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 i

 The recent outpouring of literature on the problem of evil has
 materially advanced the subject in several ways. In particular, a clear
 distinction has been made between the "logical" argument against
 the existence of God ("atheological argument") from evil, which

 attempts to show that evil is logically incompatible with the existence

 of God, and the "inductive" ("empirical", "probabilistic") argument,
 which contents itself with the claim that evil constitutes (sufficient)

 empirical evidence against the existence of God. It is now acknowl-
 edged on (almost) all sides that the logical argument is bankrupt, but

 the inductive argument is still very much alive and kicking.

 In this paper I will be concerned with the inductive argument. More

 specifically, I shall be contributing to a certain criticism of that

 argument, one based on a low estimate of human cognitive capacities

 in a certain application. To indicate the point at which this criticism

 engages the argument, I shall use one of the most careful and
 perspicuous formulations of the argument in a recent essay by

 William Rowe (1979).

 1. There exist instances of intense suffering which an

 omnipotent, omniscient being could have prevented

 without thereby losing some greater good or permitting

 some evil equally bad or worse.

 2. An omniscient, wholly good being would prevent the
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 occurrence of any intense suffering it could, unless it could

 not do so without thereby losing some greater good or

 permitting some evil equally bad or worse.
 3. There does not exist an omnipotent, omniscient, wholly good

 being (p. 336).

 Let's use the term 'gratuitous suffering' for any case of intense

 suffering, E, that satisfies premise 1, that is, which is such that an
 omnipotent, omniscient being could have prevented it without
 thereby losing some greater good or permitting some evil equally
 bad or worse.' 2 takes what we might call the "content" of 1 (losing
 a greater good or permitting some worse or equally bad evil) as a
 necessary condition for God to have a sufficient reason for permitting
 E. E's being gratuitous, then, is the contradictory of the possibility

 of God's having a sufficient reason to permit it, and equivalent to
 the impossibility of God's having a sufficient reason for permitting
 it. I will oscillate freely between speaking of a particular case of

 suffering, E, being gratuitous, and speaking of the impossibility of

 God's having a sufficient reason for permitting E. I shall call a
 proponent of an inductive argument from evil the "critic".

 The criticism I shall be supporting attacks the claim that we are

 rationally justified in accepting 1, and it does so on the grounds that

 our epistemic situation is such that we are unable to make a
 sufficiently well grounded determination that 1 is the case. I will call
 this, faute de mieux, the agnostic thesis, or simply agnosticism. The
 criticism claims that the magnitude or complexity of the question
 is such that our powers, access to data, and so on are radically
 insufficient to provide sufficient warrant for accepting 1. And if that

 is so, the inductive argument collapses.2
 How might one be justified in accepting 1? The obvious way to

 support an existential statement is to establish one or more
 instantiations and then use existential generalization. This is Rowe's

 tack, and I don't see any real alternative. Thus Rowe considers one
 or another case of suffering and argues, in the case of each, that it
 instantiates 1. I will follow him in this approach. Thus to argue that

 we cannot be justified in asserting 1, I shall argue that we cannot

 be justified in asserting any of its instantiations, each of which is of
 the form

 IA. E is such that an omnipotent, omniscient being could

 have prevented it without thereby losing some greater good

This content downloaded from 128.210.126.199 on Thu, 30 Nov 2017 19:07:12 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 The Inductive Argument from Evil / 31

 or permitting some evil equally bad or worse.

 In the sequel when I speak of being or not being justified in accepting

 1, it must be remembered that this is taken to hang on whether one
 is, or can be justified, in accepting propositions of the form IA.

 Does the agnostic thesis, in my version, also claim that we are

 unable to justifiably assert the denial of 1, as we would have to do

 to develop a successful theodicy? It is no part of my task in this paper

 to address this question, but I will make a couple of remarks. First,
 my position is that we could justifiably believe, or even know, the

 denial of 1, and that in one of two ways. We might have sufficient

 grounds for believing in the existence of God-whether from

 arguments of natural theology, religious experience or whatever-

 including sufficient grounds for taking God to be omnipotent, omnis-

 cient, and perfectly good, and that could put us in a position to

 warrantedly deny 1. Or God might reveal to us that 1 is false, and

 we might be justified in accepting the message as coming from God.
 Indeed, revelation might not only provide justification for denying
 1, but also justification for beliefs about what God's reasons are for

 permitting this or that case of suffering or type of suffering, thereby
 putting us in a position to construct a theodicy of a rather ambitious
 sort.3 If, however, we leave aside the putative sources just men-

 tioned and restrict ourselves to what we can do by way of tracing

 out the interconnections of goods and evils in the world by the use

 of our natural powers, what are we to say? Well, the matter is a bit

 complicated. Note that 1 is an existential statement, which says that
 there are instances of intense suffering of which a certain negative

 claim is true. To deny 1 would be to say that this negative claim is

 false for every case of intense suffering. And even if we could

 establish the non-gratuitousness of certain cases by tracing out

 interconnections-and I don't see that this is necessarily beyond our
 powers-that would not be sufficient to yield the denial of 1. To sum
 up: I think that examining the interconnections of good and evil in
 the world by our natural powers cannot suffice to establish either

 1 or its negation.4 For particular cases of suffering we might con-
 ceivably be able to establish non-gratuitousness in this way, but what

 I shall argue in this paper is that no one can justifiably assert

 gratuitousness for any case.
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 ii

 Before setting out the agnostic thesis in more detail and adding

 my bit to the case for it, let me make some further comments about

 the argument against which the criticism is directed and variants

 thereof.

 A. The argument is stated in terms of intense suffering, but it could

 just as well have appealed to anything else that can plausibly be

 claimed to be undesirable in itself. Rowe focuses on intense suffering

 because he thinks that it presents the greatest difficulty for anyone

 who tries to deny a premise like 1. I shall follow him in this, though

 for concision I shall often simply say 'suffering' with the 'intense'

 tacitly understood.

 B. Rowe doesn't claim that all suffering is gratuitous, but only that

 some is. He takes it that even one case of gratuitous suffering is

 incompatible with theism. I go along with this assumption (though

 in E, I question whether Rowe has succeeded in specifying necessary

 and sufficient conditions for gratuitousness, and for God's having a
 sufficient reason for permitting suffering). As already noted, Rowe

 does not argue for 1 by staying on its level of unspecificity; rather

 he takes particular examples of suffering and argues in the case of

 each that it is gratuitous; from there it is a short step of existential

 generalization to 1. In (1979) and subsequent papers Rowe focuses
 on the case of a fawn trapped in a forest fire and undergoing several

 days of terrible agony before dying ( hereinafter 'Bambi'). In (1988)
 he adds to this a (real life) case introduced by Bruce Russell (1989),

 a case of the rape, beating, and murder by strangulation of a 5-year-
 old girl ('Sue') by her mother's boyfriend. Since I am specifically
 interested in criticizing Rowe's argument I will argue that we are

 not justified, and cannot be justified, in judging these evils to be

 gratuitous. It will turn out that some of my discussion pertains not

 to Rowe's cases but to others. I will signal the reader as to how to
 understand the dummy designator, 'E', in each part of the paper.

 C. The argument deals with a classical conception of God as
 omnipotent, omniscient and perfectly good; it is designed to yield
 the conclusion that no being with those characteristics exists. I shall

 also be thinking of the matter in this way. When I use 'God' it will
 be to refer to a being with these characteristics.

 D. There are obvious advantages to thinking of the inductive
 argument from evil as directed against the belief in the existence
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 of God as God is thought of in some full blown theistic religion, rather

 than as directed against what we may call "generic theism". The main

 advantage is that the total system of beliefs in a religion gives us
 much more to go on in considering what reasons God might possibly

 have for permitting E. In other terms, it provides much more of a

 basis for distinguishing between plausible and implausible theodicies.
 I shall construe the argument as directed against the traditional

 Christian belief in God.5 I choose Christianity for this purpose be-

 cause (a) I am more familiar with it than other alternatives, as most

 of my readers will be, and (b) most of the philosophical discussions

 of the problem of evil, both historically and currently, have grown

 out of Christian thought.

 E. Rowe does not claim to know or to be able to prove that 1 is

 true. With respect to his fawn example he acknowledges that

 "Perhaps, for all we know, there is some familiar good outweighing

 the fawn's suffering to which that suffering is connected in a way

 we do not see" (1979, p. 337). He only claims that we have sufficient
 rational grounds for believing that the fawn's suffering is gratuitous,
 and still stronger rational grounds for holding that at least some of
 the many cases of suffering that, so far as we can see, instantiate
 1 actually do so.6 Not all of Rowe's fellow atheologians are so
 modest, but I will concentrate my fire on his weaker and less

 vulnerable version.

 F. A final comment will occupy us longer. Rowe obviously supposes,
 as premise 2 makes explicit, that cases of "gratuitous" evil count
 decisively against the existence of God. That is, he takes it that an

 omnipotent, omniscient, and perfectly good God would not permit

 any gratuitous evil; perhaps he regards this as conceptually or

 metaphysically necessary. Thus he holds that God could have no
 other reason for permitting suffering except that preventing it would

 involve losing some greater good or permitting some equally bad

 or worse evil.7 But this is highly controversial. It looks as if there
 are possible divine reasons for permitting evil that would be ruled

 out by (2). (i) Suppose that God could bring about a greater good only

 by permitting any one of several equally bad cases of suffering. Then
 no one is such that by preventing it He would lose that greater good.

 And if we stipulate that God has a free choice as to whether to permit
 any of these disjuncts, it is not the case that to prevent it would be

 to permit something equally bad or worse; that might or might not

 ensue, depending on God's choice. But if we are to allow that being
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 necessary for a greater good can justify permission of evil, it looks

 as if we will have to allow this case as well. (ii) More importantly,

 human free will complicates God's strategies for carrying out His

 purposes. As we will be noting later in the paper, if God has a policy

 of respecting human free will, He cannot guarantee human responses

 to His initiatives where those responses would be freely made if at

 all.8 Hence if God visits suffering on us in an attempt to turn us from

 our sinful ways, and a particular recipient doesn't make the desired

 response, God could have prevented that suffering without losing

 any greater good (no such good was forthcoming), even though we
 might reasonably take God to be justified in permitting the suffering,
 provided that was His best strategy in the situation, the one most

 likely to get the desired result. (iii) Look at "general policy" theo-

 dicies.9 Consider the idea that God's general policy of, e.g., usually

 letting nature take its course and not interfering, even when much

 suffering will ensue, is justified by the overall benefits of the policy.
 Now consider a particular case of divine non-intervention to prevent
 intense suffering. Clearly, God could have intervened in this case
 without subverting the general policy and losing its benefits. To
 prevent this particular suffering would not be to lose some greater

 good or permit something worse or equally bad. And yet it seems

 that general policy considerations of the sort mentioned could justify

 God in refraining from intervening in this case. For if it couldn't, it
 could not justify His non-intervention in any case, and so He would
 be inhibited from carrying out the general policy.'0

 Since my central aim in this paper is not to refine principles like

 2 in microscopic detail, I will take a shortcut in dealing with these

 difficulties. (i) can be handled by complicating the formula to allow
 the permission of any member of a disjunction, some member of

 which is necessary for a greater good. Consider it done. (ii) and (iii)

 can be accommodated by widening the sphere of goods for which
 the evil is necessary. For cases of the (ii) sort, take the greater good

 to be having as great a chance as possible to attain salvation, and

 let's say that this good is attained whatever the response. As for (iii),

 we can say that E is permitted in order to realize the good of
 maintaining a beneficial general policy except where there are

 overriding reasons to make an exception, and the reasons in this

 case are not overriding. With these modifications we can take Rowe
 to have provided a plausible formulation of necessary conditions for
 divine sufficient reasons for permitting E. But if you don't think I
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 have successfully defended my revision of Rowe, then you may think
 in terms of an unspecific substitute for 1 like "There are instances
 of suffering such that there is no sufficient reason for God to allow
 them". That will still enable me to argue that no one is in a position
 to justifiably assert that God could have no sufficient reason for

 allowing E.

 iii

 Clearly the case for 1 depends on an inference from "So far as
 I can tell, p" to "p" or "Probably, p". And, equally clearly, such in-

 ferences are sometimes warranted and sometimes not. Having

 carefully examined my desk I can infer 'Jones' letter is not on my
 desk' from 'So far as I can tell, Jones' letter is not on my desk'. But
 being ignorant of quantum mechanics I cannot infer 'This treatise

 on quantum mechanics is well done' from 'So far as I can tell, this
 treatise on quantum mechanics is well done'. I shall be contending
 that our position vis-a-vis 1 is like the latter rather than like the
 former.

 I am by no means the first to suggest that the atheological
 argument from evil is vitiated by an unwarranted confidence in our
 ability to determine that God could have no sufficient reason for
 permitting some of the evils we find in the world. A number of recent
 writers have developed the theme." I endorse many of the reasons
 they give for their pessimism. Wykstra points out that our cognitive
 capacities are much more inferior to God's than is a small child's to
 his parents; and in the latter case the small child is often unable to
 understand the parents' reasons for inflicting punishment or for
 requiring him to perform tasks that are distasteful to him. (88). Ahern
 points out that our knowledge of the goods and evils in the world

 (54-5) and of the interconnections between things (57, 72-3) are very
 limited. Fitzpatrick adduces the deficiencies in our grasp of the divine
 nature (25-28). This is all well taken and, I believe, does provide
 support for the agnostic thesis. But then why am I taking pen in hand
 to add to this ever swelling stream of literature? For several reasons.
 First, I will not be proceeding on the basis of any general skepticism

 about our cognitive powers either across the board or generally with

 respect to God. I will, rather, be focusing on the peculiar difficulties
 we encounter in attempting to provide adequate support for a certain
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 very ambitious negative existential claim, viz., that there is (can be)

 no sufficient divine reason for permitting a certain case of suffering,

 E.12 I will be appealing to the difficulties of defending a claim of this
 particular kind, rather than to more generalized human cognitive

 weaknesses. Second, much of the literature just alluded to has cen-

 tered around Wykstra's claim that to be justified in asserting 1 it would

 have to be the case that if 1 weie false that would be indicated to
 one in some way.'3 By contrast I will not be proceeding on the basis

 of any such unrestrictedly general epistemological principle. Third,
 I will lay out in much more detail than my predecessors the range

 of conceivable divine reasons we would have to be able to exclude
 in order to be justified in asserting 1. Fourth, I can respond to some

 of the defenses the likes of Rowe have deployed against the agnostic
 criticism.

 iv

 Now, at last, I am ready to turn to my central project of arguing

 that we cannot be justified in accepting IA. As already noted, I will
 be emphasizing the fact that this is a negative existential claim. It
 will be my contention that to be justified in such a claim one must
 be justified in excluding all the live possibilities for what the claim
 denies to exist. What IA denies is that there is any reason God could
 have for permitting it. I will argue that we are not, and cannot, be
 justified in asserting that none of these possibilities are realized. I
 will draw on various theodicies to compile a (partial) list of the reasons

 God might conceivably have for permitting E. That will provide me
 with a partial list of the suggestions we must have sufficient reason

 to reject in order to rationally accept 1. Note that it is no part of my

 purpose here to develop or defend a theodicy. I am using theodicies

 only as a source of possibilities for divine reasons for evil, possibilities
 the realization of which the atheologian will have to show to be highly
 implausible if his project is to succeed.

 Since I am criticizing Rowe's argument I am concerned to argue
 that we are not justified in asserting IA for the particular kinds of
 suffering on which Rowe focuses. And we should not suppose that
 God would have the same reason for permitting every case of
 suffering.'4 Hence it is to be expected that the reasons suggested by
 a given theodicy will be live possibilities for some cases of evil and
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 not others. I am, naturally, most interested in suggestions that con-
 stitute live possibilities for divine reasons for permitting Bambi's and
 Sue's suffering. And many familiar theodicies do not pass this test.

 (This is, no doubt, why these cases were chosen by Rowe and Russell.)
 Bambi's suffering, and presumably Sue's as well, could hardly be put
 down to punishment for sin, and neither case could seriously be

 supposed to be allowed by God for the sake of character building.
 Nevertheless, I shall not confine the discussion to live possibilities
 for these two cases. There are two reasons for this. First, a discussion

 of other theodicies will help to nail down the general point that we
 are typically unable to exclude live possibilities for divine reasons
 in a particular case. Second, these discussions will provide am-

 munition against atheological arguments based on other kinds of
 suffering.

 Thus I shall first consider theodical suggestions that seem clearly
 not to apply to Bambi or Sue. Here I shall be thinking instead of an
 adult sufferer from a painful and lengthy disease (fill in the details
 as you like) whom I shall call 'Sam'. Having argued that we are not
 in a position to exclude the possibility that God has reasons of these
 sorts for permitting Sam's suffering, I shall pass on to other sug-
 gestions that do constitute genuine possibilities for Bambi and/or Sue.

 v

 I begin with a traditional theme, that human suffering is God's
 punishment for sin. Though it hardly applies to Bambi or Sue, it may
 be a live possibility in other cases, and so I will consider it. The
 punishment motif has tended to drop out of theodicies in our "soft-
 on-criminals" and "depravity-is-a-disease" climate, but it has bulked
 large in the Christian tradition.'5 It often draws the criticism that,
 so far as we can see, degree or extent of suffering is not nicely
 proportioned to degree of guilt. Are the people of Vietnam, whose
 country was ravaged by war in this century, markedly more sinful
 than the people of Switzerland, whose country was not? But,
 remembering the warnings of the last section, that does not show
 that this is never God's reason for permitting suffering, and here we
 are concerned with a particular case, Sam. Let's say that it seems
 clear, so far as we can tell, that Sam's suffering is not in proportion
 to his sinfulness. Sam doesn't seem to have been a bad sort at all,
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 and he has suffered horribly. Can we go from that to "Sam's suffering
 was not a punishment for sin", or even to "It is reasonable to suppose
 that Sam's suffering was not a punishment for sin". I suggest that
 we cannot.

 First, we are often in a poor position to assess the degree and kind
 of a certain person's sinfulness, or to compare people in this regard.
 Since I am thinking of the inductive argument from evil as directed
 against Christian belief in God, it will be appropriate to understand
 the punishment-for-sin suggestion in those terms. Two points about
 sin are particularly relevant here. (1) Inward sins-one's intentions,
 motives, attitudes-are more serious than failings in outward be-
 havior.'6 (2) The greatest sin is a self-centered refusal or failure to
 make God the center of one's life. (2) is sharply at variance with
 standard secular bases for moral judgment and evaluation. Hence
 the fact that X does not seem, from that standpoint, more wicked
 than Y, or doesn't seem wicked at all, does nothing to show that God,
 on a Christian understanding of God, would make the same judgment.
 Because of (1) overt behavior is not always a good indication of a
 person's condition, sin-wise. This is not to say that we could not make
 a sound judgment of a person's inner state if we had a complete
 record of what is publicly observable concerning the person. Perhaps
 in some instances we could, and perhaps in others we could not. But
 in any event, we rarely or never have such a record. Hence, for both
 these reasons our judgments as to the relation between S's suffering
 and S's sinfulness are usually of questionable value.

 Second, according to Christianity, one's life on earth is only a tiny
 proportion of one's total life span. This means that, knowing nothing
 about the immeasurably greater proportion of Sam's life, we are in
 no position that deny that the suffering qua punishment has not had
 a reformative effect, even if we can see no such effect in his earthly
 life. 17

 I might be accused of begging the question by dragging in Christian
 convictions to support my case. But that would be a misunder-
 standing. I am not seeking to prove, or give grounds for, theism or
 Christianity. I am countering a certain argument against Christian
 theism. I introduce these Christian doctrines only to spell out crucial
 features of what is being argued against. The Christian understanding
 of sin, human life, God's purposes, and so on, go into the determina-
 tion of what the critic must be justified in denying if she is to be
 justified in the conclusion that Sam's suffering would not have been
 permitted by God.
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 vi

 I have led off my survey of theodical suggestions with the
 punishment motif, despite the fact that it is highly controversial and

 the reverse of popular. Nor would I want to put heavy emphasis on
 it were I constructing a theodicy. I have put my worst foot forward
 in order to show that even here the critic is in no position to show

 that Sam's suffering is not permitted by God for this reason. If the
 critic can't manage even this, he will presumably be much worse
 off with more plausible suggestions for divine reasons, to some of
 which I now turn.

 One of the most prominent theodical suggestions is that God allows
 suffering because He is interested in a "vale of soul making". He takes
 it that by confronting difficulties, hardships, frustrations, perils, and
 even suffering and only by doing this, we have a chance to develop
 such qualities of character as patience, courage, and compassion,
 qualities we would otherwise have no opportunity to develop. This
 line has been set forth most forcefully in our time by John Hick in
 Evil and the God of Love (revised edition, 1978), a book that has
 evoked much discussion. To put the point most generally, God's
 purpose is to make it possible for us to grow into the kind of person
 that is capable of an eternal life of loving communion with Himself.

 To be that kind of person one will have to possess traits of character
 like those just mentioned, traits that one cannot develop without
 meeting and reacting to difficulties and hardships, including suffering.
 To show that E would not be permitted by God, the critic has to show
 that it does not serve the "soul-making" function.

 To get to the points I am concerned to make I must first respond
 to some standard objections to this theodicy. (1) God could surely

 just create us with the kind of character needed for fellowship with
 Himself, thereby rendering the hardships and suffering unnecessary.
 Hick's answer is that what God aims at is not fellowship with a suitably
 programmed robot, but fellowship with creatures who freely choose
 to work for what is needed and to take advantage of the opportunity
 thus engendered. God sees the realization of this aim for some free
 creatures18, even at the cost of suffering and hardship for all, as
 being of much greater value than any alternative, including a world
 with no free creatures and a world in which the likes of human beings
 come off the assembly line pre-sanctified. As usual, I am not con-
 cerned to defend the claim that this is the way things are, but only

This content downloaded from 128.210.126.199 on Thu, 30 Nov 2017 19:07:12 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 40 / William P. Alston

 to claim that we are in no position to deny that God is correct in
 this judgment. (For a discussion of difficulties in carrying out com-
 parative evaluation of total universes, see the end of section ix.)

 (2) "If God is using suffering to achieve this goal, He is not doing

 very well. In spite of all the suffering we undergo, most of us don't

 get very far in developing courage, compassion, etc." There are two
 answers to this. First, we are in no position to make that last judg-
 ment. We don't know nearly enough about the inner springs of
 peoples' motivation, attitudes, and character, even in this life. And
 we know nothing about any further development in an after-life.
 Second, the theism under discussion takes God to respect the free
 will of human beings. No strategy consistent with that can guarantee

 that all, or perhaps any, creatures will respond in the way intended.
 Whether they do is ultimately up to them. Hence we cannot argue

 from the fact that such tactics often don't succeed to the conclusion
 that God wouldn't employ them. When dealing with free creatures

 God must, because of self-imposed limitations, use means that have
 some considerable likelihood of success, not means that cannot fail.
 It is amazing that so many critics reject theodicies like Hick's on the
 grounds of a poor success rate. I don't say that a poor success rate
 could not, under any circumstances, justify us in denying that God
 would permit E for the sake of soul making. If we really did know
 enough to be reasonably sure that the success rate is very poor and
 that other devices open to God would be seen by omniscience to
 have a significantly greater chance of success, then we could conclude
 that Hick's line does not get at what God is up to. But we are a very

 long way indeed from being able to justifiably assert this.
 We cannot take the kind of reason stressed by Hick to be a live

 possibility for the Bambi and Sue cases. The former is much more
 obvious than the latter, but even in the latter case Sue has no chance
 to respond to the suffering in the desired way, except in an after
 life, and it strains credulity to suppose that God would subject a 5-year
 old to that for the sake of character building in the life to come. Hence
 once more, and until further notice, we will stick with Sam.

 Let's stipulate that Sam's suffering does not appear, on close
 examination, to be theistica'lly explainable as aimed by God at "soul-
 making". He seems already to have more of the qualities of character
 in question than most of us, or the amount of suffering seems to be
 too much for the purpose, or to be so great as to overwhelm him
 and make character development highly unlikely. And so our best
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 judgment is that God wouldn't be permitting his suffering for that
 reason. But that judgment is made in ignorance of much relevant
 information. Perhaps a more penetrating picture of Sam's spiritual
 condition would reveal that he is much more in need of further

 development than is apparent to us from our usual superficial per-

 spective on such matters. Since we don't see his career after death,
 we are in a poor position to determine how, over the long run, he
 reacts to the suffering; perhaps if we had that information we would
 see that this suffering is very important for his full development.
 Moreover, we are in a poor position, or no position, to determine
 what is the most effective strategy for God to use in His pursuit of
 Sam. We don't know what alternatives are open to God, while
 respecting Sam's freedom, or what the chances are, on one or another
 alternative, of inducing the desired responses. We are in a poor
 position to say that this was too much suffering for the purpose, or
 to say how much would be just right. And we will continue to be
 in that position until our access to relevant information is radically
 improved.

 Thus we cannot be justified in holding that Sam's suffering is not

 permitted by God in order to further His project of soul-making. There
 is an allied, but significantly different theodical suggestion by
 Eleonore Stump concerning which I would make the same points.
 Briefly, and oversimply, Stump's central suggestion is that the func-
 tion of natural evil in God's scheme is to bring us to salvation, or,
 as she likes to put it, to contribute to the project of "fixing our wills",
 which have been damaged by original sin. Natural evil tends to prod
 us to turn to God, thereby giving Him a chance to fix our wills.

 Natural evil-the pain of disease, the intermittent and unpredictable
 destruction of natural disasters, the decay of old age, the im-
 minence of death-takes away a person's satisfaction with himself.
 It tends to humble him, show him his frailty, make him reflect on
 the transience of temporal goods, and turn his affections towards
 other-worldly things, away from the things of this world. No
 amount of moral or natural evil, of course, can guarantee that a
 man will seek God's help. If it could, the willing it produced would
 not be free. But evil of this sort is the best hope, I think, and
 maybe the only effective means, for bringing men to such a state
 (Stump, 1985, p. 409).

 Objections will be raised somewhat similar to those that have been
 made to Hick. A perfectly good God wouldn't have let us get in this
 situation in the first place. God would employ a more effective
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 technique.'9 There's too much suffering for the purpose. It is not dis-
 tributed properly. And so on. These will answered in the same way

 as the analogous objections to Hick. As for Sam, if we cannot see
 how his suffering was permitted by God for the reason Stump

 suggests, I will do a rerun of the parallel points concerning Hick's
 soul making suggestion.

 Closely related suggestions have been made by Marilyn McCord
 Adams in her essay, "Redemptive Suffering: A Christian Solution to

 the Problem of Evil" (1986). She takes martyrdom as her model for
 redemptive suffering, though she by no means wishes to limit her

 discussion to martyrdom strictly so called. "...the redemptive potential

 of many other cases that, strictly speaking, are not martyrdoms can

 be seen by extrapolation" (p. 261). In other words her suggestion

 is that the benefits for the martyr and others that can flow from

 martyrdom in the strict sense, can also flow from suffering that does
 not involve undergoing persecution for the faith. Her bold suggestion

 is that "martyrdom is an expression of God's righteous love toward

 the onlooker, the persecutor, and even the martyr himself" (257).
 Here I want to focus on her account of the benefits to the martyr.
 "...the threat of martyrdom is a time of testing and judgment. It makes
 urgent the previously abstract dilemma of whether he loves God more

 than the temporal goods that are being extracted as a price...the

 martyr will have had to face a deeper truth about himself and his

 relations to God and temporal goods than ever he could in fair

 weather...the time of trial is also an opportunity for building a
 relationship of trust between the martyr and that to which he testifies.

 Whether because we are fallen or by the nature of the case, trusting
 relationships have to be built up by a history of interactions. If the

 martyr's loyalty to God is tested, but after a struggle he holds onto

 his allegiance to God and God delivers him (in his own time and way),
 the relationship is strengthened and deepened" (259). Adams is
 modest in her claims. She does not assert that all cases of suffering
 are analogous to martyrdom in these respects. "Some are too witless

 to have relationships that can profit and mature through such tests
 of loyalty. Some people are killed or severely harmed too quickly
 for such moral struggles to take place. At other times the victim is
 an unbeliever who has no explicit relationship with God to wrestle

 with."20 However none of these disqualifications apply to her
 boldest suggestion, that given the Christian doctrine of the suffering
 of God incarnate on the cross, "temporal suffering itself is a vision
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 into the inner life of God" (264), a theme that she takes from Christian

 mysticism. That value of suffering, if such it be, can be enjoyed by
 any sufferer, whatever the circumstances. To be sure, one might not
 realize at the time that the suffering has that significance. But if one

 reaches the final term of Christian development, "he might be led

 to reason that the good aspect of an experience of deep suffering
 [the aspect just pointed to] is great enough that, from the standpoint
 of the beatific vision, the victim would not wish the experience away

 from his life history, but would, on the contrary, count it as an

 extremely valuable part of his life" (265). It should also be noted that
 Adams does not suggest that God's reasons for permitting suffering

 in any particular case are restricted to one of the considerations she

 has been presenting, or indeed to all of the points she makes.

 If we were to try to decide whether Sam's suffering is permitted

 by God for any of these reasons, we would be in a poor position to

 make a negative judgment for reasons parallel to those brought out
 in the discussion of Hick. Given the limits of our access to the secrets

 of the human heart and the course of the after life, if any, we are,
 in many instances, in no position to assert with any confidence that
 this suffering does not have such consequences, and hence that God

 does not permit it (at least in part) for the sake of just those
 consequences.

 vii

 Thus far I have been restricting myself to conceivable divine
 reasons for suffering that involve the use of that suffering to bring

 about good for the sufferer. This is obvious except for the punishment
 reason. As for that one, this claim is equally obvious if we are thinking

 of punishment in terms of reformation of the punishee,21 but what
 about a "retributive" theory, according to which the rationale of
 punishment is simply that the sinner deserves to suffer for his sin,

 that justice demands this, or that a proportionate suffering for wicked-
 ness is intrinsically good? Well, though one might balk at describing

 this as a good for the sufferer, it remains that such good as is aimed

 at and effected by the punishment, on this conception, terminates
 with the sufferer and does not extend to the welfare of others.

 Where divine reasons are restricted this narrowly, the critic is

 operating on the most favorable possible terrain. If he has any hope
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 of making his case it will be here, where the field of possibilities that
 must be excluded is relatively narrow. What we have seen is that
 wherever the reasons we have canvassed are live possibilities, even
 this is too much for his (our) powers. Our ignorance of relevant facts
 is so extensive, and the deficiencies in our powers of discernment

 are so fundamental, as to leave us without any sufficient basis for
 saying, with respect to a particular case of suffering, that God does
 not permit it for reasons such as these.

 To be sure, this is cold comfort for the critic of Rowe's argument

 since, as noted earlier, the possibilities we have been canvassing do
 not seem to be live possibilities for Bambi or Sue. The only real

 chance for an exception is Adams' suggestion that the experience
 of suffering constitutes a vision of the inner life of God. Since this
 is not confined to those who identify it as such, it could apply to Sue,
 and perhaps to Bambi as well, though presumably only Sue would
 have a chance to recognize it and rejoice in it, retrospectively, in
 the light of the beatific vision. However, I don't want to insist on
 this exception. Let us say that a consideration of the theodicies thus
 far canvassed does nothing to show that we can't be justified in

 affirming an instantiation of 1 for Bambi or Sue.
 Nevertheless, that does not show that we can be justified in ex-

 cluding the possibility that God has no patient-centered reason for
 permitting Bambi's or Sue's suffering. It doesn't show this because
 we are not warranted in supposing that the possible reasons we have

 been extracting from theodicies exhaust the possibilities for patient-
 centered reasons God might have for permitting Bambi's or Sue's
 suffering. Perhaps, unbeknownst to us, one or the other of these bits
 of suffering is necessary, in ways we cannot grasp, for some out-
 weighing good of a sort with which we are familiar, e.g., supreme
 fulfillment of one's deepest nature. Or perhaps it is necessary for the

 realization of a good of which we as yet have no conception. And

 these possibility are by no means remote ones. "There are more
 things in heaven and earth, Horatio, than are dreamt of in your
 philosophy." Truer words were never spoken. They point to the fact
 that our cognitions of the world, obtained by filtering raw data
 through such conceptual screens as we have available for the nonce,
 acquaint us with only some indeterminable fraction of what is there
 to be known. The progress of human knowledge makes this evident.
 No one explicitly realized the distinction between concrete and

 abstract entities, the distinction between efficient and final causes,
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 the distinction between knowledge and opinion, until great creative

 thinkers adumbrated these distinctions and disseminated them to

 their fellows. The development of physical science has made us aware

 of a myriad of things hitherto undreamed of, and developed the

 concepts with which to grasp them-gravitation, electricity, electro-

 magnetic fields, space-time curvature, irrational numbers, and so on.

 It is an irresistible induction from this that we have not reached the

 final term of this process, and that more realities, aspects, properties,

 structures remain to be discerned and conceptualized. And why

 should values, and the conditions of their realization, be any excep-

 tion to this generalization? A history of the apprehension of values

 could undoubtedly be written, parallel to the history just adumbrated,

 though the archeology would be a more difficult and delicate task.
 Moreover, remember that our topic is not the possibilities for future

 human apprehensions, but rather what an omniscient being can grasp

 of modes of value and the conditions of their realization. Surely it
 is eminently possible that there are real possibilities for the latter

 that exceed anything we can anticipate, or even conceptualize. It

 would be exceedingly strange if an omniscient being did not im-
 measurably exceed our grasp of such matters. Thus there is an

 unquestionably live possibility that God's reasons for allowing human

 suffering may have to do, in part, with the appropriate connection
 of those sufferings with goods in ways that have never been dreamed
 of in our theodicies. Once we bring this into the picture, the critic
 is seen to be on shaky ground in denying, of Bambi's or Sue's

 suffering, that God could have any patient-centered reason for

 permitting it, even if we are unable to suggest what such a reason

 might be.22
 This would be an appropriate place to consider Rowe's argument

 that we can be justified in excluding the possibility that God permits

 one or another case of suffering in order to obtain goods of which

 we have no conception. In his latest article on the subject (1988) Rowe
 claims that the variant of 1 there put forward:

 Q. No good state of affairs is such that an omnipotent,

 omniscient being's obtaining it would morally justify that

 being in permitting El or E2 (p. 120).23

 can be derived probabilistically from:

 P. No good state of affairs we know of is such that an

This content downloaded from 128.210.126.199 on Thu, 30 Nov 2017 19:07:12 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 46 / William P. Alston

 omnipotent, omniscient being's obtaining it would morally

 justify that being's permitting El or E2 (p. 121).

 I have been arguing, and will continue to argue, that Rowe is not

 justified in asserting P, since he is not justified in supposing that none

 of the particular goods we have been discussing provide God with

 sufficient reason for permitting the suffering of Bambi and Sue. But

 even if Rowe were justified in asserting P, what I have just been

 contending is that the argument from P to Q does not go through.

 In defending the argument Rowe says the following.

 My answer is that we are justified in making this inference in the
 same way we are justified in making the many inferences we
 constantly make from the known to the unknown. All of us are
 constantly inferring from the A's we know of to the A's we don't
 know of. If we observe many A's and all of them are B's we are
 justified in believing that the A's we haven't observed are also B's.
 If I encounter a fair number of pit bulls and all of them are vicious,
 I have reason to believe that all pit bulls are vicious (1988, pp.
 123-24).

 But it is just not true that Rowe's inference from known goods to

 all goods is parallel to inductive inferences we "constantly make".

 Typically when we generalize from observed instances, at least when

 we are warranted in doing so, we know quite a lot about what makes

 a sample of things like that a good base for general attributions of
 the properties in question. We know that temperamental traits like
 viciousness or affectionateness are often breed-specific in dogs, and

 so when a number of individuals of a breed are observed to exhibit

 such a trait it is a good guess that it is characteristic of that breed.

 If, on the other hand, the characteristic found throughout the sample
 were a certain precise height or a certain sex, our knowledge in-

 dicates that an inference that all members of that breed are of that

 height or of that sex would be foolhardy indeed. But, as I have been

 arguing, an inference from known goods lacking J to all goods
 (including those we have never experienced and even those of which
 we have no conception) is unlike both the sorts just mentioned in

 the way they resemble one another, viz., our possession of knowledge
 indicating which characteristics can be expected to be (fairly) constant
 in the larger population. We have no background knowledge that

 tells us the chances of J's being a "goods-specific" characteristic, one
 that can reasonably be expected to be present in all or most goods
 if it is found in a considerable sample. Hence we cannot appeal to

This content downloaded from 128.210.126.199 on Thu, 30 Nov 2017 19:07:12 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 The Inductive Argument from Evil / 47

 clearly warranted generalizations in support of this one. Rowe's
 generalization is more like inferring from the fact that no one has
 yet produced a physical theory that will unify relativity and quantum
 mechanics, to the prediction that no one will ever do so, or inferring,
 in 1850, from the fact no one has yet voyaged to the moon that no
 one will ever do so. We have no way of drawing boundaries around
 the total class of goods; we are unable to anticipate what may lie
 in its so-far-unknown sub-class, just as we are unable to anticipate
 future scientific developments and future artistic innovations. This
 is not an area in which induction by simple enumeration yields
 justified belief.24

 viii

 It is now time to move beyond the restriction on divine reasons
 to benefits to the sufferer. The theodical suggestions we will be dis-
 cussing from here on do not observe this restriction. Since I am
 moving onto territory less favorable to my opponent, I must give
 some indication of what might justify dropping the restriction. For
 my central purposes in this paper I do not need to show that the
 restriction is unjustified. I take myself to have already shown that
 the critic is not entitled to his "no sufficient divine reasons" thesis
 even with the restriction. But I do believe that the restriction is
 unwarranted, and I want to consider how the land lies with respect
 to conceivable divine reasons of other sorts. As a prelude to that
 I will point out the main reasons for and against the restriction to
 benefits to the sufferer.

 On the pro side by far the main consideration is one of justice and
 fairness. Why should suffering be laid on me for the sake of some
 good in which I will not participate, or in which my participation
 is not sufficient to justify my suffering? Wouldn't God be sacrificing
 me to His own ends and/or to the ends of others if that were His
 modus operandi, and in that case how could He be considered per-
 fectly good?

 Undeserved suffering which is uncompensated seems clearly unjust;
 but so does suffering compensated only by benefits to someone
 other than the sufferer ...other things being equal, it seems morally
 permissible to allow someone to suffer involuntarily only in case
 doing so is a necessary means or the best possible means in the
 circumstances to keep the sufferer from incurring even greater
 harm.25
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 I agree with this to the extent of conceding that a perfectly good
 God would not wholly sacrifice the welfare of one of His intelligent
 creatures simply in order to achieve a good for others, or for Himself.
 This would be incompatible with His concern for the welfare of each

 of His creatures. Any plan that God would implement will include
 provision for each of us having a life that is, on balance, a good thing,

 and one in which the person reaches the point of being able to see
 that his life as a whole is a good for him. Or at least, where free
 creaturely responses have a significant bearing on the overall quality
 of the person's life, any possible divine plan will have to provide for
 each of us to have the chance (or perhaps many chances) for such

 an outcome, if our free responses are of the right sort. Nevertheless,

 this is compatible with God having as part of his reason for permitting
 a given case of suffering that it contributes to results that extend
 beyond the sufferer.26 So long as the sufferer is amply taken care
 of, I can't see that this violates any demands of divine justice, com-

 passion, or love. After all, parents regularly impose sacrifices on some
 of their children for the overall welfare of the family. Of course, in
 doing so they are acting out of a scarcity of resources, and God's
 situation is enormously different in this respect. Nevertheless, as-

 suming"that Sue's suffering is necessary even for God to be able to
 achieve a certain good state of affairs, then, provided that Sue is taken
 care of in such a way that she will eventually come to recognize the

 value and justifiability of the proceeding and to joyfully endorse it
 (or at least has ample opportunities to get herself into this position),
 I cannot see that God could be faulted for setting things up this
 way.27

 From now on I will be considering possible divine reasons that

 extend beyond benefit to the sufferer. Though in line with the

 previous paragraph I will not suppose that any of these (so far as
 they exclusively concern persons other than the sufferer) could be
 God's whole reason for permitting a bit of suffering, I will take it as

 a live possibility that they could contribute to a sufficient divine
 reason. The theodicies to be considered now will give us more specific
 suggestions for Bambi and Sue.

 I will begin with the familiar free will theodicy, according to which
 God is justified in permitting creaturely wickedness and its con-
 sequences because he has to do so if he is bestow on some of his
 creatures the incommensurable privilege of being responsible agents
 who have, in many areas, the capacity to choose between alternatives
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 as they will, without God, or anyone or anything else (other than

 themselves), determining which alternative they choose. The sug-

 gestion of this theodicy is that it is conceptually impossible for God

 to create free agents and also determine how they are to choose,

 within those areas in which they are free. If He were so to determine

 their choices they would, ipso facto, not be free. But this being the
 case, when God decided to endow some of His creatures, including

 us, with free choice, He thereby took the chance, ran the risk, of
 our sometimes or often making the wrong choice, a possibility that

 has been richly realized. It is conceptually impossible for God to

 create free agents and not subject Himself to such a risk. Not to do

 the latter would be not to do the former. But that being the case,

 He, and we, are stuck with whatever consequences ensue. And this

 is why God permits such horrors as the rape, beating, and murder

 of Sue. He does it not because that particular wicked choice is itself
 necessary for the realization of some great good, but because the
 permission of such horrors is bound up with the decision to give

 human beings free choice in many areas, and that (the capacity to
 freely choose) is a great good, such a great good as to be worth all

 the suffering and others evils that it makes possible.28

 This theodicy has been repeatedly subjected to radical criticisms

 that, if sound, would imply that the value of creaturely free will is
 not even a possible reason for God's allowing Sue's attacker to do

 his thing. For one thing, it has been urged that it is within God's power
 to create free agents so that they always choose what is right. For
 another, it has been denied or doubted that free will is of such value

 as to be worth all the sin and suffering it has brought into the world.

 In accord with my general policy in this paper, I will not attempt

 to argue that this theodicy does succeed in identifying God's reasons
 for permitting wrongdoing and its results, but only that the possibility
 of this cannot be excluded. Hence I can confine myself to arguing

 that these criticisms do not dispose of that possibility. Though lack
 of space prevents a proper discussion, I will just indicate what I would
 say in such a discussion. On the first point, if we set aside middle
 knowledge as I am doing in this paper, it is logically impossible for

 God to create beings with genuine freedom of choice and also

 guarantee that they will always choose the right. And even granting
 middle knowledge Plantinga (1974) has established the possibility that
 God could not actualize a world containing free creatures that always
 do the right thing. As for the second point, though it may be beyond
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 our powers to show that free will has sufficient value to carry the
 theodical load, it is surely equally beyond our powers to show that
 it does not.29

 Thus we may take it to be a live possibility that the maintenance
 of creaturely free will is at least part of God's reason for permitting
 wrongdoing and its consequences. But then the main reason one
 could have for denying that this is at least part of why God would
 allow the attack on Sue is that God could, miraculously or otherwise,
 prevent any one incipient free human action without losing the value
 of human free will. Clearly a divine interference in normal human
 operations in this one instance is not going to prevent even Sue's
 attacker from being a free moral agent in general, with all that that
 involves. This point is supported by the consideration that, for all
 we know, God does sometimes intervene to prevent human agents
 from doing wicked things they would otherwise have done, and, so
 the free will theodicist will claim, even if that is the case we do enjoy
 the incommensurable value of free choice. We can also think of it
 this way. It is perfectly obvious that the scope of our free choice is
 not unlimited. We have no effective voluntary control over, e.g., our
 genetic constitution, our digestive and other biological processes, and
 much of our cognitive operations. Thus whatever value the human
 capacity for free choice possesses, that value is compatible with free
 choice being confined within fairly narrow limits. But then pre-
 sumably a tiny additional constriction such as would be involved in

 God's preventing Sue's attacker from committing that atrocity would
 not render things radically different, free-will-wise, from what they
 would have been without that. So God could have prevented this
 without losing the good emphasized by this theodicy. Hence we can
 be sure that this does not constitute a sufficient reason for His not
 preventing it.

 To be sure, if God were to act on this principle in every case of
 incipient wrongdoing, the situation would be materially changed.
 Human agents would no longer have a real choice between good
 and evil, and the surpassing worth that attaches to having such a
 choice would be lost. Hence, if God is to promote the values em-
 phasized by the free will theodicy, He can intervene in this way in
 only a small proportion of cases. And how are these to be selected?
 I doubt that we are in a position to give a confident answer to this
 question, but let's assume that the critic proposes that the exceptions
 are to be picked in such a way as to maximize welfare, and let's go
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 along with that. Rowe's claim would then have to be that Sue's

 murder was so horrible that it would qualify for the class of excep-

 tions. But that is precisely where the critic's claims far outrun his
 justification. How can we tell that Sue falls within the most damaging

 n% of what would be cases of human wrongdoing apart from divine

 intervention. To be in a position to make such a judgment we would

 have to survey the full range of such cases and make reliable as-

 sessments of the deleterious consequences of each. Both tasks are

 far beyond our powers. We don't even know what free creaturely

 agents there are beyond human beings, and with respect to humans

 the range of wickedness, past, present, and future, is largely beyond

 our ken. And even with respect to the cases of which we are aware

 we have only a limited ability to assess the total consequences. Hence,

 by the nature of the case, we are simply not in a position to make

 a warranted judgment that Sue's case is among the n% worst cases

 of wrongdoing in the history of the universe. No doubt, it strikes us

 as incomparably horrible on hearing about it, but so would in-

 numerable others. Therefore, the critic is not in a position to set aside
 the value of free will as at least part of God's reason for permitting

 Sue's murder.

 ix

 Next I turn to theodicies that stress benefit to human beings other

 than the sufferer or to humanity generally.30 And first let's return
 to Marilyn Adams' discussion of martyrdom in (1986). In addition to

 her account, already noted, of martyrdom as a vehicle of God's

 goodness to the martyr, she discusses "Martyrdom as a vehicle of

 God's goodness to the onlooker". " For onlookers, the event of
 martyrdom may function as a prophetic story, the more powerful

 for being brought to life. The martyr who perseveres to the end

 presents an inspiring example. Onlookers are invited to see in the

 martyr the person they ought to be and to be brought to a deeper

 level of commitment. Alternatively, onlookers may see themselves

 in the persecutor and be moved to repentance. If the onlooker has

 ears to hear the martyr's testimony, he may receive God's redemption

 through it" (p. 257). She also suggests that martyrdom may be re-
 demptive for the persecutor. "First of all, the martyr's sacrifice can
 be used as an instrument of divine judgment, because it draws the
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 persecutor an external picture of what he is really like-the more

 innocent the victim, the clearer the focus...In attempting to bring

 reconciliation out of judgment, God may find no more promising

 vehicle than martyrdom for dealing with the hard-hearted" (p. 258).

 (Again, in making these suggestions for a theodicy of suffering, Adams

 is not restricting their scope to martyrdom strictly so called.) To be

 sure, sometimes there is no persecutor, but often there is, as in child

 and wife abuse. And there is always the possibility, and usually the

 actuality, of onlookers.31

 Can the critic be justified in holding that Sue's suffering, e.g., would

 not be permitted by God at least in part for reasons of these sorts?

 Once more, even if we cannot see that Sue's suffering brings these
 kinds of benefits to her attacker or to onlookers, our massive igno-

 rance of the recesses of the human heart and of the total outcomes,

 perhaps through eternity, for all such people, renders us poor judges

 of whether such benefits are indeed forthcoming. And, finally, even
 if no goods of these sorts eventuate, there is once more the insoluble

 problem of whether God could be expected to use a different strategy,
 given His respect for human free will. Perhaps that was (a part of)
 the strategy that held out the best chance of evoking the optimal
 response from these particularly hard-hearted subjects.

 Next I want to consider a quite different theodicy that also sees

 God's reasons for permitting suffering in terms of benefits that are
 generally distributed, viz., the appeal to the benefits of a lawlike
 natural order, and the claim that suffering will be an inevitable

 byproduct of any such order. I choose the exposition of this theodicy
 in Bruce Reichenbach in Evil and a Good God (1982).

 ...creation, in order to make possible the existence of moral
 agents... had to be ordered according to some set of natural laws (p.
 101).

 The argument for this is that if things do not happen in a lawlike

 fashion, at least usually, agents will be unable to anticipate the con-
 sequences of their volitions, and hence will not be able to effectively
 make significant choices between good and evil actions. Reichenbach
 continues:

 Consequently, the possibility arises that sentient creatures like
 ourselves can be negatively affected by the outworkings of these
 laws in nature, such that we experience pain, suffering, disability,
 disutility, and at times the frustration of our good desires. Since a
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 world with free persons making choices between moral good and
 evil and choosing a significant amount of moral good is better than
 a world without free persons and moral good and evil, God in
 creating had to create a world which operated according to natural
 laws to achieve this higher good. Thus, his action of creation of a
 natural world and a natural order, along with the resulting pain
 and pleasure which we experience, is justified. The natural evils
 which afflict us-diseases, sickness, disasters, birth defects-are all
 the outworking of the natural system of which we are a part. They
 are the byproducts made possible by that which is necessary for
 the greater good (100-01).

 This is a theodicy for natural evil, not for the suffering that results
 from human wickedness. Hence it has possible application to Bambi,

 but not to Sue, and possible application to any other suffering that
 results from natural processes that are independent of human
 intentional action.

 Let's agree that significant moral agency requires a natural lawful

 order. But that doesn't show that it is even possible that God had
 a sufficient reason to allow Bambi's suffering. There are two dif-
 ficulties that must be surmounted to arrive at that point.

 First, a natural order can be regular enough to provide the degree

 of predictability required for morally significant choice even if there
 are exceptions to the regularities. Therefore, God could set aside the

 usual consequences of natural forces in this instance, so as to prevent
 Bambi's suffering, without thereby interfering with human agents'
 reasonable anticipations of the consequences of their actions. So long

 as God doesn't do this too often, we will still have ample basis for
 suppositions as to what we can reasonably expect to follow what.

 But note that by the same line of reasoning God cannot do this too

 often, or the desired predictability will not be forthcoming. Hence,
 though any one naturally caused suffering could have been mi-

 raculously prevented, God certainly has a strong prima facie reason

 in each case to refrain from doing this; for if He didn't He would
 have no reason for letting nature usually take its course. And so He
 has a possible reason for allowing nature to take its course in the
 Bambi case, a reason that would have to be overridden by stronger
 contrary considerations.

 This means that in order to be justified in supposing that God would
 not have a sufficient reason to refrain from intervening in this case,
 we would have to be justified in supposing that God would have a
 sufficient reason to make, in this case, an exception to the general
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 policy. And how could we be justified in supposing that? We would

 need an adequate grasp of the full range of cases from which God

 would have to choose whatever exceptions He is going to make, if

 any, to the general policy of letting nature take its course. Without

 that we would not be in a position to judge that Bambi is among

 the n% of the cases most worthy of being miraculously prevented.32

 And it is abundantly clear that we have and can have no such grasp

 of this territory as a whole. We are quite unable, by our natural

 powers, of determining just what cases, or even what kinds of cases,

 of suffering there would be throughout the history of the universe

 if nature took its course. We just don't know enough about the

 constituents of the universe even at present, much less throughout

 the past and future, to make any such catalogue. And we could not

 make good that deficiency without an enormous enlargement of our

 cognitive capacities. Hence we are in no position to judge that God
 does not have sufficient reason (of the Reichenbach sort) for refraining

 from interfering in the Bambi case.33
 But all this has to do with whether God would have interfered with

 the natural order, as it actually exists, to prevent Bambi's suffering.
 And it will be suggested, secondly, that God could have instituted

 a quite different natural order, one that would not involve human

 and animal suffering, or at least much less of it. Why couldn't there

 be a natural order in which there are no viruses and bacteria the

 natural operation of which results in human and animal disease, a

 natural order in which rainfall is evenly distributed, in which

 earthquakes do not occur, in which forests are not subject to massive
 fires? To be sure, even God could not bring into being just the
 creatures we presently have while subjecting their behavior to dif-
 ferent laws. For the fact that a tiger's natural operations and ten-

 dencies are what they are is an essential part of what makes it the

 kind of thing it is.34 But why couldn't God have created a world with
 different constituents so as to avoid subjecting any sentient creatures
 to disease and natural disasters? Let's agree that this is possible for

 God. But then the critic must also show that at least one of the ways
 in which God could have done this would have produced a world
 that is better on the whole than the actual world. For even if God

 could have instituted a natural order without disease and natural

 disasters, that by itself doesn't show that He would have done so
 if He existed. For if that world had other undesirable features and/or

 lacked desirable features in such a way as to be worse, or at least
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 no better than, the actual world, it still doesn't follow that God would
 have chosen the former over the latter. It all depends on the overall
 comparative worth of the two systems. Once again I am not
 concerned to argue for Reichenbach's theodicy, which would, on the
 rules by which we are playing, require arguing that no possible
 natural order is overall better than the one we have. Instead I merely
 want to show that the critic is not justified in supposing that some
 alternative natural order open to God that does not involve suffering
 (to the extent that we have it) is better on the whole.

 There are two points I want to make about this, points that have
 not cropped up earlier in the paper. First, it is by no means clear
 what possibilities are open to God. Here it is important to remember
 that we are concerned with metaphysical possibilities (necessities...),
 not merely with conceptual or logical possibilities in a narrow sense
 of 'logical'. The critic typically points out that we can consistently
 and intelligibly conceive a world in which there are no diseases, no
 earthquakes, floods, or tornadoes, no predators in the animal king-
 dom, while all or most of the goods we actually enjoy are still present.
 He takes this to show that it is possible for God to bring about such
 a world. But, as many thinkers have recently argued,35 consistent
 conceivability (conceptual possibility) is by no means sufficient for
 metaphysical possibility, for what is possible given the metaphysical
 structure of reality. To use a well worn example, it may be meta-
 physically necessary that the chemical composition of water is H20
 since that is what water essentially is, even though, given the ordinary
 concept of water, we can without contradiction or unintelligibility,
 think of water as made of up of carbon and chlorine. Roughly
 speaking, what is conceptually or logically (in a narrow sense of
 'logical') possible depends on the composition of the concepts, or the
 meanings of the terms, we use to cognize reality, while metaphysical
 possibility depends on what things are like in themselves, their
 essential natures, regardless of how they are represented in our
 thought and language.

 It is much more difficult to determine what is metaphysically
 possible or necessary than to determine what is conceptually possible
 or necessary. The latter requires only careful reflection on our
 concepts. The former requires-well, it's not clear what will do the
 trick, but it's not something we can bring off just by reflecting on
 what we mean by what we say, or on what we are committing our-
 selves to by applying a certain concept. To know what is meta-
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 physically possible in the way of alternative systems of natural order,
 we would have to have as firm a grasp of this subject matter as we
 have of the chemical constitution of familiar substances like water
 and salt. It is clear that we have no such grasp. We don't have a clue
 as to what essential natures are within God's creative repertoire, and
 still less do we have a clue as to which combinations of these into
 total lawful systems are doable. We know that you can't have water
 without hydrogen and oxygen and that you can't have salt without
 sodium and chlorine. But can there be life without hydrocarbons?
 Who knows? Can there be conscious, intelligent organisms with free
 will that are not susceptible to pain? That is, just what is meta-
 physically required for a creature to have the essential nature of a
 conscious, intelligent, free agent? Who can say? Since we don't have
 even the beginnings of a canvass of the possibilities here, we are
 in no position to make a sufficiently informed judgment as to what
 God could or could not create by way of a natural order that contains
 the goods of this one (or equal goods of other sorts) without its
 disadvantages.

 One particular aspect of this disability is our inability to determine
 what consequences would ensue, with metaphysical necessity, on
 a certain alteration in the natural order. Suppose that predators were
 turned into vegetarians. Or rather, if predatory tendencies are part
 of the essential natures of lions, tigers, and the like, suppose that
 they were replaced with vegetarians as much like them as possible.
 How much like them is that? What other features are linked to
 predatory tendencies by metaphysical necessity? We may know
 something of what is linked to predation by natural necessity, e.g.,
 by the structure and dispositional properties of genes. But to what
 extent does metaphysical possibility go beyond natural possibility
 here? To what extent could God institute a different system of
 heredity such that what is inseparable from predation in the actual
 genetic code is separable from it instead? Who can say? To take
 another example, suppose we think of the constitution of the earth
 altered so that the subterranean tensions and collisions involved in
 earthquakes are ruled out. What would also have to be ruled out,
 by metaphysical necessity? (Again, we know something of what goes
 along with this by natural necessity, but that's not the question.) Could
 the earth still contain soil suitable for edible crops? Would there still
 be mountains? A system of flowing streams? We are, if anything, still
 more at a loss when we think of eradicating all the major sources
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 of suffering from the natural order. What metaphysical possibilities

 are there for what we could be left with? It boggles the (human) mind

 to contemplate the question.36

 The second main point is this. Even if we could, at least in outline,

 determine what alternative systems of natural order are open to God,

 we would still be faced with the staggering job of comparative

 evaluation. How can we hold together in our minds the salient
 features of two such total systems sufficiently to make a considered

 judgment of their relative merits? Perhaps we are capable of making
 a considered evaluation of each feature of the systems (or many of

 them), and even capable of judicious comparisons of features two-

 by-two. For example, we might be justified in holding that the reduc-
 tion in the possibilities of disease is worth more than the greater

 variety of forms of life that goes along with susceptibility to disease.

 But it is another matter altogether to get the kind of overall grasp

 of each system to the extent required to provide a comprehensive
 ranking of those systems. We find it difficult enough, if not impossible,
 to arrive at a definitive comparative evaluation of cultures, social
 systems, or educational policies. It is far from clear that even if I
 devoted my life to the study of two primitive cultures, I would thereby

 be in a position to make an authoritative pronouncement as to which
 is better on the whole. How much less are we capable of making
 a comparative evaluation of two alternative natural orders, with all

 the indefinitely complex ramification of the differences between the
 two.37

 Before leaving this topic I want to emphasize the point that, unlike

 the theodicies discussed earlier the natural law theodicy bears on

 the question of animal as well as human suffering. If the value of

 a lawful universe justifies the suffering that results from the operation
 of those laws, that would apply to suffering at all levels of the great
 chain of being.

 x

 I have been gleaning suggestions from a variety of theodicies as
 to what reasons God might have for permitting suffering. I believe
 that each of these suggestions embody one or more sorts of reasons
 that God might conceivably have for some of the suffering in the
 world. And I believe that I have shown that none of us are in a posi-
 tion to warrantedly assert, with respect to any of those reasons, that
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 God would not permit some cases of suffering for that reason. Even

 if I am mistaken in supposing that we cannot rule out some particular

 reason, e.g. that the suffering is a punishment for sin, I make bold

 to claim that it is extremely unlikely that I am mistaken about all

 those suggestions. Moreover, I have argued, successfully I believe,

 that some of these reasons are at least part of possible divine reasons

 for Rowe's cases, Bambi and Sue, and that hence we are unable to

 justifiably assert that God does not have reasons of these sorts for
 permitting Rowe-like cases.

 However that does not suffice to dispose of Rowe's specific argu-
 ment, concerned as it is with the Bambi and Sue cases in particular.

 For I earlier conceded, for the sake of argument, that (1) none of

 the sufferer-centered reasons I considered could be any part of God's
 reasons for permitting the Bambi and Sue cases, and (2) that non-

 sufferer-centered reasons could not be the whole of God's reasons

 for allowing any case of suffering. This left me without any specific
 suggestions as to what might be a fully sufficient reason for God to
 permit those cases. And hence showing that no one can be justified
 in supposing that reasons of the sort considered are not at least part

 of God's reasons for one or another case of suffering does not suffice

 to show that no one can be justified in supposing that God could have
 no sufficient reason for permitting the Bambi and Sue cases. And

 hence it does not suffice to show that Rowe cannot be justified in
 asserting 1.

 This lacuna in the argument is remedied by the point that we

 cannot be justified in supposing that there are no other reasons, thus
 far unenvisaged, that would fully justify God in permitting Rowe's
 cases. That point was made at the end of section vii for sufferer-cen-
 tered reasons, and it can now be made more generally. Even if we

 were fully entitled to dismiss all the alleged reasons for permitting

 suffering that have been suggested, we would still have to consider
 whether there are further possibilities that are undreamt of in our

 theodicies. Why should we suppose that the theodicies thus far
 excogitated, however brilliant and learned their authors, exhaust the

 field. The points made in the earlier discussion about the impossibility
 of anticipating future developments in human thought can be applied

 here. Just as we can never repose confidence in any alleged limits
 of future human theoretical and conceptual developments in science,
 so it is here, even more so if possible. It is surely reasonable to

 suppose that God, if such there be, has more tricks up His sleeve
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 than we can envisage. Since it is in principle impossible for us to
 be justified in supposing that God does not have sufficient reasons
 for permitting E that are unknown to us, and perhaps unknowable
 by us, no one can be justified in holding that God could have no
 reasons for permitting the Bambi and Sue cases, or any other
 particular cases of suffering.38

 This last point, that we are not warranted in supposing that God
 does not have sufficient reasons unknown to us for permitting E, is
 not only an essential part of the total argument against the justi-
 fiability of 1. It would be sufficient by itself. Even if all my
 argumentation prior to that point were in vain and my opponent
 could definitively rule out all the specific suggestions I have put
 forward, she would still face the insurmountable task of showing
 herself to be justified in supposing that there are no further
 possibilities for sufficient divine reasons. That point by itself would
 be decisive.

 xi

 In the case of each of the theodical suggestions considered I have
 drawn on various limits to our cognitive powers, opportunities, and
 achievements in arguing that we are not in a position to deny that
 God could have that kind of reason for various cases of suffering.
 In conclusion it may be useful to list the cognitive limits that have
 formed the backbone of my argument.

 1. Lack of data. This includes, inter alia, the secrets of the human
 heart, the detailed constitution and structure of the universe, and
 the remote past and future, including the afterlife if any.

 2. Complexity greater than we can handle. Most notably there is

 the difficulty of holding enormous complexes of fact-different
 possible worlds or different systems of natural law-together in the
 mind sufficiently for comparative evaluation.

 3. Difficulty of determining what is metaphysically possible or
 necessary. Once we move beyond conceptual or semantic modalities
 (and even that is no piece of cake) it is notoriously difficult to find
 any sufficient basis for claims as to what is metaphysically possible,
 given the essential natures of things, the exact character of which
 is often obscure to us and virtually always controversial. This difficulty
 is many times multiplied when we are dealing with total possible
 worlds or total systems of natural order.
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 4. Ignorance of the full range of possibilities. This is always crippling
 when we are trying to establish negative conclusions. If we don't
 know whether or not there are possibilities beyond the ones we have
 thought of, we are in a very bad position to show that there can be
 no divine reasons for permitting evil.

 5. Ignorance of the full range of values. When it's a question of
 whether some good is related to E in such a way as to justify God
 in permitting E, we are, for the reason mentioned in 4., in a very
 poor position to answer the question if we don't know the extent
 to which there are modes of value beyond those of which we are
 aware. For in that case, so far as we can know, E may be justified
 by virtue of its relation to one of those unknown goods.

 6. Limits to our capacity to make well considered value judgments.
 The chief example of this we have noted is the difficulty in making
 comparative evaluations of large complex wholes.

 It may seem to the reader that I have been making things too
 difficult for the critic, holding him to unwarrantedly exaggerated
 standards for epistemic justification. "If we were to apply your
 standards across the board", he may complain, "it would turn out
 that we are justified in believing little or nothing. That would land
 us in a total skepticism. And doesn't that indicate that your standards
 are absurdly inflated?" I agree that it would indicate that if the
 application of my standards did have that result, but I don't agree
 that this is the case. The point is that the critic is engaged in at-
 tempting to support a particularly difficult claim, a claim that there
 isn't something in a certain territory, while having a very sketchy
 idea of what is in that territory, and having no sufficient basis for
 an estimate of how much of the territory falls outside his knowledge.
 This is very different from our more usual situation in which we are
 forming judgments and drawing conclusions about matters con-
 cerning which we antecedently know quite a lot, and the boundaries
 and parameters of which we have pretty well settled. Thus the
 attempt to show that God could have no sufficient reason for
 permitting Bambi's or Sue's suffering is quite atypical of our usual
 cognitive situation; no conclusion can be drawn from our poor
 performance in the former to an equally poor performance in the
 latter.39

 I want to underline the point that my argument in this paper does
 not rely on a general skepticism about our cognitive powers, about
 our capacity to achieve knowledge and justified belief. On the
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 contrary, I have been working with what I take to be our usual non-
 skeptical standards for these matters, standards that I take to be
 satisfied by the great mass of our beliefs in many areas. My claim
 has been that when these standards are applied to the kind of claim

 exemplified by Rowe's 1, it turns out this claim is not justified and
 that the prospects for any of us being justified in making it are poor
 at best. This is because of the specific character of that claim, its being
 a negative existential claim concerning a territory about the extent,
 contents, and parameters of which we know little. My position no
 more implies, presupposes, or reflects a general skepticism than does

 the claim that we don't know that there is no life elsewhere in the
 universe.

 This completes my case for the "agnostic thesis", the claim that
 we are simply not in a position to justifiably assert, with respect to

 Bambi or Sue or other cases of suffering, that God, if He exists, would
 have no sufficient reason for permitting it. And if that is right, the
 inductive argument from evil is in no better shape that its late
 lamented deductive cousin.

 Notes

 1. The term 'gratuitous' is used in different ways in the literature. Lately
 it has sprouted variations (Hasker, forthcoming). My use of the term is
 strictly tied to Rowe's 1.

 2. In (1979) Rowe considers this criticism. He says of it: "I suppose some
 theists would be content with this rather modest response.. .But given
 the validity of the basic argument and the theist's likely acceptance of
 (2), he is thereby committed to the view that (1) is false, not just that
 we have no good reasons for accepting (1) as true" (338). No doubt, the
 theist is committed to regarding (1) as false, at least on the assumption
 that it embodies necessary conditions for God's having sufficient reason
 for permitting suffering (on which see F in the next section). But Rowe
 does not explain why he thinks that showing that we are not justified
 in asserting 1 does not constitute a decisive reason for rejecting his
 argument.

 3. There is considerable confusion in the literature over what it takes to
 have a theodicy, or, otherwise put, what a reasonable level of aspiration
 is for theodicy. Even if we were vouchsafed an abundance of divine
 revelations I cannot conceive of our being able to specify God's reason
 for permitting each individual evil. The most that could be sensibly be
 aimed at would be an account of the sorts of reasons God has for various
 sorts of evil. And a more modest, but still significant, ambition would
 be to make suggestions as to what God's reasons might be, reasons that
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 are plausible in the light of what we know and believe about God, His
 nature, purposes, and activities. See Stump, 1990.

 4. In arguing for 1 in (1979) Rowe proceeds as if he supposed that the only
 alternatives are (a) its being reasonable to believe 1 and (b) its being
 reasonable to believe not-1. "Consider again the case of the fawn's
 suffering. Is it reasonable to believe that there is some greater good so
 intimately connected to that suffering that even an omnipotent,
 omniscient being could not have obtained that good without permitting
 that suffering or some evil at least as bad? It certainly does not appear
 reasonable to believe this. Nor does it seem reasonable to believe that
 there is some evil at least as bad as the fawn's suffering such that an
 omnipotent being simply could not have prevented it without permitting
 the fawn's suffering. But even if it should somehow be reasonable to
 believe either of these things of the fawn's suffering, we must then ask
 whether it is reasonable to believe either of these things of all tlle
 instances of seemingly pointless human and animal suffering that occur
 daily in our world. And surely the answer to this more general question
 must be no...It seems then that although we cannot prove that (1) is true,
 it is nevertheless, altogether reasonable to believe that (1) is true, that
 (1) is a rational belief" (337-38). The form of this argument is: "It is not
 rational to believe that p. Therefore it is rational to believe that not-p."
 But this is patently lacking in force. There are many issues on which
 it is rational to believe neither p nor not-p. Take p to be, e.g, the
 proposition that it was raining on this spot exactly 45,000 years ago.

 5. The qualifier 'traditional' adheres to the restrictions laid down in D and
 excludes variants like process theology. Admittedly, "traditional Christi-
 anity" contains a number of in-house variants, but in this paper I will
 appeal only to what is common to all forms of what could reasonably
 be called "traditional Christianity".

 6. Rowe does not often use the term 'justified belief', but instead usually
 speaks of its being rational to hold a belief. I shall ignore any minor
 differences there may be between these epistemic concepts.

 7. The point at issue here is whether being non-gratuitous in this sense
 is necessary for divine permission. But there is also a question as to
 whether it is sufficient. Would any outweighing good for which a parti-
 cular bit of suffering is necessary, however trivial and insignificant that
 good, justify that suffering? Suppose that some minor suffering on my
 part is necessary for my enjoying my dinner to the extent I did, and
 that the enjoyment outweighs the suffering? Would that give God a
 reason for permitting the suffering? I doubt it. Again, suppose that E
 is necessary for some greater good, but that the universe as whole would
 be better without E and the greater good than with them? Would God
 be justified in permitting E? (Note that in (1986) Rowe's substitute for
 1 is in terms of the world as a whole: "There exists evils that 0 [God]
 could have prevented, and had 0 prevented them the world as a whole
 would have been better") (228). However I am not concerned here with
 what is sufficient for God to have a reason for permitting evil, only with
 what is necessary for this.
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 8. This presupposes that God does not enjoy "middle knowledge". For if
 He did, He could see to it that suffering would be imposed on people
 only where they will in fact make the desired response. I owe this point
 to William Hasker.

 9. Such a theodicy will be discussed in section ix.
 10. There are also more radical objections to Rowe's 2. I think particularly

 of those who question or deny the principle that God would, by virtue
 of His nature, create the best possible universe or, in case there can
 be no uniquely best possible universe, would create a universe that comes
 up to some minimal evaluative level. See, e.g., R. Adams (1987). On these
 views an argument like Rowe's never gets out of the starting gate.
 Though I have some sympathy with such views I will not take that line
 in this paper.

 11. See, e.g., Ahern (1971), Fitzpatrick (1981), Reichenbach (1982), Wykstra
 (1984).

 12. To be sure, 1 is in the form of a positive existential statement. However
 when we consider an instantiation of it with respect to a particular case
 of suffering, E, as Rowe does in arguing for it, it turns out to be a negative
 existential statement about E, that there is no sufficient divine reason
 for permitting E. It is statements of this form that, so I claim, no one
 can be justified in making.

 13. Wykstra labors under the additional burden of having to defend a thesis
 as to the conditions under which one is justified in making an assertion
 of the form "It appears that p", and much of the considerable literature
 spawned by his article is taken up with this side-issue.

 14. Hence the very common procedure of knocking down theodical sug-
 gestions, one by one, by pointing out, in the case of each, that there
 are evils it does not cover, will not suffice to make the critic's case. For
 it may be that even though no one divine reason covers all cases each
 case is covered by some divine reason.

 15. It is often dismissed nowadays on the grounds that it presupposes a
 morally unacceptable theory of punishment, viz., a retributive concep-
 tion. But it need not make any such presupposition; whatever the
 rationale of punishment, the suggestion is that (in some cases) God has
 that rationale for permitting suffering. Though it must be admitted that
 the "retributive" principle that it is intrinsically good that persons should
 suffer for wrongdoing makes it easier to claim that suffering constitutes
 justifiable punishment than a reformatory theory does, where a necessary
 condition for the justification of punishment is the significant chance
 of an improvement of the punishee. For purposes of this discussion I
 will not choose between different theories of punishment.

 16. I don't mean to suggest that a person's inner sinfulness or saintliness
 cannot be expected to manifest itself in behavior. Still less do I mean
 to suggest that one could be fully or ideally living the life of the spirit,
 whatever her outward behavior.

 17. Rowe writes: "Perhaps the good for which some intense suffering is
 permitted cannot be realized until the end of the world, but it certainly
 seems likely that much of this good could be realized in the lifetime
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 of the sufferer...In the absence of any reason to think that 0 [God] would
 need to postpone these good experiences, we have reason to expect
 that many of these goods would occur in the world we know" (1986,
 244-45). But why suppose that we are entitled to judge that justifying
 goods, if any, would be realized during the sufferer's earthly life, unless
 we have specific reasons to the contrary? Why this initial presumption?
 Why is the burden of proof on the suggestion of the realization of the
 goods in an after-life? Rowe doesn't say, nor do I see what he could say.

 18. Actually, Hick is a universalist and believes that all free creatures will
 attain this consummation; but I do not take this thesis as necessary for
 the soul making theodicy.

 19. Stump gives her answer to this one in the passage quoted.
 20. All these disclaimers may well apply to Sue.
 21. Here, of course, as in the other cases in which God's action is designed

 to evoke a free response from the patient, there is no guarantee that
 the reformation will be effected. But it still remains true that the good
 aimed at is a good for the sufferer.

 22. There is, to be sure, a question as to why, if things are as I have just
 suggested they may be, God doesn't fill us in on His reasons for permitting
 suffering. Wouldn't a perfectly benevolent creator see to it that we realize
 why we are called upon to suffer? I acknowledge this difficulty; in fact
 it is just another form taken by the problem of evil. And I will respond
 to it in the same way. Even if we can't see why God would keep us
 in the dark in this matter, we cannot be justified in supposing that God
 does not have sufficient reason for doing so.

 23. El is Bambi's suffering and E2 is Sue's suffering. There are, of course,
 various differences between Q and 1. For one thing, Q, unlike 1 makes
 reference to God's being morally justified. For another, Q has to do with
 God's obtaining particular goods, apparently leaving out of account the
 cases in which cooperation from human free choice is required. However
 these differences are not germane to the present point.

 24. Cf. the criticism of Rowe's move from P to Q in Christlieb (forthcoming).
 Note too that Rowe restricts his consideration of the unknown to "good
 states of affairs" we do not know of. But, as is recognized in my discus-
 sion, it is an equally relevant and equally live possibility that we do not
 grasp ways in which good states of affairs we know of are connected
 with cases of suffering so to as to provide God with a reason for
 permitting the latter. Both types of unknown factors, if realized, would
 yield divine reasons for permitting suffering of which we are not
 cognizant.

 25. Stump (1990), p. 66. Many other thinkers, both theistic and atheistic,
 concur in this judgment.

 26. Note that we are assuming (what seems to be obvious) that God might
 have a number of reasons for permitting a particular case of suffering,
 no one of which reasons is sufficient by itself though the whole complex
 is. This obvious possibility is often ignored when critics seek to knock
 down theodical suggestions one by one.

 27. In "Victimization and the Problem of Evil" [forthcoming], Thomas F.
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 Tracy persuasively argues that although "God must not actualize a world
 that contains persons whose lives, through no fault of their own, are
 on balance an evil (i.e., an intrinsic disvalue) for them rather than a good"
 (20), nevertheless, we cannot also claim that "God must not actualize
 a world in which a person suffers some evil E if the elimination of E
 by God would result in a better balance for this individual of the goods
 God intends for persons and the evils God permits" (23).

 28. The reader may well wonder why it is only now that I have introduced
 the free will theodicy, since it has such an obvious application to Sue's
 case. The reason is that I wanted at first to focus on those suggestions
 that confined the rationale of suffering to benefit to the sufferer.

 29. On this point, see the discussion in the next section of our inability to
 make evaluative comparisons on the scale required here.

 30. Or to other creatures. Most discussions of the problem of evil are
 markedly anthropocentric, in a way that would not survive serious
 theological scrutiny.

 31. These suggestions will draw many of the objections we have already
 seen to be levelled against Hick's, Stump's, and Adams' sufferer-centered
 points. See section vi for a discussion of these objections.

 32. There are also questions as to whether we are capable of making a
 reasonable judgment as to which cases from a given field have the
 strongest claim to being prevented. Our capacity to do this is especially
 questionable where incommensurable factors are involved, e.g., the
 worth of the subject and the magnitude of the suffering. But let this pass.

 33. The reader will, no doubt, be struck by the similarity between this prob-
 lem and the one that came up with respect to the free will theodicy.
 There too it was agreed that God can occasionally, but only occasionally,
 interfere with human free choice and its implementation without
 sacrificing the value of human free will. And so there too we were faced
 with the question of whether we could be assured that a particular case
 would be a sufficiently strong candidate for such interference that God
 would have sufficient reason to intervene.

 34. Reichenbach, 110-11.
 35. See, e.g., Kripke (1972), Plantinga (1974).
 36. I hope it is unnecessary to point out that I am not suggesting that we

 are incapable of making any reasonable judgments of metaphysical
 modality. Here, as elsewhere, my point is that the judgments required
 by the inductive argument from evil are of a very special and enormously
 ambitious type and that our cognitive capacities that serve us well in
 more limited tasks are not equal to this one. (For more on this general
 feature of the argument see the final section.) Indeed, just now I con-
 trasted the problem of determining what total systems of nature are
 metaphysically possible with the problem of the chemical composition
 of various substances, where we are in a much better position to make
 judgments of metaphysical modality.

 37. This point cuts more than one way. For example, theodicists often
 confidently assert, as something obvious on the face of it, that a world
 with free creatures, even free creatures who often misuse their freedom,
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 is better than a world with no free creatures. But it seems to me that
 it is fearsomely difficult to make this comparison and that we should
 not be so airily confident that we can do so. Again, to establish a natural
 law theodicy along Reichenbach's lines one would have to show that
 the actual natural order is at least as beneficial as any possible alternative;
 and the considerations I have been adducing cast doubt on our inability
 to do this. Again, please note that in this paper I am not concerned to
 defend any particular theodicy.

 38. For Rowe's objection to this invocation of the possibility of humanly
 unenvisaged divine reasons for permitting suffering, and my answer
 thereto, see the end of section vii.

 39. See the end of section vii for a similar point.
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