human beings like ourselves — they would
‘have to be built differently. Ninian Smart puts it this way: "How
would men,.in such a world have to be built if they were never to
steal, never to commit adultery and the like? Would they have to be
such that a man bessme inevitably infatuated with the first unin-—
fat@@ted girl he met, and conversely? And that people arrived in the
world each with his own store of provisions, of such a nature that
another person's things seemed repellent to oneself? I+ does not take
much of such fictionalizing to see that we would end. up with very
peculiar creatures. Would they truly be humant™ (Ehilosophers ard
Religious Truth, p. 143.)

23+ spe John Wisdom, "God and Evil", Mind, Vol.bk, No.173,
1935, p. 17. . '

-
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these virfues and still be happy. ‘For happiness 15 inconcelivable in

a world where these virtues, which presuppose-some sort of freedom,

nfe not present. And of course it makes ;o senge to say that men

could exercise freedom in a world,yhich did not contain nn& sort of
\¥r1815 or challenges or problems or evils..(Iﬁ éuch a'wonld, both

choice and respphsibility would be meaningless ard -pointless. Every-
thing,.then, comes down to man’s pature. Of course, we do not know ‘ ;
that we have this sort of ultimate freedoa, but the important thing \
is that we do not know that we do not have it, And as John Wisdom F

says:

It may therefore be this freedom which - . -
‘compelled God to -allow-evil, It may be
that this ultimate freedom is not so
valuable as to compensate for the amount

' of misery and degeneration it produces.
But we do not know this. Much evil, no
doubt is a result not of the imperfectness
of persons but the blindness of matter
— for example the misery caused by. an
earthquake. But it may be that these
disasters are the only reasons of bringing
persons with the natures we have to a state of
perfection without interfering with these
natures.

And it can only be ciaiﬁed that such a world; that is, a_uorld ‘
which contains evil, is not the best logically possible world if
it can be shown that only a world free of evils is the best logically

possible world. 25 'But this, alas, cannot be shown nor proved. For,

T : ~

2h+ 1bid., p. 10

25 There js, I believe, a very important sense in which the
notion of the best logically possible world is incoherent. A world,
X, is the best logically possible world just in case it contains all»
possible good, G. But it is possible to conceive of a world, Y, wpich
contains G4l possible good and a world Z which contains G2 possible
good and so on, What this amounts to is that for every good ?orld we can
conceive, we can always conceive a better world, viz., one which contains

one 'more ood than the px.'evious. Ij:l this way, it would be impOSSible t-O
conceive &f the best logically possible world — hence the charge of
fnmaknmanase * f €an ¥ Vandall Daei~ Tesnes in the Philosoohies of Relirion,
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if by whest logically possible world™ or “perfect Hof%i““;é mean a’ -
world which contains the highest amount of moral vnlue, then such a’
uorld must contain free agcnts- and it must be possible for free
~ agents to make evil choices (or else they "would not‘bc free) Thds
the best logically possible world insofar as it contains free agents

éEZOt be free of ev1ls. And by the same token,a "perrect world", . o
this means one free of evils, is 1ogically impossible.

*Throughout this chapter I have been trying to analyze the.
concept, of a perfect world®” tb sée to what extent such a Horld 1s
_.p0551ble. Such a world insafar as it does not mean an evolving,
deve10p1ng world, I have dlaiﬁed is not only impossible but. also
inconceivable. I have also claimed that a “perfect® world insof

as it means a world free of evils is not only logically impossible,

but is not the kind of world which free sgents can inhabit. It is,
then, logically irpossible’ that God should create such a world.

It remains now for us.to coﬁsider to what eXtent a_world
containing evils counts against the exlstence of an all-good,

omipotent God. This will be the subjbct of the following chapter.
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CHAPTER V

EVIL AND THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

I pointed out in chapter one that the "problem of evil" is
a logical problem. The problem arises when the following 'propos-

itions are-taken together:
(1) God Exists;

(2) TGod is omnipotent;

(3) God is omniscient; . L

\ -

(4) God is, and

0 e
(5) Evil exists.

These five propositions, it 1s claj

‘ed, when taken together form a
logicglly inconsistent set. Now, it\ is clear that although. these
five propo§itions.are essential to Christian theism, they do not
by themselves entail a formal CWAtra- ction. That is to say that
propositions (1) — (4) by themselves dM not entail the falsity of
(5); thét is, that evil does not exist. s point was recognized
by J. L. Mackie. He agrees that "thé contradictiqn does not arise
impediately; to show it we need some additional premises, or perhaps
some quasi-logical rules coﬁnecting the terms, 'good', 'evil', anrd
;omnipotenﬁ‘. These additional principles are that good is oppdseqm\
to evil in such a way that a good thing always eliminates evil as
far as it can, and that there are no limits to what an omnipoient

thing can do." 1

1. ;. L. Mackie, "Evil and Omnipotence”, in N. Pike, ed. God
and Evil, p. 47. H. J. McCloskey':("God and. Evil" in N. Pike, ed.

Op. Cit.,) hovever, does not seem 0 recognize the need for an

additional premise_in order to deduce & contradiction.

119
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It will be recalled that I pointed out that the additlonal premise
required cannot be any premise whatsocver, but must be a premise !
"which is cither necessarily true, or essential to theism, or a
logicnl consequence of such propositions.” 2 Any additional proposition !

which does not meecl the conditions, or at least one of them, cannot

't .

when taken together with (l)lu (5) yield a formal contradiction. Let
us take the following propositions to see if any one of them together
with (1) - (%) entails a contradiction.

(6) An omnipotent, omniscient, all-good God could ’
‘and would always eliminate evils.

~ (7)) An omnipotent,:omniscicnt, all-rood God could
and would always precvent evils.

(8) "An omnipotent, omniscient, all-good God would
‘have no morally sufficient reason for allowing
instances of innocent suffcring."

(9) An omnipotent, all-good God would have "good
reasons® for allowing any ecvil to exist at all.

We wik¥l take these propositiohs separately.
If the ﬁ?njunction of propositions (1) - (5) plus .(6)
yields a formal contradiction, then theism is clearly refuted; that

i -
is, it would be shown that theism is both irrational and 1ncon51stcnt.<'
. ]

2 A Plantinga, God ard Other Mirds, p. 117.

" 3+ This proposition was formulated by K. Yandell ("A Premature’
Farewell to Theism; Religious Studies, Vol 5, 1969, p. 251.)
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The crucial question is whether (6) meets the above requirements. Now,
it is quite obvious that (6) is not essential to theism, nor does-it
‘foll\b\fnom (1) - (5}« On the face of it, (6) dogs not seem to be
true, far less necessarily true. For it is not unusual for a good
parent to inflict pain on his child in the cause of his training.

A good parent may scold his child when he does something wrong; he may
refuse his cﬂild certaiﬁ request; simply because he thinks these may
be harmful to him. A good music teacher may cause his pupil pain
becalise of long hours of practice. In the same way, a doctor may
cause pain to his patient while attending to some greater iiihess.

ﬁIf it is trEF, then, that pain (or evil) is sometimes caused by good
people wlthout any loss of moral excellence, then (6) is clearly
false. Of coprse, it can be pointed out that God is omnipotent and

therefore there is no need for him to inflict pain on people, Surely

he could accomplish ends without using pain and suffering as means.
.And if he is omniscient, he would know how to accomplish these ends
uithout‘causingigain. But while it is true that God, insofar as he
is omnipbten£ and all-good, is different from good parents and good
teaéhers, it is not at all clear that he cpuld accomplish certain
ends without"causihg pain.

God could elimihate an evil only.if that evil is not nécessary
to a goﬁd which is greater than the evil, There are many instances‘
of good which come about because of pain and sufferiﬂg For example,
the brilliant display, of courage, fortitude and bravery in the face

of danger; the displagypf compassion and pity for those who are
’ NP @
: : S
{
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suffering. When we think of the compassion which one person shows
- . . ‘ a
- another, we are always conscious of the fact that this compassion is

row without which it is

~ a good which is greater than the pain and

not possible. And this good cannot be prgserved if the pain and

sorrow are removed. John Wisdom gives the following example of

friendship and sympathy:

P

A and B are on anfmptic expéditionh blizzard
coming on, hunger, intense cold, dogs done,
B unable to go further, A almost exhausted,
food depot a mile off. If A tries to drag
B to the depot they will probably both die,
if he leaves B he will die in the blizzard.
A tries to drag B. Here ... we have loving
empathy and gladness from demonstration of
affection. Also we chave A's courage —

a considerable item. The empathy consists
in the unity which lies in the fact that
each feels “we are in the same bloody boat".
This requires that each man speak of this
hunger, this exhaustion, this fear.

Further, A's courage could not be exercised
except against present pains or fears of
the future. Here again ‘much of the ggod
cannot be obtained without the evil.

No one would deny that display of bravery, COUrage, sympathy,
compassion and friendship are virtues which are highly honoured in

1ife. And if these cannot be had without pain and suffering, then not even

{ ,
{ : i
r .

b J. disdom, "God and Evil®, Mind, Vol. XLIV, No. 173, Jan.
1935, p. 17. Wisdom refers to this situation as one of v joint~tonition:
by tonition, he means "when I cbserve, imagine, remember or expec?

"a situation and feel pleased or displeased with or feel some emotional
feeling such as anger or fear or sorrow towards it, then the complex
whole made up of (i) the cognitive fact of my observation, say, of
the situation toned by (ii% my feeling towards.the situatlon, of the
Tonition".) (Ibid., p. 10. - ) :
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God could eliminate the latter Hithout at the same ﬁime eliminating
virtues. In other words, it is logically 1mpossibie for God to
eliminate certain cases qf evil without at tﬁe same time eliminating
good which are greater than the evils eliminated. " This also holds
true for those evils which result from men's misuse of this f;eédom.
We have seen that these eviis cannot be eliminated by God.githout
total inffingement on man's'fregdlm, God, the;efore, is compelled
to allow-gvil if men's freedom is to remain intact.:;And_iflthis is
so, then it is false to say that an omnipotent, omnisciqnt, all-good
Ty T
being can always eliminate evils. Proposition (6) then, is not a
nécessary truth and as such cannot yield a formal contradiction when <
‘taken together with (1) - (5). Proposition (6) may be amended to reah:
(6éa) An omnipotent, omniscient, all-good God |
could and would eliminate every evil
if it were the case that although this

"evil is entailed by a good, there is a
greater good which does not entail it.

Now, if the copjunction of (1) - (5) plus (6a) is £; yield a formal -
contradiction, they must jointly entail the denial of (5); that is,
that no evil exists.iﬁ thg world. But, alas, this.is not the case.
The set (1) - (5) plus (6a} does nét entail the denial of (5).

What it does entail is ihat vevery evil E is entailed by some géod G
such that every good greater than G also entails E." 5 And if this is
true, then the set (i) - (5) plus (6a) cannot yield a formal coptra-

diction. Let us see what the situation is with proposition (7).

5+ A Plantinga, God and Other Minds, p. 122.

H) . \
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Accordiﬁg to proposition (7):

An omnipotent, omniscient, all—good God
could and would always prevent evils.

Again, it is not very difficult tq see jthat (7) is not essential to
theism, nor does it follow from any proposition essential to theism.

S
Now, we have pointed out above that certain evils cannot be eliminated

~

because they are necessa:y to some good greater than thdse ev113. - ~
This implies that these evils cannot be prevented elther.\ A dentist
might refuse to prevent pain if the only way to do this is to extract
- a series of teeth. Sgch a dentist may still be aygood dentist, even
though he does not preven£ an evil (pain) which he could prevent.
Tt is not at all true,,&hen; that a good person who could alw#ys .
prevent evils would do so. And if so, then (7) is clearly false.

But it might be pointed‘out that a person is often blameworthy

for failing to prevent evils which he could prevent. And if we hold

people blameworthy in such cases, why do we not hold God who is

al1-good and oqnipotent, blameworthy for failing to prevent at least
some of the majdr evils, -if not all evils?, This is a serious object%on
and merits our attention. -For while it is not possible for men to

be in situations to prevent all or even most would-be evils, a God

who is all-good and omnlpotent would and could. And as 1 have already
made qulte clear, a world in which God prevents all would-be evils
would present an 1mp0551ble state of affalrs because 1t would render '
causal connection null and void. For. example, an evil which is

committed today might not be possible tomorrow; a man might shoot S R

[4
another man today, but tomorrow, his bullets may turn to water or the
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firing meghaniSm of the_gun ma) fail to work, in which case no harm
can be done to the intended vi;tih. ‘But uha£ if only certain evils
were prevented by God, let us say, murders. It would bé established
then that no matter how people tried, they could not murder each
other. Thus, although I may want to murder someone, I would not be
able to do so.

But why, it may be asked, doesrnqt God prevent the very thought
of committing murder?. Surely i£ makes good gense to say that if
God is all-pood and ‘omnipotent, it would be bétter if he'had prevented
the very thought of!comm;tting murders and other evils by controlling
men's dispositions so that it does.not arise in thg/PIFEt"p}Jé S
Such a suggestion as I have already pointed out (Chapter 3) is not _

only absurd, but {on the asdumption of man's freedom), 10gicélly

impossibie. To say, that God could or should prevent evils is to say

- ' .
in effect that he should violate man's free will not occasionally

(as in the case when one person violates another's free will to prevent-

an evil), but always. And God would be guilty of the greatest of

efils (just in case it is evil to viélaté a persons's free will)e ,
~ From what we ha@e said so far, I think it is quite obvious that

prOpSSition (7) is not a necessary truth. ~ And if so, it cannStq-

;heh conjoihed wigh (1) - (5) yield a férmal contradiction. We turn

f
V

-

t :
6. I am not denying, of .course, that this might be a better state
. of affairs than what we have now, but it could be brought about only by
curtailing man's freedom with respect to certain actions, viz., murder.
. But I am not at all sure that such freedom with respect to which man
is only free to do certain acts is freedom as we normally understand
it’. I ‘

wo~
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now to prop;sition (8).
According to proposition (8):

An omnipotent, omniscient, all;good God would

have no morally sufficient reasons for allowing

instances of innocent suffering. o
Now (8) §s clearly not essential to theism, for all the theist has
to do is/to point to the case of Job — a glaring example of innocent
suffering. And once this is acceptgd, it is at once cbvious that (8)
is not a necessary truth. Roland Puccetti willingly grants that (8)
is not a necessary truth, but he still contends that all that has to
be shown is that the explanations offered by theists and theodicists
to explaln why God allows innocent suffering are serlously lacking. 3\

For it is not enough to say that God has morally good reasons for

allowing innocent suffering without spec1£ying these reasons. The

theist simp}y cannot claim that there must be reasons why God allows
insiances of suffering or innocent suffering ﬁithout being able to
specify those reasons; for this would lead to moral scepticism.

If a peyson kills scmeone, wWe would absoive him of his guilt only if
morally suff1c1ent.reasons are glven for his act. It is not enough
to p01nt out that there may be reasons ‘for this act. - Of coufse; there
may be reasons, but they must-be Spec1f1ed. Failure to specify these
reasons can only lead to moral scepticisme R.J. Richman claims that
if we are to "avoid moral scepticism, the burden of proof must be placed
on the defender of qne-uho has committed or permitted-a reprehensible

R

"7+ R. Puccetti, "The Loving God, Some Observations on John
Hick's Evil and the God of Love', Religious Studles, Vol. 2, No. 2,
1967' p- 267. ) ) L . . "
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act. to specify morally sufficient reasoné for t

127

h

he act."

Richman seems to think that the case is the same with regard

to the theist. But this is to ignore the obvio

us difference between

specifying morally sufficient reasons for human actions and specifying

morally suffic1ent reasons for God's actions.

we are often in a p051t10n to Specify these rea

In the case of the former,

sons, but in the casc

of the latter, we are not, simply because we are not gifted with God's

point of view, It is for this reason that the
i

theist cannot always

specify morally sufficient reasons why God allows certain instances

of suffering.
It is worth mentioning, moreover, that t
between not having a reason X and having a reas

not being able to spe01fy why God allows certai

suffering and being able to say that, no such re

may not have a reason for claiming that Jones i

but also have no reason for claiming that he is

here is a difference
on that not-X; between
n cases of innocent

ason can be found. We

s a member of the Mafia,

not. Tﬁus, the theist

may not be able to specify reasons why God- allows certain tases of

innocent suffering, but this does not mean that there are no such

reasons; nor does it mean that God has no moral reasons for allowing

cases of innocent suffering., The latter claim

if there is a definite criterion for cases of

can be established only

" suffering permitted as

punishment for wrong doing, so that any case of suffering which is

L

BT N
Vol. 4, Issue 2, 1964, p. 20.

R. dJ. Rlchman, "The Argument from Evil", Religious Studies,
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L}t is préposteroug to think that God spies on individuals to see wheh/
tey do wrong so that he cou%a punish them. 10 Yot this is what the
objection based on thedsuffering of innocent people would have us
bclicve; But Chris£ian theism knows of no such God — a God who
punishes only wrong-doers. Indeed, the whole idea of suffering and
punishment for‘cvilidoing was refuted once and for all in the Book of
Job. I concludé, théreforé, that proposition (8) is false, and cannot
yield a formal,contradiction when conjoined with'tl) - (5). |

Perhaps propositi';\(9)

An omnipotent, omniscient, all-good God

would have "good reasons" for allowing .

any evil to exist at all
is what the critic is looking for. Both the theist and critic would
agree that there is a great deal of evil in the world. And if it
could be shown that some of these evils are unjustified, then we
could establish inconsistency in the set (1) - (5) plus (9). But

as soon as we start speaking of unjustified evils, we are faced with

10+ 16 word Mspies” here might be a bit strong because of its

pe jorative sense, but I do not think we can ignore the pejorative

sense of it without ruling out the word altogether. The word, "spies",

is primarily pe jorative. I do not know if the word can be properly -used

in a sense in which the pejorative sense has been ignered. But be

that as it may, the claim that part of the Providence of God is a

particular knowing of what each person does, does not go against my

argument here, namely, that evils are punishment for ains committed.

To claim that God somchow keeps track of people's sins and metes out

punishment accordingly is to make a ridiculous claim. Part of the
‘providence of God might be a particular knowing of what each person

does, but this is quite different from the claim that this knowing in-
 volves some kind of "merit chart" for meting out punishment and/or;

rewards. But this 1s precisely what the claim that evils are punishment

for sins forces us to believe, and it is this claim (when it implies

God's spying or knowing what people do) that I maintain is p;eposterous.

- ’ 1 / .
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thc,difficuity of stating an exhaustive criterion for an evil being
a-justificd evil. And it is not at all clear that such a criterion
could be stated. The theist is often at a loss to explain what God's
reasons are for allowiné so many evils fb exist. Thus, if the theist
cannot explain de's reasons for allowing a ten-month béby tg die of
cancer of the throat-or for allowing a rabbit to be torn to pieces ’
by a pat, it is\not because there are no explanations, but stmply
beﬁausc he does not have a set of sufficient conditions which evils
are supposed to fulfll if they are to be ju%@ifibd, and failing which
they are to be termed unjustified. It is fnly'if there were a

“closed definition" for justified evils tﬁat the theist or anyone -

could point to instances of evil which do not satisfy this definition.’

But such a definition can only be givé% if men viewed the world sub

y T,

specie arternitatis. Thisd?s obviously impossible since men'argbnot
’

endowed with God's power agd knowledge. It is up to the critic who
" elaims that there are instances of unjustified evils to provide a
definition for justified evils, But this, aias, can only be done

if our critic views the world sub specie aeternitatis. But this we
11 '

have scen is impossible.
So far we have seen that the critic cannot pinpoint particular

jnstances of evil as unjustified evils because there is no exhaustive

o

L

e
criterion of justified evils. He might claim that

'

1. keith Yandell points out that the’éheist‘s failure to
provide an exhaustive criterion for justified evil because he does
not view the world sub specie aeternitatis, can only be detrimental to
theism if the critic possessed such 2 criterion. But the 'possession
of such a criterion would also require that its possessor come close
to being able to view the world sub specie aeternitatis. That anyone
does possess an exhaustive eriterion for jugtified evils, which he.
Knows not to be satisfied by a case of evil 15 to put it’'mildly, highly
dubious.' (see, Basic Issues in the Philosophy of Religion, Ppe 56, }
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- (9a) if there are any evils at all, then there
are unjustified evils.

But it can easily be shown that (9a) is false. In the first place, I
am not sure that it @akes sense to speak of unjustified or poiniless
evils in a ;orld which is a complex,'inéeracting system, For it is
not possibie to subtract an instance'of.evil from the whole system
withﬁut intef}uptihg\the system. If this"'point holds, then (9a)
cannot be shown to be a necessary truth., KNelson Pike claims that this

ca;EBE be shown. He says:

If the proposition, 'There is a good reason for
evil in the theistic universe! (i.e., 'there are
motives or other factual conditions which, if’
known, would render blaming God for evil
inappropriate) could be true, then the.logic
of the phrase/ 'perfectly good person’ allows
that the propositions, God is a perfectly
good person' and 'God allows evil in the world
even though he cculd prevent them' could te
true together. This point rests on the. fact
that a perfectly good person can allow evil,
providing he has a good reason. Since
the first of these three propositions just
mentioned is clearly not contradictory and .

. this could be true, the conjunction of the
latter propositions is also free of contra-
diction and the contention that a perfectly

r" good person would of necessity prevent evil
if he could is shown, beyond question, to be
in error. :

- . =
Proposition (9a), then, is false. The critic has failed to show
what is to count as a case of unjustified evil, let alone that there
are cases of unjustified evils. The upshot of this is that the

conjunction of propositions (1) - (5) plus (9) or (9a) does not yield

o
~

a formal contradiction. : - A

-

12. Nelson Pike, "God and Evil: A Reconsideration™, Bthics,
Vol. IXVIII, No. 2. (1957-8), p. 119. -
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The claim of the critic of theism, it will be recalled, is that
the existence of God is logically incompatible.with the existence of
evil, so that if evil exists, then God does not. In other words,

the statements ’

(a) God-exists and is omnipotent, omniscient
and all-poced, and

b) There is evil in the world

are lopicd}ly incompatible, so that if one is true then the other is

false. An§ since (b) is true, (a) is faise. I have been maintaining
throughout this chapter that the claim of logical incompatibility has-
not been established. I have shown that the truth of statement (a)
(replaced by propositions (1)-(4) ) is compatible with the truth
of statement (b). I have done this by showing that propogition (a),

) . W
propositions (1) - (4), and (b), propostions (5) plus (6) or (7) or

(8) or (9), do not yield a formal contradicticn. What follows from
this is that the cxistence of evil in the world does not entail the
non—cxisteﬁce of God. The "problem of evil", then, as we formulated
it in chapter one, is not a threat to the theist. This can be sub—
stantiated further bf the following reductio ég absurdum_of tﬁé _
"problem of evil". |

Tt was pointed out that the "problem of evil® arises only when

~the following propositions are held together:

(a) God exists and is omnipotent, omniscient,
all-good; :

(b) There is evil in the world.

Thus if* a person claims that God does not exist, or that he is not

L

>
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oqfipotcnt, or omniscient,hor dll—g&od; the “problem of evil" would

not arise for him. The “problem of evil" further claims that.propositions

(a) and (v) c;nnot both bertrue; that is, th&& are 1ogﬁcally contradic—
tory, Sso that{if one is true, the other is false. And since we know that
.kb) is, as a m$£ter of fact true, then {a) must be false. .In other
“words, the existence of evil in the world entails the non—existencqﬂ,//

of God. But notice what has happened here. The "problem of evil"

entails both the truth and falsity of (a) — a reductio gj<g35prdum.

When put formally, the argument runs like this:
Let P'represent the problem of evil and (a) God
exists and is omnipotent, omniscient and all-good,
and {b) there is evil in the world.
We have:

1. P implies (a) and (b), and

2. P implies not-(a) and (b), and

3. P implies:{a) and not~(a) and (v), and

[

L. P implies (a) and not—(a),  °

which is clearly a reduct{o ad absurdum.

*

" If this argument is sound, then the "probleﬁ of evil® is shown to be
logically absurd in that it deniés the law of non-contradiction.
And if this is so, the "problem of gvi}" cannot be a threat to the
‘theist in the sense of implying the non-existence of God.
So far, we ;ave been maintaining that the problem of evil as (‘
a logical problem des not éntail the non—existence of God. But it
might be claimed that although the joint assertion that God exists and

evil exists is not self—contradictory,'ihe bresence.or‘evil in the world

does provide evidence againgt the existence of a God who is all—goqd and
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omnipotent. It might be claimed that the fact that there is evil in
the world is good reason to concluggyggd doesnot.éxist} or if he does
exist, then hé‘is ﬁot all-gocd. or all-perfect. But' such a claim; it
seems to me, can be established only if God's existence is a matter
of inference from the way things are in the world; that is, where
God's existence is a matter of proof or demonstration. The classic
example of this is found in Parts X and XI of Hume's Dialogues. Here
Hume clearly demonStrétes that the existence of a God who is all-good
and omnipotent cannot be igferred from a world in which there are
evils, suffering and deformiﬁies.

Tt is interesting to note that Hume was not concerned with
showing that God dbes-or does not exist but only with showing that the_‘

design argument as a proéf of God's exiétence is logicallyrinadequate.

He was not disproving the existence of God by showing that evil and

benevolence are logically incompatible. 13 Actually, he was pointing

, 2
out that there is no way that the attributes of God or the existence

of God could be proved by inference from observable phenomena. Philo
(Hume's mouthpiece) makes this quite clear when he says:

s ‘

13« 14 is interesfing to note that sope philosophers (e.ge,
N. Pike, "Hume on Evil" in N.Pike, ed., God and Evil, ppe 85-100)
have claimed that Hume wanted to disprove God's existence by showing
that evil and benevolence are logically incompatible. This, it seems
to me, is a misinterpretation of Hume's ¢iscussion of the problem of
evil, What Hume really wanted to prove via the problem of evil was
that it is impossible to infer the existence of an all-good, all-
powerful God from a world which is in fact filled with evil.

N
il
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Look around the universe. What an immense
profusion of beings, animated and organized,
sensible and active! You admire this pro-
digious variety and fecundity. But inspect
a little more narrowly these living existertce
the only beings worth regarding. How hostile
and destructive to each other! How contemptib
or odious to the spectatort The whole preser
nothing but the idea of a blind nature, imprfg-

, nated by a great vivifying principle, and p uring
forth from her lap, without discernment of
parental care, her maimed’.and abortive children. 14

e

Thus Hume makes it clear that the e-xis_t.ence of evil, while it does not
prove that God does not exist, nor that he is not loving or benevolent,
does, however, make it impossiblé to infer from observable phenomena
that he exists, or tolinfer anything about his moral character.

The argument from evil can only establisﬁ the non-existence

of God if God's existence is'a matter of demonstration. But vwhere

—

Christian theism is not concerned with philosophical~rationalistic

proofs for God's existence,;but_gg concerned with the relationship
of man to God whose existence is an article of faith, the argument
from evil cannot establish.the non—existence of God. Nelson Pike .
correctly points out that "within most theologies the existence of

God is, in the last analysis, an item of faith taken on authority,-

4. David Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religions, ed.
N. Kemp~-Smith, p. 211. Hume denied that religion was founded on
rational foundations. For him, the basis of religion was man's
emotional and psychological needs, longings and fears. Hume says:
... th¥ first ideas of religion arose not from a contemplation of -
the works of nature, but from a concern with regard to the events
of 1ife, and from the incessant  hopes and fears, which actuate the
human mind ... The anxious concern for happiness, the dread of _
future misery, the terror of death, the thirst of revenge, the.agpetlte
for good and other necessaries...." {A Natural History of Religion,
in R. Wollheim, ed. Hume on Religion, ppe 38-39.)
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embraced after experience, or accepted via some other prediscursive
device." 15 The person who sees belief in God as a result of deliﬁcr—
ation or cgnsideration of evidence would always find the argument from
evil a stumbling blgck. 16 But unlike that person, the theist does
not weigh evidence for and against a "God hypothesis" — alhypothcsis
that can be strengthened or weakened, depending on the numbér of
instances of evil he comes acféss. But the cxistencc of God for the
ﬂtheist i$ not established in this way; 1t is not the conclusioen of'
a long process of infcrence; but is an item of faith and personal
experience. In éthcr words, the theist affirms the existence of God
by faith and commitiment; forrhim God's existence is not a matter of
proof or demonstration, put is a "leap of faith", a committment to
a way of life.

This seem$ quite strong, but I am not conviﬁﬁed that it is too
strong. For if there are huge sections of Christianity for which

belief in God is a matter of proof or demonstration, then such sections

15 N. Pike, "God and Evil: A Reconsiderétion“, Ethics, Vol.
LXVIII, No. 2, (1957-58), p. 122..

16. The force of the argument from evil against the existence
of a God who is thought of as an intelligent designer of the world or
whose existence is arrived at by inference from signs of design in the
world is most clearly revealed by Ivan in F. Dostoevsky's The Brothers
Karamazov. Here, Ivan asks his brother Alyosha, "Imagine that you are
creating a fabric of human destiny with the object of making men happy
in the end, giving them peace and rest at last, but that it was essential
and inevitable to torture to death only one tiny creature — that baby
beating its breast with its fist for instance — and to found thgt
edifice on its unavenged tears, would you consent to be the architect
on those conditions? Tell me, and tell the truth? .

"No, I wouldn't consent,” said Alyosha softly. (See

"Rebellion", in The Brothers Karamazov, Trans. C. Garnett, BK.V, Chapt.IV.
pe 258. :
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of Christianity can at best be sections filled with “skeptics"‘and
vagnostics®. For theré is no proof for God's existence that is ﬁot -
subject. to major criticisms, in the same way that there are no dis-
proofs that arc not'subjcct to major ecriticisms. What this umoﬁnts
to is that whatever sections of Christianity that depend solely upon .
-proof or demonstration for God's cxistence'muSt consign themscl&cs‘
to skepticism or agnosticism — for it is widely held by both
philésophcrs and theologians that it is impossible to prove or dis-
prove Ged's existence.

Bdw, from what;; understand of the Christian trad}tion (based
upon Scriptures), skepticism and agnosticism are ruled out. A person

who claims he i5'skeptical with repard to the existence of God 1is

ipso facto admitting that he is not a Christian. And if he maintains

that he is a Christian but is still skeptical with regard to God's
existence, then he iélei£h¢r basically confuscd'ébout what it is to be

a Christian or he is simply jqking. If there were indeed "huge sections
of Chfistianity" which maintained skepticism (and this is what it must
be if knowledge of God's existence is a matter of.dembnstration) with
regard to God's existence, then mogt of the major critics of Christ—-
janity would have had nothing tocriticize. For the point which a

1ot of these critics (e.g., Russell) are wont to make is precisely

that ople should remain skeptical with regard to God's existence.

But it is Christians who maintain belief in the existence of God and -
many of them have been willing'to'stake and have staked their lives

upon such a belief. If, then, my claim that God's existence is not
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a moatter of proof or demonstration wipes out huge scctions of Christianity
and the Christian iradition, this may be how it should be -- unless of
course, We are willing to say that huge sections of éhristianity and
the Christian tradition are skogtical with regard talGod‘s existence.
This latter claim is much stronger than the former and it i5 Lhis that
would invoke cries of horror from Christidn thcoiggians and philosophers.
Thf modest point 1 Wluh to draw from all this7is that if a pev&nlcldlmJ ’
that God's cxistence is for him a matter of proof or demonstration;
thien he would have to consignlhimself to skepticism or agnosticism
for cbvious ressons, and forfeit all claims to Christian theism. And

if a person is bold onough to claim that it is possible to be a

Christlian without holdlrb belief in a trdnuccndont Gpdrsg say he 15

cither fooling himselfl or he simply does not know what he is talking 5
about. Cod's existence, then, is not a matter of evidence, inferecnce

or dcmonstration, but of pcraonal c0rn1ttment faith and encounter;

“The theological thesis i's not beipg offered hypothetically and th’

17

argument'from evil has no point.”
Tihic does nol éean, however, that the critic of theism would
cease to cite the amount of evil in the world a5 evidence agqiﬁst the
‘ ,
existence of God. ' Hé might never éeaseﬁto be impressed by the unreason-=
ablencss of belief in a God of 1o§é when he contemplates the amount
of cv1l,§herc is in the world. But he .cannot use this feeling of

unreasonablencss to refute thelsm. He cannot becausalhe is not

able to show that there is’a logical connection between evil in the

-

.17' N. Pike, "God and Evil: A Recansideration", Op. Cit., p.122,
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world and the existence of God. In the final analysis, all that the
eritic can say is that he cannot believe in a God Hh6 is all-pood
and perfect in the face of -all the evils in the world. He could claim
~ that the amoﬁnt of evil in the world 15 feaéon enough for him n;t
to believe in the existence of God. But he camnot claim that the
theist is faced with any serious difficulty here, unlesg‘he could
show thatl the existence of evil éntailé the non-existence of God,”
or that it makes it highly probable £ha£ God does not exist. It ﬂas
been our claim that he could do neither..

The fact that the eritic is impressed by the amount, of evil
in the world to the extent that he finds belief in God unreasonable

cannot be o criticism of the theist's positién, for it is not too
. - . ~ . a
much for the theist to grant him that much. Indeed, it is not at all

unusual for the theist himself, on occasions, to hold such a position:

Theists arcfsomctimcs 50 imﬁresscd by the amount of evil in the world

4hat they feel their belief in God' somewhat shaken — witness Job.

-

But such an impréssion is a far cry from establishing the non-

existence of God. The classic example of such impression is found in

1

Part XII of Hume's Dialopues. Here, Philo, after advancing some of

the most severe criticisms of the design argument Seems to have

made a complete turnabout in rejecting it. He says: R

A purpose, an intention, or design strikes everywhere
the most stupid thirker: and no man can be so
hardened in absurd systemS as at times to reject.
That nature does rothine in vain is 3 raxim
established in all schools, merely from. the
contemplation of Kature, without any religious
purpose; ee. and thus all sciences almost

‘lead us insensibly to acknowledge a first
intelligent author; and their authority is

so much the greater as they do not directly

4
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profess that intention ... if the infidelity

of Galen, cven when the natural sciences

were still imperfect, could not withstand

such striking appearances, to what pitch of,

pertinacious obstinacy ‘must a phllOSOphcr in : . '

this age have attained who can now doubt of a

Supreme Intclllgence..l8 ' 4

On the face of it this: represents Ph110 (the Skeptic) as being
a staunch :upporter of de51gn theclogy, but 1t is hard to believe that
this is so. All that Philo is p01nt1ng cut is that the numercus
signs of design end contrlvance in the world do strlkc people

with great force and some are led to-infer the existence of God

from this.  But he is not’ saying that these signs of design entail

or make probable the existence of God. In the same way that one
person may be 1mpreased by the signs of d031gn in the world another
may be impressed by the amount of evil and destructlon. The former

y infer the exlstence of God from .these 51gns of deulgn while the

1atter may infer the non-exlstence of God from the amount of evil in

the world., But in nelther case is there any form of log1cal connectlon

or entailment. Moreover, it is qUite commop for two people to have

-different impressions from the-same éet of phenomena; in which caée‘

one might infer A while the other mlght 1nfer B, uhere A and B are

completely unrelated to- each other. dhat ollows from all thls is. €

that impressions are nethlng more than strong feellngs and, aslsuch, j:;.
o \ .

are,alogic . And while some people may flnd suph alog1ca1 evidence h

convincing at certain times, others may no. As Keith Yandell cor-

rectly points out:

8. D. Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Rellplon, pp.21h—215.
The passage as it appears here wWas c1ted by K. fandell in Bas ic_lissues -
in the Philosophy of Religion, P. 59, - lnltlal"pciht, however, wWas
made by the present author, independent of Mr. Yandell's discussion. See
y A Critique of Hume's Analysis of the Design Argument® submitted to
the Department -of Fhllosophy, McMaster University %unpubllghed thes1s),
1970, pp. 13-15.

. .
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- Some men find this alogical.reasonabléncss
-so compelling in one case when they note
the order of nature and the values of human
experience that they are relatively unaffected by
any impressions arising from the fact that
there are many evils which seem pointless
to us; others are so compelled by the latter -
that they arc relatively unimpressed by the
former. Still others may be unwilling to draw
any conclusion from such impressions or even
fail to have any such impressions. But
plainly, under such.circumstances as these,
it is impossible to correctly say that one -
proup is justificd over the other. 19

 The critic of theism may be so impressed with the amount
of cvil in the world that he finds it positively unreasonable to
believe in God, but this cannot be used against the theist's pobition.-

This does not mean that. the theist is being irrational (us some seem

to think) because he refuses to admit that the existence of evil counts

against or‘falsifieslhis\belief in God. It does not because thcré is
no 1031951 connection between the existence of evii and the non—cxispcnce
ol God. (This'brings up the quespion of the meaningfulness of relipious
language iﬂ thg face of the f;lsification challenge which we yill have
occasion to deal within the following-chapter.) And once this has
lbeén cétablished, the theist's belief in God is no longer threatened.
by Lhé amount: of evil in ﬁﬁe world. To say that it docs is ipso facto
rto say that one is not a theist in the first Qlace; it is to say that
one is not a member of the community of faith.

The conclusion which follows from what has been said in this
chapter is‘that the “problem of cvil“-is‘not a logical threat to the
theist's bélieftin-God;rnor does the argument from evil make it prqbablc

that God does not exist. ‘We' have claimed that the existence of evil

19 K. JYandell, Basip-Issues jn the Frilosophy of Relipion, p.60.:
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in the world can 9nly count as evidence apainat the existence of God .
if bclief in the gx1stence of God ic a hypotheels uhich can be
stréngthqned or weakened by the prcsence of relevant evidence. But
we have scen thet such is not the case. Belief in God'is a matter
of fdith end co¢mittment — it is a matter of pefnonai encounter and
trust, The theist does not belisve in God in tke absence of evil, but e
in apltc of it, and in-many cases because.of it. And to rcaliZe this

is at the dame time to realize that ev1l cannot be used as evidence

"~ apainst God's existence: To say that the amount of evil in the world

is evidence apainst the existence of God is to say in effect that
belief 1n God can be held only in the absence of evil, or only if
there were few and minor cv1ls with whlch man can ea31ly cope.

But apart frOm the fact . that such an ideca is forelgn to Christian

theism, it is not at all clear that there would b¢ any p01nt to bellef
in God if evils were very few and insignificant or if therc were no
evils at all. I conclude, therefore, that neither the argument fromi
evil nor the "problem of evil™ can establlsh the non-existence of
God. |

There are two problems which come upias a result of the dlacus-e
sion thus far. Firstly, I have: clalmed that the propositions, "God
exists and is all-good and omnipotent", and "there is evil in the world",
afe rot contradictory. 1 hetg gleo claimed that the evil in the worlq
does not count as evidence against the‘exisience of God. What this

means is that rellglous statements and assertions, €.Fe, "God exists",

"God. loves us", are compatible Hlth every state of affairs and as such
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cannot. be shown to be false. And according to the‘falsificabion
prinpiplé statements and assertions which are not falsifiable are
meaningless and nonsensical, For to claim ;God loves’ us" or "God
is good", while asserfing that evil and suffering are not evidence

.4gainst these claims is to empty them of their meanings. The problem “
” '

of the meaﬁingfulness of religious lanpuage then, is brought to ther .o
. . N

W1
N4

fore once it is claimed that the problem of evil does not entail ' .
that the propositions, "Goé exists and is all-pood and\omnipotent“,
and "There is evil in the world", are not logically?contradictory.
The other problem which comes up at this point concerns the
attitude of the theist in the face of evil. For, if the theist
admits (and he must) that evil and suffering are reai and that he

is affected by them, how does he cope with them? . How does he

maintain his faith in God in the face of evil and.sufféring which

surround him? These are problefns with which we must now deal. g

Lond

[
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CHAPTER VI

RELIGIOUS LANGUAGE AND THE PROBLEM OF EVIL

¢

I concluded the last chapter by saying that the presence of
evil in the world does not and céﬁnot show .that God does not exist
or that he is not a God of love of.that he is not good. What seems
to follow f{rom this is.that statements like “God existsg; "God is love",
"God. is good" afe not falsifiable. For, on the face of it, welﬁould.
expect that the occurrence ofsevil and suffering in the world wogld
be the most obv1ou state of affairs which would.be/excludkd by
ouch utatements, but this we have seen is not ‘the case. This brings:

us face to face with one of the most 5erious objections brought

apainst theism in recent times; viz., that religious or theological

statements are cognitively meaningleSs since they are not falsifiable.
For the statément "God lovea\?s“ is presumably compatible yith any
.and every. state of affairs.

The religious believer keeps on clgiming that God loves
mankind no matter what caiastrophe or disasteq'mayloccur. “The occur—
rence of droughts, earthquakes, Hﬁrricanes, floods, wars, murdérs,
diseases, famines,.and accidents of various sorts does not makelthc
believer change his mind and say "God does not love us after all,”

or that wIhere is no God." what he says 1§, "God's ways are not our

ways," "de cannot fully wnderstand God's love for us," etc. In

-
)

other words, there seem to be no observable facts which can show the
assertion ! loves mankind® to be false. It is because of this

/ ' -
that the critic claims that religlous statements are cognitively and



factually meaningless and nonsensical. | ‘ B : '$1
In his well-known cssay,‘"Theology and éalsification",

Antony Flew points out that "to assert that such and such is the case

is ncccssafily equivalent to denying that such and such is not the

case" (i.e., that "p=~", p has the same truth value és not-not-p). 1

What follows from thié, Flew ﬁégims, is that "if there is nothing which

an assertion denie§,§then there is nothing which it asserts elther;

and .it is not really an assertion". 2 The religious believer, then,

must be prepared to say what would count against his clai% that Gpd

loves mankind or else accept the fact that his claim is meaningles

?ut this, alas, he docs\sgfﬂdo. Flew says:

Now it often seems to pcople #&ho are not
religious as if there was no conceivable event
or series of events the occurrence of which
would be admitted by sophisticated religious
people to be a sufficient reason for concedipg
*There wasn't a God after all' or 'God does
nét really love us then.' Someone tells us,
that God loves us as a father loves his child-,
ren. We are reassured, But then we see a child
dying of inoperable cancer of the throaty His
earthly father is driven frantic in his elforts
to help, but his Heavenly Father reveals no obvious
sign of concern. Some qualification. is made
— God's love is 'not merely human love'
or it is an 'inscrutable love', perhaps — and
we realize that such sufferings are quite

/' compatible with the truth of the assertion
that 'God loves us as a father (but, of course,
.ee)'. He are reassured again, but then perhaps
we ask: dhat is this assurance of God's (appro-
priately qualified) love worth, what is this

-

1. A. Flew, "Theology and Falsification™, New Essays in
Philosophical Theblogy, eds. A. Flew and A. MacIntyre, p. 98.-

2+ Tvid., p. 98
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apparent guarantee really a guarantee
against? Just what would have to happen
not merely (morally and wrongly) to tempt
us but also (logically and rightly) to
entitle us to say "God does not love us"
or even "God does not exist"? I there-

fore put ... the simple central questions,
mywhat would have to occur or to have

occurred to constitute for you a disproof
of the love of, or the existence of, God?

Flew's challenge to the meaningfulness of religiouc 1angucge
is directly connected to the problem of evil and eapcc1ally 50
because my conclusion at the end of Chapter V, v1z.,that the pro-
positions (1) “God exists and is omnipotent, omniscient a
good" and (2) "There is evil in the world", are not contraaictory
or that (2) does not count agalnst (1). For if these tWo propositions

are contradictory then of course this renfifs religion irrational. -

And to claim that these propositions arc not contradictory is to |
T

'fall victim to Flew's charge of meaninglessness, And 3f proposition

(2) dees not count agalnst propositién (1), then it (propesition (1))
is, according to Flew's challenge, cognitively meanlngless, that is,
sensical. And since Flew's challenge is concerned with meaning
and meacingfulness; it is,encumcent upon me to attempt to discuss this
challenge briefly not only because of hy conclusion at the end of

Chapter V, but also to show that’ the problem of evil is not as

_ formidable and devastating as it is often made out to be.

Now Flew's challenge 1nvolves-the falsification prlnc1ple as

a criterion of meaning, that is that a statement is meaningful if it

3+ Ibid., p- 98-99. "
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/ﬁ_// is possible to falsify it or to indicnté what would possibly falsify-
or count apainst it. The falsification principle, then, as a
criterion of meaning,” opens fhc door to the d15cussion of meaning
and‘mnaningfulnesslwith which this chapter will be concerned.

Flew's challenpe confronts the theist’or the theclogian with
the following dilemma: on the one hand the theist can admit that
his assertions and beliefs are unfalsifiable and hence meaningless
or he can, on the other hand, claim that his assertions and beliefs
are fdlalflablc, in which case they fit the category of hypotheses
ard, as such are not rellglouo. Attempta to mcet Flew's challedh
ranre from c]almlhg that religious statements are ‘not really assertions
and hence are not falsifiablé, but are attitudipai and emotive, to

claiming that relipious statements are verifiable and falsifiable.

¢

. For example,'I. M. Crombie, commenting on Flew's.challenge, says
that "suffering which was utterly, eternally and irredcemably pointless”
would count decisively against the statement "God is good". DBut he
ihforms us that we cannot c¢ nducﬁ an experiment to decide whe ther
there are evils which are pointless “because we can nevef see all of
the picture." The Christian, however,. can sse the whole picture by

getting into a position "called dying", but although we can do all

. . !
that, we cannot rcport what we find. !

b Tbid., pp. 124-126. (For a detailed analysis of the dis-
cussion of the meaningfulress of religious language, See e T
Blackstone, The Problems wf Religious Knowledre. )

.
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What Crombic's position amounts to is that religious beliefs are

hypotheses which can be confirmed or disconfirmed after death. But

as A. MacIntyre points out, such a position, 1f correct, shows that

religious belicfs in tha

s present life “could never be anything
more than as yet un ﬁfirﬁéd_hypotheses, warranting nothing more -
than a prévisionél and tentative adherence." > But'as I indicéted in
the previous chapter, religious beliefs (e.g., "God exists",."God loves
us") are not hypotheses arrived at by inference from evidence but are
held on faith and trust.. And to say that a person has faith and

trust in God is to say that he has more than a tentative adherence

to certain hypotheses. 6 It is ﬁo say, rather, ‘that he is decisively
committed to'God. The attempt to show that religious beliefs,

statements, etc., are falsifiable ends up making them *"non-religious".

It seems, then, that Flew is, according to RM. Hare, "cOmpletelﬁ

victorious" 7 on his own ground. For, once Flew's position is accepted,

2

’* A MacIntyre, ed. Metaphysical Beliefs, p. 171.

6 It is interesting to note Jdittgenstein's remarks on the view
that religious beliefs are hypotheses. Wittgenstein did not think that
religious beliefs, e.g., in the last judgement are unreasonable, " but
he called those who held religious beliefs as hypotheses unreasonable.
D.W. Hudson points out that those whom Wittgenstein considered unrea-
sonable "in a sense implying rebuke! were apologists for, or against,
religion who made the "ludicrous® assumption that religious beliefs
can be corroborated or refuted by treating them as though they were
scientific hypotheses.” dittgenstein referred to an attempt by Father
O'Hara "to show that religious beliefs can be scientifically proved”
and said: "I would say, if this is religious belief, then it's a}l
superstition.” (Cited by D.Hudson, ludwip Jittpenstein: The Bearing
of His Philosophy upon Relipious Belief, p- 59)

7 R. M. Hare, "Théology and Falsification", in A.MacIntyre
and A, Flew, eds., Op. Cit., p. 99.
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" the conclusion to be arrived at is eiéher that religious claims are
unfalsifiablc'and.hencc meaningless or falsifiable and hence not
}e]igious. 8 4

The othgr escape route is to challenge the fglsification
pr%nciplc itself. This can EL done by showing that the falsification
principle is, after all, not really as formidable as Flew makes it out
to be.” For example, it can be pointed out that there are statements
which are obviously meaning}ul, but whiéh are not falsifiable, e.g.,
vEvery effect has a cause." I£ can élso be pointed out that therec
are statcments‘whiqh are verifiable énd as such have truth value,

~  but which are not falsifiable, e.g., "SOmeohe‘li;iné today will be
alive tomorrow." ? But in addition to these criticisms of the

falsification principle, I believe that a careful analysis of the con—

cept vmeaning® will also reveal the shortcomings of this principle. In
what follows then, I shall digress briefly to consider the concept
"meaning" in general in order to show that religious statements

(or any statements for that matter) need not Le falsifiable in order
to be meaningful (factually and cognitively), that religious
gPatements are meaningful in the same way that any statement is mean—.

—

ingful. (I mean "meaningful” in the sense of a criterion of meaningfulness. )

8. See D. W. Hudson, Op. Cit., p. 29,‘

9+ This example was given by K. Yandell, (Basic Issues in
Philosophy of Religion), p. 10. Yandell points out that "' Someone
living today will be alive tomorrow' cannot be falsified, for it
is not or will not be true then that no human being will be around to
record this fact and so falsify it."
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Most philosophers (I think) will agree that there is a problem

_ with meanings, but there secms-to be a lack of agreement amdﬁg them

as to the cause or causes of the problems This fdct is borne out

in the various attcmp£ﬁ by pbilosophers to specify what meanings consist
in. As a result, there have been attempts‘to associate or identify -
meanings with what expressions refgf to, stana for, denote (referential
theory), with the ideas that have 5éeq~arousgd b& these expressions

(ideational theory). 10 But, although all these theories have shed a
N

N\
great deal of light on the mcaning issue, tbe problem with meanings >

has not been solved. It has been prolonged 81mp1y because the roots
of the problcm themselves have not been affected. Hhat I have in |

mind is this: thefbroblem with meanings springs from two main roots
oy .
which the different theories of meaning (mentioned above) have failed

r

to destroy. , Each theory presupposed-a simple, general, uncomplicated

1anguage without taking into con51derat10n (what Wittgenstein calls)
different language=games (first root of the problem), and each theory
was meant to deal with meaning as if 1t were some surt of mysterlous
entity (sccond root of the problem) which, once - found, would set ail

hearts at rest. o

It will be argued that religious language functions in such a

.way that it "makes a difference" to the religious person and it is with

this idea of 5making a difference” which is characteristic of religious

1

10. o.e. W.P. Alston, "The Quest for Meanings", Mind Vol.
LXXII, No. 285, 1963, p. 79. ‘ : . :



lanpuapre that its meaningfulness is connected. My primary concern
is to point out that the reason why there is a problem with religious
lanpuage is not simbly because itkié somchow peculiar or unique,

(that is part of it to be sure), but also because the conécpt of

" 2l " 11 it 1« - J o .
meaning itself is problematic and in need of clarification,

And once we arc free from phe problem with meanings, thag is, once we

‘realize that there are no such things as meanings, we can then concen-
trate on the use of lanpuage and in this case, of “relipious lanpuage
from which alone (it secms to me) its meaningfulness or significance

can be ascertnined

In the Fovestivations, one of the most significant observations |

pade by Hitteenfitein concems the elastic-like, open-textured nature

of language. ~Our 1anguage, according to Wittpenstein, is not of the

~

manner of a ripid calewlus, but is elastic-like and as such can be
Cused in muny different ways. There is not only one lanpguage but many
different " anguage-pames'. _Hittgcnstein says: oy

It is easy to imagine a language —
consisting only of orders and reports

in battle. — Or a language consisting

only of ‘questions and expressions for

answering yes and no. And innumerable

others. — And to imagine a language po

means to imagine a form of life. 1

.

In order for a person to learn a 1anguage, he has to learn-to play the

-

1. There are many uses of "mean”. For example, we speak of
"uean™ in connection with people, actions, events and words. Qur
primary concern, however, is with "mean” in connection with words.

42

12. L. &ittgenstqj;,~Philosoohical Investirations, Section 19.
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.various languapge-games; that is, h? has to learn to ask questions,.
make requests and commands, descr{bc events. Wittgenstein also makes
jt clear that each language-game is a form of l}fc — a form of life,
that is, including behaviour, attitudes and'intérQSts, which must
be taken into consideration in order to understand the languaéc. 13
If 1 give the impression that Wittgenstein is a pluralist
with regard to language-games and forms of life, this is only because
it is implicit in what he'himself has to say oﬁ this matter.

dittgenstein makes it quite clear in the Philosophical Investipations

and in other works (e.g., On Certainty, Zettel, Remarks on the Founda-

. J .
tion of Vathematics) that there are different language-games and
diffprent forms of life. With regard to the former, he insists that

there is no one common essence to all language-ganes which makes them

part of onc language, although it is true that in different ]anguage-
games the same expressions are often used. 1h.‘For example, he says:.

For someone might object against me: "You
take the easy way out! You talk about all
sorts of language-games, bt have nowhere
said what the essence of a language—game
and hence of language is: what is common to }
all these activities, and what makes them into
language or parts of language. So you let
yourself off the very part of the investigatien
that once gave you yourself most headache, the
* part about the general form of propositivns
and of language." 15 A

LY

13. A. H.\Quintoﬁ,'"Excerpt from ‘Contemporary British Philosophy '™
in G. Pitcher, ed., Wittgenstein, p. 13.

4. See Philosophical Inéestigations, 11, p. 188; also
zeltel, 160. .

\ - -

15+ ppijesophical Investipations, I, 65.

&



From this, it is clear that Wittgenstein is indicating that

there arc language-gamesS and not just one language. He says,

But how many kinds of sentence are there?
Say assertion, question and command? —
There are countless kinds: countless
different kinds of use of what we call
“symbols", “words", "sentences". And
this multiplicity is not something [ixed,
given onct for all; but hew types of
language, new language games, as We may
say, come into existence, and others
become obsolete and get forgotten.

If you do not keep'the multiplicity

- of language games in view, you will

perhaps be inclined to ask question like,
"what is a question?” 1 )

When we turn to the idea of forms of 1ife, we find much the

same thing .

Wittgenstein refers to forms of life only five times in

the Philosophical Investipation, (P.I. I, Sectlons 19, 23, 241;

r.I. II, pe.

174, and 226), and it is quite evident that he is speaking

literally of forms of life (in the plural). The link between the

concepts "language—game" and wforms of life" is explicit in Section

23 of PhiloSobhical Investipations.

-

that "speakinpg of language is part of an activity or a form of life."

Review the multiplicity of language-games
in the following examples,.and in others:
‘ Giving orders, and obeying them ——
Describing the "appearance of an object,
or giving its measurements -
Constructing an object from a description
(a drawing) — e.e

Here Wittgenstein makes it clear

- 16.

17.

Tbid., Section 23.

Jbid., Section 2he

153
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Makjng a Joke: telling it — )
Solving a problem in practical arithmetic —
Translating from one languape into another —
Asking, tharking, cursing, greeting, praying.

He gives one specific example of a “form of life". in the Philosophical

Investipations, II. page 174. In another passage, Wittgenstein-

‘points out the importance of "language game°“ and "forms of life"
in communication, and in matters of truth and falsity. He says:

'S you are saying that human agreement
decides what is true and what is false?'
— It is what human beings say that is
true and false; and they agree in the
languagc they use. That is not a reement
on opinion but in form of life,

Thus, by "“forms of 1ife” Wittgenstein is referring to basic
human activities and actions like asking questions, hoping, wishing,

measuring,.etc. These for him {together with customs, etc.) are

what have to be accepted as plven,as forms of life. <0

(bce appendix for justification of forms of 11fe )
It is quite clear, then, that Wittgenstein does speak of : R

"language-games” and “forms of life" and to this extent he is a |

pluralist. And it really does not help much to say that what he

means by "1anguage—gares" is different uses of one basic }apguage

simply because “dlfferent uses" brings up the wheole idea of plurality

again. The notion of one basic language becomes suSpect when we take

intb consideration Wittgenstein's idea of "family resemblances".

18. Ibid.; Section 23; Cf. lectures and Conversations, p. 2.
19.  pid., Section 2l. _

20. Philosophical Tnvestipations, II, p. 226.

2.

Philosophical Investigations, I, Section 65 ff.

—

¥ 7"> . ~
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Now, given W%ﬁ?gcnstcin‘s theory of language-games, i£ is
obvious that one theory of meaning cannot be applied to these different
1anguage games. For example, the referential theory of meaning applies
to certain 1anpuabc—games (eege, describingl nqmlng) but not to promiges,
éommands and requcqts. According to the referéntial theory.
of meaning; meanings are either associated or identified with what
d-expfessions refer to, siand for or denote. Promises, comnands ard

requests are not meaningful in this sense at all., It is of very

trivial importance that reference is implied in requests, commands,

_ promises. - When I say "Doethat", of course I am implying that there
ié ajghgg to be done, but the iﬁéﬁ has nothing whatever to do with the
mcani?gfulness of the exprc;sion; Do that®. The command, "Come ont"

might or might not imply any one state of affalrs, yet any one hearing

it Knows what-it means. Similarily, I can say "I promise"™ or "I

beg, you" and it might not be clear what is being referred to or if

A “

anything is being referred to, yet these expressions are mcanlngful.
Reference might or might.l not be "irn_plied'in.‘these, but the point is
that the referent(s) is not ngcessar& to the meaniﬂgfulness of expres-
sions made-in commands, etc., in the same sense that it is important in
© the expression "This blue coat "

" Referring is’only one runctlon of linguistic expression;
that is, some expressi&%% become meaningful because of some referring
relatlonshlp (although what is referred to is not their @eanings -
we shall ;o;ékgéck to thlS) but not all expressions are of -this type.
The expression "this blue coat" refers to an object and is meaningful

because of this referring relationship, but the expression "Look
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out 1" does not refor to any particular thing or object and. conneqﬁent]y
the referential theory does not apply. Wittpgenstein also makes it
/

clear that words have a diveraity of functionsz. The functlons of
words are nn varled as Lhe difforont uses.of tooly in a tool-box,

Think of tho tools in a tool-box; there

is a hamner, plliers, a suw, a scrow-

driver, o rule, a pluc pot, glue, nails,

and screws. — The functions of words are ap

diverse as the functions of these oblectu, =l v

The fact that words have diverse functlons and function in

different lanpuape-pames makes it clear that one theory meaning, - \

cannot apply to all these difforent functions. The context in which
4 word 13 used will determine the moaning.of the word in that context,
atud for vach different context in which‘tﬁat same word is used, the
neaning, of the word will change accordingly. Hords do not simply
picture or describe as wns'suggcstéd in the Tractatus, but are used

Lo rxp}cnu fee ings, give commands, to ask questions, 1In short, the

meaningfulness of words varies with the different contexts in which
these words are used. And because those contexts are themsclves
different and varied, no onc theory of meaning can apply to all of
them, 3 The foregoing thoories of mcaningthavc failed and must fail
becanse none of them cén (by itself) be made to apply to the different
N

languape-games,  Thus we can no longer look to Lh;s.thcory or that

theory, for they are all ruled out by the elastic nature of our

f

22 1. Wittpenstein, Op. Cit., Section 11, See nlso‘SchiQT 23.

23+ See W. P. Alston, Philosophy of langruape, p. 18.

>,
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21
Tangusc. ' In order to understand the meaningfulness of linpulstic

pxprvﬁuionu, we have to turn to the "uses® in the differonﬁ langunge-

pames.  But mo;c of this later.
. ‘ J

We have scen that the clastic nature of our language makes
it imponsib}c for any onc theory of meaning to apply to it. He shall
turn to another problem which revolvéu around this nature of Hunguugc.
] shall contend that meaning-theories fn%} (or must fail) because
they all secw to presupposc that “meanings" are some sort of entitics
whi;h.cnrrcspond to meaningful cxpressions. If this chc the case
(and piven the eclastic nature of language), it would not be very
difficult to envisapge the state of confusion that wonld result, Hot

only would there be confusions and complications, but utter chacs;
)

morcover, conmunication among people wauld be almost impossible. dhat

1 nm.saying is that gf we construe meanings as nome sort, of entities,
chanpes in the meanings of our linguistic expressions which arc 50 A
characteristic of our lanfuage would not be possible. In other words, : i
the propositions, properties, and conccﬁts (these being the meanings,
or intcntions,'or logical contents) which correspond to individgal
linpuistic cspressions lead not only to confusions but also to

absurdities.

21" i k3 +
Sce Wittpenstein, Philosophical Tnvestipations, 23,
quoted under footncte 16.




Before,poing on to examine some af the meaning-theories, let
us indulge in a bii of semant}ESrto show héw these confusiOnu and
absurditics come about. The prohcrty, Q;Eg; is supposed to be the
meaning of the word, "blue".  The colour of the sky is blue; that is,
jdouyical with blue. Here we have an identity stntehent, but the
statémcnts.do not havé_the same meaning. That is to say that whereas
the property blue is believed to be the meaning of "blue", it is not
Lhe meaning of “thé colour of the sky" —— the meaning of "the colour
of the sky"™ is not the property blue. In the same way (1.c., because
of the identity statement mentioned above) the property blue is not
the meaning of "blug." Apain, "The author of Waverley" and "dalter
Scott" refer to the same person, viz., the man Scott, but they do rot
have the same meaning; that is, although "The Author of daverley"
and Halter Snott;havc the same referent, their meanings arc diﬁtinct
from this referent. It would be ﬁn absurdity to think that the
property blue is the meaning of "blue" in the same way that it would

be an absurdity to think that the man Scott is the meaning of his

2 *»
name. > ) .on

}J
. ~~_/ dc come now to consider the meaning-theories in order.to
substantiate the claim that meanings are not entities corresponding

Lo linguistic expressions. ?he referential theory of meaning states

that every meaningful expression names something, or stands for
“

AL

25. These examples a;e porrowed from Professor N.L;Ni}son.
Sce "Property Designation and Description”, Philosophical Review,
Vol. 6L, 1955, and "The Trouble with Meanings", Dialogue, Vol. L,
1964, '
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.omethlnp or has some naming, dcuignatlng rclatlon ship Lo something
or the other. For example, "this red coat" describes, designates

a certain particular coat {although the coat is néﬁ the meaning)
and as‘such is meaningful. But not all expressions or words refer
in such a ¢lear—cut manner. Everyone knows (or would agrec) Lhat
conjuflctions and other connective components of the languase do not refer
to anything but are s5till meaningful. ihat, for example, docs "but",
wand®, “therefore" rfer to? We can get rid of this problem in

the way the Medieval logicians did; that is, by saying that‘these

words do not have meanings "i; isolation™ but become meaningful in
different contexts.26 But this does not get'rid of the problem; it <
only postponcﬁ it. For, there are others which cannot. be explained

in the sﬁme way as conjunctions. For example, the noun “pencil" and

the adjective “courapeous” do not refer to any partiolar peneil or
character. 27 When we speak of “pencil“ and."courageous", we are led to

invoke classes and properties whlch further complicate the issue.

The problem (above) does not crop up only in connectlon with
£he referential theory, but also with the ideat.ior}al—theory and the
behaviouralytheory. With regard to the former, which identifies
meanings with the idea (or 1deau) correspording to tbe expressions,
it is not always easy to say whlch ideas correspond to the cxpr9551onu
in_qucstion. For example, when 1 say,_"It is raining,® I am not

1

siﬁply stﬁting a fact but could also be saying *"You should put on your -

26. H. P. Alston, Philosophy of lanpuare, P. 1.

21+ Tvid., pp. 14-15.

- ' 3
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coat," or "You should not po outside or elsc you will gc£ wep{u or
WThe picnic 13 cancelled." Which one of these many ideas do we
identify with the meaning of the cxpréssion? Hith reference to the

bvhuvioural;EEcory Lhe situation is much the same. This thcbry

e
1

states that Q%c meaning of an exprcssidn is identified with the
stimuli which evoke these expressions and the responses to them,
But even herc it is not at all casy to identify the stimuli nor the
responaes to expressions. For example, 1f T said to a pcroon,'qw
. -

mother is a teacher,™ how is he to know in what way he is to rcspond?
liow is he to know what stimulus (or stimuli).cvoked.this expression?
1 do not want to involve myself in the intricacies of these thcories

/;?iclubourcd'the issue), bﬁt simply to point out

here (I have alrcad

that it is rot always casy to locate the cntitylor entities (pranting

of coursc that there are such entities) which correspond to linguistic -
expressions.  Jel. Austin puts this rather succinctly when he says
that "...there is no simple and handy appendagc to a word called
- - Ty 1 28 7
'the meaning of (the word} “X"'. ’f
A
The problem 1S prolonged. Je have seen that it is5 not an easy
maticr to locate the entities corresponding to linguistic expressions;
in some cascs there are no such entities there to be found. Dut

>

even if we were to locate entities which corrcspond to our expressions
(and this is the crux of the matter), these cannot be identified with
the meaning of the  expressionsS. ‘For we have seen that, although

~ uwThe Anthor of Javerley" refers to the man Scott, he isé not the

28. J. L. Austin, philosephiznl Pancrs, {2nd Fditicn), p. 6%
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weaning of that expression, If he were the meaning of the expression, we
would have to say, “the meaning of 'The Author of Waverley' is five

feet tall" or "was a brilliant scholar." But to specak of meaning

in such a way is not only uﬁ ontological cxtravaﬁanéc, but is clearly
avsurd. It is because of Such an absurdity that we shouid avoid meanings
like the plague. We should avoid meanings, 1 say, not only because

they leal Lo absurdities, but because “... there are, in point of logic,
no such thiﬁgs as meanings." 29 Jt is my contcntion*thét it is this
failure to recognize this fact which is the discase that has crippled
most. ({f not all) of the theories of meaning. For they all presuppose
(or scem to presuppose) ithat thercare meanings which can be attached

to words and linpuistic expressions. -Fricdrich Jaismann says,

S ~ Speaking of meaning being attached Lo words:
f i% ... misleading, because it sounds as if
the meaning were a sort of magical entity,
united to a word very much as the soul is to
the body. But the meaning is not a soul in
the body of a word, but what we call the o A
‘meaning' manifests jtself in the usc of the ¥
word. The wholc point ... could be summed :
up by saying 'If you want to know what 2
word means, look and sec how. it is usdd.’ 30

N
Let us, then turn our attention to meaning as a function of use.
In dealinp with mcaning and use it should be made clear that

we do not mean use as that which an expression has; that is, wWe QO g

=t

9. 7. P. Alston,"The Quest of Meanings®, 1ind, Vol.
1XX11, MNo. 285,_(1963), p.‘8h.

]

30+ g, Jaismann, Principles of Lirfuistic Philesophy, eda,
F. Harre, p. 156.
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not wean use in the sense ol "éhe use of 'y'", "The use of cars in

larye cities- is dangerous," "The use of child labour is frowned upon

by many." Nor do we mean it in the sense of "uscd for" — thc'usg'

to which "X" is put; €efe, “Thank you" is used to exbress appreciation

and pratitude. Another point that must be-borne in mind when dealing |
=

with meaning and use is that use must not be identified with meaning.

dittpenstein seems to pive the impresgion that the meaning éf‘a word

is to be identified with its use{s) in lanpuage when he 5ays:

w,.. the meaning of a word 15 iés use in ﬁhe lanpguape.”® o1 is

clearly misleading to identify meaning with use. IFor example, the

meaning of "authcntic* is “genuine", but the use of “authentic”

is not "genuinc"; 32 If someone asked for the use of "authentic", 1t

would be a very poor joke to say wgenuine. HMorgover, it is possible

for a person to come to use a word or an expression wilhout under-

standing its meaningfulness and vice versa. A person can learn a

particular use of a word by heart without understanding the meaning

of the word. Many people know how to use the word "Amen"; they know
that it is used to end a prayer, vut nonetheless, this word is not
meaningful to them. It is also possible for a parrot to utter the
"words "Hello® or "Goodbye", but he certainly does not know the meanings
of these words {not that there are meanings, of course; but the point ,

" is meanings are not to be jdentified with gse). 1 do not mean to -

31. 1. wittgenstein, Op. Cit.. Section 43, Sce also G. Pitcher,
The Philosophy of Jdittrenstein, P 251 f. !

32+ These ékamples are borrowed from W.P. Alston. See his
"Meaning and Use™, in G. Parkinson, ede, The Theory of leanine, P- }58.

¥
«‘._‘.
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jmply that meaning and use are not connected in some way or the other.
mhis is clearly false. There are clear—cut connections between the
meaning (50“50) of a word and its use, "but these admitted connections

between meaning and use are not. strong enough to warrant identifying (

33

them saee "

When we say that the meaning (the meaningfulness of eve} an
: i

expression is a function of its use, we mean that the mcaning 15

nanifested in the use or usage, We mean that we are to look to (what

Iwﬁc calls)'"thc utilizdtion" of the expression in gquestion ey
. ; ‘4
in the actual sayings of thingSeses" 34 qnat is to say that If we
. (

want to know how a word or expression becomes meaningful, we must

look and see how that word or expression 15 actually uscd; we must

Jook to the actual employment of the word or expression which has
i
some sort of equivalence with the first. For example, "procrastinatc"

means put thinpgs off. Here ‘e have an equivalence such that we can

cubstitutc .the one for the other without changing the job{s) which
égéh is ﬁsedﬂto do. 35 If we knoﬁ how to use an expression (if we
know, that is, when to and when not to use it) and we are told that
another expression 1is used in the same waylas Lhis (former) expression,

we can easily grasp what this new expression means. let us take the

33« 4. pitcher, The Philosophy of Jdittgenstein, p. 251

3he g, Ryle, "Use, Usage and Meaning", in G. pParkinson, ede,

Op. Cit., P 114.

35- W. P. Alston, "eaning aﬁd use”, in. G. Parkinson, €da,
Op. Cit., p. 150.
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above example apain. If you ask what the word “procrastinate" /ﬁ

l()h

peans, and you are told that it is used in the same way as to put

thines off, (assuming of course, that you are familiar with the use

of to put things off),_ybu will have no difficulty in undcrstunding:
what “procrastinate" means. It 15 in this way that mecaning is u
function of use. W.P, Alston says, 1

Tt scems to me that when one tells
someone what an expression means, he -
is, in effect, telliny him that two
expressions have the same use; but he
uses the meaning formulation only when
he supposes that his hearer already knows
how-to use the sccond expression. Thus
the meaning statement is subject to a
presupposition which distinguishes it
from the merc statement of cquivalence of
usc. The wltimate reason for the prescnce
'of this presupposition is the fact, noted
earlicr, that specifications of meaning
have the primary function of teaching- someone

. how to use an expression. Pointing out
that *u' has the same-use 3% 'y owill

’ “do nothing to help you master the usc

| " that 'u' has gnlcss you already know how

to use 'v'e 3

There are some objections to the use-theory which should be

considered before going any further. It may be objected that the

use of an expression is obscure and consequently is of little help -
‘ . .

: . 37 .
in understanding the mpaningfulness of the expresSslon. But T am
not. sure that I understand what it #cans to say that the use.of an

expression is obscure.  For, if an expression has a use at all, then,

36 W. P. Aiston, “Meaning and: Use", in G. Parkincon, ed., Op.
Lit., p- 150. )

3. See, fer example, J.l. Findlay, "Use, Usage and Meaning"
in G. Parkinson; ed., Op. Cit., Pp- 117-118. -
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it is no lonﬁér obscure — it ia thut.useAto which wo must look

and nothing else. Fu}thermore, to speak of tho obacurity of the use
of an expression is to assume that there is only one use of the
expression; But this is.a mistake. fhch cxpreqfion has many usey
and surcly at least some of these (if only oné) would not be
obiscure.

Another objcgﬂion to thc.usc—theory rund like this, In many -
cases we cannot uay how an cxprcssiqn is uged without saying whaé
//ﬁort of Lhinéa it is intended to refer to, or at least that it purports
to rcfcrlto them. 38 But this objection stems from the basic mis-
concepiion that use chcnds upon reference and hence, for4n expres-

sion to make sensec through its use, it must refer Something.

vsense" and “reference”,

This contention is based on a cénfusion betwee
In many.cascs pcople speak mcqningfully witheut! referring to anyihing.
Tt is the actual usc of an expfcssibn which is important and this

does not depend upon what is referred to (au We S5aw abovc, thls is not
always gdy to know), but the referring Iunction i{s part of and in-
cluded in this use. Use is not one activity and rcfcrring another

(as the objection seems to 1mply9’but the latter is 1nt1mq;cly bound
up with, and depends upon, the formcr. For instancc, if I oay,

"It is ralnlng " you do not first check to see if it is really raining

(i.e., whcthcr it is true or faluc) and then conclude that I ‘am

conveying some information; but the actual usc (from the context —

38- J. N. Findlay, "Use, Usage and Meaning", in G. Parkinson,
Cd'l OD, . Cit-p 'pc 118. i .
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use always presupposcd contexts) tells you what it is that is bninf

anid. If you arc going_td the storc you immediately think atiout -

waiting until the rain has ceased, or you put'on your coat. I am

contending that although our expressions, in many cases, do refer

to something or some state of affairs, we do not first try to find

out what that something or state of affairs is before deciding how

the expression

find out the u

usage we look to the way the expression 1s use

is used. If we did this, there would be no need to

o

se; fok use then becomes superfluous.

what is being said, referred to, or conveyed.

\ . .
1 have contended so far that there are different languape-

james uhlch mu

st be taken into consideration whcn

for obviously no one theory of meaning can adcquatcly

the lanpuage-games. I have also contended that there

things as mean

in a language-

1 shall now attempt

age.
The mo
pointed qut ea

nor are they f

. says that in o

to say what ci

would count against it.

ings,

pame that constitute their mcanlngfulnc

st severe criticism of rcllglouu asserti
rlier, that they are not veriflable (no
alsifiable. The proponcnt of -the falsi

rder for an assertion to be mcanlngful

speaking of meanings;

In ordinary

d in order to find ocut

apply to all

are no such

and as a result it is the actual uses of expressions

ss or sipgnificance.

to show how all this applies to rellglouu langu-

jons is, as was
t even in pr1nc1ple)
LI

fication principle

we must pe able

rcunstances or what state of affairs make it false, what

?

The meaning of a statement, according to
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the fuluification principle, is somehow bound up with 1to fhluificuﬁion. 39
This -is precisely where I think the falsification principle has gene udtrqy.
For, in attempting to identify mcaning with fals ificatién, the proponcnts

off this theory are prqsgppoaing that meanings are some uort of chtities,
henece the need forrempirical Verificuﬁion-und fulsificatipn. This is so
beeause the falsificatign principlc m&kea it quite clear that mcnning iu
dirrctly. connected w1th the. particulnr state of affairs which flldlficﬁ a
particular statement. A statement which connot be falsified by any partic-
ular state of affairs is in factléompatiblcrwith alloor any state of afféirs
and hence meaningless. In othe%-words, ecvery statement has a p&rticu]ar
state of affairs which falsifies it and hence rcn%yrs it peaningful. It

is for this rcason that I say that the falsification principlc as o critcrion 5
of meaning, prcsuppoacs that meaningo are some sort of entities. (Verification

in principle fares no better because it also depends on those CirLUmatﬂnCCq

which would, in principle, verify or falsify a statement).

It is interesting t® note that the problem of the factual status "

or éognitivity of religious language and any language for that matter,

the criterion of which is cither.vcrificaiion or lalsification is also
_questionable, once we point out that the falsification and verification

principles treat meanings as entities, DBut once this version of meaning

i ruled out,- it becomes quite clear that religious assertions ard all

astertions mean in the same way — and this includes the factual status

ﬁnd cognitivity of languagc. Fgr it is clear that to s#&y that a utatcmﬂnt

is factually meanlngrul is just another way of saying that it is mean1ngful.

The practice of limiting cogn1t1v1ty to verifiable and falsifiable statoments

9. In some cases Some verificationists go so far as to identify
NCdnlnL with verification. M. Schlick says, "The meaning of a8 proposition.-
is its method of verification" in "The Future of Philosophy", in
Gesammelte Aufsitze (Vienna, 1938). Cited by W. T. Blackstone, The
Problems of Relipious Knowledfe, P 6. )
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is, it seems to me, not only too restrictiye, but'on the whole lacks’

+

Justifization. - -

what I am saying, then, is that if my contbﬁtion that there

are no such things as meanings. is correct, then the falsification

»

principle as a criterion of weaning fails. lIncidentally, following the
falsification ana verification criteria of meaning, we should have to
-suj not that religious-assertioné are "meaningleés",,gut that they are
nwithout meanings." For, "without meaning" is more approprﬁatc as the
opposite of "'X is the megping of ...". Bpt; as was pointed out abﬁve,
there 1is nolsuch nx". Méaningé therefore are myths, and since they afc
myths, it is misleading and confusing to ask for the meaning of express-
fons". Thus,. instead of speaking of "the meaning of ...", I shall speak
of the "meaningfulness”, nsipnificance", "sense" of religious assertions.
1t is in this context that the use-theory -comes in,

Now, use presupposes users and users presuppose a using community

.or sbme xind and it is to this community that we must turn our atténtion
when we seek to understand the meaningfulﬁéss of a lanpuage. We must first '~
of all realize that one language community is ﬁifferent from anoihcr.‘lf

ﬁhis were not 56, it would make no Sense ts Speak of langﬁage commuﬁities;.
Conscquently, we have a "scientific language", wreligious language®, “aesth-
etic languagé" in spite of Kai Neilsen's contention to the contrary. Yeilsen

5ays,
There is no "religious language" or
wseientific language.” There is rather
the international notation of mathematics
and logic; and English, French, German
and the like. In short, vreligious
discourse” ami "scientifid discourse”
are part ofbahe same overall conceptual
structure. - :

. LO- kai Neilsen, Hittgehsteinian'?ideiém“, in Philosophy,
(Vol. 42, No. 161, July 1967), p. 201.

: %
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While I apree with Neilsen-that “relipious discourse" and
widientific discourse" .are part of the "same overall conccptual

ciructure™, I must protest that this does not rule out "relipious

discourse" and "scientific dluCOuroE" as somewhat ale—COntﬂlnCd . R

unlt: within this overall conceptual structure. We all agree that

{here is only one human race, but Qﬁ do speak of "thé Caucasian

q
race", “the th101d race" and "the Mongoloid racc", which in turn are

all part of the human race. Np WOuld think a.peruon pecu11Ar who

said, "There is no Caucasian race or Ncgroid racec" (I mean this

i

anthropolopically). that there is

" In the same way il is rash to say
no “relipfous lunpuape™ or wgeientific languape.”

“The whole idea of dﬁffepént forms of 1ife, different linpuistic

frdneworhg, different language games 1o useful and often  very

convcnipnt for purposes of understanding what goes on in different’

discip}ines, Cofey art, business, physics, ctc. There is, however, the
serious danger of cmphasizing.thcée differences to the point of com-
plete’ confusion at the expense of similaritics. #hen we speak of
formS’ofnlifc;lc£c., we are at the same time saying that insofar as
i) ’ T

these forms of life are uoc1al ijun of communication

some sort of med

is needed. Thé+medium of,cormunlcatlon is ref?rrcd to as ") anguapge”

""c1cnt1f1c ‘angudgc But it

and so0 we have "rcllgloua lanpuapge",
is very important to note that "languagd“ here is being used in a
:{étaphoric sense. RDllglOUu languagre and secientific languapge are
nof on par .with Englldb Sanskrit, German and French, The latter arc

languapges iﬁ the primary SCNSC, but the forwer are not; they are
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5Uwuhnw derivatives  The scientist ard the religious peruon do not
mulerstand cach other not because they are ospesking "different langungns"
—— they both speale one nupural lnnguagq (cape, English, Frcnch; German)
or another == but because of what we might call their “technical vocab-
glartes”. The scientist and the relipglous person use Lhé name words;
prnerally speaking, bul they use them differently in ecach discipline.
It the one natural JunguagcA(q.ﬂ., Englisﬁ) iz the basis, the sub-
stratum of religious and sciehtific languapges. If not, it 15 not at
all an casy matter to cxpluih how communication could take place., In
this sense, then, "relipious language" is not a lanpuage like English,
French or Hpanish, but is a derivative of any one of them —- it icg,

if you like, a religious use of language in the primary sense. It

5 clear that a person,using relipious languape does not need a trans-
latoer, abt least nobl iy the senwe that a person who speaks French mipht

necd one.in order to understand what -the other who Ypeaks German is

Rl

sayinr.  There 45, then, no relipious. language or scfce%}ffﬁxﬁénguagc,

but crly religious and scientific uses of lanpuage -—— cach supkr—
4

. { ) .

imposing a technical vocabulary upon natural language. '

There might be one overall conceptual structure, but within

this structure we do, as a matter of fact, use languafe differcntly.
Leilsen seews to agree with this (or scmething close to it) but

objiects to-the compartmentalizing of the different uses:

~

I indeed believe thal religious discourse,

moral discourse, legal discourse and the like

arc all part of the same overall conceptual ‘e
t  structurc in the gensc that they are not

compartmentalized and that, when we engage
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in such digcourse, we almost always
discourse in some natural lanpuage

such as Enplish, Swedish, German
and the like. And I also belleve , #_“\_,///
that these lanpuapes have distinctive
syntucLicul‘and somantical structures. : :

1 do not sce how Neilsen-can speak of “relipious discourse", .
vmoral discourse", *legal discourse" without allowing for some sort ¢
of cowpﬂrtmcntnli:ihg (not necessarily completely compurtmentuli:éd,
for there could be fumily—rcseﬁblaqccs). But Meilsen cannot have it
both ways; that is, he cannot prant differcnt discourses on the onc
hand, but refuse to allow for some kind of compartmentalizing on the
other. Jhat sense is there in speaking of relipious discoursc; morél
djﬁcour:c, if there arc not, at least, some distinguicshing features,
compartments of some kind? 1 cenclude, therefore, that there are
*relipious diséqursc" and nscientific discourscf;

~The scientist and the theologian operate from certain beliefs

which may be called premiseS or presuppositions, and which are

ultimate in the sense that they are not deductively demonstrable,
nor are they filsifiable‘or verifiable by sense-cxperience. he By
"présupposipions", I mean those principles (Hume called them natural
beliefu) which are basic to our way of life — without which life

as we know.it would not belpossible. My clain is that the spientist

o 1cSs than the religious person presupposes these principles, but

bl Kai‘Neilsen, "Nittgcnsteinian'Fidcism Apain, A chly Lo
Hudson", Philosophy, (January, 1563), Vol. XLIV, lo. 167, pe G,

L2e e R. Demos, "Religious Faith and Scientific Faith",
in S. Hook, ed., Reliricus Experience and Truth, p. 130 f.
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each wlso has other principleu‘which Prc importont and basic to

hig wholc discipline. Now, it is obvious that the sclentist connot
continun\his investipations if he does not hold belief in the reality
of the physiciy world, but I know of no “proof”, ‘qua proof (there

are many uttc&pts, but these aré for from satisfactory, e.p. G.E.
poore's proof of the external world) for the reality of the physical
world., In addition to this the scientist presupposcs the law Sf
causal cornection and other laws of na£ure, the uniformity of nature,
the principlc‘ofﬁinduction, etc. Without thesec ﬁrinciplcs and others,
scientific investigations come to a halt. But the important point
‘Lo bear in mind is that none of the principles which are so basic 
to the scientific method is provable or verifiable in sense exper-
ience. The scientist holds these on “faith4. Yow, in muéh the same

way, it is my contentdion that the theologlan presupp0ses certain

principles which are ultimate to his whblc discipline. (It is
interestiny, t; point out that the theologian presupposcs a lot of

what the scientist presupposes, but not vice-verss, ﬁut this need

not bother us — the important boin; is that each has presuppositions
-Hhich are necessary in order for any sort of investigatiou to be
possible.) For the tHeologian, the existence of God, the beliefl

that God created the QSrld the bélief that God loves mankind, the
belief that evil and suffering are not final, but that in the end
good will triumph, the belief that God revealed hlmsclf in the Chrlst

etc. are such presupp051t10ns. He accebts these as given and goes

on to elucidate and explicate the whole complex of his religion.
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Now, it is clear that 1 am restricting myself to the Christian
religion and it is bocause of this restriction that 1 can go on to
say that the religious believer (Christian believer)} has no doubts
cdngcrninu the a;istcncc of God. For it is clear that, if he haé
doubts concerning God's existence, he cannot rightly be a Christian
(neither in the Biblical sense, the traditional sense, nor the con-
temporary sense). A person who has doubts concerning God's existence
is ecither a’ skeptic or an agnostic (he might evenfbe an atheist) and
both of these are ruled out in Christianity. A pcrson‘might have
doubts in the sense that he is not quite clecar about the intricacies
of the reality of the existence of God, but he nonetheless believes
that God exists. A person who says that he does not know whether God
does or does not exist is admitting from the outsel that he is not a

‘ } .
Christian., We might allow a lot of activitiégazb go by under the label

of Christiapity, but doubts concerning God's istence cannot be one

s —~Tvearn

ofllhem. It is extfemely odd for one to say that @ekiglh Christian,
but that he has doubts regarding God's existence or he really.does

not believe in God because God's existence has not yet been properly
demonstrated to him, Such a person is much better 6ff in being content
to call himself a concerned human being or 2 humani§L or some such
thing. It is idiotic to want to be called or to CQIl oneself Caristian
simply becguse it is fashionable. (This is precisely what the person
who has doubts concerning Goa's existence seems to be doing. ) \Be}ief

in God, then, (or theism) is a basic presupposition of Christianity.
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In the theological sphere, these presuppositions are articles
of faith which the believer accepts as his basic point of dcpurture.b3
For cxump]c,lthe‘religiops person accepts as basic presuppositions
“God loves mankipd®, "God created tﬁc world and all that in it is",
wGod exists"., The religious belichf {and here I rcsérict myself tdl
the Christian religion) has no doubts éoncerning God's existence phnd
it is for this reason tha£ the traditional “proofs" are not popu ar-
amony, many‘rciigious groups.

‘ Proofs for God's existence are on the whole irrelevant to the
Christian believer bccuuse; for him, God (i.e.the God of the Biblc)
is not aA object of proof and disprdgf} He is not to be reached by a *
proccss'of jinference but through "committmcnt&;and upersonal encounter®.

The point here is simply that religious bcliéfs (and particu-
larly bcliéf in God's existence) are not the sort of things which are

provable or disprovable 1n the way scientific theories are provable.

If it were the case that these proofs were essential to these beliefs,

B

43. By faith, I do not mesn wplind" faith or Fideism, but a

faith which seeks to understand. ‘Unlike the Fideist, who believes

without really caring what he believes, belief (in the sense 1 mcan

it) consists in seeking to understand what 1is believed, For if the

believer does not understand the uttcrances (he makes through faith),

then he cannot reject or accept them, for he would not really understand

what it is he is rejeéting or actepting, 1 agree with Kai Neilsen

when he points out that these utferances should be intellipible at

least to some men. That is to 53y, if we do not understand what we

mean by "God loves us', then to say we accept it .on faith is, like

saying we accept "There is a Blog" on Faith. (See Neilsen, "Can hey

faith Validate God-Talk" in Mew Theolory, HNo. 1, ed. M. Marty and t\

D.G. Peerman, p. 135. )

- .




then of course people should and ought to be affected by them one

way or the other. Dut the very fact that they are not affected one

way or the other is cnough'to caugse us to take a“necond look — 80 to
say = at the purpose of proofs and demonsatrations for God's exlstence.
1n the case qf flat eorth devétccs, it is quite evident that Lhey

are being unrcasonable about the whole matter — it is evident because
the;c are ways of declding the jpsuc quite accurately, and this hao
been done in many different ways. That the world is round is no longer
a matter of puess work — there is a grc;{ denl of evidence to substan-
tiate the claim that the earth is ro;nd (cr at lcasﬁfcllépticnl) and
not flat. Those who ignore this evidence and continue to say the world
15 flat ure.simply flying in the face of facts — they are utterly
unrcasonable, Bﬁt notice that this is not the same a3 beliefl in

God and other religious beliefs. wEvidence" is not appropriate to

relipious beliefs in the woy it 1is appropriate to scientific theories
and to the shape of the cnéth. This does not mean of course, that
evidence has no place in religioen, for clearly it Jdoes. But whatever
place it has in rcligibn and theological matters, it must always be
borne in mind that evidence is not essentisal to the forming of : j

: ) -. LL f .
relipgious beliefs, claims, etc. in the way it is in stience, history, etc, /

Lhe por example, when a person Says #God loves me" he is not
drawing a conclusion on the basis of a number of instances of Go@'s :
love; he is not saying nBecause of these instances of God's deallngs .
with me, I conclude that he loves me." Believing that God loves.him lS\
part of his understanding of God and of his religion. Bclie? in God's
love is part‘of'tﬁis person's religious committment. And ev1dgnce _
(in the above sense) is irrelevant to'this committment and pellef, ) ///
but is useful for purposes of the elucidation of such a bellgf and
committment. Evidenze (empirical evidence) is useful then, in that it
provides*3ctual instances of religious beliefs which count for reassuranc
and elucidation on the part of the peliever, But it is not relevant
in the formulating of these peliefs in the way it 1s1n the formulating

and establishing of scientific hypotheses. :
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And 1t iu beenune of Phin that those who ore unaffected by the smonsing

of cvidence for and apainot f&]luﬁuun bellefs are nol belny unrensonable,

For Lhum, guch "evidenee” sifiply does not apply. It s in thls seuse

thot 1 believe Lhey oupht to remnin unaffected by atitempts to p§UVU

or disprove God'y uxiutuncu. It is not that they are kinorin“

important evidence or fucty, huL thot thuf‘nrc pointing out that such

ovidence or factys do not apply — do not fit the case. O course 1

am nbt saying Lhat proofs und demonstrations for God'a exlstence are

uscless.  Philosophical proofs for God's cxistence uﬂd phi]nsophicnl_ ‘
diseussions sbout the sttributes of God arc uscful and necessary if

Ly are meant to clarify important philosphicnl isguecy such b

J t(lmlnln{ the limit of human kﬂOWlPd}L. but if thy ﬁrc used ay
Carpuments for und nLuln“t relipion, it is in this scnse that 1 bPli“VP

Lhey are Jrrc]nvnnt. A remark by hlcrkcidurd is very pertinent here.

He once pointed oyt thal any attempt. Lo prave or dcmonstru}u the

existence of God is "an excellent uubjcct for a comcdy of the h11hfr

LS o
Tunacy. w7 This is so because if *... God does not exist, 1t wuuld

ol course be lmpouanlu to prove it; and if he does exist it would
: ., whO -

be folly Lo attempt 1t."

Fhilosophical proof's for God's cxistence do not scem to make

. “o
4 difference o way or the other to rclipious believers. Proofs for

God's existence arc defended and rcfuted all the time, but the non-

Lo ¢, Kkicrkegaard, Philosophicul Frapments, cd., D.F. Swenson,
P I)Jt, note 3. ‘ .

Lbs 1pid., p. 49.
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Christian or non-reliplous persen, and the Christiosn or religious
person are virtually unaffected; they go on as if nothing hos hoppened.
_When o proof is well defended unbelievers do not bocome believero

-, because of 1Y, and when a proof is refuted, believers fall to become

., 0
.

anbelievers because of it. In other words, proofs for God's existence

seem to moke no difference to snyone one way or the other. And

what, fails Lo make o diffcrepée, it seems to me, is of little or no
value to anyone, The point behind all this is that the Christian
religion rests on foaith and revelation and philosophichl proofs and
natural theology as a whole must presuppose this. 1 think‘nush Rhees
is right when he says that the difficulty in trying to understond

theolopy has to do with talk about, "first causecs". fThc'fuult";

he says, “is in thinking of natural theolopy o3 the FOUNPBATION of Lhe
L

rest of relivion, in some sense."”

1 have said that rcligiogs'language functions in'a specisl’

way and thosc who understand this function are those who arc awarc of
the basic p?csuppositionh of this lapguage. This does not mean that
Lhig language is "closed" to all but those who use it (i.¢. the religious
believers); there is no “stop sign" to pgtzent outside investigation.

But, it dbes mean that in ofder for someone outside hi;rlantuagc
éommunity to understand it, he ﬁas to cdme Eo terms with the presup-

posihibns and _subsequently its function. -1t 1is usually the practice

of those who discuss religious language to neglect the way in which
4

7y
A
AN

47+ push Rhees, Without Answers, p. 111.
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reliplous or Lhcoiogicul concuepts ariso ond bocome meaningful in the
relipious experiences in the roliploun communit&. But it 1o prociscly
Lhese experiences in the roligious community that ore neccanary for
the updcrutnnding of the lunguape. This is not charscteriotic only
of the Christlon relipgion aleno, but of all reliplony; that is to
any thnt every religion prescribes o pattern of pruactices (somotimes
varying in preat detoil) which, followihg ) purﬂicuiur set, of
presuppositions, brings one to a realization of what is mesnt by the
‘statements or propositions which express the truths of that burticulur
r*cil.ip,icm.f'8

In the same way, if one is to.understand science, onc han to
undcrstﬁnd it only in the 1igﬁt of scicnﬁific prcuﬁppositionu; For
exnmple, in trying to understand what scicﬁtists are doing, one

hﬁu to Lake into consideration the rules of induction, the uniformity

of nature, the universal opplication of the principle of explanation,
which the scicentists presuppose. 1In qthcr words, a langusge becomds
meaningful only when we arc aware of the way or ways in which thot
particular language funciions, and how it is used by its.participuqts.
ln the casc of rcllblous language, ... it 158 question of the role
which our statcments about God play in our worship or in our lives.
Or if we are outside relipion ana discpssing it, thc refcrcnce is

' - i . 1 9
5till to the use the language has omong those who practice it.*”

L8. Daya Krlahna v}elipious Experience, Languape, ond Truth',
in S. Hook, ed., Op. Cit., P. 231,

2

b?' Rﬁsh.ﬂhecs, Op. Cit., P. 130.
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One point of 'clarification. In speaking of religious lonpuage
and the rellpioun community as beinpg somewhat s&cciul, 1 do not menn
to imply that the langusge is not problematic to the users, The
Chyisplun relipion is not only problematic, but its lenpuosge is

somelimes incoherent und the users are  often perplexed ond frust-

rated ns Lhey strive Lo understuand their reliplous beliefo, DBut this

S

dors not Tule out relipion and relipious discourse os Neilsen seems
Lo Lhinklso The Christisn theolopion is cgnstontly strupgling

Lo understand his faith. Likcvdob,und Lﬁc proéhct Jercmioh, the
Christinn belicver is always secking to understand why there sre
suffering and pain. It is this questioning attitude from within

the relipious community which diffcrcntiﬁtcs Lhe Christian laith from

fideism. lut the Christian does not doubt the bnsic presuppositions
t

v (what NLlluLn calls)'the first-order discourse itdcli v If

he doces thu hL is ipso deLb admitting that he is not a member of

Lhe relipious lanpuage community; that is, he really does not kniow

how Lo pl!y “the 1anrquc—gdmL. Hc iy not rcdlly a member.
Althoulh there are difficulties with rnllglous lonpuage,
ru]iﬁious people communicate successfully among themselves —— they

a difference to

obviously understand their language because it makes

them., And if it makes.n differcncc-lo them, then it must be performing

See Kail Neilsen, wyittpensteinian Fideism", in Philosophy,
(July, 1967), pp. 196, 204 f.

)O- o

niittgensteinian Fideism Again, chly—

)L Spe Kai Neilsen,
p. 63.

Lo Hudaon", hllo,onhx (Jdnuaxy 1969),
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iLe function; if not, they would obviouuly try Lo cﬁunﬂa it. A person
who stonda outuide the reliplous community mny not understond whol 3o
poing on in the relipious community, but he con. ee that these pcéplu
ﬁndurutnnd Lhelr lunuﬁugc and communicate successfully with cach oLheT.

They are not fooling themscelves —— there Ls no need Lo, Thelr lanpuapre

really does make o difference to them and thio is exemplificd in
the way Lhey live in society. S . \.

Helipious beliefs and relipious lanpuppe make o difference to

.

relipious people in much the same way Lhat belief in the exigstence

N .
of the exblérnal world makes o difference Lo people.  Althouph we contiol,
prove that the external world oxiots, we still belive that it docs, for

)

i
without such a belief, life, as we know it, would not be pousiblu.”’

Thus, believing in the existence of the oxternal world makes a dif-

ference Lo the way we live., And what makes o differcnce iz understond=
Calle and intellipible at icnsd Lo Lhoﬁc Lé whom it makes this diffcrence.
A ]nnnunué is meaninpful because it mokes a difference onc way or the
other. Huaninglcss cxﬁreusions do not make a difference Lo anyoric
Lecause no one . understands them, "I;iig bloy klok" docs not make &
difference to anyone one way or the other, but "God loves us" docs.

John Hick says "... the significance of a given object or situation

ractical difference which the

3

for a piven individunl consists in the p
existence of that bbjcct mokes to the individual."

. - ' k) - g " N
Relipious utterances; e.f. "God 15 1ove", "uvod 138 just, 1

1

52+ . Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, Fort 111, Section VII

53+ sohn Hick, Faith and Knowledpe, pe 1004
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wGod is merciful”, "God loves us as o father loves his children®

maken A difference to the religious belicver. When the believer suys
"God_lovéu us as a father 1oycﬁ his children", he i uuyinn thut it
mokes a difference to him — a difference in thot hio life differs from
what it might be if thore were no-God to love Him, He doos not allow
the occurrence of evil and.nuffering to changoe his Lclief in God
because his belief in o God gf love i3 not formcdlin the obaence of
evil and suffering, but in the midst of'thém and in spite of them.

The bcl;chr (when he utteru the above ntatvmcnt) in spelling out

the diffcrtncc that the cxistence of o lovinp God is alleged ‘Lo make

or have made in the past within human cxpcricncc, iJ at the some time

indicating thc'muuningfulncss of thc,utupcmcnts.5h Similarly, belicf

in the Hesurrection of Christ mokes a difference to Christian belicevers.

Whether Lhc.Hcsurfcction of Christ was physical or not is hpt rcally
important. What 18 important is that something happened that duj
which made a significant difference in the lives of many people. it'
called the chyrch into cxistcn;c and, through it, continues to make
a difference to pcople morally, sociully} politically and otherwisc.
The forog01ng was an examination of vmeanings” ond rcliniéué
language. 1 hove contended that therc are no such things os meanings.
1 have also contended that it is only throubh phe use of lanpusge “that
the relifious community operates from presuppogitions'(érticles of

faith) and its experiences are interpreted on the basis of thege

She jonn Hick, Philosophy of Religion, p. 100.

»
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prvuuppunitions. To jntcrprut somothing should ﬁot ulvé Lhc. ‘ ()
impression that thé resulting oxperiences arc merely n&bjuctihu or
vprivate! 1acking objective corrclotions hecause ‘
_inLurpruLnLjdn'iu not limited to some fo;ms of experiencing (ep.

in religion or sesthetien) bubl is dnvolved in all forms of- epistemo= -
lopical enquiries. Bvery asct of experience, every epistemolopical

aet involves interpretation of 'some {form or nnuthér.. Ao John Hick

put.s its |

1 is o familinr philosophical tenet, and one

which many perhaps todgy be token as gronted, '

thnt 611 conscious experience of the phyaicol

world contains an element of interpretation.

There are combined in each moment -0 expericnce

a presented field of dota and an Intcerpretotive s

activily of the subject. The perceiving mind .

is thus always in some depree a sclecting,

reloting and synthesizing apent, and cxper-

jencing our environment invelves a continuous

activity of interpretotion. '
. E )

1t mipght be objected, however, that ull this hau o circular

ring to it; thot is, that religious utterances can be understoud only

Lecause other relipious uttprnncﬁp'(prc;uppositionu) are understood
and aceepted on faith. -While it is true that-this is.circu}ur, 1

do noi_think'it is viciously uo. For, au was poinLéd out carlier,.
the relipious believer iy constnntiy,tryinﬁ to understond’ his buliets
in the lipht ofICchrignces thut constanlly chalienge them. He doces not
simply accept them oﬁ blind faith., What I shalldsuﬂﬂeﬂt‘iﬂ that jL;%“

probably the naturé of relipgious lanpuage to be circulor and questi?n~

\'\, .

58+ john Hick, Foith and Knowledpe, p. 108.
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. Thus although statements like "God- cx1st§' and "God loves us as a
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begging. That isto say that the noture of the subject matter lends
itself best to what might be called “the circle of faitW‘.56 Reliplous
lunguayc, then, is intrinsicnlly'bouhd up with the religioua exper-

iences of the relipious community, and to attempt to understand the

former without the latter is llke trying to underatand 8 football

pame without ever having scen one.

Thus the fact that the religious believer maintains his belief
N .

in a God of love ecven though there are myriadc of instances of evil
and ruii‘erlng does not mean that such a belief is unreasonable,
empty or meaningless. To be sure, the bellever is appalled at the
amount of uufferlng and evil in the ‘world, but he does not conclude
from this that God does not exist or that God is not'a God -of love
after all. But 1nstcad his feith in God is strengthened. As
A. ‘Faclnbyfe points out, "to the'bellev1ng mlnd the facts of evil

I . . .
apparently constitute not evidence against but a motive for behef."57

father loves his children" are held to be true by the believér in

spite of the wordd's evils, they are nonctheless meaningful because
they -are uttered on the basis "of faith and trust — the faith and

trust which are central_to the believer's way of lifef

5. See J. Hick, "Heanlng and Truth in Theologf' 1c'S.
Hood, ed. Op. Cit., PP- 208-209. .

1+t .
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5. A. MacIntyre, €d., Metaphysical @cliefs.:p.~1?h. ‘ ' ,;Wﬂ‘.
. . . N . ~ B -
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CHAPTER VII

RELIGIOUS BELIEF AND THE PROBLEM OF EVTIL

In Fhe'last chapter, I contended tha
fundamcntﬁl reiigious statements and utter
."God 1ove§ us" are not falsifiable, they a
because they make a difference to the live
1 also contended that religious beliefs ar
chain of reasoning nor are the& explanator

formulated by believers to account for the

ﬁ even though certain
ances, e.g.,\"Goq exists",
re nonetheless mganingful
s of 'those who utter them.
e not the resuit of a long
Y hyuotheses which are

way things arc. It is

obvious that if religious believers give reasons for their beliefs in

the same way that scientists and historians give reasons for their .

4

 theories, there could be very little reasoh for Holding on to the

beliefs. If the belief that God loves mankind were a matter of

reasoning based on evidence from the way things are in the world, it
T .

would be the most unreasonable of all teliefs, for most of the evidence

one finds does not seem 1O Support'such a

-~ !
opposite. W. De Hudson correctly points out that the "weight of

empirical evidence for a prediction does not appear to be either a

belief,ibut rather its

sufficient or a necessary condition of religious belief."

N f-t-J\'l...
; o g

LI

. £ Y
1. Hudson, Ludwig Wittpenstein, P.

AB. A. MacIntyre holds a

similar position. He says: v e ought therefore not to be su;prised
that to accept religious pelief is a matter not of argument but of

conversion. Conversion, because there is:

no logical transition which

will take one from unbelief to belief. The transition is not in .
objective considerations at all, but in the person who comes to believe.
There are no logical principles which will make the trdnsition for

one. There are no reasons 1o which one can appeal to evade the burden
of decision. And just as for the man who asks for a justificaticn

of belief the only thing to be done 1s to

r

of fer a description of

—
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A person may have very sound reasons for holding a'particulnr
pelief so that his belief may be on the whole'"reasonabld}, but we
/
would not call him a religious believer becsuse of this. We wouldt
not call him a religious believer because his belief would -lack thL
personal decision and committment which are characteristic of reli-
gious beliefs. A belief for which there are good reasons and sufficient
t .
evidence is not a belief which calls far personal decision and
committment; one holgs such a belief because it is “reasonabic" to
. i - b’ ) ) .
do so in the same ¥ one holds the belief that the sun will rise E .
Lomorrow morning. Wittgenstein:was véry clear on the difflerence
- i - )
between religious peliefs and other beliefs — beliefs which really
are theories or hypotheses. He wrote:
Suppose; for instance, we knew people who
foresaw the future; made‘forecasts for
years and years ahead; and they described .
some sort of Judgment. Day. .Queerly enough,
even if there were such 3 thing, and if it 7
were more convincing than 1 have dgscribed ) N

... belief in this hapggning wouldn't at all . ¢
be a religious belief. - '

)
On the other hand, there are people whd‘hold religious peliefs ]

for which there is little or no empirical_evidencé, so that when °

3
¥

1. (con't) what religion js, so the man who has come 10
believe can only give us his reasons for his pelieving by relating
a segment of his autobiography.” Metaphysical Beliefs, P- 199.

2. 1. Wittgenstein, Lectures and Conversations, P. 564
cited H?“B»gﬂudson, Ludwig yiittgenstein, PP. L8-L9T.

-

J
'

——
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compared“td the_scienti t or the historinn, such people wodld appear

quite unreasonable in holding these heliefs. But these are the beliefs’

which Wittgensteln instanced the most genuine'religiqus peliefs —

they are the beliefs whi.chsguide and -sbgtain the religious believer.
Such beliefs, Nlttgensteln remarked "must) be called the flrmest of

‘311 beliefs becayse the man risks things on & count of it which he ‘

would not do on thlngs ‘which are by far better established for him."3
It is clear then that rellglous~be11efs may lack the sort of
indubitable evidence whlch one‘flnd$ in science or in history and
still affect the'believer'sientirp way of life. To the religious
~ believer, hlS beliefs are central and fundamental o his #hoie life;
. everythlng that he does or anythlng that happens to hlm are 1nter— f
‘preted in terms of these religlous beliefs. As A. Maclntyre polptg
_ dut religion "15 always concerned wlth how men are iﬁ live and with'

. what their ‘fundame tal attltudes are to be.' nb Hittgenstein was also

convinced that rellglon and rellglous beliefs are fundamental to

\\ the bellever‘s whole way of life. He says,
~

Suppose somebody'made this guldance for
life: believing in the last Judgment. ;
Whenever he does anything, this is before
‘his mind. In a way, now are we to know
whether to say he believes this will
happen or not?
l Asking him is not enough. He will probably
say he has proof. But he has what you might
[N . -

.
- »

3. Ibid;;ip.-5£5

{

be . MacIntyre, ed., Metaphysical Beliefs, P. 191,

.

a
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call an unshakedble belief. 1t will ' . S
show, not by reasoning.or by ar ~al -

to ordinary grounds for belief, oubt «

rnphegiby regulating for in all his

life. :
Réligioﬁs bﬁ}igfs; then, are held in spite of evidenc. to the

-

éonpréfy because they are fuhdamental\to a fgfm of lige — 8 way of
‘1ife to ﬁﬁich thg/believer is committed, An %&} is.in terms of'thi5
“form ;f_life tﬁ%} the bel{evgr iﬁpprprets everything that h;ppens té
him, everything that he Aay encounter., Thus when the believer or

the theist says_ﬂGod is godd" or "God loves Aankind", he is not saying
that God 1oves mankind insofar as mankind 1is happy and' free from evils
and shffering, but ‘that Go& fails to love mankind wheheve:-there are
evils am suffering: He is soying that God loves menkind no matter |
howpmanjggvils there are. 1f he were to change his mind about ng‘s

love or God's goodness every time he encountered instances of evil .

“and suffé;ing, he would be admitting that his were not religious
beliefs at ;ll. 'The religibus believg% or théitheist‘does got say
vGod is good ;ﬁsofar as .;."'or'"God loves mé£kind.inasmuch as ...“;
He 66eé not, be}ieve thap é;d's 1ove for menkind is prqyisiond}, ‘-

that is, that God loves mankiﬁd oniy when things agp‘favouraple, but. ST
when things aré unfavoﬁrabigﬂthat God's love for mankind has égmehow

ceased_6 Believing that God exists, thét Hé is a %ég\oﬁ love or that

- -

5y

bl

%+ 1, wittgenstein, Lectures and ‘Conversations, PP. 53-5k.

\\\ 6. Religias beliefs are never provisional because they are not
factual beliefs. It 1s only when a belief 18 factual that new evidence
+  can affect it one wWay OT the other. It is 9;ways‘possible that new
evidence pertaining to the facts of beld i~ historical events may

turn up because such beliefs are factual. According to A. MacIntyre



= are what the truth of his réligion is all about. This is s0 precisefy'VQ
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fle is 8 (ood'God con never be beliefs that can be tested to establish e N

"y ) ] '
truth or fa}sity.? Believing that God exists or that He is 8 God

of love is n t a matter of believing that something is the case

w

' but(gt is a fundamental attitude — a committment to a particular

way of 1ife.

\ . .
Now, a life Jed in accordance with religious beliefs and the

practices of a religion.becomes (in the fiﬁal‘analysis) the truth of ;
: . . . , ¢ '

- that religion. Religious truth-is tied up with religiqus beliefs and .
. -~

practices. This is 80 ?ecaﬁse there are no external checks or guidelines’ '
- _ :
to which the believer may appeal. The folldwing of his religious

beliefs and the seriousness with ﬁhich‘he adheres to these beliefs
- [ , . .

pecause religion is not a description of the way things go in the ‘

world nor a descriptiowzof facts in the world, but a way of interpre-

ting the world. His religious beliefs are what determine what his

attitudes to the world are to bes For it is thréugh these beliefs
v ' ' ’ N ~ .

1

6. (con't) religious peliefs or religious faith is never pro-
visional. We-do not wfind Christian believers accepting the Resurrec-
tion conditionally or provisionallys; the pladness of Easter morning
is never & condibional joy." (Metaphysical Beliefs, Pe 197.) /

T+ pccording Lo Wittgenstein, vyhatever believing in God may

pry

be, it can't be believing in something you can{;est, or find means
of testing. You might say: 'This is nonsense ecause people say

they believe on evidence or say they believe on religious experlenc?g.{ -
I would say: 'The meTre fact that someone S8ys they believe on evidence

doesn't tell me enough for me to be able to 53y now whether I can say

of & sentence vGod exists" that your evidence 1S unsatisfactory or
insufficient.'™ (Lectures- and Conversations, Pe 60.)
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_'purpose to his life, ney, the very core of his 1ife. The person .

<s

LA

W\
and practices that the believer'learns‘xho lunguage‘bf hie'éeligious

communlty to whlch he belongs, and shares his 1lifé and expebiences

] " “ A

uiph those of the other members’ of this communlty. And as long as’
F
the bellcver is conv1nced that he is llVlng up to the standards and

demands of his communlty, the more conv1nced he becomes of his beliefs
and practices. "And it 15 this conviction Nhlch forms the basis of

religious, truth for the believer, The conv1ct10n-wh1ch the believer

——
a

him to withstand Yhatever adver.se cr1t1c1sms may be brought againdt

his beliefs; for it is this conviction whlch glves meaning and

who is conv1nced of his bellefs in this way does not'need any other
proof or eV1dence of their truth, for such a believer, the expre551ons

"God eX1StS" or. "God 15 love" are fundaMéhtal. If he iﬁﬂ?Skelehy

he.belleves these beliefs, all he can do'is to give a thorough

'descrlptlon of the content of his religion. And as A. Maclntyre.

' says, "Either a man will find himself prought to say "My Lord and my

God' or he will not."8 ‘

1

o

TOIf it Seep%-thaﬁ I have beeh_belabouring the ﬁhole issue,of

the nature’ of rel%gious beliefs, this ig only because 1t is central

»
[}

-to our understandlng of the theistﬁs reaction to ev1l and suffering

N
in the world.,.For ev1l and sufferlng cannot be understood apert from

the theist's beliefs and practlces. Some familiarit§ Hlth~ChPi§t%an

? . N
p
8. A. MacIntyre, Op. Cit., P. 195.

-t
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.develops because of (nis religious bellefs and practlces is what. enables:
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i] theism will ab once con?ince anyone ihat L e.thcist'h‘bclégfs are not | SRS
A~ \ "/ ' .
\\; neld in.thc abscncc of evil and 5uffe§;pg, but in the midst of them. | el

st critics vho ust the problem of evil as a source of eriticism of”

a

thl,tldn theism uécm to give the impression that Christienity can be
ma;ntdlned and g;n survive only in the absence of evil® and”)ufferlng
ut, such an 1mpresu10n is entlrely mloleadlng. The fapt of evil is’
central to the Judco—Chfistian religion simply because it is a religion
: : -
which preaches gbou{ saivation, redemption from sins éhd the reclema- L
tion of sinncrs. Christianity, as‘é relipgion concerned wifh salva£i6n
and redemption, bccomes.null énd void in anwevil-frge, mo;ally perfect
world. As Patterson Brown puts 1t ng religion of salvation would
ﬁc ;cnsglcss in Paradise."9 The . Chrlstlan theist, then, is aware of
the stark reality of evil‘and suffering because they are ‘central to
» his understdndlng of his bellefs and religion.

)

A rcading of the Old and New Testaments will ‘be enough to

convince anyone of Chrlstlanlty'= acquaintance with-the reality of . © .
evil and suffering. The 0ld Testament prophets were well aware of.

. evil whether as the result of God‘s wrath or.as 3 result of the

operalion of the laws of nature — evil was nothing new or foreign

N o

to them. .No one people knows more about suffering and evil than the
people of Israel, the chosen people of God. And when we turn to the

New Testament, we are faced with numerous references to evil and

suffering. For txample, St. Paul tells us: wie know that the whole
l N ' . . .

9+ patterson Brown, "Religious Morality", Mind, Vol. LXXII,
‘Yo. 286, 1903, p. 235. T . '
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creation‘hﬂg been groaning in travail together until now; and nét ' (/;) -

~only the creaﬁioq, but we oﬁrselveg; who have the ﬁirs£ fruits of the v

.§pirit, groan inwardly'és we wait for adoption as s;ns, the redemption
of our bodies."lo Thus the exiétcnce ot evil is ;ot something which
comes to the theist as a surprise f-\something independent dr his

 peliefs which he is fofced_to kaée up to. Apart froﬁ the fact khat

'wé have no experience of God prior to our experience of'happinéss

hn? suffering, pain and pleasure, th? iheist‘emfhasizes the existence .
“of evii more than anﬁoﬁé else and espéciallf'more‘than the atheis;.

For one thing, the theist is aware of ﬁhe §in% of ﬁankind in a

very imporiant sense in which the atheist can never be —— atheists
e ' 7

can have,and'should have no concept of sin, for obvious reasons.11

P

»

10+ pomans 8: 22-23.-
| :

11+ 1pe atheish carnot have a concept of sin because sin is a
theological “concept —- 8 concept which can only be understood by one
who believes in t existence of God. The theist, then, is in many
instances more aware of the existence pf evil than the atheisi.

T, Penelhum.puts it this way: wThe existence of evil is not something
the facts of life force the theist to admit, in the way in which the
facts of the fossil evidence forced some nineteenth century theists

Lo admit the antiquity of the world. The existence of evil is schething ’
the theist emphasizes. Theists do not see fewer evils in the world

than atheists; they see more. Jt-is a necessary truth that they see

more, For example, to the theist adultery is not only &xdffence

agajnst another person or persons, but also an offence against a
sacrarent, and therefore against Ged; ‘it is therefore a worse offence
because it 1s a cqmpound of several others. Atheists can never be
agajnst sin, for to atheists there can be no sins,."sin" being a
theoYogical concept that only has spplication if God exists."

(vDivine Goodness and the Problem of Evil," Religious Studies, Vol. 2,

1966, pp. 95-96.7
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rot TH/fChrlutlan thelst is not 1gnorant of the fact that there

gre thousands 01 children stprving in Africa, Indla and South Amcrica;
. that inqoccnt pcop}e are dying every*day in Viet Nam and other war-
tprh counhr}cs; the theist is not igporant of the world:s pain and
'njﬁsticc o {hat if these were brought to his étteg}ion his faith

o

in bod would be deutroyed A theist who 18 not. nﬂare of pain and
suffering .cannot ‘righfly be Sald to be a theist, because ﬁc would not
be “able to understand that the central symbol of the Christian faith,
thc Cross, is characterlzcd by pain, injustice and sufferlng..
without the Crgs; there can be no Chrisfianity ond without pain
and Tufferlng, the Cross 1§}mean1ngless. With thé.Cross, then, pain .
and 'suf fering are brought to the fore and any thelqt or believer who
knowg:his business cannot escape this reality. As J.S. Whale correctly
points out, “At the Cross, the whole human p;obicm,qf suffering and

- /" ‘-
,sin comes to @ burnlng TOCUS «e+,. TheRCross shows forth as does

\nothing else in history, the heinous actuality of 51n, the nature of , -
" evil and its conseqﬁénces.“la- VAR _ : ' i
Ev¥l and sufferlng, then, are present at the very heart of:
the Christian Faith, but they do not ‘destroy the thelst's faith in
God's love. Rather, they are the ;;ry expre551ons of such love and
- goodness. It is in and through the sufferlng of Christ and the erss

tth the theist sees the fullness of God's love and goodness.

For it is here at the Cross that the love of God is seen traﬁsgdrming

Y, ’ ' _ . RN
J.S. Whale, The Christian Answer 1o the Problém of Bvil,

12.
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cevil in&o good. This qus not deny, of course, thqt people or®. able
to choose to do the good -; for claafly.ﬁhoy are able and they do
choosé the good.: What it means-is £hg§ wha;ever qvilsvthcro'ﬁ;y bp
(cgpecially phys%cal evils) in the world are not final, Bgt can be
lovcrcome by. ﬁqﬁ Pnd transformed into gopd,*§How this transfo;mation
ﬂnkes'ﬁlace,depends on hbow the theist.inﬁerprets eéentﬂ'which oclcurr -
in ghc world{> If the theist does not belie&e that evils caﬁ be over;:.
Tcome, h? is admitting in aiyéry important sénsé that he 1s not'lgally
. a theist after all.?? To believe in & God wpo 1is not éblél(ampng othe
thingé) to overcome gvils or to géfe meaning‘to-the world is éénseléés;
It i§'senscle?3bécaube_belief‘iﬁ such'a Gpa is no more than;'excess | f;
bargage” -J‘it is %pnecessary. Athelsm would be a:h\ch‘more.consistent b %
posi£i$n to‘maip£ain, ‘The thcist‘s beliefq'in.God, then, must igclﬁdé ’

" ihe belief and convictiqﬁ that God is able tolovng6me evil, to transform
. 1\:_ . - > .

r

-

. ; l%"Thag God is°good, that He'is love, that An-the end good will N
triumph over evil are fundamental beliefs whick the thelst holds on -
the bosis of committment. If the theist depended on empirical ‘
observation, on the way things go in the world in order. po\fonmulate
these beliefs, he would always be in a stage of indecision with
regard to them. Empirical observation prowides instances of love
and hate, good and evil, -and because of this it would be extremely
difficult to come to a conc¢lusion about God's love or goodneq?. !At
a given point in time all that the theist-can say is that the' evidence
to this point indicates that there are more instances of love or

. goodness in the world than hate or evil, there it seems that (so far)

God is love or God is good. But this is not the way the theist goes

. about. his business — he does not believe that God is good when phings
are fine and that He is evil when &h@ngs are not. He would have to
do this only if he formulated his elief in the same.way the scientist
formilated hypotheses. The theist, then, must hold the beéliefs that

.God is love, that He g good, that good w1l triumph over evil, as {/
fundemental belief — beliefs which determine how he would subsequeptly
jnterpret things in the wn{rld. .
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cvillinto good.lh’ It is for ﬁhis reason that Christian believers do nbt
see evil and suffering as tinally ingurmoﬁntablp'probiems. For Chribtian
belicvers, eGii and'suffbring'aré not insurmountable p;oblems bccﬁuse
" they are donviﬁccd that yith the Resdrreétion of the Christ, cvil and
suffering wWere cdnqucred and transformed into good.: Thié does not
_ meén, of course, that th; Chriétiﬂn does.not see evil; as evils, that '
he is‘not nppalléd at the suffering and pain in the world. For the
Christian, evils‘ncvéf'ccase to be evils, nor do’wrong deeds cease
L0 bé Qroné'dceds,~bu§ for ﬁim, evils are és.real as ever, but he
docs nol succumb to phcir_destructivc power beFaﬁs; he believes that
they can and -will be overcome. And once he knows this, ;t can no
lonfer be a sé?ious threat to Eim. Nel.son Fike, it .scems to me,
is‘correct when he says, | -,
ﬁ;he fact of evil in the wonid presents no
undue pressures or streins on the faith of
X well-informed believers. It demands no radical
spiritual,adjustments or revisions. His

- relipious faith must simply include a faith
that there is some good reason.for evil in

oh

. L. o peliel that God is able to transform evil into good

is fundamental to the Judaic-Christian tradition. For example,

the Psalmist cries: "Even though I walk through the valley of the .

*shadow of death, I fear no cvil for thou art with.me, thy rod and thy

staff, they comfort me.t (Psalm 23, v.h;i cl. Psalm 91.) And Isaiah,

"For behold, I create new heavens and a new earth; the former things

shall not be remembered or eome to mind ... I will rejoice in _
. Jerusalem and be glad in my people; no moré shall be heard ip it the

"sound of weeping and the cry of distress." (Isaiah 65, vv. 17 ff., .

Also John 16:33 and Romans 8:28 ££.) )
'“\\_ﬁ_u//J,
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the theistic universe. Certainly this is

not an extr gagance for one already committed
to theism." ' A

It might. be p01nted put that saying that one's faith should AR
Eonvince one that there is.some good reason for evil and suffering
might be cold comfort to the mother Hhose only child is dying of
~cancer’ of the throat or those whose bellies are burnlng with pangs |
of hunger. The person for whom ev11 and sufferlng are the rule
rather than the exception might laugh at such a gllb easy answer.

But this is only becsuse such ‘a person might be expecting samg sory
of answer to thecﬁnestion of evil and suffering. But the onlf.réasbn
why the theist has to satisfy himself with something like wthere must
be a good reason for evil" is because he knows of no ready-made Jpat"
ANSWErS. ‘
Now, someone méy say that it is the uiil of God that people

suffer, that it is ‘211 for a purpose uhich men cannot understand because -

God's ways are mysterlous to us. But this must be rejected not only

-

because it is too glib, but because it makes God out to be some sort
~of monster. It is bad enough, it will be pointed out, that people

suffer, that ihnocent children are starving and dying slow deaths “

Jad

15. N. Pike, "God.and Ev11- A Reconsideration", Ethics, Vol.
LXVIII, No. 2, 1958, P-. 123, The-Christian theist struggles with evil
- but he does not allow it to triumph over him because,his faith tells
him that the love and power of God which tran sformed the crucifixion
. of Christ into man's redemption is the_ same love -and power which will
give him courage and strength to face ¥rto his present evils without
despair, knowing that they too will be overcome and transformed to
some useful end.

) )
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‘vecause of incurable diseases, but to say that all this is for a v
purpose planned by a God of love is the greatest of all evils,
This is exactly what Iven points out to his brother, Alyoshs, in

a ‘ ‘ _
The Brothers Karamazov: L . o //

And if the sufferings of children go to
swell the sum of sufferings which was ‘ v
necessary to pay for truth, then I protest
that the truth is not worth such a price
«e. I don't wan't harmony. From love for
humanity, I don't want it ... Besides too
high a price is asked for harmony; it's
beyond our means to pay so much to enter
~ on it. And so I hasten to give back my
entrance tickét, and if I am an honest man
1 am bound to give it back as soon as
possible. © And that I am doing. It's not
God that I don't accept, Alyosha, only I
most respectfully return Him the ticket.

*

It will not do theﬁ, to tell those who are suffering that God

causes such suffering because he wants to achieve some end because ofoﬁ}
it or that such is simply the will of God or that sll.this is for .
some spehial purpose. [t will not do éggpuse it is too difficult for
the theist to reconcile to himself the fact that all the evil and
suffering in the world are for a special purpoée; a paft of scme
gigantic scheme. It is one thing to be convinced because of:one;s_
féith that there is some good reason f?r evil in the world, but.it

is quite another to be told that God wills itngr some Special purpose.
For to.say that there is some good reason for evil and. suffering in

the world is to say that when one takes into consideration the nature

Y

16. F. Dostoevsky. “Rebellion" from The Brothers Karamazav,
Bk. IV, Chapter IV, Trans. C. Garnett, p. 258. o

&
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of human beings end the type of world necessary for them to live
properly, evil and suffering are inevitnble. But to say that God

wills evil for some special purpose {as it is often claimed) is to

say that He deliberately causes-pcople to suffer in order to achieve
/ :
some particular end. This not only questions God's omnipotence, but

it also maokes him out to be a villain of some sort.

The theist does not seem to understanﬂ why there is as much
suffering as there is in the world, and he may never understand thiso.
All he may be able to S8y when misery and disashgrs strike 1s what
Job said when he found himself in the same situation: "Naked I came
from my ﬁother's womb, ‘and naked shall I returnj the Lord gave and
the lLord has, @aken away blessed be the name of the Lord.“17 Like

)
Job, the theist's faith is tested in the face of evil and sufferlng,

but it is not serlously threatened. It 18 not seriously threatened

becsuse his faith is one of conviction and commlttment and not one of
reasoning and consequently, whatever evil and su:ferlng he encounters,
he 1nterprets in terms of his theistic committment, Eyil and suffering
are seen for what they arej they are not somehow changed or made

- simpler, but they are not seen as'threats to the theist's faith. It

) is the faith.of the theist'which enables him to cope with the pain
_and suffering, the miseries and misfortunes which he encounters in the o

world. Once it has been shown that evils in the world and a‘God who

17 job 1:21
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is-allrgood and all-powerful do not cancel éach other, the religious
person' s belief in such a God is flot at all unréasénable. What matters
is %ow he manages to cope and live with the evils and suffering in the
world.‘ If he is honest ip his faith in such a ﬁod, then he must belicve
:Lhat cvils will somehow be overcome. If he docs not believe this, then
his belief in God is someﬁﬁw mistaken. There is no other way for gim
vo cope with evils except by faith in God — faith that good will
triumph and evil will be crushed. And if it is true that it is one's &
relipious faith which determines what one's fundamental attitudes to
life are 0 be, then ev1l and sufferinpg cannot be seen as threats t;
this faith._ For the theist knows that God is always working for

good with those who put their faith and trust in Him,

I have been maintaining that the theist does not arrive at his

beliefs in the same wa; thét the scientist or the histerian arriﬁes_at
his hypotheses, I have also been maintaining that evil and sufferiﬁg
do not count against the theist's beliefs in God nor do they destroy
his beliefs. These positions do give the impression that no amount

of evidence to th con£rafy will be considered relevant to the question
of the truth or fa}sity of religious bellefs. There are many objections to
this position; For example, it can.be claimed that, it is impossible to
decide on the truth or falsity of religious beliefs if evidence to the
contrary is ruled but,- This is a very serious objection but one which
calls for a separate diseussion, My concern has been with the actual
attitude of relipious people towards the problem of evil and suffering.

To this extent, I have not concerned myself with establishing the above
position with arguments, but with providing a phenomeﬁological description

of what these religioﬁs'people actually say and do, how they behave, when

-
-
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faced with instancesS of cvll and auffbrlng. Whether or nbt the’attitddc

and claims of these people are philosophically rCupCCt&blC or acccptablc
is a ,opdratv issue and goes beyond the discussion here. \\“
The attitude of religpious pcople tOWdrdu evil and quffcrlng, then,
does pive the impression that no amount of cv;dcncc to the contrary will
be considered relevant (dt 1cast this ;d,what must be said with rcga;d io ‘ )
ny understanding of religious belief) to the qucstlon of the falsity of
lUllPlOUa bcliefs or of the objective snatus of these beliels. This might
not be a phnloaouhlcally respectable position to maintain, but it is none-
‘theless the sort of.position tHat.is characteristic of relipious beljef..
"This does make it difficult for religious people to show that their basic
peliefs are more correct than those of superstitions or witcheraflt, but
it does not make it impossible. For, jt seems .to me, it is always open
to relipious people to indicate that their beliefs are not incompatible
with already wellaestabllshed t£eor1es in sScience and other disciplines,

Lut that it is very likely that those of witcherafv, etc., are. And

if it is possible {and I think it is) for-religious people to spell

out in what way or ways, or 1o what extent their beliefs are compatible

with well-established theories in science, this I supgest, would be

" reason enough to rejecﬁ witchcraft and other SUperstitiqns, while main-

taining religious beliefs. ) ’ ) | |
The theist, then, iS affected by evil‘and suffering but these do <

not count against his belief in God nor do they destroy.his peliefs. He

may never understand why there is, suffering; he may never find a solution

il

to the prcblem; he may never be able tO find answers to his questions



concerning evils and suffering, but his faith is never destroyed,
For, ihe Christian believer knows that the evils which are present“
can be Pvércome and no amount of them will ever be able to scparate

: t h
him from the LOwﬁ/g;\ESSZ When faced with evils, he joins with St.
~ - : '

'Paul and says: P

No, in all these things we are more thpn con-
querers, through Him who loved us. For I

am sure that neither death, nor life, nor
angels, nor principalities, nor things
present, nor things to come, nor powers

nor height, nor depth, nor anything

else in all creation will be able to
separate us from the loye of God in

Christ Jesus our Lord. 18

And this is.peither a subterfuge nor‘gn unreasonable position
for the theist to hold -—— it is the only position he can hold in
order Lo maintain consistency J&Eh the basié tepéts‘of his rbligion.

HThié positién w;uld be unreasonable oniy if it were shown that evils
in the world logically rule oug faith in an all-good, all—powgrful

God. But it is precisely this which I have argued has not and cannot

be qstablished. And once this is recognized, the charge of ‘unreason-
wbleness immediately loses its force. that we have now are two
différent peopl% with differént attipudes about God and evil; oﬁe
vho believes in an all-good, all-powerful God in sﬁité-of evils in
the world, and the other who coes nqt. There is a fundaﬁental'. b

disagreement between the two, but the position held by one does not

rule out the position held by the other because disagreement is

~ .

18. omans 8:37-39.
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not an argument against any position nor is it a criterion for

) establishing the reasonabléness of any p031t10n (the matter of reason-

ableness is a separate issue w-_see Appendix). Thg‘thelst is not
hbelnb unreaaonable when he continues to believe ﬁhat evils will be
overcome when le. contlnues to believe that God is good and that He
joves him no matter what evils he encounters. He cannot belleve
otHErwlse and continue to be a theist. Hls is an “elther/of' p051t10n,
either he believes that evils can be conquered or he does not.

If he does, he is admitting that he. is a theist »- a religious believer;

if he does not, he .s not a theist, and ‘there is an end to the whole

matter. ’ : Fd ‘ - \

A X
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APPENDIX

The question "X is a form of life (and therefore a language-

geme), but ought it to be played?" is very Amportant and central not .
only for rcligLOﬁ but for all disciplines. It does not, 81mply ask

Ay

"Ought onc to be religious® but "Ought one to play any language-
game?ﬁ or "What languagc—game(s) ought one to play?" Now, as 1mp0r£ant
and central as this quedtlon is, I think that it 1is con51derably )
beyord‘thc sco%e of the discussion in my thesis. Indeed, the questlon,'

"Oupht one to play the rcllglous language-game?' comes before the

discussion in this thesis. It is by acceptlng the fact that the

religious language—gahe is Elaxed thattjmzp;oblem I am dlscu351ng
is a problem. If, however, the problems of:evil and ?eligious language
are the most basic problems which will decide whether the religious
language-game ought or ought not to be played, "then my whole thesis
is relevant in that it is attempting to show that these problems do
not cqnstitute a refﬁtation nor'any-serious criticism of the religious
1anguage;game.

In order to prOVlde an answer to the above question, I @hink
it is necessary to provide 1wo different sets of. criteria. On the
.one hané, we need a set of criteria (or a cFlterlon) Tor deciding
when a particular activity is or.is not a fer of life and hence 9
languape—game, and on'thé other, we need a ;et of criteria (or a
criterion) for establishing a theory of rationality so that we may . ~

decide whether or not a particular form of life or language-game 15

}/7
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}ational or irrational. We might want to say that é language—ggﬁe
should only be played if jt is rational, and irrational 1anguage—'
games ought not to be- played. . It does not Iollow {from this, however, -
that there yould be no irrational language-games — in fact there might
be a lot. All we can say is that those who participate in such a form
of life and play such a language-game. are being irrationdI:-
Dec1d1ng, ‘then, that X is a form of life or language-game

has nothing to do with whether it ought or ought -not to be played. We

need something more. - We need to decide whether or not X is rational.
Ve are then led to ask (what I believe is an important qgestion),
"th should only rat10na1 1anguage-games be played?' or "Why 6ught
we to play only rational language-games?" Ignoring this question,

we are still faced with the difficulty of deciding on a theory qf

rationality (a criterion of ratlonallty) that is independent of all

forms of life or language-games in order that we may decide whether 6r
not such forms of life,'etc. are rational or nol; The reason why tﬁe
theory of rationality must be indépendent of;the different forms of
jife is to avoiﬁ the sort 6f critic;:ms made by Cgrnap and others;
that it is illegitimate to apply what 13 appropriate to one form of
life to anotheré‘fm'm of life. It is obvious that if we allow that
each form of life possesses within itself what is to count as “ration-
ality" or virratjonality" or that “rationalP and “1rrat10nar‘ and
their cognates have meaning only. within a form of life, we would
license the rationality of anything that is a borte fide form of life,

or part of such’a fénm of 1ife. What happens in such a case is not



r

-

that we can speak of a theory of rationality, but there would be as
mnﬁy theories of rationality as there oare forms of+1ife. Now, this
i the sort of thing that Peter. Winch seems to indicate in hispThe

ldea of a Social Science and "Understanding a Primitive Society."1

1 ' .

Wineh accepts the fact that in order to participate in a form of life,
onie has Lo écceat, inter alia a set-of-goncepts_and rules (IéS, p. A1),
but, he poes on to say that these criteria which determine the use of

the concepts do not have an independent status, for the world itself

vis for us what is presented through these concepts." (158, p. 15.)
. N :

He poes om _ ,
~  Criteria of logic are not direct gifts of God,

but arise out of, and are only infelligible

¢ in the context of, ways of living.or modes
of social life. It follows that one cannot
apply eriteria of logic to modes of social
1ife as such. For instance, science is one
such mode and religicn another; and each
has criteria of intelligibility peculiar to
jtself, so within science and religion actions
can be logical or illogical ... But we cannot
sensibly say that ecither the practice of _
science itself or that of religion is either
logical or illogicalj both are nonlogical. .
(l§§,'pp: 100-101; See also parallel in wUpsY, P.11;30-31).

It is not my intention to criticize Winch®s position, but b
simply to‘point out that given his criterion of rationality or intel-
ligibility which is a coherence theory of rat;onality, any form of 1life

or language-game (whether it be magic or witcheraft or whatever) in

L

/

L. poter Winch, The Idea of & Social Science (Boutledge,.19§8)
abbreviated 1S5S. wUnderstanding a Primitive oociety” 1n.D.Z. Phillips,
ed. Relirion and Urderstanding (Blackwell, 1967), abbreviated "UPS".

” / ’ p

-
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_that forms of 11fe, etc. are to be accepted as something that we do

205

. : . [Z ’ ’ 1
which there is this jnternal coherence is rational and therefore N

presumably ought to be accepted and played. It is obylous that this

‘ 1eaves the door wide open to a lot of activiﬂﬁ%s, many of which ﬁigﬁt

be highly questionable. It 15 for this reason that I say an independenﬁ
theory‘of rationality is needed. The problem.is how do we go about
rormulatlng such a theory, or is it even p0551ble to do 507 — 8
problam«whlch at the present moment , I am not prepared to dlscuss for
obvious reasons. . w

The idea that different forms of life have different cr%}e%ia

of logic and forms of intelligibility is clearly deﬁeloped from Wittgen—

stein's remarks on the subjgpt.2 Wittgenstein does give the impression

and that it is 1lllglt1mate to ask for a general justlflcation of a

form of life.3 According to Wittgenstein, a form of life does not

: \ : .
depend on grounds,_bﬁi nIt is there — likp our 1ife." (On Certainty,

p. 559). "Hhat has to be accepted, the given, is — S0 on€ cpuld say ——

forms of life.» (P.I. II, P- 226). Or again, "Our mistake is to look

for an explanation where we ought to look at what happens as 3

‘proto-phenomenon.' That is, where we ought to have said:s This language-

-

game ;s played.” (P.I. I, 640). Elsewhere, Wittgenstein seeng Lo .

favour some sort of nrelativism", claiming that people with a dif?erent

. 2 See for instance, D Z Phllllps, ConceEt of Praler, p. 83 ff,
Peter Winch, IS5, Pp. 100-103; and "UPS" in D.7. Phillips, Religion .

and Understanding, p. 1bf. r

-

3+ See D.Z. Phillips, Concept of Prayer, P. 23, where he cites
Wittgenstein, P.I. T, 226.




206

o

education from ours might have completely different conceﬁts from ours.

(gctte 383 387, cf. Remarks on the Foundation of Mathematics, I, Légi_/

hereafter, RFM ) He also seems to give the impre831on that very %;Ztlc

ol

.. can be Sald to poople who believe in-all sorts of fairy tales, or those
who belleve that they can cause the rain to fall or do wonders in their

dreams or those who prefer to consult oracles rather than science,

(On Certalntv, 106, 132 212-217 ~§07) This view is’well summed up CY
" phus: : o= ' |

But what men consider reasonable or
unreasonable alters. At certain perlods

*men f£ind reasonable what at other periods '
they found unreasonable. And vice. versa. - -
But is there no objective character here?

Very intelligent and well—educated people”
believe in the story of creation in the

Bible, while others hold it as proven

false, and the grounds | pf the latter are
well-known to the former.

" (On Certainty, 3 336.) |

There is, howevef, another aspect of Wittgenstein's thought

which seems to give the 1mpre551on that he, 15 not 81mply advocating an ¢

s

attitude of tolerance with regard to different forms of 11re, so that
any and every activity which qpalifles is allowed an equal place along-
side the others; Here he seems to suggest that forms of 1ife are not
51mply "glvenv but that they must somehow conform to facE} about the

o

world. ‘These facts ‘are somehou b351c to our lives, basic to our
\

1anguage—games. For example, Hlttgenste1§ speaks ?f wungrounded

" behaviour® (On Certainty, 110; cf. RFM ,18), and parts of our history

eg. thinklng,\ualklng eating, counmnding, playing, brlnging up oui ‘

children. (P.I. 25: h67; cf. KM, v 3. REY, v, RFY,” II. T0-T5+)
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wittgenstein refers to “Induction which is made possible by the

.regularity of e}sﬁts (On Certainty, 618) — a p01nt which goes to . ‘
5ubstantlate the claim that s form of life or a language-game

depends upon cer%ain facts sbout the world. -

l

hnother p01nt which Wittgenstein mokes in connection with the
dcpehdence of language«games and forms of 11f upon facts about the .-
‘world has to 4o, wth trying to imagine what hlngs would be like if

the world were somehow drfferent from what 1t is now: : ' :
.
If we imagine the facts otherwise than they
. are, certain languape-games lose some of their
importance, while others become’ important
{On Certalngx, 63; also 513, 558). o

And again,
!

It is only in normal cases that the*'use of
a word is clearly prescribed; we know, arg
in no doubt, what to s&y in this or, that
case. The more sbnormal the case, the more
doubtful it become3s what we are Lo 38Y. And
if things were guite different from what they
actually are — 3if there weT for instance, no
" characteristic expression of ain, of fear, of
joy; if rule became exception and exception rule;
or if both became phenomena of roughly equal
- frequency — this would make our normal lang-
uage-games lose their point. - A
(P.I., 142; cf. 230 and Zettel, .371—379.) -

The p01nt of all thls is tnat 1t does not seem that Wittgenstein
is simply saying that wthe game is played" and that's all, but that
forms of life — language-games are connected somehow wlth facts about
the world. Nhether it is possiﬁie 4o reconcile these ‘two aspects in
Wittgenstein's thought cannot easlly be decided.- The jmportant point
is that he did not 51mp1y say that language—games are 51mp1y ;gived'
as thinkers like Winch and Phillips seem to 1ndicate.

;

B
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R We could sax;that a language—game ought to be played only if
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From the foregoing remarks, I think it-is clear £Qat the problem

of-deCId%ng when a language—game ought or ought not to be played is

a very broafl end comblex one. * It is not enough to show that-X is 3

bona £522, orm of life or 1anguage—game and therefore ought to be
played. we must_go further than this to dec1de whether X is rational

or irra?ional or[;ossibly non—rational. “This in turn calls for a theory
of ratlonallty which is somehow 1ndep;Adent of the different forms o&'
1ife. It is not clear whether such a theory is to be determined in i
terms of logic, criticizabillty, the ability to solve problemsgfor all
of these. And even if we came up with a theory of ratlonality, in
terms of one or all of the foreg01ng p01nts, it is’still an open

qpestion whether only rational language—games ought to be played.

Wnat about non*ratlonal 1anguage—games, egs 1lOVing, etc,?

it éan be “justified" but then we are faced with equally dlfflpplt

tasks of deciding what is to count as “justlflcatlon(s)" of language- °

gamés,ﬁ' might well be 'idea of ratlonallty ) R
Now, there is a sense in whlch a language—game or a form of

lifé'tannot as such-be sald to be ;;tional or irrational. In the

same Way, propos:Ltlons (1n the sense that propositons are said t.9 '

express bellefs) can be tr;e or false, but not ratlonal or irrational.

Rationality or 1rrat10na11ty is appllcable only to EEEE_E who particiﬂ‘

pate in 1anguage—games, forms of 1ife, who hold this or that belief._

Thus when we ask if a partlcular bellef is ratlongl or irratlonglfﬁuhat

we are really asking is whether those holding that belief are d01ng s0

rationally or npt. In other words, is it ratlonal to hold.thls or

-~
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that belief, play this or that 1anguage;game, etc.? When put this’
way, we are'asking?f these pegple can justify their beliefs or if
they have adequate evidencérfor hélding these beliefs.' This in fc.m'nrA
means that eéch case of believing has to be scrutinized separately.
For it is possible that qones might be rational incbelieviﬁg X
while Smith might hot bg. The cqnclusioh I wish to draw from this
. is Phat peliefs are by nature not provable or demonstrable (if they
were, they would not be beliefs), and as such are not in themselves
rational or jrrational. This includes-not only religious beliefs but
also wnatural beliefs" — beliefs which ﬁfe central to our way of 1ife;
for example, belief: in the existence of the external world.

One of Hume's most significant contributions to philosophy -
concerns his analygis‘of naturd beliefs. According to Hume, there
are certain fundamental beliefs, for example, belief in the_uniformitj

of nature, belief in the continuous existence of the external world,

felief in causality, which aré neither provable nor demonstrable but
which are nonetheless essential to human life. Although there i;ERo'
“ational justification for these beliefs, people who hold them are not
dismissed as irrational but are considered rational.h They are belie;ing
rationally becauée these beliels ari§é from and are compat{ble,uith

their normal everyday perceptual experiences.5 Moreoyer, without these

L+ pavid Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed. L.A. Selby-Bigge,
. Book 1, Part IV, Sec. 1. . ‘

%+ David Hume, Enquirés: An Enquiry Concerning Human Understand-
ing, ed. L.A. Selby-Bigge, Sec- 1, p. 2. '
TR &

~

P
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n

peliefs, human 1ife as we know it would nat be possible. Now I shall

simply SUgg

est (further development. 18 not possible'here) that there

is a definite parallel betweén natural beliefs and religious beliefs

such that il the former can be accounted "rationar‘ there is no reason

why whe lat
held and st
not in the

beliefs)- wi
meanlngless

then, is fu

ter should not be as well. Most religious people have
ill do hold that their 1ives would not be possible (albeit
same sense that human 1ife is not posslble W1thou£ naturul
thout bellef in God. For them, life would be purposeless,
and unintelligible without this belief. This bellef, |

ndamental to their whole way of llfe in much the same way '

that natural beliefs are fundamental to human life as & whole. The .

latter beli

are compatible with our everyday experiencing of the world. Now

in much the
whole can b
with a rell
holds belie

of God's de

efs, as we have seen, are accounted rational becsuse they

same 'way, the former be}ief.and religious beliefs as a
; accounted "rational" because theyhéoo are-compatiblg“
gious way of experienping the world. éor the person who
f in.a God, all experiences of the world would be experiences

[

allngs with him and his with God.

I do not w1sh to give the impression that the notion wreligious

experience"
we can put

brief indic

'is not problematlc, for clearly it is. But I think that
this a51de for the present and rest with the foregoing

ation of ther ole which “"religious experlence" can play

jin determlning the ratlonallty of rellglous peliefs, and subseqpently

whether or

not the rellgious language-game ought to be played.
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