Response to Scott Hill on the Non-Identity Theodicy

Alexander Pruss

Professor Hill has written a very clean and well-argued paper, and I am very much in sympathy with its general approach. But my job here is to either find fault or find apparent fault that will further our discussion. So, onward!
1. Hill says that God is permitted to allow a creature to suffer horrendously if three conditions are met: 
(i)
infinite compensation in an afterlife; 
(ii)
a bunch of creatures with infinitely good lives are made that couldn’t have been made without letting this creature have horrendous suffering; and

(iii)
God couldn’t have created this creature without having a general policy to allow horrendous suffering.

A friendly amendment: add a fourth condition that God has no special duty to prevent this instance of horrendous suffering. The main example of such a special duty would be if God promised to prevent this horrendous suffering (e.g., in the Christian tradition, God seems to have promised that in heaven there will be no horrendous suffering). 

2. It looks to me that Hill’s third condition is never met. For consider a world that includes everything in our world, but also includes a new area (perhaps “in another dimension”) that is causally isolated from the stuff of our world, and which has as many conscious creatures as our world has, but where God does not allow horrendous suffering. Then in this expanded world God does not have a general policy to allow horrendous suffering, and yet we exist, since nothing in our causal history has been changed. It seems obvious that if God is justified in creating our world, God is justified in creating the expanded world. (But isn’t it unfair to us? No! For we aren’t harmed by the existence of these non-suffering creatures.) So God can create every creature of our world without a general policy to allow horrendous suffering.

Friendly suggestion: Perhaps I am taking “general” too generally. Perhaps all that’s needed is that God couldn’t have created this creature without having a policy of allowing horrendous suffering covering this creature and others in its causal vicinity. 
But additionally, there is at least one case of horrendous suffering where the third condition has not been met in any way. Suppose that I am the first creature to ever suffer horrendously. Then my existence does not depend on any horrendous suffering and hence does not depend on any general policy to allow horrendous suffering. If this example goes through, then Hill could still argue that his theodicy covers the vast majority of the cases of horrendous suffering, and some other theodicy is needed for the initial instances of horrendous suffering (e.g., if the first suffering is that of Adam and Eve, then a free will theodicy could be given). 
Friendly suggestion: Drop the third condition altogether. I guess the reason for the third condition is that it looks unfair if I am suffering because of a policy but I don’t benefit from it myself. But there is nothing really wrong with that. Good social policies rarely benefit everyone.
2. Hill writes “God at no point intends the suffering of His creatures.” This is unclear on his view. For they that intend the end intend the means. God allowed my grandpa to be badly beaten by the Gestapo. That beating no doubt changed his life and it’s likely that it was needed for my existence. And God intends my existence. So it seems that God intended the beating.
Possible responses: First, one might put more emphasis on doing vs. allowing than on intention. Perhaps it is permissible to intentionally allow horrendous evil but not to intentionally produce horrendous evil. I think this won’t solve the problem, though. For instance, suppose Alice and Bob have a genetic condition ensuring that any child of theirs will suffer horrendously. Nonetheless, they choose to engage in marital union. Moments after that, two scrupulously honest aliens show up. They both predict that fertilization will occur. The first alien offers to repair the gametes prior to fertilization, at no cost of any sort and with no further side-effects. The second alien offers the couple $5000 if they have a child that suffers horrendously. The couple refuses the first alien’s offer in order to gain $5000. They clearly do wrong in intentionally allowing the suffering.
A second response would be to bring in Frances Kamm’s doctrine of triple effect which shows how a good effect can enter into one’s deliberation but without being intended. One of Kamm’s example is that if you host a party, there will be a mess in your house. But your guests will offer to pitch in to help, so the mess won’t be much trouble to you. In intending the party, you take it into account that the guests will offer to help. But you don’t intend the mess and you also don’t intend their offering you the help. Here is how I like to think of Kamm’s case. Absent a pandemic, you have a reason to host a party: namely, people will have a good time. But you have a defeater for that reason: you will have a mess in your house. And there is a defeater for that defeater: the guests will help clean up the mess. You intend the party, but not the defeater nor the defeater for the defeater.
I think something similar might work in Hill’s story, but it’s tricky. Just as in Kamm’s story there has to be a reason for the party independent of the guests’ helping, so too God would need a reason to allow my grandpa to suffer independent of my existence. Perhaps that reason is the value of the free will of the Gestapo officer. But God also has a defeater for allowing the Gestapo officer to exercise his free will: it will cause suffering. However, there is a defeater for that defeater: my existence. 
It may seem that in this case there is no need for Hill’s nonidentity theodicy. But that need not be right. For while God needs an independent reason to allow my grandpa to suffer, and morally speaking it has to be a non-trivial reason, that reason might have been defeated by the badness of the suffering. And so my existence might be needed to defeat that defeater. However, this approach means that Hill’s story won’t be the whole story: God still needs non-trivial reasons for allowing suffering, such as free will, the value of laws of nature, etc. 
3. Hill thinks that Painless Evolution would involve a sufficiently great shift in causal history to ensure that we wouldn’t exist. But it is plausible that (a) conscious states are not physical states, but (b) the behavior of non-rational animals is causally explained entirely by physical states. These two claims together imply epiphenomenalism for non-rational animals’ pain states: their pain states have no physical effects. But given epiphenomenalism for these pain states, God could eliminate all these pain states from the world without changing anything in our causal history.  
Friendly suggestion: A disjunctive move: Either epiphenomenalism is false for non-rational animal conscious states, in which case we have the non-identity theodicy, or it is true in which case God does eliminate all horrendous suffering of non-rational animals, but we of course don’t notice, in which case we still have the non-identity theodicy, but fewer sufferings than we previously thought.
4. Suppose I know that Hill’s story is the right theodicy. I could exploit it. I have chronic horrendous pain. I build a spaceship that goes at 99.9% of the speed of light into the emptiness of space. No one will follow me. I have no radio. As soon as I am past the point of no return, whether my pain continues or doesn’t makes no difference to the existence of any conscious creature. So, God has to cure my pain! Yet it seems that I shouldn’t be able to force God to do a miracle.
Possible response: Perhaps Hill has to have a view of the afterlife where reproduction continues? This is unlikely for humans given what Jesus says about there being no marriage in heaven, but perhaps we would breed eternal pets in heaven, and hence whether I feel pain in the spaceship will affect the existence of these pets? 
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