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PREFACE

If we conceive of philosophy as man’s cosmic orientation,
contemporary thought reveals two strains rich in philosoph-
ical significance. On the one hand is the radical reinterpre-
tation of cosmological ideas necessitated by the experimental
and theoretical advance of physical science. By stimulating
metaphysical interest in scientists and scientific discipline
in metaphysicians, this advance has led to a healthy rap-
prochement between the two. On the other hand is the in-
sistent demand for a philosophy of value that will be more
than a conciliatory epilogue to stark naturalism: for an ade-
quate account of value and of its rdle in nature. Both of
these strains in modern thought concern intimately the prob-
lem of man’s cosmic status: what is man, and how is nature
mindful of him and of his values? Thus both natural science
and man’s own self-criticism are making contemporary philo-
sophy increasingly significant and alive.

The critical constructive thought of today and of tomorrow
cannot neglect the record of the facts of nature supplied in
the amazing advance of the physical and biological sciences.
But nature is not limited to what telescope and microscope
and test-tube reveal: the career and the character of nature
are disclosed likewise in the lives and thoughts of men, in
man’s devotions and ideals, illusions and tragic frustrations:
these are all facts relevant to what we may be allowed to call
the Higher Behaviorism. The resolve not to ignore them may
save us from a too precipitate and narrow ‘naturalism’ in
cosmology, and surely the study of them leads us into the
laboratory of the science and the philosophy of value.

v



viii PREFACE

In an earlier volume entitled The Problem of Immortality:
Studies in Personality and Value the endeavor was made to
examine man’s conception of himself as more than a mere
episode in the cosmic process, man’s assured confidence in
the permanent reality of his values and of himself as the
bearer of them, and thus to understand the significance of
man’s claims to a certain kind of destiny. In this work we
turn as it were to the other side of the picture. If the idea
of immortality is the peak of man’s aspiration, the tragic
sense of evil is the abyss that ever threatens to engulf him
and his ambitions, or at any ratec to sober his self-esteem. It
imposes a reconsideration of the values to which man com-
mits his faith in himself and in nature. Pessimism and theo-
dicy both reveal man’s character: his grievous sense of his
overwhelming problem, and his tireless effort to overcome it.
The characteristic worth of man is thus essentially bound
up with this tragic enterprise, and upon the adequate con-
ception of the nature of evil hangs the whole philosophy of
value.

The aim of this short preface has been to suggest the philo-
sophical why and wherefore of this book rather than to give
a preliminary tabulated statement of its contents. For the
latter the reader is referred to the dctailed Table of Con-
tents which follows. As will be observed, a theme of such
wide human interest reaches beyond the strict field of tech-
nical philosophy into the domains of religion and literature.

My obligations are as various as the contacts in which the
complexity of my theme has involved me. An effort has
been made to make due and accurate acknowledgment in
the Notes, at the end of the volume. Parts of this work have
been published separately, and I am grateful for permission
to include here material that first appeared in the pages of
the Rice Institute Pamphlet and the Philosophical Review.
The final chapter is being used as a contribution to a co-
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operative volume on Conltemporary Tendencies in American
Idealism. 1 wish also to thank the Cambridge University
Press for allowing me to quote from Mr. Geoffrey L. Bicker-
steth’s translation of the poems of Leopardi. Shorter quota~
tions from other works have been acknowledged in the Notes.
Passages from foreign writers have been quoted in English,
with reference to the original in the Notes and also cross-
reference to the English translation cited. In the case of*
quoted poetry, the original text is given in the Notes. If no
English version is cited in a note, the translation of the re-
spective passage in the text, prose or poetry, is one for which
I must be held responsible.

My colleague Professor Charles W. Morris has very kindly
assisted me in the reading of the proofs. During the entire
course of this work I have had the constant help of my wife.

Raposrav A. TsANOFF.

Housron, TEXAS,
November, 1930.
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THE NATURE OF EVIL

CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM OF EVIL IN THE GREAT
RELIGIONS

I

A precise definition of Pessimism cannot be offered at the
outset, and it might prejudice our inquiry were we to attempt
it; for the more carefully we survey our field, the greater will
appear the varicty of views which are styled pessimistie.
The antonym superlative, Optimism, has been championed
by so many theologians and philosophers with theological
commitments and predilections that we should not be sur-
prised if a common stock of axioms and a largely predestined
type of reasoning has made likewise for more consistent
uniformity in definition and in conclusion. Even here, though
a dozen theodicies should declare that this is the best of all
possible worlds, the sentence, eulogistic in some systems, is
in others of a decidedly apologetic tone. Should we now, by
way of distinction, follow a contemporary and define a
pessimist as one who fears that this is the best possible world,
we would only be brought to realize how astonishing is the
range of negation. Orthodoxy may not be quite one, but
heresy is surely legion. The Aye of docile acquiescence is a
drilled choir chant, but like the thousand-voiced tumult of a
troubled multitude is the Nay of discontent, disdain, and
despair. Layer beneath layer of truth lies in the first words

1
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of Anna Karenina: * All happy families are more or less like
each other; but every unhappy family is unhappy in its own
particular way.”

The initial step in understanding the problem of evil is to
understand what makes it a problem.

Consider, in the first place, the point of view of consistent
materialism. Suppose we assume that physical science is the
only reliable source of metaphysical categories; suppose we
declare, not merely that, of every process in nature, a
mechanistic account is available, but that no other type of
account is admissible. Such a point of view is essentially
impersonal and therefore cannot comprehend the meaning of
value; for it, both evil and good would be sounding brass and
tinkling cymbal, words without meaning or misapplied labels.
If nature, and human nature in it, is merely and nothing but
a causal nexus in space and time, then (even allowing for the
mystery, how this vast mechanism could come to know itself
as a mechanism or could in any way theorize about itself) all
we could undertake to do, or recognize as worth undertaking,
in serious science or philosophy, would be the description and
analysis and causal explanation of conditions and events,—
not in any sense their evaluation.

A consistent materialistic-mechanistic philosopher may
undertake to give us the real, that is to say causal, account of
what is vulgarly known as ‘evaluation,” approval or dis-
approval, but could he as a materialist evaluate or admit
value-judgments or value-categories? He may investigate
and record the manifold behavior of individuals who allege
that they feel or confer praise or blame, but can he con-
sistently admit in his system the ideas ‘praiseworthy’ and
‘blameworthy’? That the materialist himself, like the rest of
us, not only approves and disapproves, not only has prefer-
ences but undertakes to defend them, is only his own personal
concession to sanity.
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The critique of materialistic philosophy is not a part of our
present undertaking.! Suffice it here to recognize that a
problem of evil, the judgment of anything as good or bad,
evaluation of any sort, cannot be an integral part of a
mechanistic system. Whatever the nature of value in detail,
or whatever our ultiinate definition of it, itis clear that to
attach any serious meaning to value or evaluation requires a
philosophy that affords other than mechanistic categories, re-
quires metaphysical respect for int"glligence and personality
and spiritual activity, requires the firm recognition” of that
truth to which Green has given perhaps the classical expres-
sion: “Our ultimate standard of worth is an ideal of personal
worth. All other values are relative to value for, of, or in a
person.” 2

While consistent materialism, being impersonalistic, cannot
take either good or evil seriously, there is a temperament
afflicted with happiness and characterized sometimes by a
natural incapacity, more often by a passionate or an assumed
refusal to admit the reality of evil. “In some individuals,”
William James wrote, ‘“optimism may become quasi-patholog-
ical. The capacity for even a transient sadness or a momen-
tary humility seems cut off for them as by a kind of con-
genital anacsthesia.”” @ Calling such an attitude towards
life abnormal will not dispose of it; we are bound to probe
further into the significance of such luxury in woe as, for
instance, is confessed by Marie Bashkirtseff: “Can you be-
lieve it? I find everything good and pleasant, even my tears,
my grief. I enjoy weeping, I enjoy my despair, I enjoy being
exasperated and sad.” ¢ But the question, “Can you believe
it?” seems a little revealing: it suggests defiance beneath the
enthusiasm, or at any rate discloses, running through the
docile acquiescence and indeed sustaining it, one worry, one
evil: the evil of worrying over evil. So we may well shake
our heads in doubt. If evil is really an unreality, an illusion,
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why should one be so thrilled over one’s unresponsiveness to
it? Perhaps the pure type of this docile optimism is very
rare or has seldom been recorded adequately, but it is of
interest nevertheless to consider the significance of all the
cherished and cultivated cheerfulness and cosmic expansive
emotionalism. There is unintended sinister significance in the
lines of Walt Whitman, the poetic seer of this cult of the
Everlasting Yea:

I think I could turn and live with animals, they are so placid and
self-contained;

I stand and look at them long and long.

They do not sweat and whine about their condition;

They do not lie awake in the dark and weep for their sins;

They do not make me sick discussing their duty to God . . .5

James does not quote the last line, which is scarcely of the
‘Everlasting Yea.” But what indeed is the meaning of the
entire passage in its eulogy of animal, unthinking placidity?
This optimism would be spontaneous all-perception of good,
and it has become habitual and wholchearted, but still it is
willed because it demands and feeds on enthusiastic reassur-
ance. Thought disturbs man’s rhapsody of bliss, and so
Whitman “could turn and live with animals,” or would con-
template perfection ““observing a spear of summer grass.”
This is only one of the strains in Whitman’s joyous chant,
but it expresses, perhaps unwittingly, the truth which we
shall find uttered in the earliest myths of mankind: thought
makes a man sensible of dissatisfaction and pain, it rouses in
man desires, demands, dreams and ideals to which he cannot
attain. And in this sense of manifold frustration all the
countless woes of man lie in germ. Evil and the problem of
evil seem to arise from an experienced clash and disaccord
of the actuality with the ideal, whatever this may be. The
consciousness of this frustration may be so intense as to lead
to a settled conviction that the clash and disaccord are ir-
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remediable, that frustration is the primal and the final fact
of life. This conviction, if reasoned, provides the texture of
pessimistic philosophy, which may go to such an extreme
painful sense of despised actuality that the cherished ideal
is pronounced illusory, the world is conceived in terms which
consistently preclude the reality of positive worth. Evil, in
such a philosophy of despair, becomes the fundamental
reality. But when this type of mind comes to itself, it finds
confronting it—a problem of good! If in theological optimism
it is difficult to show why there should be any need of salvation
in God’s own world, the extreme pessimist’s perplexity is no
less: in a world essentially and irremediably bad, irrational,
and meaningless, how could therc be, not only salvation, but
even the demand for it: how could such a world include the
disdain of it, to wit, pessimistic philosophy? This is the
pessimist’s problem of good.

When the consciousness of frustration is dominated, not
only by a practical demand, but also by a theoretical con-
viction that actuality should and must accord with the ideal,
then we have the several varieties of reasoned optimism,
claiming that the alleged clash or disaccord is exaggerated,
and that in any case it is not ultimate, that harmony is primal
and fundamental and will somehow be final in the universe.
The question, Why should there be such disaccord at all?
becomes pressing for the theologian whose definition of the
Creator precludes the belief that any such clash is part of the
divine experience. TFor such a mind the problem of evil de-
mands a theodicy: exculpation of God for the presence of
evil. Consistently it should likewise demand the metaphysical
depreciation, if not the excogitation, of evil. This excess of
logic is exhibited by lay minds in behalf of theology, but not
usually by theologians, for the theological view of life is
bound to include a perception of its evil and of man’s need
of redemption.
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This initial glance at the movement of thought shows a
willy-nilly tendency from the two extremes towards the
middle. Optimism and pessimism represent views of life
which are not described with literal accuracy by these super-
lative terms. We shall not, however, resort pedantically to a
manufactured terminology—bonism, meliorism, malism, pei-
orism—for even these labels will not cover all the significant
alternatives. Instead we shall use the words optimism and
pessimism to refer to estimates of the world and of human life
which are dominantly approving or condemnatory. Philo-
sophically a double problem of evil results. The pessimist
asks: What is the ultimate nature of this evil and miserable
world, and is there any way out of its woe? The optimist:
Why should this fundamentally good and perfect world in-
clude any evil, and how can we acquiesce in it loyally and
wholeheartedly?

II

The fundamental available alternatives are suggested by
the questions: Are good and evil coirdinate and both ulti-
mate; or are they both somehow mixed in a world in which it
is futile to look for any ultimate rhyme or reason; or is one
subordinate to the other, though forever related to it in
perennial antithesis, each one requiring the other; or is one
subordinate to the other in the sensc of being episodic, transi-
tory, actual perhaps, but extinguishable and ultimately un-
real? With regard to evil in particular: is it somehow involved
as evil in the very stuff and substance of the one ultimate
reality; or, dualistically, is it a principle of being coordinate
with the principle of perfection and opposed to it; or is evil a
permanent characteristic of finite cxistence; or are we re-
sponsible for the experience of evil, whether owing to our
immoderate zeal, which leads both intellect and desire to
overreach themselves, or else whether owing to our limited
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knowledge which enslaves us to illusion, or to our hazardously
unlimited freewill which plunges us in sin? These questions,
and the answers to them, sometimes distinctly perceived and
reasoned out, but more often confused, or else intertwined
and embroidered in the figured speech of mythology, or
trimmed and fitted in theological doctrine, provide man’s
alternative estimates of life.

That cvil as evil is rooted and dominant in the very heart
of ultimate reality can be the claim only of a pandiabolism,
blackest embittered despair. Philosophic pessimism scarcely
reaches this extreme: Schopenhauer’s Will-to-live is blind and
irrational; Hartmann’s Unconscious is metalogical; and
‘Mainlinde:’s pre-cosmic Will-to-die is pitiable and pitifully
inconsiderate; but not one of them is strictly hateful. The
pessimistic poct lets himself go more violently: pity for the
woeful creature rouses in him hatred for the Creator of woe.
Most wicked and miserable must be the Author of wicked
misery. Burning lines from Alfred de Vigny come to mind,
and the first and only written stanza of Leopardi’s Hymn to
Ahriman, and this blasphemy of despair from James Thom-
son’s City of Dreadful Night:

Who is most wretched in this dolorous place?

I think myself; yet I would rather be

My miserable self than He, than He

Who formed such creatures to His own disgrace.

The vilest thing must be less vile than Thou
From whom it had its being, God and Lord!
Creator of all woe and sin! abhorred,
Malignant and implacable! I vow

That not for all Thy power furled and unfurled,
For all the temples to Thy glory built,

Would I assume the ignominious guilt

Of having made such men in such a world. /
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Logically distinguishable from this, but practically tanta-
mount, though without the intense feeling of abhorrence
expressed in the above lines, is the view of life which like a
load of lead bore down the soul of Brahmanic India. Evil
is inherent in finite existence; woe is irremediably bound up
with life and with the attachment to life. Man is doomed to
rebirth; doomed to expiate the sin and folly of unremembered
past lives. To be sure, his present life, if good, will have its
good results in some next life, but not at all assuredly in the
next life. We reap today the harvest of unknown past sowing,
to harvest in some unknown future the sowing of today. The
thought of this unending nightmare of reincarnation roused
in the heart but one longing: not to be. ‘‘In this sort of cycle
of existence (samsara) what is the good of enjoyment of
desires, when after a man has fed on them there is scen
repeatedly his return here to earth? . . . In this cyele of
existence I am like a frog in a waterless well.” ¢ Thus the
one path of salvation for man was to cease existing: by ab-
sorption in the Infinite Brahman.

But if this whole world of finite existence is thus reckoned
as a woeful blunder, is Brahman, then, the blunderer in
having become manifest in this world of misery? There is
comprehensible reluctance to undertake the explanation of
this riddle, how or why Brahman should become so woefully
individualized, and the Hindu theologian does not hold fast
to the idea that the finite world is the sclf-outpouring and
externalization of Brahman. A bolder insight leads the Upani-
. shadic seer to proclaim all finite existence as unreal, a veil of
illusion, Maya. Real, alas, is the soul which must expiate in
the woes of transmigration its attachment to illusion, until
it has been chastened and purified and enlightened, and in the
end extinguished in absorption. So the immobile eye of the
ascetic saint, waiting for the hour of release, looks with dis-
dainful equanimity on this wretched riot of illusion.
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Woe has thus its source in individual existence. Yet the
perception of the identity of the individual soul with the
Universal Soul was the quintessence of Upanishadic wisdom:
“That which is the finest essence—this whole world has that
as its soul. That is Reality. That is Atman (Soul). That art
thou, Svetaketu.” 7 To the Brahmanic list of illusions, the
Buddhist added the soul, individual and universal. All
alleged substantial reality is illusion, Maya, and the self-
identical substantial soul is also illusory. There is a condition
of individual existence; it is a process of combination, but it
is also a process of change, and inevitably a process of dis-
solution. The passing illusion is not an illusion by contrast
to something real and stable. All is passing, becoming, coming
together, dissolving; nothing is fixed and permanent. Really
no thing is: only a complex of activities obtains.

In this complex of activities, however, an impersonal law,
of retribution operates ruthlessly: in it, complexes of acts
that make for attachment to individual existence result in
successive rebirths; in it, complexes of acts that make for
release from self-engrossment, result in the dissolving of self
and the extinction of all that is involved in self. There is no
stable reality, finite or infinite: there is stable cosmic order
with which we must reckon and on which we can rely: it is the
law of Karma.

Buddha saw error, lust, anger, pride, all evil and woe
in attachment to seclf, finite individual existence, but he
provided a cosmology and a gospel calculated to assure
direct deliverance from self-engrossment. Misery is univer-
sal, and it arises from self-engrossment, and can be ex-
tinguished through emancipation from self-engrossment, by
following the Buddhist path of life. The resulting state
would be extinction of self, and of all the lusts of self, Arhat-
ship, Nirvana.

There is grave confusion in this gospel of deliverance from
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evil through erasure of personality. I have tried to point it
out in my study of ““The Buddhist Doctrine of Karma,” in the
seventh chapter of The Problem of Immortality. “Individual-
ity, selfhood is rejected by the Buddhist because in the life of
self the Buddhist saw error, evil, woe, lust, anger, and igno-
rance. Surely these are all in the life of self, and they are
surely got rid of if existence is depersonalized. But efface and
extinguish personality, and is it only evil and error that have
vanished? Can you then have good, enlightenment, truth,
sweetness and light? Evil and good, sorrow and joy, delusion
and enlightenment, these are correlative, and they involve
personal activity and self-consciousness. Already in Brah-
manism we may observe this tendency to reduce moral evil
to metaphysical limitation. . . . But if we thus baldly
identify evil with individuality and finitude, then is not good
wiped out entirely? For is not evil already imputed to the
Infinite Being which becomes individualized and thus assumes
finitude? But what becomes then of the distinction good-evil?
. So Buddhism has undertaken a moral-religious judg-
ment of life, which its treatment of self renders nugatory.
The doctrine of Karma, is essentially an impersonal, unmoral
conception of the world process; and yet it is forced to do
ethical service in the Buddhist religion. There is no self and
no self’s activity, and yet there must be moral action and
moral destiny.” 8
That extinction of individuality should have been proposed
as the true goal of existence, indicates clearly the profound
pessimism of the Brahmanic-Buddhist philosophy of life.
Brahmanism hoped for deliverance from evil through even-
tual absorption in Brahman; its pessimism was positive, but
its path of salvation uncertain. More confirmed in his pessi-
mism, more assured in his gospel of redemption was the
Buddha. Buddhism brought cheer, for it brought promise of
the utter and unqualified extinction of self and all its woes.
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Salvation is in non-existence. So Gautama is the progemtor of
Schopenhauer and Hartmann.

111

The evident influence of Brahmanism and Buddhism on
Schopenhauer and Hartmann and their successors should not
confirm us in the misleading tendengy to regard modern philo-
sophical pessimism as an exotic Oriental plant on European
soil. While it is true that the religious and philosophical
spirit of negation is not as characteristic of the West as of
ancient India, calling the West optimistic is too offhand and
does not dispose of our problem. Again, when in our survey of
the history of morals we contrast the Hellenic world-affirma~
tion with the Christian world-denial, we should not overlook
the fact that while the Greek, unlike the Christian theologian,
did not feel in duty bound to contemn this world, he did in
fact perceive abundantly its evil and undertook to meet and
to explain it. Consider the judgment of life in Graeco-Roman
wisdom, from Theognis and Sophocles to Menander and
Seneca, Pliny and Plutarch: a veritable proverb of life-
disenchantment. Plutarch cites it on the authority of Aris-
totle as very ancient wisdom: Man’s greatest boon is the
brevity of his life. Not to be born at all were of all things the
best; but, if born, then to die as soon as possible.? So Horer
repeatedly bewails our vain and transitory life: ‘““There is
nothing more piteous than a man among all things that
breathe and creep upon the earth. . . . This is the lot the
Gods have spun for miserable men, that they should live in
pain; yet themselves are sorrowless.” 1

Only the unthinking could fail to perceive the misery of
existence, and indeed to the early Greek, man’s thought and
outreaching zeal seem to have been the roots of evil. But
why? Because man doesill to think and aspire, or because the
gods are envious of thinking and ambitious man? Very



12 THE NATURE OF EVIL

significant are the myths of the Promethean cycle.!! When
Zeus overcame the Titans, he denied man his due share of
good fortune; Prometheus thereupon took up the cause of
men and became their champion. He stole the celestial fire
of Zeus and gave it to man, thus making possible human
conquest of nature and civilized life. For this Prometheus
was affixed by Zeus on a rock in Caucasus, ‘“fast riveted in
bonds beneath the sky,” as Aeschylus has it.!? Daily his
liver, the organ of insatiate desire, was pecked by Zeus’ eagle,
and daily it grew again. Thus did Divinity punish the divine
aspiration and achievement of the culture-hero. To the rest
of us Zeus sent as a gift Pandora, divinely beautiful and with
a mysterious box for her dowry. The pliable, sensuous,
unreasonably curious Epimetheus, disregarding all warnings
of his brother Prometheus, took Pandora and opened the
casket. Out flew all the woes and torments and pests: only
hope remained under the lid as a last refuge for unhappy man.

Here is profound legend, of which the story in Genesis is a
parallel. Eating of the tree of knowledge, curiosity, the desire
of man to rise above and depart from nature, the lure of the
unattained, these forces which lift man from the brute to
civilized existence, these are also the roots of all his woes and
misery. Later thought will come to regard man’s desire as
sinful, his will as wilful, and his suffering as deserved.

In pre-Socratic thought the naturalistic preoccupation with
cosmology causes evaluation to recede in the background, and
the problem of evil receives scant attention. The Orphic bias
of Pythagoreanism, however, leads it to a conception of
human life as essentially a conflict between good and evil
(myth of Dionysos Zagreus), and to a disdainful view of
material, earthly existence. Heraclitus, ‘“‘the Weeping Phi-
losopher,” who saw all things as in a flux, eternally chang-
ing, beginning, and passing away, compares the World-
Fashioner to a child building sand houses only to brush them
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aside.!® This shadow-like impermanence of human life Homer
had expressed in comparing men to wind-blown leaves,!4 and
Greek tragedy agrees with him: so Aeschylus in the Agamem-
non.

Ah! What is mortal life? When prosperous,

A shadow can overturn it, and, when fallen,

A throw o’ the wet sponge blurs the picture out.
This is more piteous than the ruin of pride.1®

And Sophocles, in Oedipus Rex:

O mortal tribes of men,

How near to nothingness

I count you while your lives remain!

What man that lives has more of happiness
Than to secem blest, and, seeming, fade in night?
O Oedipus, in this thine hour of gloom,

Musing on thee and thy relentless doom,

I call none happy who beholds the light.s

In this unstable world, persistent and limitless is misfortune:
thus Electra in the opening lines of Euripides’ Orestes, recit-
ing the woeful doom of the house of Atreus:

Nothing there is so terrible to tell,
Nor fleshly pang, nor visitation of God,
But poor humanity may have to bear it.?

And even more poignantly Aeschylus in the Libation Bearers:

Alas, that none of mortal men

Can pass his life untouched by pain!
Behold, one woe is here—

Another loometh near.®

The prevalence of evil and of evil fortune, divine punish-
ment of men for crimes committed unwittingly, undeserved
suffering, and sinister doom, all served to render theodicy
perplexing. Aeschylus is grimly aware of the problem:
though himself not a Prometheus, he can understand and
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portray the Promethean temper. Sophocles, bound to see
the light shining through the darkness, yet saw life too stead-
ily to see it whole: the ills were too many and glaring. When
Philoctetes hears that great Ajax is dead, while the mean,
nimble, poor dastard Thersites lives, he exclaims:
No evil yet was crushed,
The Heavens will ever shield it. . . .
When I praise

Things god-like, I find evil in the Gods.*®
“That,” Lewis Campbell observes, ‘‘is the nearest approach
in Sophocles to the occasional cynicism of Kuripides.” #
Euripides was more sceptical and bolder in his reaction: while
as a dramatist he used the old legends to stir the feelings
of the multitude, his treatment of the sacred themes was
so moulded ‘“as to make it manifest to the more intelli-
gent amongst his countrymen that these forms were morally
untenable and inconsistent with the highest notion of the
divine.” 2!

The Socratic shift in Greek thought turned Greek atten-
tion to the problem of cvil and emphasized the Greek tend-
ency to seek an explanation of evil in the recalcitrancy of
matter, thus inclining towards dualism, but preserving se-
curely the infinite perfection of God. In Plato’s philosophy
the problem is imperative. If the real world is a rational
system, if its essence and apex is infinite perfect Deity, then
how could there be any evil in the cosmos? For Plato Perfect
Rationality alone is perfectly real and the ultimate source
of all reality; by comparison with it, material existence is but
shadow-shape appearance. But matter is also a resistant to
perfect rationality; it is the element of imperfection, error,
and evil in the cosmos. Plato insists that “God and . . .
the things of God are in every way perfect.” 22 ““That God
being good is the author of evil to anyone is to be stren-
uously denied.” 2 But while the souls created by God di-
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rectly are purely rational and free of corruption, God either
tolerates or else is confronted with the inferior creation of
mortal souls which are joined to the immortal in a manner
suggesting congenital depravity in the universe. The purely
rational soul assumes a bodily vesture ‘“by necessity,” as
we read in the Timaeus; 2* as a prisoner in his cell seeking
freedom, so the soul in pursuit of knowledge seeks to regain
its high estate. It feels itself divided; as in a chariot drawn
by two horses that pull opposite ways,?® it would attain to
rational perfection, yet is dragged into the mire by blind
passion and the lusts of the body. Ignorant man proceeds
to his ruin under the illusion that he is pursuing his advan-
tage; though no one desires evil directly, most of us are its
thralls. “The soul . . . is dragged by the body into the
region of the changeable, and wanders and is confused; the
world spins round her, and she is like a drunkard when she
touches change.” %

Were it not for this lure and tug of the material, our life
would be perfect. But how are we to explain the strength
and the effectiveness of this lure, or the very initial presence
of imperfection and the possibility of downfall in the divine
universe? Bodily contamination, disease and dissolution,
cannot destroy the soul; ¥ the question arises, whether mat-
ter is the real evil, or only the medium and instrumentality
through which the real evil is made manifest: itself being the
soul’s attachment to the body and all its cravings? But, if
this attachment is “necessary,” is God to be exculpated by a
recourse to dualism? To be sure, from God the world receives
all that it has of good, and the Divine Helmsman portrayed
in the Statesman 2 acts directly in restoring the cosmos to
order. But Fate and Innate Desire which reverse the divine
cosmic motion, and the inferior deities who let go and aban-
don control,—are these agents of chaos and evil within or
beyond the range of God’s creative activity? The difficulties
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confronting Plato here are as scrious as those which at a
later age are to enmesh St. Augustine. Plato loyally main-
tains the essential perfection and justice of the rational uni-
verse, but his implied dualism does not quite save him from
the lurking doubt whether the roots of evil do not after all
reach below the phenomenal crust of material existence.

The strong ethical note in the Platonic metaphysics is re-
placed in Aristotle by a scientific analysis of the nature of
existence. While prizing ideal rationality, he docs not de-
preciate the reality of the material, and he would relate the
two so as to avoid the dualistic tendency of Plato. In this
universe matter is the necessary but inadequate vehicle
through which perfect rationality is progressively made
manifest. It is a condition for the attainment of perfection,
but also an obstacle to perfect attainment. Since in all finite
existence attainment is never complete but always involves
potential unattained perfection, Aristotle, while clearly ree-
ognizing evil in this world, is more interested in observing
it than in justifying it or in explaining it away.

The dominantly practical tone of Post-Aristotelian thought,
which concentrated on the question of value and made
philosophy more and more an ars vivendi, demanded of the
Stoic, confident of the essential perfection and justice and
cosmic supremacy of Divine Providence, a justification of
evil, and led the Epicurcan, clearly aware of unjustifiable
evil in the world, to scek refuge in naturalism and atheism.
Thus, in teleological and anti-tcleological monism, Post-
Aristotelian philosophy seeks to square itself with the problem
of evil. To the Stoie, the universe is essentially God’s world,
and is thus perfect, and this truth could not be gainsaid by
the presence of evil in the world. The Stoic first depreciates
and discounts the gravity of evil, and then pronounces it
necessary and justified as a foil and a spur to good. The wise
man who perceives the essential rationality and Divine Provi-
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dence dominant in all things sees that life is neither as evil
nor needlessly evil as appears to those who lack understand-
ing. Through the extirpation of passion man can attain self-
possession and peace of soul and victorious disdain of the
alleged evils to which sensual folly is heir. In the midst of
apparent ruin, the Stoic sage remains calmly acquiescent,
knowing that no real and final evil can touch the man de-
voted to reason and virtue, and that all other evils are either
illusory or are else instrumental to a greater good.

In this firm conviction the Stoic partook -of what life had
to offer, content in advance and resolved not to grumble: life
is as it is and we should accept it and beware of unseemly
greed: “When we are invited to a banquet,” Epictetus re-
minds us, ‘“we take what is set before us; and were one to
call upon his host to set fish upon the table or sweet things,
he would be deemed absurd. Yet in a word, we ask the gods
for what they do not give; and that, although they have
given us so many things!” ‘“True instruction is this:—to
learn to wish that eaeh thing should come to pass as it does.
And how does it come to pass? As the Disposer has dis-
posed it. Now He has disposed that there should be summer
and winter, and plenty and dearth, and viee and virtue,
and all such opposites, for the harmony of the whole.” #
And even more enthusiastic is the acquiescence of Marcus
Aurelius: “Whatsoever is expedient unto thee, O World,
is expedient unto me, nothing can either be unseasonable
unto me, or out of date, which unto thee is scasonable. What-
soever thy seasons bear, shall ever by me be esteemed as
happy fruit and increase.” ® The difficulties inherent in
this noble vindication of the cosmos cannot be discussed here;
they were only accentuated in Christian theodicy with its
explicit theism, and are writ large in the pages of St. Augus-
tine and Pascal and Bayle and Leibniz.

This trust in Divine Providence was dismissed bluntly by
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the Epicurean who stood his ground on undisguised and un-
wavering naturalism and rejected all teleology: ‘ The nature
of the world is by no means made by divine grace for us: so
great are the flaws by which it stands beset.” 31 The cosmos is
really a stupendous dance of atoms in the void. No Divine
Providence nor any Reason friendly or malicious governs the
coupling and the dissipation of these material particles.
Man’s soul and body are passing combinations of irreducible
bits of matter; lasting satisfaction is not to be had, nor can
it be expected; immortality is a delusion; the evils in life
should surprise us no more than its alleged goods; they are
both but words in a world in which atoms whirling in empty
space are alone real. So materialistic philosophy exhibits
here its incapacity to recognize, much less to solve, the
problem of evil. Epicurean cosmology could not provide
for the values sought in Epicurean ethics.

Cyrenaic hedonism also, for all its concentration on hap-
piness, had proved unreliable in affording serene assurance of
the worth of existence. To Aristippus, at home and com-
fortable in whatever circumstances, the wise man was as a
bee, extracting honey from the bitterest flower. But later
Cyrenaics came to doubt the sweetness of the honey, and,
finding it in any case rarer and harder to obtain than their
master averred, saw no reason for attachment to life. Hege-
sias, in the third century B.c., gained in Alexandria the dis-
mal epithet of “the advocate of death.” Life, to be worth
living, must be pleasurable; but the attainment of pleasure
is exceptional and unstable, and, when attained, defeats
itself by the weariness and satiety that follow in its train.
The one goal worth seeking eludes him most who most pur-
sues it, and thus ever-hoodwinked man has no good reason
for preferring life to death. Hegesias’ gloomy eloquence
started an epidemic of suicides in Alexandria until his free-
dom of speech was curtailed by the king Ptolemy Soter.
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Windelband points out the self-refutation of eudaemono-
logical pessimism in this its first exponent: “If happiness,
satisfaction of wishes, and enjoyment are to be the meaning
and end of human life, it misses this end, and is to be rejected
as worthless. Pessimism is the last but also the annihilating
consequence of eudaemonism—its immanent criticism.” 32
With regard to the problem of evil, Greek thought is thus
seen to exhibit an indecision of procedure due to a vacilla-
tion between monism and dualism, giving rise not only to
different traditions, but to opposed motives in the same tra-
dition. The fountain-head of perplexity appears to be Plato.
On the one hand is the joyous acquiescence in nature, the
belief that, through the dominance of reason, virtue and per-
fection are within the reach of man. On the other hand is a
certain nostalgic sense of alienation, depreciation and dis-
trust of nature, metaphysical as well as moral contempt of
matter, asceticism, and a mystical reach after the beyond-
rational which is decidedly sceptical in its implications. On
the one hand, the Idea of the Good is Supreme Reality, and
matter, imperfection, somehow ¢s not; on the other, the con-
flict is somehow ingrained in the very stuff of Being, and
“evils can never pass away.” 3% Aristotle resists Plato’s
mystical depreciation of matter, but he is enabled to treat it
as an integral moment and aspect of reality because of his
objective scientific approach to his problem, because he lacks
the Platonic tragic sense of imperfection in nature, and be-
cause, unlike Plato, he is never a stranger here below. The
Stoic cosmology would overcome completely the antithesis
of rational form and irrational matter by adopting the idea
of & Hierarchy of material existence; but the Stoic ethics,
keenly sensible of the moral antithesis between reason and
the passions, demands its overcoming in heroic ascetic apa-
thy; while Stoic theodicy proclaims the course of material
existence to be a pageant of Divine Providence precluding
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any evil, and at the same time attempts to justify evil as a
spur to greater good. The Epicurcan dismisses the Platonic
difficulty by adopting a materialism which, unlike the Stoic,
was anti-teleological: there is pain and pleasure in the world,
but there can be no problem of evil. Things simply are.

Unlike the Stoic insistent fortitude and loyalty to the
cosmos, and also against the Epicurean disdainful naturalisin,
the mystic-religious tradition of later antiquity manifests a
more or less explicitly pessimistie attitude towards existence.
According to Philo of Alexandria, evil is bound up with exist-
ence itself. By its union with the body, the soul inclines
towards sin, and from this fatal leaning no one is ever free.
Matter, the condition of finite existence, is also the ground
and the medium of evil. The path of salvation is a path of
asceticism and world-denial, the flight of the soul to perfec-
tion. The soul bent on redemption is not daunted by the
evils that beset it: “The just endures death with courage
and even with joy; he trusts in Providence and conserves to
the full all his faculties.®* But, for all Philo’s insistent trust
in Providence, the idea of radical evil persists: not the origi-
nal sin of a morally ncutral will, but evil inbred in the very
nature of this finite world of change.?® It were better had
there been no matter, no world, but only the eternal perfeet
silence of the One. Gnostic, Neoplatonist, and Neopythago-
rean emphasized Plato’s sense of nostalgic alienation, and
the result was a manifold wail over the cosmic pity of it:
that there should be a world at all was the essential tragedy,
for from the very first the cosmic self-manifestation of God
involves a downfall and a degradation. The original sin took
place, not at the close of creation, but in the first verse of the
first chapter. The first and essential blunder was not in ex-
istence, it was and is existence itself.

All these conflicting motives and demands reach their cul-
mination in Plotinian Neoplatonism. Plotinus would not
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only explain, he would also vindicate the outpouring of the
Eternal One in the cosmos. As fire warms and snow chills
and light radiates and fragrance is diffused, so from the very
plenitude of its perfection the Eternal One overflows and
pours itself out. By the very fact of outpouring, though The
One does not know itself as One or as Many, an awareness
of Not-one arises. This is Thought, Spirit, Nous. And just
as the One, while eternally itself, yet emanates in Spirit, so
Spirit in turn, cternally itself, yet emanates in Soul, Psyche.
And so in turn does Soul emanate in Body, Matter.

These are stages which we recognize in a process of pro-
gressively exhaustive outpouring which is continuous through-
out. If it is perfection overabundantly overflowing, it should
be perfeet throughout, and no question of any imperfection
or cvil could arise. Yet there is evil. What is it, and how can
it be? These questions lead us into the heart of the Plo-
tinian theodicy, and we find ourselves enmeshed in serious
perplexitics.

Plotinus refuses to treat the process of emanation ex-
plicitly as progressive degradation of Reality. The Eternal
One is perfect, but so is Spirit : perfeet, to be sure, not as the
One is perfect, but characteristically perfect as Spirit. And
so is the Soul perfect as Soul, nor could we demand any other
perfection of it. But does this mean that everything has
its own characteristic perfection: human, equine, aquiline,
plant-like, cach in its way perfeet as the Eternal One is per-
fect? And furthermore do you. do I, have-our own individual
characteristic perfection, distinguishable from the generically
human as that in turn is from the equine? For, Plotinus says,
“man, man as partial thing, cannot be required to have at-
tained to the very summit of goodness: if he had, he would
have ceased to be of the partial order.” 3¢ The philosophy
which condemns the finite individual for lacking the unquali-
fied perfection of the Absolute cannot limit its condemna-
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tion to the material world. ‘“We will be obliged to admit evil
in the Supreme also, for there, too, Soul is less exalted than
the Intellectual-Principle and That too has its Superior.” ¥

In considering the difficulties confronting the Plotinian
theodicy, we should not confuse Plotinus’ temperament with
that of the Gnostics or overlook his characteristic serenity
in dealing with the actual. There is no tendency to cosmic
lamentation in Plotinus. He is reluctant to blame the nature
of the world: this audacity which he finds in the Gnostics
seems to him due to lack of understanding.®® Even Plato’s
milder ““disparagement of the material world is not quite to
his taste.” 3° A sufficiently clecar and comprehensive view of
the world would serve to clear it of the evils which so impress
the one-sided observer. One who has scen or listened to God
can see reflections of Him even here and catch echoes of the
divine harmony even in this discordant world of matter.
What sort of world one perceives depends largely on the
character of the perceiver. ‘“A feeble contemplation makes a
feeble object of contemplation.” 4

But while Plotinus is not a pessimist by temperament, his
view of reality does impose grave burdens on his theodicy.
With the Plotinian hierarchy of perfections on our hands, we
travel an indistinet path between axiological abysses. Shall
we say that each thing is perfect in its own way? Then how
can we hold anything, even the Eternal One, more perfect
than any other? "Why may not man then stand up to God as
the squirrel stood up to the mountain, in Emerson’s Fable:

If I cannot carry forests on my back,
Neither can you crack a nut.

But how can we, then, admit imperfection at all, or rather,
how can we avoid the Epicurean naturalism, according to
which things are what they are, each with its respective
nature, and there an end? In that case, for an apotheosis of
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things at random or else seriatim, a cosmic, expansive mood
like Whitman’s should suffice:

The moth and the fish-eggs are in their place;

The suns I see, and the suns I cannot see, are in their place;

The palpable is in its place, and the impalpable is in its place. . . .

Ibelieve that a leaf of grassisnoless than the journey-work of the stars,

And the pismire is equally perfeet, and a grain of sand, and the egg
of the wren,

And the tree-toad is a chef d’oeuvre for the highest,

And the running blackberry would adorn the parlors of heaven. . . .4

Or shall we say, on the other hand, that a perfect horse is
perfect as a horse, but its perfection is not as perfect as
man’s, nor man’s in turn as perfect as God’s perfection?
But while this view is nowise inherently unreasonable in a
cosmology such as that of Plotinus, it would scarcely deliver
us from the problem of evil. For in this case all the so-called
perfections of the finite world would, by comparison with
God’s perfection, prove undeserving of the title: the alleged
hierarchy of perfections would be disclosed as a gradation of
imperfections. Would we not, then, in spite of Plotinus’
intention, be proceeding towards a Gnostic terminus, with the
cosmic emanation process one of increasing degradation?
“Plotinus denies and affirms metaphysical evil at the same
time, denying it by insisting on the possibility of different
kinds of perfection, affirming it by declaring these kinds to be
at the same time degrees.” 42 His perplexity is grave: how is
he to ‘accept the Universe’ in a Stoic sense without accepting
it in an Epicurean sense? And how is he, with his theory of
emanationism, to face with moral vigor the actuality of evil,
without proceeding to Gnostic condemnation of the world-
process? If the goal of existence is the return of the Perfect
One, how is the emanation from the One to be justified, with
all the imperfections and evils that it involves? 43

These difficulties are not quite resolved by referring the
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evils of the world to Matter. Regarding Plotinus’ estimate of
matter, the Ennecads allow considerable latitude of inter-
pretation. TFrom Zeller’s point of view, Plotinus goes cven
beyond Plato in holding matter as ‘“‘evil, indeed the primal
evil; from it comes all evil in the material world, from the
body the evil in the soul.” # According to Dean Inge, those
who, relying on a ‘“few polemical passages,” hold that Ploti-
nus makes Matter the evil principle in the manner of Philo
and the Neopythagorcans, misjudge ““the whole tendency of
his philosophy.” ¢ Even though matter is the cause of evil,
it is not all evil. Were it by itself, chaotic and utterly without
form or order, it would be evil unqualified. But it does not
exist by itself. Despite the unfortunate tendency of popular
Neoplatonism to acquicsce in the antithesis between God
and Matter as providing a ready explanation of evil, Plotinus
himself seems to have opposed the metaphysical dualism
which would set matter over against the perfect Absolute as
an independent reality. Matter is ‘“the receptive principle
by which alone the present world could be at all.”% Its
whole being is in its being acted upon by the higher. But in
the philosophy of Plotinus matter is clearly not a merely
cosmological concept. As Emile Bréhier puts it, in discussing
Plotinus’ book on the nature and origin of evil: “Plotinus
identifies evil as a principle of religious pollution with the
matter of the philosophers . . . a principle of rational ex-
planation is transformed into a reality concerning the religious
life of the soul.”

The primeval and ultimate evil, according to Plotinus, is
not in man’s will or in the soul’s inclination: “We cannot be,
ourselves, the source of Evil, we are not evil in ourselves;
Evil was before we came to be; the Evil which holds men
down binds them against their will. . . . The Measureless
is evil primarily; . . . primarily, the darkness; secondarily,
the darkened. Now Vice, being ignorance and a lack of
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measure in the Soul, is secondarily evil, not the Essential
Evil, just as Virtue is not the Primal Good but is Likeness to
The Good, or participation in it.” ¥ So we are evil in that
we are attached to matter, but evil ¢s first and last essentially
in matter: “Thus the cause at once of the weakness of Soul
and of all its evil is Matter. The evil of Matter precedes
the weakness, the vice; it is Primal Evil. Even though the
Soul submits to Matter and engenders to it; if it becomes
evil within itself by its commerce with Matter, the cause
is still the presence of Matter: the Soul would never have
approached Matter but that the presence of matter is the
occasion of its earth-life.” 49

If, however, the higher emanations are evil or imperfect
only in so far as they incline or descend towards matter,
whereas matter is inhcrently ecvil, what accounts for this
radical collapse in the process of emanation? If emanation
is continuous throughout, how could a theodicy be required,—
or else, how could it be achicved? In dealing with evil, there
is a tendency in Plotinus to define it as the necessarily ‘last’
of emanation: “Given that The Good is not the only existent
thing, it is inevitable that, by the outgoing from it or, if
the phrase be preferred, the continuous down-going or away-
going from it, there should be produced a Last, something
after which nothing more can be produced: this will be Evil.
As necessarily as there is Something after the First, so neces-
sarily there is a Last: this Last is Matter, the thing that has
no residue of good in it: here is the necessity of Evil.” £

Thus, if we hold to the all-perfection of the One and to
the continuity of the emanation-process, and refuse to say
that at the third rim of emanation evil somehow unaccount-
ably appears, two alternatives seem open to us: either
emanation proceeds in a moral sense and gradually from a
plenitude of good and utter absence of evil towards complete
extinction of good (Gnosticism again?); or else what is called
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‘evil’ in matter is metaphysically rather than morally ‘the
last’ or ‘the ultimate least’ of Being, to wit Non-Being, and
in that case we cannot speak of any theodicy.

This dilemma is not altogether unlike that which appears
to confront some present-day advocates of the theory of
emergence, whom we may regard as the antipodes of Plotinus
and his doctrine of emanation. Plotinus begins with a con-
ception of the Divine First which cannot allow him to regard
the ‘descent’ in emanation from Being to Non-Being as a
degradation of the One in a moral sense. Thus, so long as
we regard the world-process as one of emanation from Ab-
solute Perfection, theodicy is either not in question or else
is quite out of the question: if it is demanded at all, it cannot
be executed. The advocate of emergence, on the other hand,
begins with a mechanistic conception of the cosmic terminus
a quo, and then notes fairly the successive factual rise of
reality to ever ‘higher’ levels. This progressive emergence
he records, but can he explain it without taking account of
the Whole and reinterpreting the alleged process of emer-
gence as one of progressive and ever more adequate self-
manifestation, or better self-realization, of the Whole? ‘The
spirit that moves over the deeps of seeming chaos, the divinity
that streams like light through all, courses like life-blood
through the whole, draws like an eternal magnet all to it-
self.” 51 If the ‘higher’ is no more than the temporally ‘later’
or the more complex, the advocate of emergence may per-
haps save his face as a ‘scientist,” but can lay claim to dis-
course of God and good and other values at the close of his
book only by straining terms and spraining logic, for these
are either of nature, or else are unnatural.

Yet nature is made better by no mean

But nature makes that mean: so over that art
Which you say adds to nature, is an art

That nature makes. 5
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Thus with evil on our hands, the absolutist formula of initial,
unqualified perfection requires revision; and on the other
bhand, if Miinschhausen has indeed ‘emerged,” it cannot
have been by merely tugging at his bootstraps. There is drag
in the universe, and there is likewise an urge; the drag and
the urge appear to be conflicting factors, but they are factors
of one cosmic process, and the true philosophy is one that
can take account of them both. Plotinus and the advocate
of emergence should both learn wisdom from the Gospel:
“By their fruits ye shall know them,”—grapes and figs, but
also thorns and thistles.

»

4

v

The dualism God-Matter which Greek theodicy resisted
was primarily metaphysical and only secondarily moral, and
that is perhaps the chief reason why it could not be sustained.
But if metaphysical dualism seems inevitably bound for the
rocks, to a moral interpretation of the world dualism appears
imperative. In a mind intensely moral but relatively un-
touched by metaphysics, dualism could maintain itself with
greater assurance. So it is that the first principle in the
Zoroastrian philosophy of life, which is not speculation but an
act of heroism, is the principle of the essential duality of the
€OSmMOS.

To the Greek philosopher, God, by whatever name he was
called, in the end signified ultimate and unqualified Reality.
The moral antithesis good-evil, tagging after the metaphys-
ical antithesis Being-Non-Being, had to do the best it could.
The chief difficulties in Greek as in some modern theodicies,
are traceable to this insistence on reducing a concretely moral
to an abstractly metaphysical distinction.

The Zoroastrian began with the antithesis good-evil and
deduced the rest from that. Good and evil could not issue
from the same source; there is accordingly a duality of cosmic
principles. More intent on preserving the moral than the
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metaphysical reputation of Deity, the Zoroastrian held fast
to the goodness of Ahura-Mazda. The evil in this world is not
his work: he neither caused it nor permitted it; his only rela-
tion to it is what yours and mine should be: unremitting
opposition. The world is a battleground on which Ahura-
Mazda and Ahriman, creating and counter-creating, strive
for mastery. As truth and falschood, purity and pollution
are struggling for the mastery of man’s soul, so health is
battling with disease, and life with death, and grain with
weeds, and life-giving rain with destructive storm, and light
with darkness. No one so refused to blink at evil, no one
perceived the universal conflict so thoroughly as the Zoro-
astrian. The moral struggle was nothing mysterious or
exceptional or illustory to him; it was the outstanding and
ever-present fact of all existence in which, from the God
Ahura-Mazda clear down to the least item of goodness
and life and light, the evil creation of Ahriman was being
opposed in mortal combat. Here was a stirring sense of co-
warriorship with God against the hosts of evil.

The struggle was not illusory, for Ahriman was real. Into
the metaphysical problem of Ahriman’s codrdinateness with
Ahura-Mazda, the Zoroastrian does not seem to have cared
particularly to inquire. ‘‘Is Ahriman coeternal with Ahura-
Mazda?”’ seems to have meant: “When did Ahriman start
his dirty work?”—a question which was answered: ‘ As soon
as Ahura-Mazda began to create.” Docs this answer suggest
possible Brahmanic ideas; does it mean that evil appears
whenever finitude appears, that it is a function of finitude?
Or didn’t the Zoroastrian rather mean to say that evil,
Abriman and his work, could be nothing recent and excep-
tional, but that the struggle between good and evil was as old
as existence itself? So evil is and has been right here; it is not
to be prayed or excogitated out of existence; it is real enough
and calls for real opposition.
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Evil is real, but it does not deserve to be real. The moral
intensity which begins with an insistence on the antithesis
good-evil demands the assurance of its ultimate overcoming.
The struggle is real but it is not futile. A day of days is
coming when, under the leadership of Saoshyant, the hosts
of Ahura-Mazda will utterly put to rout the vile cohorts of
Ahriman. The world will then be consumed and refined in a
universal conflagration; all things will then be pure and
perfect, and evil will be no more.

v

The story of the Garden of Eden has probably Babylonian
origins or kinship, and partakes of a common stock of primi-
tive folklore in which it shares elements with Semitic and
non-Semitic races. Its significance, as we have noted, re-
sembles strikingly that of the Promethean myths. Man lost
Paradise because he was lured into eating of the tree of
knowledge of good and evil. As Pfleiderer has pointed out,
““the original meaning of the story is simply this: The origin
of the evils of human life is to be found in the transgression
by the first men of the divine prohibition which had denied
to them the higher knowledge, . . . the most elementary
elevation of man above mere nature, the first dawning of the
consciousness of supersensuous destiny which makes him
higher than the beasts,—in fact, the first stirring of the
impulse towards civilization.”

It was later theology which, imposing later views on this
primitive legend, transformed its meaning. In the story
itself Adam and Eve seem to have been banished from Eden
because they had actually eaten of the tree of knowledge, and
lest they should proceed further to cat of the tree of life and
become immortal. Later thought laid stress on the dis-
obedience of man and ascribed to that sin his subsequent
woes.
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The Greek, in one way or another, ascribed evil to a certain
fatal flaw or imperfection in the constitution of reality, yet
somehow not in its ultimate constitution; so he called it
Matter. The Zoroastrian saw in evil the evidence of the
operation of a cosmic principle opposed to God and every-
where at war with the good. Neither of these views was
entertained in Israel. Excelling in moral vigor rather than in
speculative genius, and bent more on perceiving evil and
avoiding it than on explaining its ultimate origin, the Hebrew
found a ready explanation of all things by attributing them
to God as their source. God brings good and also evil: but he
sends them to men wisely and justly. Israel from the start
regarded man as standing in a contractual relation with his
Maker. Fidelity to his laws God rewards with prosperity,
and if evils beset men, the reason is not far to seek: it is due
to men’s remissness, disobedience, and sin towards God.
When Israel came to think of Yahveh as author and director
of the entire world-process, the elements of the standard
theodicy were at hand. The first Psalm is an epitome of it
and, should we compare the moral record of king and people
during various reigns with their record in outward prosperity
as chronicled in the Historical Books, we should see how
firmly fixed was the idea that God brought success to his
faithful people and punished them when they departed from
his law. Most striking because of its sinister irony in con-
junction with what follows is the statement of this view of
life in the first three verses of the Book of Job: “There
was a man in the land of Uz, whose name was Job; and that
man was perfect and upright, and one that feared God, and
turned away from evil. And there were born unto him seven
sons and three daughters. His substance also was seven
thousand sheep, and three thousand camels, and five hundred
she-asses, and a very great household; so that this man was
the greatest of all the children of the east.”
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Two points should here be kept clearly in mind: this
contractual relation was limited to the here and now, and it
was a relation of Yahveh to his people Israel. Now so long as
the latter idea prevailed, the former was not likely to cause
insuperable difficulties in theodicy. When however Israel
was led, particularly by the prophet Jeremiah, away from
the nationalistic towards a personal conception of religion,
the inadequacy of the contractual idea to explain the facts
of this life’s experiences became apparent. For, while in the
lives of peoples ‘honesty is the best policy,” and one can with
some assurance ascribe a country’s stable well-being and
prosperity to soundness of national character, in the lives of
people we cannot apply the formula with equal confidence
and, placidly attributing good fortune to goodness, rate every
poor devil a devil.

The days of the Babylonian exile, which chronicled Israel’s
perception of the monotheistic idea and Israel’s approach
to the notion of personal and therefore universal as dis-
tinguished from nationalistic religion, provided the Hebrew
mind with grave perplexities. In the sack of Jerusalem bad
men as well as good had managed to escape personal disaster,
and by the rivers of Babylon good men as well as bad be-
wailed their lot. Ascribe God’s amazing patience with the
wicked to his infinite loving-kindness; still, if he is one and
supreme in power and justice and wisdom, how is the ap-
parently undeserved suffering of the righteous to be ex-
plained? Before us is the masterpiece of Hebrew tragic
genius, the Book of Job. 3

The obvious and complacent answer of orthodox tradition
was that the suffering in question was not undeserved. This
is the theme which Job’s three friends play in a variety of
keys, first in a reluctant obligato, with distant and com-
passionate intimation; then, failing to evoke the expected
repentant antiphony in Job, crescendo, more and more
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bluntly and insistently: Eliphaz the Temanite resting his
orthodox assurance on the rich harvest of a long life’s ex-
perience, Bildad the Shuhite appealing to the verdict of
immemorial tradition, and Zophar the Naamathite reaffirm-
ing and exhorting and confidently challenging experience.
The kindliest of admonitions change into increasingly violent
upbraiding, but end on a promissory note of restoration to
prosperity, if only Job will repent and acknowledge his sin.
This triple challenge to Job rests on alleged manifold evidence
of experience, but ignores the very experience which has
brought the three to the side of the former prince of the
desert, now a mass of sores atop the ash-heap. ‘““To lie for
God is the most pernicious atheism.”’%

Who ever perished, being innocent?
Or where were the upright cut off? 8

Who and where indeed? The poet is not content to db-
serve that prosperous vice and longsuffering godliness do
not invariably meet with appropriate reversal in accord-
ance with orthodox specifications at the end of the chapter.
Against the cruel complacence of orthodoxy, he masses with
tragic intensity the anguished conviction of an upright man
who, never arrogant or vain of his own perfection, and ever
vigilantly on his guard lest he fall by the way unwittingly,
is yet adamant in his assurance of lifelong unwavering devo-
tion to the divine will. To this witness of Job’s own con-
science, the Prologue (whether or not we regard it as part
of the original poet’s work) adds God’s own twice repeated
testimony: “Hast thou considered my servant Job? for there
is none like him in the earth, a perfect and an upright man,
one that feareth God, and turneth away from evil.”

The explanation of misery which the Prologue provides,
that it is a testing of righteousness, is patently inadequate
in a theistic system. Considering with Job that only too often
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The tents of robbers prosper,
And they that provoke God are secure;
Into whose hand God bringeth abundantly,®

and, on the other hand, remembering the friends’ recital of
the evil fortune of the wicked, while at the same time observ-
ing the trio of presumably righteous men without memory or
anticipation of trouble, we may well doubt whether experi-
menting of the sort suggested in the Prologue is a settled
policy of the Almighty. And furthermore, and more to the
point, in view of the omniscience of God, we may inquire:
For whose information are such tragic experiments conducted,
and at whose expense?

The question which Satan asks ironically in the Prologue:
“Doth Job fear God for nought?” is implied with tragic
significance throughout the poem. Job’s tragedy is not in
the fact of his affliction, but rather in what his affliction means
to his religion which is the heart of his being. Unable in the
face of the plain facts of his own experience to regard his
suffering as appropriate punishment for sin, and yet regard-
ing his suffering as coming, together with all else, from God,
he sees the former ground of his confidence in God’s justice
disappear, and no new ground in sight:

(' For the thing which I fear cometh upon me,
And that which I am afraid of cometh unto me.5

Hence his repeated plea to have it out with God: in his heart’s
anguish, it is his mind’s demand for a new theodicy that does
not outrage the facts of life. \But the Voice out of the Whirl-
wind only overawes Job with the sense of his nothingness
in the face of his problem. Undeserved suffering was a fact
which Jewish theism could not comprehend: a yawning mys-
tery in which man, face to face with his Maker, is humbled
and abhors himself.

The Epilogue, reporting Job’s restoration to prosperity,
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so apparently in accord with his friends’ orthodox promises
and so out of accord with God’s explicit condemnation of the
trio, is probably a later addition to the poem, or else a conces-
sion in the nature of a happy ending, and in any case a flaw.
But God’s approval of Job, in conformity with the spirit of
the poem, is conceivable only on the supposition that the
answer to Satan’s question is in the case of Job an affirmative
answer. Job has really feared God for nought: here through
all suffering and agony, doubly hard because not understood,
he has remained loyal to God, but—or rather because—he
has refused to ignore the facts of experience, or to force them
into prefashioned moulds. ‘‘There is a service of God which is
not work for reward: it is a heart-loyalty, a hunger after
God’s presence, which survives loss and chastisement; which
in spite of contradictory seeming cleaves to what is Godlike
as the needle seeks the pole; and which reaches up out of the
darkness and hardness of this life to the light and the love
beyond.” %

Thus while the Book of Job offers no new formulated the-
odicy, it is a profoundly significant realization of the need
of one, and a dramatic expression of the sort of spiritual
attitude and temper of soul which alone could achicve it.

The poet of Job faced heroically the problem of evil. What
he sees and exhibits might make many another a pessimist,
but has not made him one. Compared with the buoyant
optimism of the typical Israelite, who saw abundance of sin,
but no occasion for being tragic about the cosmos, here is a
world-view grim indeed. But it is a view heroic and defiant
rather than hopeless. It is in a different strain of Jewish
thought that we catch distinctly the note of weariness and
cosmic disenchantment. This is the note of Ecclesiastes.

Job’s dismay arises from intense and baffling suffering;
the despondency of Ecclesiastes is due to surfeiting but yet
unsatisfying pleasure. In Job is the tragic mystery of misery;
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in Ecclesiastes, the tedious vanity of happiness. Here is a man
of rich and varied experience, yet he finds his life to be poor
monotony. The wisest in Jerusalem, he has found wisdom
to be but madness and folly. He is a connoisseur in delight;
he is rich and a man of property and power; he builds houses,
pools of water, gardens and parks and orchards; at his beck
are troops of manservants and maidservants, singers and
musicians, to do his will and pleasure, to serve and enter-
tain him. And seeing and having done all that is seen and
done under the sun, behold, for him ‘Vanity of vanities, . . .
all is vanity and a striving after wind. . .. That which hath
been is that which shall be; and that which hath been done
is that which shall be done: and there is no new thing under
the sun.”

To be sure, he sees evils about him: injustice, wickedness,
oppression. He concedes that some things are worse than
others, and much of his thought is a play with comparisons:
yet, be things better or worse, is there aught in life really
good? How can good be good, or evil evil; how is wisdom to
be preferred to folly, or anything to anything, or anything
really cherished, if all things finally end in dust? ‘“He finds
nothing that makes it worth while to struggle for uprightness
as the supreme end of life.”’ 8 Ample variety of experiences
he has had, but no variety of conclusion. ‘For that which
befalleth the sons of men befalleth beasts; even one thing
befalletlt them: as the one dieth, so dieth the other; yea,
they have all one breath; and man has no preéminence above
the beasts: for all is vanity. All go unto one place; all are of
the dust, and all turn to dust again.” ¢!

Despairing of lasting value in this pointless existence, and
seeing no likely prospect of work, or device, or knowledge, or
wisdom in Sheol, what is Ecclesiastes to do? He would eat
his bread, and drink his wine, wear his garments white, oil
his head. live iovfullv with his wife. and make the best of a



36 THE NATURE OF EVIL

tedious bargain. But, adds the writer, or perhaps a later
editor, Ecclesiastes would also keep in mind a certain grave
Perhaps after the grave. Confronted with the possible al-
ternative of a divine judgment in the hereafter, which he
can neither anticipate nor evade with assurance, he would
in any case fear God and keep his commandments. So the
mind that had started a dirge of sceptical-cynical weariness
ends, or is made to end, on a note of cautious piety. It is
a politic conclusion of a calculating philosophy of life.



CHAPTER II

THE CHRISTIAN-MEDIEVAL TRADITION
I

The weary sense of universal vanity and the tragic anguish
of unvindicated justice were transformed by the Christian
gospel into intense vigilance and confident hope. God is in
his heaven, a loving Father, and in and through Christ the
stain of evil and the sting of death are removed and turned
to God’s greater glory in salvation. But the theological
problem still remains: what, whence, and whither evil? St.
Paul’s treatment of these questions is meant to ascribe evil
to man’s wilful disobedience, to regard it as a departure
from the way of the Lord into the selfish way of the flesh,
and to see its consummation in death and damnation, or its
extinction through the love of Christ in the life of the new
man. “For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all be
made alive.” ! Here is the most intense abhorrence of the
body and a yearning to be freed from the bonds of the flesh:
“Wretched man that I am! who shall deliver me out of this
body of death?” 2 But there is no despair of ultimate vie-
tory through Christ: ‘“For I am persuaded that neither death,
nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor things to come, nor
powers, nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature shall
be able to separate us from the love of God, which is in
Christ Jesus our Lord.”t ¢ In the very contempt of the flesh,
and in the very evils of the world is the joyous certainty of
‘final triumph which marks the saint’s and the martyr’s bliss:
“For which cause I suffer also these things: yet I am not
ashamed; for I know him whom I have believed, and I am

37



38 THE NATURE OF EVIL

persuaded that he is able to guard that which I have com-
mitted unto him against that day.” ¢ The eschatological
sense of the speedily forthcoming end of all things was the
assurance of a blissful prospect: even the original downfall
gained sublime dignity as the medium in which the eternal
divine plan of redemption was wrought out.

Between the revulsion and the ecstasy, Christian theology
seeks a middle course that is yet in touch with both extremes.
The orthodoxy that is to be is the more opposed to the in-
cipient heresies just because it has so much in common with
them. Heresy is mainly twofold: excess of revulsion and
contempt for the world (leading consistently to despair of
redemption), and excess of sanguine confidence in man’s in-
herent capacity for good (depreciating the solemnity of re-
demption). The first type of heresy is Gnostic and Mani-
chean; the second is notably Pelagian. Combating them both
and steering between them is the orthodoxy of St. Augustine.

The Gnostic view of the world as an inverted hierarchy of
divine self-degradation involved not only utter disgust for
material existence but also a condemnation of the self-
outpoured One, and, in good logie, nihilism to cap its pessi-
mism. The Manicheans, combining the Persian dualism of
good and evil with the Greek dualism of God and Matter,
cast serious reflections on the all-primacy and omnipotence
of God, and regarded man, not as the wilful, prodigal son of
God, but rather as the devil-fashioned battleground on which
God and the Devil are contending for dominion. Manichean-
ism took Satan too seriously, it appears, and man’s sin and
guilt not seriously enough. Adam, we are told, was created
by Satan in his own image; and although, by depositing
portions of stolen light in the first man for safekeeping, Satan
prepared trouble for himself and made the redemption of man
possible, yet the fact of man’s dual nature remained. Man's
wickedness is not wilfully acquired, but is rather inherent
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in his material nature as a son of darkness. The salvation of
man demands the releasing of the rays of light from the dark-
ness in which Satan ever seeks to imprison them.

The conflict between light and darkness was conceived by
the Manicheans in crudely materialistic terms and led to some
fantastic conclusions. The light rising from the dismal depths
of the earth towards the sun and moon (radiant reservoirs of
perfection) is held captive by the roots of plants, but bursts
forth notwithstanding in flower and fruit. These the Man-
ichean ‘elects’ may not pluck but, receiving them from the
hands of others, should eat them and thus release and speed
the divine light on its upward journey.> Meat, however, may
not be eaten at all; for animal life is of the devil. The sexual
propagation of life is likewise the devil’s work. So the Mani-
chean ideal of perfection demanded a rigorously limited diet,
withdrawal from the kingdom of darkness, and chastity, or
at any rate avoidance of parenthood.

Both Gnostic and Manichean emphasized mortification of
the body; the ascetic bias which was gaining in the early
Church found in them both strong confirmation. This
ascetic abhorrence of the material was apt to develop into a
studied contempt of material beauty. wherever found and
even into a cult of ugliness and filth. Loveliness, attractive-
ness, and all that is pleasant are of the devil. Do we say:
Cleanliness is next to godliness? The hermit thought other-
wise: godliness is marked rather by scorn for the body; the
niore famished, the more neglected, the more repulsive and
macerated and vermin-infested the body, the more emphatic
is the expression of the saint’s holy contempt for it. So we
are told that Justin Martyr and Tertullian could not tolerate
the idea that Jesus the Lord was handsome to look upon, and
represented him rather as the ugliest of men.® St. Augustine
finds no special holiness in the ascetic neglect to wash, but he
also, as he urges himself to take food as physic and to resist
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the manifold allurements of taste and touch, smell and color
and sound, would at times even ‘‘desire that every air of the
pleasant songs to which David’s Psalter was often used be
banished,” for, ‘“when it happens to me to be more moved by
the singing than by what is sung, I confess mysclf to have
sinned criminally.”? To be sure Augustine’s good sense
comes to his rescue here, and in general we may say that this
dismal view never quite prevailed; in the course of time
Christian art was to reveal the manifold meaning of the
beauty of holiness; yet the Gnostic and Manichean revulsion
regarding matter expressed something not wholly alien to the
early Christian; it was an extreme form of some real aspects
of the Christian view of life.

Too great emphasis on the inherent evil of our material
nature involved certain moral hazards. ‘Human frailty’
was apt to be used as an excuse for dissipation. The doughty
virtue of the British monk Pelagius was outraged by the
cowardly surrender which he found all too common. He
refused to admit that man’s will lacked the power to fulfil
what man’s duty required. “If I ought, I can.” In the name
of liberty he denounced libertinism. God is just and will
punish us for our evil deeds; our wills could have refrained
from the evil, and we are thus responsible and blameworthy:
so much for the sterner side of the Pelagian doctrine. What
impressed the age of Augustine was the sanguine hope which
it entertained regarding man. Rejecting the teaching that
man is innately corrupt, the Pelagians held that each infant
is in the condition of Adam before the Fall, that man’s will
can turn away from evil and choose the good. While Christ
preffers man a grace which was unavailable for Jew or Gentile
prior to his coming, yet the Christian has the power of will
freely to avail himself of this divine assistance. Adam’s sin
set a bad example, which the rest of us unhappily have been
only too apt to follow. This example, however, holy men in
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all ages have freely resisted, and the blessed counter-example
of Christ can stimulate us all freely to exert our wills and
attain unto salvation. In the life of the Church our capacity
for good is perfected and the evil example of Adam loses its
influence. Here then was stalwart devotion to virtue, but
also a sanguine view of man’s lot and of his prospects.

St. Augustine attacks Manicheanism all the more vigor-
ously because the heresy had claimed him for about ten years
prior to his conversion; to root it out, therefore, was his first
duty as a laborer in the Lord’s vineyard. Holding fast to
God’s omnipotence, he rejects all dualism. There can be no
evil power in the universe coordinate with sovereign Deity.
And, since the world is the work of an almighty, all-wise, and
infinitely just and good Creator, no essential flaw in nature
imputable to God can be admitted. All that is positive and
substantial in the universe is and manifests divine perfection.
There is no duality of cosmic principles, nor a duality of souls
in us, nor is the world-process one of self-degradation and
self-dissipation of Deity.® KEvil is nowise substantial in this
world; there is nowhere and at no time an evil nature. Matter
is not evil, nor body, nor the flesh: ‘“ Kvery nature, as far as
it is nature, is good. . . . Take from waters their thickness
and muddiness, and pure clear water remains; take from
them the consistence of their parts, and no water will be
left.” ®* So with everything else in nature. On a dozen fronts
Augustine maintains this position: that which is called evil
isreally nothing but corruption, perversion of nature. ‘ When
the will abandons the higher, and turns to what is lower,
it becomes evil—not because that is evil to which it turns,
but because the turning itself is perverse. Therefore it is
not an inferior thing which has made the will evil, but it is
itself which has become so by wickedly and inordinately
desiring an inferior thing.”” 1 Not the beast, but wicked man
alone, is beastly; a beast’s nature is in man a vice.!* The will
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is made evil by nothing else than a defection from God and
from good, by inordinate and unnatural self-degradation in
the literal sense of the term. Were it unwilling to become so,
the will could not become evil; our sins, being not necessary
but voluntary, are therefore justly punished.!?

There is an optimistic note in this eulogy of uncorrupted
nature and in this libertarian doctrine which Augustine was
compelled later to modify or disavow in order to render his
own maturer views more distinct. While he rejected evil as a
cosmic principle, pronounced all things good in their proper
order, and called evil a corruption and unnatural, his liber-
tarianism and even his optimism were solemn rather than
sanguine. He had defended the cosmos from the dualistic
calumny of the Manicheans; was he now to yield to the
Pelagian-Stoic complacency about sinful human nature? God
forbid! This was to him an equally fatal though opposite
abyss of error. ‘“Your doctrines are amazing, they are new,
they are false.” 13 Maintaining against the Manicheans that
all nature is appointed by God, Augustine now turns with
equal resolution to maintain against the Pelagians that in all
ages human nature must be sought after as ruined.!* For,
as it seemed to St. Augustine, Pelagianism not only ignored
light-mindedly the gravity of the evil in which we are em-
broiled, but it was flagrantly unchristian. Is man an active
contributor to his own salvation, and is ‘grace’ simply “a
help towards good living . . . through the inspiring influence
of a burning and shining charity?” * Thus conceived, the
divine plan of redemption loses all solemnity, and indeed
loses meaning. This cannot be Christianity.

How then is the actuality of evil in this world to be rec-
ognized, and man’s ruined state and his utter need of divine
redemption emphasized, without on that account implicating
God as responsible for the evil in the world and disparaging
either his omnipotence or his infinite wisdom or goodness?
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The City of God is, among other things, a resolute portrayal
of the wickedness and the countless miseries of our human
estate. ‘“‘For what flood of eloquence can suffice to detail
the miseries of this life? . . . Its brevity . . . does not
clear it of misery; neither ought it to be called happiness
because it is a brief misery.” ® Evil is here in abundance, in
God’s own world, but God is not to blame for it. Who then
is to blame? The initial defection of man’s will from God is
to blame, is Augustine’s answer. If Adam’s will had not been
free, his choice would have lacked moral quality. So God
could not deny to Adam the possibility of a good or an evil
choice. ““The first man had not that grace by which he should
never will to be evil; but assuredly he had that in which if he
willed to abide he would never be evil, and without which,
moreover, he could not of free choice be good, but which,
nevertheless, by free choice he would forsake.” ¥ In the
exercise of this his freedom man actually made an evil choice,
and in the fatal consequences of this evil choice the whole
human race is involved. God “forcknew what man would do
in unrighteousness; foreknew, however, but did not force
him to this; but at the same time He knew what He
Himself would do in righteousness concerning him.” 8 So
God did not compel, but only did not prevent the evil
choice; foreseeing completely what he did not in any way
predetermine, God justly forcordained the inevitable conse-
quences: consequences utterly and eternally disastrous to
man but for the infinite grace of God. Grace and salvation
God owes to none, yet vouchsafes it: whether to all or only
to some, is a point too long disputed to allow of being main-
tained unflinchingly.

Chapter and verse can be quoted for and against Gibbon’s
contention that ‘the real difference between (Augustine)
and Calvin was invisible even to a theological microscope.” ¥
Similarly, with regard to Augustine’s alleged final demolition
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of free will, we may well keep in mind his protests that it
was not he, but the Pelagians who demolished free-will by
exaggerating it.? By ourselves, we children of Adam can
choose only evil, and we can choose the good only by the
grace of God; enslave ourselves to lust and sin, that we can,
but to liberate ourselves is beyond our power. ‘‘If the Son
shall make you free, ye shall be free indeed.” This divine gift
of grace is altogether free; we are not entitled to it, and it is
in no way given according to merit.?! The holy endeavor of
the elect is itself due to the gift of perseverance.?? That God
has vouchsafed this gift to some is due to his mercy; that He
has not vouchsafed it to others, is due to his justice; if we
should press the inquiry and ask: But why not to all? St. Au-
gustine would seek refuge in the mystery of God’s un-
searchable judgments.?? God is not a respecter of persons, he
tells us,? and his words have sinister overtones. We should
not relax complacently, nor yet should we despair; for, while
the number of those predestined to the kingdom of God is
certain and fixed, no one can presume on being certain that
he is on God’s blessed list.? So, after all, we are to ‘‘work
out our own salvation with fear and trembling.” %

God could not deny Adam the possibility of a good or
evil choice. So, in Pfleiderer’s summary, ‘“evil is, according
to Augustine, not mere weakness or sensual inclination; it is
the fundamentally perverted direction of our will, which,
instead of finding its centre in the love of God, rather in its
self-love and love of the world deifies the creature, and with-
draws from the Creator the honour which is due to Him:
but a will thus poisoned to the very root by pride and self-
ishness, whose love is turned away from God to the transi-
tory, can bring forth nothing truly good in detail; it is free
to evil only, and destitute of all power for good; even its ap-
parent virtues are in reality only splendid sins; any good it
has can only come to it through God'’s redeeming grace, as
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it is conveyed by the means of grace in the hands of the
Church.” #

This masterpiece of theological ingenuity which, in one
doctrine, emphasizes the actual evil in the world, yet excul-
pates the Creator of the world from any responsibility for
it, but ascribes it rather to man’s evil choice, therein also
recognizing God’s tragic respect for man’s moral freedom:
this theodicy sets its mark on all subsequent Christian
thought, but is itself constituted of elements so incongruous
that Augustine’s successors have had to interpret and rein-
terpret and trim and fit and adjust. St. Augustine looms large
in the thought of Pascal and Bayle, with whom we shall deal
in our next two chapters, and we shall be content here only
to point out the two Achilles’ heels of this so sublime but
also so vulnerable theodicy.

First of all, if we observe the moral tone which Augustine
maintained in ascribing to man responsibility for the evil
which his choice has brought into the world, then that dis-
astrous choice could not be regarded as a matter of unac-
countable chance. It was a choice representative of the
chooser. But in that case, even granting Adam’s immediate
responsibility for the particular choice, the more ultimate
question arises whether the Creator is nowise accountable
for the sort of chooser that he had in his creature. The point
is seen even more sharply if we ask: Was it impossible for
God to create an Adam who could freely choose good as he
did create one who freely chose evil? The dilemma which
would follow the asking of this question is decidedly em-
barrassing to Augustinian orthodoxy. Furthermore, if Adam
deserved the evil consequences of his freely chosen course,
how is it with the rest of us? Can we also, as he hypothetically
could, choose of our own free will either good or evil? But
that alternative would surely betray us into the hands of the
Pelagians. Or are we, as Augustine indeed maintains, utterly
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incapable of any good choice of our own, tainted as we are
with the taint of original sin? Then, on this latter supposi-
tion, is the individual damnation of those of us who are not
elected to grace, or at any rate do not attain unto it, a damna-
tion morally justifiable? Are we to suffer eternally as in-
dividuals for a sinful nature for which no free choice of our
own but rather a fatal racial inheritance was responsible?
Should we, in order to evade these difficulties, regard Adam
and his evil choice not as referring to an individual and a
particular event, but as truly representing humanity, then
the same dilemmas simply spread out and cover the larger
canvas: Either the moral freedom, involving the possible
choice of evil or good, is admitted, in which case Pelagianism
meets us at the turn of the road; or else man’s allegedly free
will in actuality always chooses evil, in which case the gravity
of the former dilemma, hard enough with the one chooser
Adam, is multiplied a thousandfold. It is hard for original sin
and moral freedom to keep company in the same logical head.
Furthermore the idea that newborn infants were sin-tainted
and therefore bound for hell,—so many immortal little vipers,
Jonathan Edwards was to call them,—unless redeemed by the
grace of God, particularly if dying unbaptized, suggests some
of the moral enormities confronting this type of theology.
Augustine recognizes that no explicit individual wickedness
can be imputed to infants, yet he observes them as ‘“they
cry and struggle when they are baptized, and feel the sacred
elements,” 2 and in his Confessions he solemnly chronicles
his own sundry childish “sins.” At any rate he is bound to
regard all children as tainted with original sin; they have
no merit that entitles them to grace; and the best prospect
he sees for such infants as quit the body without being bap-
tized is ‘“condemnation, but of the mildest character.” #
Later theology was, still more moderately, to accept the
parental intention to baptize a child as a substitute for the
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actual rite. St. Bonaventura, in advocating a more consoling
doctrine regarding the destiny of unbaptized infants than
that of Augustine, maintains that in opposing the Pelagians,
and “in order to lead them the more surely to the true middle
position, (Augustine) pressed himself to the opposite ex-
treme,” further than his own doctrine really required.3?
Regarding the redeeming virtues of baptism, the African
Christians in Augustine’s own native country seem to have
entertained some strange views. Believing sins committed
after baptism to be doubly heinous, they were inclined to
postpone the cleansing rite for their young people until after
they had sown their wild oats; at the same time they worried
lest a youth should die suddenly without being baptized.
Monica, St. Augustine’s mother, in planning her son’s bap-
tism, seems to have been torn between these two motives,

The idea of an evil worldly state brought about by man’s
wilful selfishness, and the consequent advocacy of the re-
jection of worldliness and the denial of self as essentials of
godliness, characterize the medieval conception of life. From
a multitude of available examples, I select three for brief
consideration: the tractate De Contemptu Mundi, sive De
Miseria Conditionis Humanae by Pope Innocent III, some
illustrations from the philosophy of St. Thomas, and Thomas
3 Kempis’ Imitation of Christ:—a prince of the Church, a
master-theologian, a saintly mystic.

II

In January, 1198, a conclave of twenty-eight cardinals in
the monastery of Septa Solis Clivisauri were electing a suc-
cessor to Pope Celestine III. During the conclave three
doves hovered above the forty-year-old Cardinal Lothario
de’ Conti and, so the story goes, the whitest of them de-
scended sanctispiritually upon his head as he was elected
Supreme Pontiff.3! For the next eighteen years, as Pope
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Innooent III, Lothario de’ Conti was to prove himself a
matchless champion of Papal authority and, as a chronicler
has it, was to hold the lordship over the Roman Empire and
over all the kings and princes of the whole world. Doubly
significant it is, therefore, that in his younger days this future
pontifical Bismarck piously expected of himself and secured
and recorded the dismal reflections on life to which he gave
definite form during his temporary eclipse while Celestine
the Third was Pope.

This work, De Contemptu Mundi, sive De Miseria Condi-
tionis Humanae,?? is a most laborious essay in pious disdain
and disgust of human life. Quoting Job and Ecclesiastes
at every turn, and supplying them with copious footnotes,
the future maker and unmaker of emperors undertakes to
show compendiously and most minutely the pitiful vanity,
worthlessness, and loathsomeness of man’s existence. Some
of this writing is piously filthy and is scarcely printable in an
unanointed book like mine. My brief report of this treatise
can do very scant justice to this nausea of malediction which
medieval saintliness was so apt to approve in itself, but it
should serve to call attention to it, which seems important.
I shall simply quote and paraphrase, without comment or
criticism and with at least partial apologies to modern taste.
Consider the origin, the course, the conclusion of a man’s
life. “Man is made of dust, of mud, of ashes; worse yet, of
the foulest seed; conceived in the itch of the flesh, in the heat
of passion, in the stench of lust; and worse, in the depths of
sin; born to labor, to dolor, to horror; more miserable still,
to death. He acts wickedly, offending God, offending his
neighbor, offending himself; he acts infamously, polluting
fame, polluting conscience, polluting character; he acts
vainly, neglecting the serious, neglecting the useful, neglect-
ing the necessary. He is food for fire ever blazing and burning
unquenched; food for worms, ever gnawing and eating with-
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out end; a mass of putrescence, ever noisome and horribly
foul.” 83

“Planets and stars He made of fire; breeze and wind He
made of air; fishes and worms He made of water; men and
beasts He made of earth.”” Adam, at any rate, ‘“was made of
earth, but of pure earth; you, to be sure, were procreated by
seed, but impure.” And from his very conception man’s
nourishment is unspeakably vile. Besides, what a despicable
sight infants are: “ weeping, weaklings, imbecilic, not so very
different from the brutes; indeed in many ways worse off than
the brutes.” And the mother’s pitiful life: “she conceives
with nastiness and stench, gives birth with gloominess and
dolor, nurses with scantiness and labor, keeps watch with
tirelessness and horror.” (The worldly pleasure and pride
which the writing of this and similar passages brought the
rhetorician must have caused the pious Cardinal pangs of
conscience; but he kept the rhetoric just the same.)3*

“By their fruits you shall know them,”—and what is the
fruit that man bears? ‘O base unworthiness of man’s estate,
O unworthy estate of man’s baseness! Examine plants and
trees. They bring forth flowers, foliage, and fruit; and you
alas, bring forth nits and lice and worms. They exude oil,
wine, balsam, and you, spittle, urine, and ordure; they diffuse
the sweetness of fragrance and you give out abominable
stench.” Our life is brief; “few nowadays get to forty,” and
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