CHAPTER
The Problem of Evil
"Vanity of vanities," says the Preacher. "Vanity of
vanities! All is vanity...." I have seen all the works
which have been done under the sun, and behold, all is
vanity and striving after wind. What is crooked cannot
be straightened, and what is lacking cannot be
counted. (Ecdesiastes 1:2, 14-15)
Thus far, we have stressed that "religion" signifies ways of thinking, feeling, and acting that refer to a notion of sacred reality made manifest in human experience. The discussions in various chapters of this book illustrate, in effect, the first three components of our definition of religion (Chapter 1).
This chapter, and the two that follow, addresses the final component of thai definition: In various ways, notions of sacred reality address problems of ordering and understanding human existence. To ask and think about the nature and purpose of life, the meaning of death, and the right way to live has always been an important aspect of the sacred quest. It is possible, of course, to address such issues in ways that are not religious, but it is difficult to think of a religious tradition that does not attempt to deal with such concerns. The history of humanity indicates that throughout the centuries, we have made a persistent attempt to relate questions about existence to ideas and experiences of sacred reality.
In this chapter, we discuss the problem of evil. This is a phrase that actually represents not a single problem but a cluster of issues arising from the attempt to relate a diverse set of experiences to notions of sacred reality. Drawing on (he tradi​tion of his faith community, for example, the psalmist asks, in effect, "Why does good fortune turn to bad?" O God, we have heard with our ears, Our fathers told us, The work that Thou didst in their days, In the days of old. Thou with Thine own hand didst drive out the nations... . Yet Thou hast rejected us and brought us to dishonor, And dost not go out with our armies. Thou dost cause us to turn back from the adversary; And those who hate us have taken spoil for themselves. (Psalm 44:l-2a, 9-10)
In a very different context, a critic of Hindu beliefs asks a different sort of question: Why do the righteous suffer and the wicked flourish? Why is the world not a happier place?
The world is so confused and out of joint, why does Brahma not set it straight? If he is master of the whole world, Brahma, lord of the many beings born, why in the whole world did he ordain misfortune? Why did he not make the whole world happy?. . . Why did he make the world with deception, lies, and excess, with injustice?.. -1
Again drawing on particular experiences, the preacher of Ecclesiastes raises questions about evil in the passage cited at the outset of this chapter. "What is the meaning of life?" asks the preacher. For ultimately, all people must die.
IDENTIFYING EVIL
When such questions are raised in connection with belief in God or gods, we may describe them as issues of theodicy, or "divine justice." Especially in traditions that stress the power and goodness of one God who rules over all creation, the occurrence of evil presents a logical dilemma. If God is good and powerful, what is the nature of evil? If God could prevent evil but does not, can God be good? On the other hand, if God is good but cannot prevent evil, can God be powerful? A satisfactory resolu​tion is difficult to come by, as the continuing discussions within Judaism, Christianity, and Islam show.
The problem of evil occurs not only within theistic traditions, however. As Max Weber put it, even religious traditions that stress the impersonality of the sacred and its apparent indifference to human concern must deal with the imperfections of the world.2 In general, one can say that the problem of evil arises whenever certain "brute facts" of everyday experience suggest a contradiction between the world of ordinary existence and the sense of reality suggested by a particular notion of the sacred. In the first place, religious people identify evil as an inconsistency between what is (the facts of experience) and what ought to be (the reality of the sacred).
In the modern West, no single experience raises the questions associated with the problem of evil with greater power than the Holocaust—the attempt by Adolf Hitler's National Socialist regime to destroy Europe's Jews and other "undesirables." By most estimates, the Nazis put to death fifteen million people between the years 1933 and 1945. Of these, six million were Jews; the rest were a combination of Gypsies,
Slavs, homosexuals, and mentally or physically challenged persons. The complex relationships between social, political, and economic factors in the development of Nazi policies are hotly debated among scholars of the period and cannot be resolved here. What is of concern, however, is the way in which the Holocaust illustrates the general point of how religious people identify evil in terms of a contradiction between the facts of experience and the reality of the sacred. The following comment by Irving Greenberg is instructive:
The Holocaust poses the most radical counter-testimony to both Judaism and Christianity..., The cruelty and the killing raise the ques​tion whether even those who believe after such an event dare to talk about God who loves and cares without making a mockery of those who suffered.3
One might rephrase Greenberg's statement as follows: The Holocaust challenges some of the central affirmations of Jewish and Christian faith. In the most striking way possible, it poses the question: Do Jewish and Christian notions of the sacred correspond to anything real?
Why is this so? First, the Holocaust was cruel. Hitler's victims suffered greatly from cold, hunger, and deprivation. Families were broken apart in captivity. Like the title character in William Styron's novel Sophie's Choice, those singled out for ill treat​ment were deprived of their autonomy, forced to make unspeakable choices that undermined their dignity. How many mothers, upon arrival at Auschwitz, the infa​mous death camp where a million prisoners were executed, were faced with a choice like Sophie's? She arrives with her two children, already brutalized by a long journey in a cattle tar filled with people, faint with hunger, only to be faced with the following dilemma: She must choose which of her children will survive, for one must be executed immediately. What can she do? She chooses her son, knowing she is thereby a participant in the execution of her daughter. Pain, suffering, dehumanization—all these were part of the agony of the Holocaust.
Further, the Holocaust need not have happened. Haifa century after the terrible events, it seems clear that an early objection to Nazi treatment of Jews would have forestalled their destruction. That is not to mention that the artificial immigration quotas of the Allied powers, inspired partly by anti-Semitic sentiment, kept many Jews from escaping the grasp of Nazi domination.
Such factors are an important aspect of identifying the evil of the Holocaust, but they do not touch the central point made by Greenberg. Cruelty and human irresponsibility constitute the brute facts of the Holocaust, but the problem of evil arises for Jews and Christians when such facts are connected to religious affirma​tions. For Jews, the challenge of the Holocaust involves the relationship of the destruction of Europe's )ews to the notion that there is a God who governs history according to a plan; that God chose the Jewish people to receive and obey God's law, the Torah; and that, therefore, all the events of Jewish history have a meaning in the plan of God. For Christians, the problem is slightly different and involves the following question: In the death camps, where was Christ?
In either case, the primary question is one of meaning. What purpose did the massacre of fifteen million persons serve? In particular, what purpose was served by the systematic execution of six million persons whose only "crime" was to be Jewish? Reflecting on the death of his father, Holocaust survivor Elie Wiesel describes graphically the "brute facts" of suffering. Yet the real dilemma for Wiesel is to make sense of this death. What meaning did it—can it—have? As Wiesel puts it, his father did not yield his soul to the God of his ancestors but to the hostile deity of the Nazis.4
The God of his ancestors was the "Holy One of Israel" (see Chapter 3), who long before had chosen Abraham and promised "I will make you a great nation.... And in you all the families of the earth will be blessed" (Genesis 12:2a, 3c). The basic, prophetic tendencies of Judaism were historically expressed in the idea of a "chosen people," the Jews, who had been set apart by God. To be chosen did not mean that the Jews would not suffer. Indeed, the book of Deuteronomy indicates that, under certain conditions, suffer​ing becomes an important aspect of the relationship between God and God's people.
[Moses said] See, I have set before you today life and prosperity, and death and adversity; in that I command you today to love the Lord your God, to walk in His ways and to keep His commandments and His statutes and His judgments, that you may live and multiply, and that the Lord your God may bless you in the land where you are entering to possess it. But if your heart turns away and you will not obey, but are drawn away and worship other gods and serve them, I declare to you today that you shall surely perish.... (30:15-18a)
The suffering spoken of in Deuteronomy is not meaningless suffering, however. Throughout their history, Jews interpreted misfortune as the will of God, the working out of the "curse" spoken of by Moses. When suffering comes (Jewish tradition indicated), the wise person will repent, ask forgiveness, and make a renewed effort to obey the Torah. The meaning of suffering lies in its power to teach. For, through suffering, God disciplines God's people: "For whom the Lord loves He reproves, Even as a father, the son in whom he delights" (Proverbs 3:12).
Is such an interpretation possible with respect to the suffering of the victims of the Nazis? For many Jews, the answer is no.
How can Jews believe in an omnipotent, beneficent God after Auschwitz? Traditional Jewish theology maintains that God is the ultimate, omnipo​tent actor in historical drama. It has interpreted every major catastrophe in Jewish history as God's punishment of a sinful Israel. I fail to see how this position can be maintained without regarding Hitler and the SS as instruments of God's will.... To see any purpose in the death camps, the traditional believer is forced to regard the most demonic, anti-human explosion of all history as a meaningful expression of God's purposes.5
For Christians, the Holocaust poses many similar problems. God's gover​nance of history and choice of the Jewish people are important themes in Christian
as well as Jewish theology. Yet Christian writers who contemplate the Holocaust have the additional problem of interpreting the death camps in terms of the presence of Christ. In this respect, the sacramental tendencies in Christianity (see Chapter 3) provide a context for the problem of evil that is somewhat different from that of Judaism. For Christian thought must interpret the brute facts of cruelty and human irresponsibility in terms of the New Testament affirmation that "God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself, not counting their trespasses against them ..." (II Corinthians 5:19). According to the New Testament, Christ defeated the powers of sin and death and inaugurated a new age in which those who trust him live to serve God. With Christ's victory in mind, those who experience cruelty or hardship may understand that their suffering will soon cease. More lhan that, they may affirm that God in Christ has redeemed or given meaning to their suffering:
[W]e also exult in our tribulations, knowing that tribulation brings about perseverance; and perseverance, proven character; and proven character, hope; and hope does not disappoint, because the love of God has been poured out within our hearts through the Holy Spirit who was given to us. (Romans 5:3-5)
But where was Christ in the death camps?
In his memoir of Auschwitz, Elie Wiesel relates an incident in which he witnessed the execution of a young boy. According to Wiesel, this was a particularly troubling execution, and even the Nazi guards seemed disturbed at the prospect of hanging a young boy in front of the other prisoners. The scene grew worse, as the child did not die right away, but rather remained suspended in midair, struggling for some thirty minutes, in response, someone in the crowd asked "Where is God?" Wiesel reports his own answer, from an inner voice: God was there, hanging with the child.6
Wiesel's inner voice is related, as he indicates elsewhere, to the tradition of Jewish mysticism. But many Christians would affirm a similar notion, in response to the question "Where was Christ in the death camps?" The answer: With those who suffer. As one writer put it, the Holocaust might be considered "the crucifixion of the lews."7 In this way, the incarnation is taken as an affirmation that God in Christ has become one with humanity, especially with those who suffer. If that is the case, then Christians at least may affirm that the Holocaust is not meaningless.
Nevertheless, problems remain, because those who died did not die freely, as the New Testament indicates in the case of the Christ. The victims of Auschwitz had no inkling that their deaths might have a redemptive purpose. More than that, the killers were Christians, in some cases motivated by the idea that Jews deserved punishment for the crucifixion of Jesus. If the Christ was present in the death camps, and present as one of the victims, what does that make of the Christian executioners?
RESPONSES TO EVIL: SOME CLASSIC PATTERNS
The identification of evil is thus not a simple matter. Certain experiences characteristic of human existence—cruelty, indifference, and the like—constitute the brute facts of evil. But the reasons why such things count as evil vary somewhat, depending on the notions of sacred reality that persons and communities bring to such experiences.
Remembering that "the problem of evil" occurs whenever people perceive a contradiction between the facts of ordinary experience and the reality suggested by their notions of the sacred, we now turn to a discussion of responses to exil in religious traditions. We identify certain characteristic patterns of response. We discuss four classic approaches to the problem of evil: karma, characteristic of the religions of India; the consolation of promise, characteristic of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam; the appeal to sovereignty, especially as it appears in the Hebrew Bible; and dualism, of which Zoroastrianism provides perhaps the clearest example.8
Evil and Karma: The Indian Context
In an earlier discussion of sacred time (Chapter 3), the notion of karma was tied to Buddhist and Hindu ideas of the cycle of existence (samsara). Karma, we noted, signifies the moral "weight" of one's actions. Good or proper action results in good karma and in progress toward the goal of enlightenment.
In connection with the problem of evil, karma is a kind of inexorable reality that explains the destiny of human beings. People get what they deserve—at least, over the long cycle of time. Samsara signifies the way human beings work out their destiny through a long process of birth, death, and rebirth—the goal being to achieve enlightenment and be liberated from the cycle, never to be reborn again.
The inexorability of karma is the problem addressed in the Buddhist story of "The Death of Moggallana."9 The story begins with a saying of the Buddha on the law of karma:
Who striketh him that striketh not, And harmeth him that harmeth not, Shall quickly punishment incur, some one among a list of ten.
A number of types of retribution are listed: The wrongdoer will experience "cruel pain, or drear old age," or "failure of the vital powers"; if these do not occur, then dis​ease or madness "him shall overtake"; the king will punish the wrongdoer or, as a last resort, "when his frame dissolves in death, In hell the fool shall be reborn."K
According to a standard commentary, the Buddha spoke these words on the occasion of the death of Moggallana, one of his chief disciples. Known for his mirac​ulous powers, Moggallana had been brutally murdered by a rival religious sect. The Buddha's saying referred to the law of karma as a way of indicating that justice would ultimately be done. According to the commentary, it was so: Moggallana's murderers were arrested while fighting in a tavern. In captivity, they revealed their connections with the contrary sect, whereupon the king seized the murderers, buried them in pits "up to their navels," covered them with straw to which he set fire, "and after thus

burning them, he took iron plows and plowed them into bits."11 Evil never goes unpunished. Such is the moral of the tale.
Such a moral provides only a partial response to the problem of evil, however. And thus the story continues with the questions of Moggallana's companions. Perhaps, they say, we can perceive the workings of karma in the punishment of the killers. But how can we affirm the eternal law in the case of Moggallana? Karma means "one gets what one deserves." What then can be said of the brutal murder of the saintly Moggallana, whose association with the Buddha seemed to lead him to the very brink of enlightenment? Here it seems there is a contradiction: The "facts" of experience run counter to the reality proposed by Buddhist notions of the sacred. What is the proper response?
According to the story, the Buddha said: "The death of Moggallana was unsuited to his present existence, but suited to his karma of a previous existence." There follows a tale concerning a youth who, faced with the duty of caring for his parents, took a wife as a helpmate. His parents had insisted on this, knowing their son needed help. But soon the wife told her young husband, "It is impossible to stay in the same house with your parents." Eventually the young man's resolve broke in the face of his wife's insistence, and he conspired to take his parents into the forest where he killed them in the manner of a highwayman. Thus it is not only the death of Moggallana's killers that is appropriate, fulfilling the law of karma; Moggallana's death also exemplifies that inexorable law, for he "was" the youth in the story. That which is experienced as evil may in fact be right and proper.
From the Buddhist perspective, evil is located in the self, with its passions and desires. The brute facts of cruelty and pain are not simply the "luck of the draw," nor are they connected with the will of God. The Buddha's teaching points toward Nirvana, the state of mind that is beyond such notions. One who attains enlightenment sees through such illusions. He or she knows that the resolution of the experiences associated with evil does not depend on gods or goddesses, nor does it depend on other human beings. In the fundamental sense, the solution to the problem of evil depends on each individ​ual person. Beginning with the awareness that life itself is painful and filled with suffering, one starts down the road that leads to enlightenment. At the end of the road lies Nirvana. In between initial awareness and Nirvana there is discipline: the way of the Buddha, summarized in the Noble Eightfold Path (Chapter 2). Ultimately, one "solves" the problem of evil by overcoming one's self.
The approach from karma, is characteristic of most types of Hinduism, as well as Buddhism, yet it takes diverse forms. In Vedantic, or philosophical, Hinduism, for example, karma explains the major events and the overall setting of a person's life. Did a person's father die early? The explanation lies in past deeds—in this life or another. Was a person born in poverty? Each life illustrates the law of karma. The destiny of beings is the consequence of past actions.
According to Buddhism, one overcomes such evils by dealing with one's self. By contrast, the way of Vedanta stresses that such evils are ultimately illusory and therefore have no real existence. Seen from the point of view of enlightenment, terms such as "evil" and "good" have no referent. Such distinctions simply do not exist. In this way, the problem of evil is "dissolved."
Further variations within the framework of karma may be found in popular Hinduism. As Wendy O'Flaherty indicates, the notion of evil as the outworking of an inexorable law may not answer all the questions raised by the facts of pain and suffering. Even those who do affirm the law of karma may ask who or what created the law in the first place. By what logic or force can one declare a world governed by karma the best or most meaningful of possible worlds? It does not suffice—at least, necessarily—to say that evil is an illusion. After all, even those who are enlightened do not seek after hunger or misfortune. Beyond this, it seems that the circumstances of some people's lives give them a better chance to attain enlightenment in the first place. Thus popular Hindu mythology points to the role of various gods and goddesses in the origin and resolution of the problem of evil, even within the framework of belief in karma.12
The Consolation of Promise
In the face of contradictions between the facts of experience and notions of sacred reality, it is always possible to say "evil is powerful now. But it will not always be the case. At some future time, evil will be overcome, justice will be satisfied, and the point of suffering will be made clear." Such a response uses the language of promise, offering consolation and hope to those currently suffering. Just how or when the promise will be fulfilled is a matter on which there is a variety of opinions, both among diverse religious traditions and within them.
Both Judaism and Christianity, for example, share a belief in the Messiah: the anointed servant of God who will come to fulfill the promise of an ideal kingdom.
And the wolf will dwell with the lamb, And the leopard will lie down with the kid, And the calf and the lion and the fading together; And a little boy will lead them. Also the cow and the bear will graze; Their young will lie down together; And the lion will eat straw like the ox. And the nursing child will play by the hole of the cobra, And the weaned child will put his hand on the viper's den. They will not hurt or destroy in all My holy mountain, For the earth will be full of the knowledge of the Lord, As the waters cover the sea. (Isaiah 11:6-9)
In other places, the promise is stated more succinctly: The Messiah "will bring forth justice to the nations" (Isaiah 42:Ib).
Judaism and Christianity differ on the how and when of fulfillment of the promise, of course. Orthodox Jews, in particular, wait for a Messiah who is yet to come. When the anointed one arrives, he will reestablish the nation of Israel and will rule the other nations "with a rod of iron." It is significant that a number of Orthodox groups hold that the contemporary state of Israel is not a fulfillment of this promise. Rather, they view the Jewish state as a violation of the Torah, a manifestation of the impatience and disobedience of humanity rather than the work of God.
Christianity holds, on the other hand, that the Messiah has come: Jesus of Nazareth is the Messiah, or the Christ (see Chapter 3). His life, death, and resurrection
manifest the promise of God to bring about a peaceable kingdom. The work of Jesus is not yet complete, however. For, he "will come again in glory to judge the living and the dead; and his reign will have no end."13 The doctrine of the parousia or the "second coming" of Christ indicates that the fulfillment of the promise is yet to come. Thus Christians see the world as in between the manifestation of the promise and its fulfillment.
A similar idea appears in the Islamic tradition of the mahdi or "rightly guided one." Particularly among the Shi'a of Iran, the mahdi is identified with Muhammad, son of Hasan al-'Askari (d. 873/874 c.e.). Taken into hiding by the will of God shortly after his birth, Muhammad al-Mahdi remains in occultation to the present day. He will come or "appear" at the time God decides and will establish the rule of justice and equity on earth.
At the same time, Islam points to another version of the promise theme, shared with most forms of Judaism and Christianity: It refers to an afterlife in which good will be rewarded, evil punished, and suffering explained.
Those who fled their homes in the cause of Allah and then were slain or died, Allah verily will provide for them a good provision. Lo! Allah, He verily is best of all who make provision. Assuredly He will cause them to enter by an entry they will love. Lo! Allah verily is Knower, Indulgent. (Qur'an 22:58-59)
Unjust suffering is a fact in this world, but God will deal with it in due time. Or again, the death of just warriors is a part of historic experience—but God will give them recompense:
Think not of those who are slain in the way of Allah, as dead. Nay, they are living. With their Lord they have provision: Jubilant (are they) because of that which Allah hath bestowed upon them of His bounty, rejoicing for the sake of those who have not joined them but are left behind: that there shall no fear come upon them neither shall they grieve. (Qur'an 3:169-70)
In an afterlife, through a Day of Resurrection and Judgment, God will resolve the problem of evil, ensuring that the good receive rewards and the evil, punishment.
The Appeal to Sovereignty
The problem of justice is not the whole of the problem of evil, of course. Those commenting on the occurrence of suffering, particularly in such cases as the Holocaust, often note that no future settlement could really compensate for the suffering of the victims. No punishment could ever be enough for the wrongdoers; no reward could ever "pay back" a child hanging from the gallows. Thus the theme of promise is often joined with an appeal to sovereignty. Here evil is related to notions of the sacred, which emphasize its freedom with respect to ordinary ideas of
justice and its inscrutability with respect to human understanding. The sovereignty appeal finds its power in affirming that, at least from the human standpoint, there are no solutions to the problem of evil. There is only God, the Lord of the worlds. The response of suffering humanity should be the response of Job: "The Lord gave and the Lord has taken away. Blessed be the name of the Lord" (Job 1:21).
The book of Job may be taken as the archetype of the sovereignty response. As such, it has both baffled and comforted believers throughout generations of Jewish and Christian faith. The story begins with a meeting between God and Satan, the latter appearing as a sort of divinely appointed agent whose interest is to ensure that the glory of God is protected.
Now there was a day when the sons of God came to present themselves before the Lord, Satan also came among them. And the Lord said to Satan, "From where do you come?" Then Satan answered the Lord and said, "From roaming about on the earth and walking around on it." And the Lord said to Satan, "Have you considered my servant Job? For there is no one like him on the earth, a blameless and upright man, fearing God and turning away from evil." Then Satan answered the Lord, "does Job fear God for nothing?" (1:6-9)
In a number of ways, the question of Satan is the key to subsequent events. As the story unfolds, Job is put to the test. Will he prove that his obedience to God flows from his own integrity—that is, does he do the will of God because it is right? Or will Job show that his obedience is motivated by considerations of personal gain—of rewards and punishments, of obtaining blessings and avoiding curses? Satan's position is clear. He suspects that Job is motivated by gain, and argues:
Hast Thou [God] not made a hedge about him and his house and all that he has, on every side? Thou has blessed the work of his hands, and his possessions have increased in the land. But put forth Thy hand now and touch all that he has; he will surely curse Thee to Thy face. (1:10-11)
This God allows, first with respect to Job's possessions and family, then with respect to Job's health. Struck with boils "from the sole of his foot to the crown of his head" (2:7), Job sits in an attitude of repentance and mourning. When his wife challenges him, Job remains faithful; as the story proceeds, however, he makes it clear that he has a number of questions for God.
Chapters 3 through 32 point to Job's questions in the context of a dialogue between Job and three friends who come to sympathize with and comfort him. In so many ways, Job asks about the meaning of his suffering. His friends posit the idea (already discussed in connection with the Holocaust) that suffering is educative. Misfortune is God's discipline for those whom God loves. The proper response is repentance.
For Job, however, this explanation is unsatisfactory. The punishment given is out of proportion to any sin he has committed. Weighed on the scales of justice,
Job's "vexation" at his suffering "would be heavier than the sand of the seas" (6:2-3). If repentance is God's goal, then God achieved it long ago. God should either forgive Job or kill him. In the end, the language of justice and injustice is not sufficient to settle the case. No mailer what the righteousness of Job's claim, there is no one to enforce it. God always has the advantage:
If it is a matter of power, behold, He is the strong one! And if it is a mat​ter of justice, who can summon Him?. . . For He is not a man as I am that I may answer Him, That we may go to court together. There is no umpire between us, Who may lay his hand upon us both. (9:19, 32-33)
Job perceives his "comforters" as accusers. Their comments about justice and injustice only complicate the problem. And they, of course, see him as faithless, proud, and a rebel against God. In a way, both claims prove right. When God finally answers |ob (Chapters 38 through 41), God does not claim that the testing of Job was right, at least according to ordinary canons of justice. Instead, God claims the wisdom of the creator of all things.
Who is this that darkens counsel By words without knowledge? Now gird up your loins like a man, And I will ask you, and you instruct Me! Where were you when I laid the foundation of the earth! Tell Me, if you have understanding. Who set up its measurements, since you know? Or who stretched the line on it? On what were its bases sunk? Or who laid its cornerstone, When the morning stars sang together, And all the sons of God shouted for joy? (38:2-7)
Similarly, Job's response is not "I was wrong," in the moral sense. It is "I am insignificant" (40:4); "I have declared that which I did not understand" (42:3); "I retract" (42:6). Job repents by accepting the finitude of human understanding and the sovereignty of the Maker of heaven and earth.
Dualism
Among the many fascinating aspects of the story of )ob, the character of Satan has captured the attention of many religious minds over the centuries. When joined with other biblical passages, the story of Job has contributed to a lore about Satan that points to a last response to the problem of evil, which may be called dualism: The postulate that evil is the result of a conflict between good and evil powers, both of which share some of the characteristics of sacred reality discussed in Chapter 2. Both God and "the devil" are set apart, to some extent, beyond the volitional control of human beings, and exercise a special prominence with respect to human welfare. Only God, however, does so by right, pointing to the importance of moral concern in dualism. From the perspective of dualism, God is good but God's sovereignty faces a severe challenge from those powers that do evil in the world.
To a certain extent, the Bible reflects the concerns of dualism. Thus, in the Gospel according to Luke, the devil tempts Jesus in the following way:
[The devil] led Him [Jesus] up and showed Him all the kingdoms of the world in a moment of time. And the devil said to Him, "I will give You all this domain and its glory; for it has been handed over to me, and I give it to whomever I wish. Therefore if You worship before me, it shall all be Yours." (4:5-7)
That the kingdoms of the world have been handed over to the devil is a sign of the power of evil. Jesus' rejection of this temptation is a sign of his choice to be on the side of God in the struggle against evil.
Luke's gospel does not, however, illustrate dualism in the fullest sense, nor does the book of Job or the Bible as a whole. No matter how powerful "the devil" is, it is ultimately subject to the sovereign will of God. In the passage from Luke, the kingdoms of the world are said to be "handed over" to the devil. In the book of Job, Satan is an "accuser" whose primary concern is the glory of God. Martin Luther expressed quite well the biblical approach to the devil: "The Devil is always God's devil," for the devil, like human beings, is created.
A fully developed dualism requires that good and evil be on a more equal footing. Thus the best representations of the position may be Zoroastrian stories of the struggle between Spenta Mainyu ("beneficent spirit") and Angra Mainyu ("hostile spirit"), whose conflict stems from the beginning of all things and continues to the end of time. These stories, which by tradition originated with the founding teacher Zarathustra around 1000 b.c.e., exerted a strong influence on pre-Islamic Iran and on aspects of biblical and Islamic traditions. They continue as important components in the religious understanding of Zoroastrian communities in Iran, India, and Pakistan.
Spenta Mainyu and Angra Mainyu are twins, offspring of the "wise lord" Ahura Mazda, the creator of all things. Ahura Mazda's twins represent the moral choice set before all creatures. Evil comes into the world as a result of wrongful choice, and the proper response is thus to fight against it.
The two primordial Spirits, who are twins, revealed themselves in a dream. They have two ways of thinking, of acting: the good and the bad. And, of the two, the one who acts well has made the right choice, not the one who does evil. And when these two spirits met, they established, at the beginning, life and nonlife, and the consequence, in the end, of the Worst Existence for evil, and Best Thought for good. The evil one of the two Spirits chose to do bad things, and the Most Bounteous Spirit, clothed in hardest stones, chose Truth, as is also true for all those who constantly strive to please the Wise Lord with honest actions.14
The hope is that human beings, choosing to participate in the work of the beneficent spirit, will eventually transform themselves and the world. That this would be right and is to be fervently desired is clear. It is less clear that it will be accomplished. The suggestion is that the transformation will take place, for the "wise lord" is ultimaiely on the side of good. But the principle of choice and the equality of good and evil make this answer somewhat more tentative than in some other traditions.
ARE THE ANSWERS ADEQUATE?
In so many ways, the responses outlined here attempt to address questions associated with the problem of evil. Our primary task is to understand the responses, not to evaluate them. Nevertheless, the question arises: Are the answers adequate? Do any of the classic responses really deal with the questions raised by the "facts" of evil?
The short answer must be "maybe." In their book of Approaches to Auschwitz, Richard L Rubenstein and John K. Roth discuss a study of the religious beliefs of sur​vivors of the Holocaust. Fifty-three percent of those responding to a questionnaire indicated that the Holocaust affected or at least modified their faith in God. The remaining 47 percent indicated that their experience had very little impact on their religious views. Sixty-nine percent stated that prior to the Holocaust, they believed in God, conceived either personally or impersonally; 33 percent continued to believe very strongly. But of 55 percent who, before their wartime experience, expressed belief in a personal deity involved in everyday life, a little more than one in four now rejected such belief. And of the 53 percent who said that the Holocaust had modified their faith, three out of four indicated this modification was negative—they had lost faiih, or at least believed less strongly than before. Only one out of four said the modification involved a strengthening of faith. Of those continuing to believe in some way, interpretations of the Holocaust ranged from the traditional view of evil as God's discipline, to notions of an impersonal God, uninvolved in the Holocaust or any other aspect of hislorical experience.'5
Of course, surveys do not constitute a measure of religious truth, but they indicate something about the questions people ask in ascertaining the justifiability of particular ideas. Specifically, they raise the following questions in assessing the adequacy of a response to the problem of evil.
IS IT LOGICAL? Is a given proposal consistent (at least) on its own terms? Much criti​cism of Jewish and Christian thought with respect to the Holocaust, for example, has been that it is unwilling to accept the consequences of the notion of a God who rules the world and acts in history. It has focused, as some would say, on anthropodicy (the jus​tice of humanity) rather than on theodicy. The point of the criticism is that Jewish and Christian theologians are addressing only the moral aspects of (he Holocaust. Yet, given the notions of sacred reality characteristic of their traditions, consistency requires an attempt 10 address the religious issues raised by the destruction of Europe's Jews.
IS IT COHERENT? Insofar as empirical claims are made, do they correspond to human experience? Part of the appeal in the Buddhist tale of Moggallana's death is to the inevitability of retribution, according to the law of karma. Some of the reasoning is not subject to empirical inquiry: for example, the story of Moggallana's
past crime against his parents. But the response of karma is, at least in part, based on an appeal to observation: In life, does one reap what one sows?
IS IT PSYCHOLOGICALLY SATISFYING? In her previously mentioned study of Hindu mythology, Wendy O'Flaherty argues that the karmic approach, particularly in connection with the Vedantic interpretation of evil as illusory, may be rationally—that is, logically—acceptable. But is it emotionally so? Not if one takes seriously the evi​dence of Hindu mythology. In such myths, where the stock example of evil is the death of a young child, Vedantic or even karmic responses are not fully satisfactory. According to O'Flaherty, this reflects the experiential fact that if "one says to the parents of this child, 'You are not real, nor is your son; therefore you cannot really be suffering,' one is not likely to be of much comfort. Nor will the pain be dulled by such remarks as 'God can't help it' or 'God doesn't know about it.' "16 One might also say that giving comfort is not a measure of religious truth. Yet O'Flaherty (and by extension Hindu mythology) reflects an important consideration: Even if a given response to the problem of evil is logically consistent, it may not be experientially satisfactory. To put the issue bluntly: Can any proposal that denies the facts of evil be satisfactory?
WHAT ARE THE MORAL CONSEQUENCES? One difficulty with a Jewish or Christian interpretation of the Holocaust that stresses God's action in history and thus interprets the suffering of Jews and others as divine chastisement is the question it raises about the moral responsibility of human beings. If God was punishing Jews in Auschwitz, why do we feel that those outside should have tried to stop the suffering? The logic of such an interpretation can be expressed this way: God is punishing the victims of the Nazis; we are supposed to obey God; thus God must want us to punish the victims. How could it be otherwise? As liberation theologians and others have pointed out, there is a sense in which some conceptions of sacred reality serve in practice to legitimate and preserve structures that are evil. Indeed, the charge that religions cause, rather than respond to, evil is one aspect of the critique of religion articulated by the authors described as the "new atheists."17
In the end, there may not be any perfect solution to the problem of evil. We may press for consistency and coherence; we may ask questions about the psycho​logical and moral consequences of particular proposals. We may well narrow the scope of justifiable responses—even narrow it to one that seems most correct. Yet we may still be left with the great dilemma: How can God be all-good and all-powerful, while at the same time evil occurs?
Notes
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Religion and Morality
The United States, it is often said, is a secular nation. Support for this judgment lies in the legal and cultural tradition summarized in the phrase "the separation of church and state." According to the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, Congress is to make no laws that would suggest the establishment of a state church. Nor is Congress to make laws that would inhibit the holding of a variety of opinions on religious matters or that would stifle the free exercise of religious beliefs.
Despite these facts, Americans consistently show themselves to be a religious people. According to Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas, writing for the U.S. Supreme Court in 1952, Americans "are a religious people, whose institutions presuppose a Supreme Being."1 What this phrase means, in legal terms, is subject to much debate. Nevertheless, it summarizes well the feeling of many Americans. It also points to the reason why many issues that are primarily legal or political are nevertheless debated in religious terms. The United States may be a secular state, but Americans are a religious people, and this makes for a peculiar state of affairs. Particularly, when legal and political issues have a moral dimension, religion comes to the fore. Abortion provides the most striking contemporary example, but one can also consider civil rights and antiwar sentiment in the 1960s or slavery in the years immediately preceding the Civil War as illustrations of this tendency.
According to opinion polls, many Americans continue to feel some empathy for the statement of former President Ronald Reagan: "The truth is, politics and morality are inseparable. And as morality's foundation is religion, religion and politics are necessarily related."2 Clearly, Reagan's statement, as well as the beliefs of many Americans, raises important questions for American politics. It also points to significant issues in the study of religion. It is hard to think of any religious tradi​tion or community that has not tried, in one way or another, to relate notions of the sacred to issues of morality. Yet the relationships thus established may not always be the same. At the least, there is reason to look a bit more closely at the varieties of religious expression and to ask just how it is that religion relates to moral concern.
115
DEFINING THE ISSUES
First, we consider what is involved in questions about the relationship of religion and morality. Even a brief consideration shows several issues that, while interconnected, can nevertheless be distinguished.
We might consider, for example, the claim that religion provides a foundation for morality. President Reagan's comment that "morality's foundation is religion" certainly suggests this. The issue of foundations usually involves a claim about the nature of moral knowledge. How do human beings know what is good or right or praiseworthy? They can refer to religious sources such as the teaching of a sacred scripture or the judgments of authoritative scholars within a particular religious tradition. For some religious traditions, the phrase "obey the commands of God" expresses the highest standard of the moral life. At least, this phrase appears to be the highest standard, although it often seems to mean that people should obey the commands of God as the best guide to what is good. In that case, the highest standard is really "do what is good," and "obey the commands of God" is an indicator of how fallible human beings come to know the good. Ultimately, the claim that religion provides a foundation for morality raises the question asked by Socrates: "Do the gods love the good because it is good, or is it good because the gods love it?"
A second issue raised by discussions of religion and morality has to do with the definition of terms. In Chapter 1, we pointed to a variety of questions connected with the definition of religion, and we proposed a working definition in which notions of sacred reality provided the key to distinguishing religious from nonreligious ways of thinking, feeling, and acting. Certainly a great deal of inquiry about the relation of religion and morality focuses on the "definition question." If we follow the rules of definition set forth in Chapter 1, especially the rule stating the priority of ordinary use of terms, then a working definition of morality focuses on considerations of human welfare as the key. Students of ethics often point to the way that moral teaching in a variety of cultures reflects concern about a class of acts that philosopher Eric D'Arcy has termed "moral-species" acts: those acts that are so crucial for considerations of human welfare that they cannot be ignored.3 Such acts include murder, rape, perjury, and the like. The list is not exhaustive, of course; various cultures express concern about a number of atti​tudes that seem to be connected with D'Arcy's moral-species acts (e.g..jealousy or hate). They also often add a number of ideal behaviors that express positive values (e.g., giving aid to others or showing love). But considerations of human welfare do supply a kind of "core" to the concept of morality. Thus, if "religion" refers to ways of thinking which refer to a notion of sacred reality, "morality" may be taken to refer to ways of thinking, feeling, and acting that address considerations of human welfare. As some scholars put it, religious considerations lead one to think in "sacred-regarding" terms, moral considerations in "other-regard ing" terms.
A third issue raised in discussing the relations between religion and morality is which of these two belief systems has priority. Much discussion of religion and morality presumes that the two are interconnected, and much in the history of religions supports that. There is also evidence that notions of sacred reality and
considerations of human welfare may sometimes come into conflict. The Danish theologian S0ren Kierkegaard (1813-1855), for example, discussed the moral problems raised by the biblical story of Abraham (told in Genesis 22). In the story, God com​mands Abraham to sacrifice his son, Isaac, as a way of testing Abraham's faith. Studies of ancient Near Eastern religion indicate that the practice of sacrificing the firstborn child (or ox, goat, and so forth) was commonly presented as a religious duty for men such as Abraham. In Jewish and Islamic thought, the story of Abraham poses no moral problems. Instead, it offers a legal precedent: Since, in the end, God provided a ram for the sacrifice, which Abraham substituted for Isaac, believers should understand that they may "redeem" their firstborn by offering up an animal in his or her stead.
Kierkegaard was not interested in such niceties of interpretation, however. For him, the central aspect of the story, that which made it beautiful and terrifying at the same time, was the paradox presented to Abraham by his two "loves": God and Abraham's son. Which came first, God or Isaac? Abraham was (evidently) willing to sacrifice his son at God's command, which indicates that his love of God took priority; this makes him a true "knight of faith," according to Kierkegaard. Abraham's love for God is an example of the religious point of view taking priority over the moral. As such, it is a lesson for all who claim to have faith—though, of course, the particulars of God's command to them may not be the same as the command to Abraham. For our purposes, it is not necessary to agree with Kierkegaard's analysis of the Abraham story. We might, for example, take the line of Immanuel Kant, who argued that if anyone thinks he or she hears a command like that of Abraham's, it is obligatory to ignore or renounce that directive. What is important to note is the question: In cases of conflict, which takes priority, religion or morality?4
RELIGION, MORALITY, AND JUSTIFICATION
Underlying all of these issues is the problem of practical justification, or the question of reasons for action. In this respect, the discussion of the relations between religion and morality is a part of the general study of ethics or the inquiry into the nature of the good life. What does it mean to live well? Is a given course of action right or wrong? What standards should be used in evaluating particular acts or the persons who engage in them? The study of ethics focuses on such questions and involves an attempt to develop theories of the nature and foundation of human judgment—or, more specifically, of right human judgment.
Discussions of religion and morality play an important role in the general study of ethics. Such discussions deal in particular with the types of reasons persons give for the actions they engage in and the judgments they make. Suppose, for example, that a visitor to the United States listens to a public discussion of abortion. He or she hears arguments identified as prochoice or prolife. It will be clear to such a visitor that a great deal is at stake for those engaged in the discussion, and he or she may well wonder why there is so much passion on both sides of the issue.
If participants in the debate take the opportunity to answer this question, they will be engaging in a process of justification. They will give reasons in support of the
fact that abortion is for them of crucial importance—so much so that they think it an issue on which it is difficult to compromise. The prolife side will emphasize the impor​tance of respect lor life and of rules against killing innocents. The prochoice side will refer to considerations of the mother's life and to the importance of personal liberty. At some point, religious reasons may appear in the argument and, depending on the persons involved in the debate, may be of considerable importance. One or both of the presenters may refer to scriptural sources or to theological considerations. The prolife representative might say, for example, that the rule against killing innocents has religious significance, for it is one of the Ten Commandments (Exodus 20). He or she might go on to say that scripture presents God as interested and involved in the life of persons even before birth: "For Thou didst form my inward parts; Thou didst weave me in my mother's womb" (Psalms 139:13). Prochoice advocates might cite aspects of biblical law that imply the priority of the life of Ihe mother over that of the fetus (Exodus 21:22-23). They might argue that the Christian emphasis on freedom and the long history of human abuses of political power establish a principle summarized as "the right to be left alone" in matters pertaining to intimate choices.
JUSTIFICATION: GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS
In any given case of action or judgment about the Tightness of action, then, it is possible to ask for reasons. The attempt to provide reasons for actions and judgments involves persons and groups in the process of practical justification. The example of the arguments surrounding abortion presents one illustration of such a process. Below we present several others.
Before we move to particular cases, however, it is appropriate to identify a few general considerations connected with justification. One such consideration has already been identified: In analyzing a given case of justification, one may ask about the role of religion. Do religious reasons play a part in justifying particular judgments? If so, what part? How are appeals to religion related to other types of justification?
In addition, we may ask about at least three other factors. First, reflecting a gen​eral concern of ethics, it is possible to distinguish an appeal to duty, or a deontological approach to justification, from an appeal to consequences, or a Ideological approach. The former appears, for example, whenever reasons such as "abortion is wrong because it violates the rule 'Thou shall not kill,'" and "abortion is wrong because it violates the command of God" are given in support of a given group's antiabortion stance. The issue is one of formal adherence to a given standard of action, regardless of the good or bad consequences that follow.
Teleological appeals, on the other hand, appear whenever the process of justifi​cation involves giving reasons such as "if we say that some abortions are justified, we will open the door to many wrongful killings" and "if we permit abortion, it will make us—as individuals and as a society—less sensitive to the killing of innocents in other areas of action—abortion leads to euthanasia, which leads to doing away with 'surplus people,' which leads to the Holocaust," and so forth.5
Second, we may note that the distinction between appeals to duty and appeals to consequences can take on a special form in religious traditions.
Particularly those traditions which indicate that present actions have consequences for one's future state—either in an afterlife or (as in Hinduism) in a future existence in this world—must deal with questions of motivation. The problem of justification includes responses to not only the question "Why do you say/do x?" but also to "Why should I be moral?" The ideal of many religious traditions is that one should do the right because it is right. A person recognizes his or her obliga​tions and fulfills them, not because of selfish concern, but because of an overriding sense of duty, or because of his or her good character. Yet many religious traditions promise that there will, at some time in the future, be rewards for good conduct and punishments for wrongdoing. One might say that religious traditions often combine what the Scottish philosopher Francis Hutcheson called "justifying rea​sons" (arguments about the Tightness or wrongness of particular actions or judgments) with "exciting reasons" (promises of rewards and threats of punish​ments, the purpose being to motivate persons to do what is right). In any case, it remains possible to ask what the role of appeals to rewards and punishments is in various instances of practical justification.
Third, we can further refine the distinction between deontological and teleo-logical arguments in terms of the place of principles, rules, or other action-guides in justification. A rule-deontological approach, for example, not only measures acts in terms of appeals to duty but also indicates that duty can be known through guide​lines that have a general form: Do not kill, do no harm, love your neighbor, and so forth. A rule-teleological approach makes reference to similar sorts of action-guides but understands them to be general statements concerning those types of behavior that, over the long course of personal or social experience, make for good consequences. On the other hand, act-deontological and act-teleological approaches to justification emphasize the importance of individual acts or situations in which judgments must be made. For these approaches, there are no generally valid guidelines by which human beings may know their duty or that can be said to yield good results. The most that can be said for rules, principles, or other norms is that they are "rules of thumb": They provide assistance but have little or no authority in justifying particular judgments.
PRACTICAL JUSTIFICATION: THREE CASES
For purposes of this discussion, let us consider three cases of practical justification in religious traditions. From Hinduism, we look at justifications for the caste system; in Islam, we examine the rules of war; from the Christian tradition, we consider the purpose of prayer. Following the discussion of particular examples, we consider some of the various patterns possible for the relationship between religion and morality.
As we begin, two caveats are in order. First, the issues discussed with respect to one tradition have parallels in others. For example, Christian tradition does not have a "caste system" per se, but it does have to deal with problems of social status and inequities. Similarly, it is not only Muslims who must deal with questions of war or Christians who struggle with questions about prayer. Second, the purpose of
discussing such cases is not to judge their Tightness or wrongness; it is to understand the way that diverse groups have tried to give reasons for their beliefs and behavior. As we have emphasized elsewhere in this text, the primary goal of a phenomenological approach to religion is understanding, not judgment.
Hinduism: The Caste System
Our first case involves the Hindu tradition and the institution of the caste system. A major feature of traditional Indian life, the caste system has faded somewhat in the twenty-first century. Historically, however, this institution was central to the religious tradition we call Hinduism, so much so that one could say that Hinduism is the caste system.
What is the caste system, and how did it come into being? In its simplest form, caste is a way of institutionalizing certain forms of labor necessary to social life; it thus has parallels in many cultures. The four major castes—Brahmin, Kshatriya, Vaisya, and Sudra-—represent the priestly, warrior, merchant, and laboring classes. A fifth group, the "outcastes," is in effect outside the system and does the tasks that are beneath the other classes. In each case, one major aspect of the structure neces​sary to a traditional society is established and made secure by the fact that birth determines status, including one's assigned vocation or "duty" (dharma).6
Further, insofar as it is seen as a vivid illustration of certain religious ideas important to Hinduism, the system of caste explains people's varied and unequal destiny. Why is one born a Brahmin, another a Kshatriya, and still another an "outcaste"? The answer is found in the working of karma (see Chapter 7). In the process of birth-death-rebirth, justice is ultimately served, for persons reap the consequences of their actions. In this respect, it is important that the various castes represent an order established at the beginning of all things. According to Hindu scriptures, the primordial sacrifice, in which Purusha, the "lord of immortality," is given as an offering, resulted in the "creation" of the various castes: From Purusha's mouth comes the Brahmin; his arms become the Kshatriya; his thighs become the Vaisya; from his feet comes the Sudra. The hierarchical implications of this order are clear: At the top of the system is the religious class; at the bottom are the laborers, and one's birth into any of the various spheres is just, as the outworking of karma.
The caste system thus represents an institution that serves to order society and that can be justified in religious terms. But it is also possible to think of the caste system in another way, one which has great interest from the standpoint of religion and morality.
Many scholars have noted that there was a great shift in Indian religious thought between 800 b.c.e. and 200 c.e. The most ancient scriptures of Hinduism, the various Vedas, appear in their final form by about the beginning of this period. They represent the central themes of a religious tradition that focuses on the attain​ment of such "this-worldly" goals as wealth, victory in war, and fame. Some of the latest texts to be included in the Vedas, however, seem to indicate a certain dissatis​faction with this focus. They ask about the origin of all things and indicate a sense that the various gods and goddesses of the ancient myths may not be of much help
in securing an understanding of the great questions of human existence: Who am I? What is my destiny?
Who verily knows and who can here declare it, whence it [the world] was born and whence comes this creation? The Gods are later than this world's creation. Who knows then whence it first came into being? (Rig Veda 10:129)
These are difficult questions, and as the text continues, it seems that only a supreme God may know the answer—if an answer exists.
He, the first origin of this creation, whether he formed it all or did not form it, Whose eye controls this world in highest heaven, he verily knows it, or perhaps he knows not. (Rig Veda 10:129)
Beginning about 700 b.c.e., the philosophical explorations collected in the Upanishads began to express the ideas that make up key aspects of classical Hinduism: the eternal core that is the true self of each individual being in creation (atman); the original and ultimate connection of that core with the power thai gives life to all things, and fills the world (brahman); the union of atman and brahman as the goal of life; and the necessity of release (moksha) from the endless cycle of birth-death-rebirth by which karma governs worldly existence. The logical implica​tion of this set of ideas is a kind of paradox: The goal of existence involves an escape from the laws that govern mis-worldly life. The necessary condition of moksha is renunciation (sannyasa) of the restrictions imposed by karma in order to seek enlightenment and release from the cycle of birth-death-rebirth.
The social {and moral) implications of this conclusion are significant. The notion of renunciation implies a rejection of the social order of caste in favor of a religious ideal focused on otherworldly goals. One who renounces becomes a wan​dering ascetic, no longer fulfilling the vocation of his caste but rather living off the largesse of others. In a sense, the logic of the Upanishads is that of a rule-teleology, which holds oui the promise of positive consequences for the enlightened sage, while denying the rule-deontological premise of duty toward society through the fulfillment of one's dharma.
Can a society survive if religious ideals are in such evident tension with the requirements of ordinary morality? To renounce the world of karma, and with it the caste system, would be to renounce the very fabric of traditional Indian life. What happens to marriage and family life, to business and the military, if people act on such an ideal?
In all probability, the teaching of the Upanishads on renunciation was an active ideal for only a narrow spectrum of Indian society. But the possibilities of the idea were evidently of concern to religious leaders, particularly Brahmins. For according to the Laws ofManu (collected between 200 b.c.e. and 200 c.e.), one who undertakes a life of renunciation without fulfilling the vocation of his caste commits a wrong. Members of the Brahmin, Kshatriya, and Vaisya casies may, even should, renounce
the world in search of release. (Sudras are meant only to serve the other castes.) However, they must do so only when they are prepared—when their renunciation has the correct motivation. Thus renunciation should occur only after one has ful​filled certain duties. This idea is summarized by the teaching on the four "stages of life": student, householder, hermit, and ascetic. The first two correspond to the time of adolescence and adulthood, the latter to late-middle and old age. The student learns the duties of his caste; the householder marries, raises a family, and is a productive member of society; the hermit begins a gradual withdrawal from the world; and the ascetic attends to the problem of release.
The Laws of Manu and the teaching on the four stages may be seen as an attempt to reconcile the ideological concerns of renunciation and thedeontological drive of the caste system. In other words, classical Hinduism developed ways to ease the tension posed by the peculiar relationship between religion and morality sug​gested in the Upanishads and the traditional system of caste. The Laws of Manu were not the only such attempt within classical Hinduism. The BhagavadGita (from about 200 c.e.) may be read as an attempt to reconcile religious and moral concern—in this case by reinterpreting the ideal of renunciation in terms of "detachment." One may, one even must, fulfill the duty set by birth into a caste— that is, one's karma—but does so with the understanding that karma is not the ultimate reality. Thus a person cultivates a spirit of detachment. "He who dedicates his action to the Spirit, without any personal attachment to them, he is no more tainted by sin than the water lily is wetted by water" (5:10).
Islam: The Justification and Limitation of War
Our second case deals with the problem of war as reflected in the Islamic tradition. As a general matter, war is one aspect of" the problem of force in human relations. Although many, if not most, religious traditions view the use of force as a necessary feature of worldly existence, they do not thereby take it lightly. In particular, lethal force is a matter that requires justification. In some sense, one of the characters in Edward Bondi's play Bingo: Scenes of Money and Death speaks a human truth when he says: "Only a god or a devil can write in other men's blood, and not ask why they spilt it and what it cost." The reasons why this is so may vary between and within diverse religious and moral traditions. Lethal force may be problematic because of a rule against killing, for example, or because it is considered an inefficient way to achieve goals. In most religious traditions, it is possible to differentiate at least some acts of killing from murder, and thus to speak of killing that is just or right. But the processes of justification always seem to be present, because there do not seem to be any religious traditions that make a virtue out of killing, in and of itself.
In the case of Islam, discussion of the religious and moral dimensions of war appear very early, in connection with the life and work of Muhammad. Following the initial revelation of the Qur'an and call of Muhammad to prophesy, Muhammad and his followers were persecuted in Mecca. According to Islamic tradition, such persecu​tion ranged from taunts and jeers to economic boycott, eventually including physical torture and an attempt on the Prophet's life. Under such pressure, Muhammad and
his community undertook the hijra or emigration to Medina in 622 c.E. (the year 1 in Muslim understanding). It was in connection with these developments that Muhammad received the following revelation:
Sanction is given unto those who fight because they have been wronged; and Allah is indeed Able to give them victory; Those who have been driven from their homes only because they said: Our Lord is Allah—For had it not been for Allah's repelling some men by means of others, cloisters and churches and oratories and mosques, wherein the name of Allah is oft mentioned, would assuredly have been pulled down. Verily Allah helpeth one who helpeth Him. Lo! Allah is Strong, Almighty . . . (Quran 22:39-40)
With this in mind, the Muslim community engaged in a series of raids on trading caravans traveling to and from Mecca. The raids became a war, eventually resulting in victory for the Muslim side and a situation in which Muhammad could say, prior to his death in 632 c.e., that "Arabia is solidly for Islam." War is not a thing to be undertaken lightly—it requires justification; for example, the defense of reli​gion against those who would persecute believers. But given the presence of a just cause, war may become necessary as a means to achieve God's purposes on earth.
Following Muhammad's death, the Muslim community quickly expanded its influence into most of what is now called the Middle East. According to many schol​ars, the motivation for this expansion was quite mixed. But a number of (Sunni) classical Islamic jurists, drawing not only on the Qur'an but also on reports of the Prophet's words and deeds (hadith), legal precedents, and various forms of "independent reasoning," developed a set of rules governing the resort to war that made the expansion of Islamic territory a duty. The sole exception to this general rule involved the jurists of the (minority) Shi'i groups, who for various reasons argued that the only justified wars were defensive and ruled out wars of expansion.8
The justifications given for this set of rules were by and large religious. The Qur'an had taught that human beings were by nature knowledgeable about the right way to live. Nevertheless, humanity did not live up to its nature. "Lo! We offered the trust [responsibility to do the right] unto the heavens and the earth and the hills, but they shrank from bearing it and were afraid of it. And man assumed it. Lo! he hath proved a tyrant and a fool..." (33:72). Given the choice, most of humanity takes the road of heedlessness, and proves disobedient to God's commands. Only a few prove themselves upright, pious, practicing the submission (al-islam) to God.
The eternal choice before human beings was (and is) clear: submission or heed​lessness. Classical Sunni jurists held that these choices had been institutionalized: Submission was the rule in the territories governed by Islam; in other territories, the rule was heedlessness. The territory of Islam was an abode of peace, order, and stability; the territory of heedlessness was the territory of war. This was true internally, because heed​lessness leads to strife; externally, because Muslims were duty bound to try and expand the territory of Islam as a way of "pushing back" the intrusion of heedlessness into human society.
It is important to note that the classical jurists did not believe that war would make converts to Islam. The territory of Islam was not fully Muslim but far from it. Jews, Christians, and other "peoples of the book" were protected, or at least tolerated, under Islamic law, and with certain restrictions practiced their faith freely in the terri​tory of Islam. The point of calling the territory "Islamic" was to indicate its submission to Islamic government. The Qur'an declared, "There is no compulsion in religion" (2:256). One cannot force another person to have faith; true belief must come from the heart. What one can do is to try to expand the influence of Islam, to remind people of the standards of good conduct that God had written on their hearts by nature, and to limit the harm done by heedlessness.
To that end, the Sunni jurists said that all Muslims must participate in a struggle to expand the influence of Islam. This struggle, called jihad, is broader than war, though war is its ultimate (final) resource. A prominent tradition says that Muslims must struggle to command the good and forbid the evil with the heart, tongue, and sword. The heart signifies the struggle to become a true Muslim. That is the "greater jihad." The tongue signifies missionary efforts: teaching and preaching the word of God. The sword is a last resort. If a community of people does not accept the invita​tion to acknowledge the supremacy of Islam, it becomes subject to war—so the Sunni jurists taught.
Such jurists also taught that the jihad of the sword must follow certain rules. Common sense and the Qur'an both taught that bloodshed is not to be taken lightly. There must be reasons given; one must make sure that wars are "holy" in the sense of "approved by God." Specifically, there must be a just cause. The war must be either to expand the territory of Islam or to defend that territory from attack, and the enemy must give provocation to the Muslims. In the case of wars of defense, the provocation is the act of aggression. But in the case of wars to expand Islamic territory, the provo​cation is failure to acknowledge the supremacy of Islam, indicated by the refusal of the Muslims' invitation to (1) become Muslims or (2) acknowledge Islamic rule by paying tribute. If the enemy refused this invitation, then it was the duty of the leader of the Muslims to make war against them, provided that there was a reasonable hope of success.
It is possible then to justify war to expand the influence of Islam, according to the jurists. Indeed, it is incumbent on the leader of the Muslims to lead the community in the jihad. Thus under certain conditions war could become an obligation. One might say that Ideological considerations (the goal of expanding Islamic territory) provide the context for certain deontological tendencies in the jurists' teaching. Not that the "ends justify the means," at least as that is usually meant. In this regard, we must note that the Sunni jurists do not say that "anything goes" in war. A holy warrior fights in a holy fashion—he does not "cheat or commit treachery, nor [does he] mutilate or kill children, women, or old men." War is an activity governed by certain rule-deontological considerations. In the end, the goal of justice and peace provides the context for an idea of war "in the path of God."
The example of classical Sunni teaching on war suggests that considerations of religion may supplement or fill out moral judgment. War can be justified, but when?
By whom? How? The answers are: for the sake of religion; by the duly constituted head of the Muslim community; according to God's commands and the example of the Prophet. War, as other aspects of human existence, is governed by the commands of God.
This classical understanding is not necessarily the teaching of modern Muslims. Most modern interpreters in fact argue that the Qur'an and the example of the Prophet justify war only when it is fought for defensive purposes. Yet, since the attacks on New York and Washington, D.C., on September 11, 2001, many public figures in the United States and other Western countries question the validity of this modern claim. The Declaration on Armed Struggle against jews and Crusaders, a document published in February 1998 and signed by Osama bin Laden, among others, asserts that contemporary political conditions justify the judgment that fight​ing against Americans and their allies is a duty for each and every Muslim able to do so, in any country where it is possible. The Declaration further specifies that such fighting should aim at both military and civilian targets.
In response, many Muslims offer criticisms of bin Laden, of the program of al-Qaeda with which he is associated, and of other, like-minded groups. These criticisms dispute the judgments of the Declaration and other pronouncements of al-Qaeda. There is much to discuss here, not least the way that bin Laden and others see their program as connected with establishing and maintaining a kind of social-political order in which religious, moral, and legal values are interde​pendent in ways rather different than in the United States and other Western states. It is also important to note the fact that Muslims disagree about these mat​ters and that all sides refer to the authority of the Qur'an and the example of the Prophet in support of their judgments.
Christianity: Why Pray?
For our final case, we focus on prayer and on Christian discussions of it. It is important to note (hat prayer is connected with the general question of worship and as such is related to some of the issues discussed in Chapter 5.
Why pray? In some ways, this seems an odd question. To a religious person, especially in the context of a tradition stressing faith in a God characterized as personal, prayer may seem obvious. People pray to express the feelings of their hearts: joy, sorrow, love. They pray out of adoration or to confess their sins. They offer petitions for the things they desire. Christian reflection on prayer stresses such dimensions, as do most religious traditions in which prayer plays a part. And as in other traditions, Christianity offers to people a number of model prayers such as the Psalms, and especially the Lord's Prayer:
Our Father, who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name. Thy kingdom come. Thy will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily bread. And forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. And lead us not into temptation: but deliver us from evil.10
Yet prayer does not always come naturally—for Christians or others. For this reason, prayer is said to be a duty. Even when one does not feel the need to pray, the act of praying may be important. Why? Once one thinks in these terms, the question of justification may occur. Is prayer obligatory? If so, then one may ask for reasons.
Further, if there are some prayers that are models, what makes them so? Why are some prayers better than others? Or does the form of prayer really matter? These also are questions of justification.
Finally, what does prayer accomplish? At least some prayers involve petitions— requests of Cod for help, guidance, or even for the coming of God's kingdom. Bui if God knows everything and if God's will is in some sense inevitable, why pray? For those Christians who hold such beliefs (as many do, albeit in various forms), some prayers, at least, can raise the question: Why pray? What sorts of answers can be given?
According to some Christian writers, prayer is justified by the command of God, purely and simply. For example, Karl Barth, the Swiss thinker extolled by some as the foremost Protestant theologian of the twentieth century, wrote:
A man prays because he is permitted to do so by God, because he may pray, and because this very permission has become a command, it is true that to pray is to ask. It is thus true that prayer is the stating of a privation and desire, the expression of the certainty of finding it satisfied in and from and through God, the uttering of a request that this may really happen. But the basis and origin of this utterance, that which makes it right asking and therefore right prayer, can consist neither in the privation and desire, the certainty, nor the asking.''
For Barth, one never asks for further justification: There can be none. To be sure, prayer may accomplish certain ends. It may make one a better person, in some sense. It certainly should increase one's awareness of God. Petitions may be granted; desires may be fulfilled. But these things are not the point of prayer. According to Barth, prayer is an expression of the true relationship between God and humanity, in which God is Lord and humanity is God's "covenant partner"—that is, the creature to whom God speaks and who is invited to do God's will. Prayer is thus a matter of obligation, estab​lished by the command of God. Barth's reasoning is strictly deontological and refers only to religious considerations. One could further say that Barth's reasoning illustrates a kind of act-deontology, since he stresses that the obligation to pray cannot be founded on a general rule. True prayer results from human beings hearing the command of God.
A different line of thought is expressed by John Calvin, the famed "Reformer of Geneva"during the Protestant Reformation.'2 In one sense (Calvin indicates), prayer is justified by God's command, given in the Bible. He thus provides a justification that is deontological and refers to religious reasons. One could say further that the justification illustrates a kind of rule-deontology, because Calvin's religious reasons include the commands of God specified in the Bible as general rules: for example, in I Thessalonians5:17:"pray without ceasing."
In another sense, however, prayer is obligatory as an act of natural justice. There is, according to Calvin, a rule known to natural reason (that is human reason
as such) that indicates that one owes thanks to a benefactor. Anyone who reflects will see that God is the source of all life and good; for the Christian, this should be doubly obvious because he or she acknowledges God's gift of salvation in Christ. Prayer is one way to express thanksgiving and is therefore justified as a way to give a great benefactor (God) that which is owed.
Still, this does not settle all of our questions about prayer. Especially when one thinks of petitionary prayer, there is the problem of God's knowing what is necessary "before we ask." For Calvin, this is a particular problem in connection with prayers that ask for the gift of faith. Faith is a gift of God "so that no one may boast" (Ephesians 2:9). If prayer is a prerequisite for the reception of this gift, then it is not really a gift. Beyond this, if God governs history and decides the eternal destiny of humanity, why should God be moved by human petitions "as if he were drowsily blinking or even sleeping until he is aroused by our voice"?
Calvin's answer is that such reasoning reveals a misunderstanding of prayer. People who ask such questions "do not observe to what end the Lord instructed his peo​ple to pray, for he ordained it not so much for his own sake as for ours." In particular, God ordained prayer so that human beings might grow in awareness of God's grace and, insofar as they perceive that their prayers are answered, might be strengthened in their faith. Prayer is "familiar conversation" with God, the Father of life, and a way of cultivat​ing certain character traits: reverence, a sincere sense of need, humility, and hope. In this respect, prayer also increases a person's disposition to love his or her neighbor and makes a contribution to moral behavior. Prayer for others (intercessory prayer) provides a good example. For Calvin, religion animates the moral life, providing reinforcement and motivation for doing one's duty toward others.
The implication of Calvin's comments is that prayer is not only justified in deontological terms; it is also an act justified by certain ends. Teleological considera​tions are important, too, and in this connection, prayer can become a morally relevant act, even while it remains preeminently a religious concern.
RELIGION AND MORALITY: PATTERNS
What conclusions can we draw from the examples of religion and morality discussed in this chapter? Recognizing that our cases represent only a few of the possibilities presented by the history of religions, let us consider the following patterns in the religion-morality relation.
1. In the case of Hinduism and the caste system, there is evidence of religion and morality in tension. Insofar as the ideal of renunciation indicates the priority of sacred-regarding over other-regarding concerns, religion and morality appear to be in competition. This is not the whole story of ethics in Hinduism, of course, nor is it unique to classical Hinduism. If we consider the example of S0ren Kierkegaard, religion and morality may be in tension in some aspects of Christian thought. Indeed, the gospels themselves set forth sayings of Jesus that do not rest easily with ordinary, moral concerns: "Do not think that I came to bring peace on the earth; I did not come to bring peace, but a sword. For I came to set a man against his father, and
a daughter against her mother, and a daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law" (Matthew 10:34-35). Medieval Christianity presents further examples of religion and morality in tension, as do certain types of Buddhism.
2. In the case of Islam, one finds evidence of religion complementing and filling out
morality. Ordinary moral concern suggests that war is an act in need of justification. In
particular, a theory that war is sometimes justified must specify when war can be justified,
by whom, and how. From the standpoint of classical Sunni teaching, religion supplied
answers to the questions, pointing to the necessity of extending or defending the borders
of the territory of Islam, at the discretion of the leader of the Muslim community, accord​
ing to the command of God. Again, the general thesis of religion as a complement to
morality is not unique to classical Sunni Islam. With respect to questions of war, medieval
Christianity taught that some wars could be considered just because of a connection with
religion; that in such cases, the declaration of war lay with appropriate religious authori​
ties; and that holy warriors should adhere to holy standards. With respect to other prob​
lems, and to general considerations of ethics, we should add that Christianity, Islam, and
Judaism are traditions that by and large emphasize that religion complements the moral
life by sharpening, extending, and strengthening human perceptions of the good, and
human motivation to perform it.
3. Christian discussion of the question "why pray?" provides evidence of reli​
gion animating the moral life, that is, providing reinforcement to the will to do what
is good. One does not pray primarily in order to build up moral resolve, of course.
Prayer is preeminently a religious act, in Christianity as well as in other religious tra​
ditions. But it is interesting to note that John Calvin's discussion of the justification
of prayer points in this direction. One could cite other examples of religion animat​
ing the moral life in the teaching of Christianity, Judaism, and Islam on martyrdom;
again, in Buddhist emphasis on meditation, or in the Confucian approach to ritual.
One should only expect that such patterns would recur in numerous religious contexts. The relationship between religion and morality is not one of identity but of two distinct concerns related to the human capacity to order and understand the world. Because both command the attention of humanity, it is only natural that religious traditions should seek to comprehend the relations between the sacred quest and the quest for the good life. Sometimes in harmony, sometimes in discord, religion and morality make their diverse claims to loyalty—and contribute to the richness of human experience.
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