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There is a logical inconsistency with the concept of a benevolent and Omnipotent creator God and the existence of evil and suffering in the world.
This essay examines the logical problem presented by Mackie and theistic rescue attempts of Hick.

The tripartite logical argument can be presented in the traditional way:
God is Omnipotent
God is Wholly good (Omnibenevolent)
Evil exists

Evil is defined as an act which results in a deliberate state of suffering to an innocent party. [footnoteRef:1] [1: https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/evil
] 

Traditionally segregated into moral evil originating from human intervention and natural evil, the type which may be considered ‘an act of God’.
There is no doubt existence entails suffering. Evil exists, to state otherwise would be evidently invalid.

This is a clear challenge to the Judeo-Christian concept of God’s divine attributes.
To highlight the inconsistency Mackie expands upon these propositions in the form of an inconsistent triad of propositions. [footnoteRef:2] [2:  Mackie, J. L. “Evil and Omnipotence.” Mind, vol. 64, no. 254, 1955, pp. 200–212. JSTOR, JSTOR, www.jstor.org/stable/2251467.
] 

If God is Omnipotent, then it follows that God has the power to do anything. This must include the prevention of evil, or even the ability to rid the world of evil altogether. 
Of course, an Omnipotent God does not have to do this however if this God is awarded the attribute of omni-benevolence then it would follow that God would wish for there to be no unnecessary evil. 
There is an abundance of cases of unnecessary evil so either God is not benevolent, or not Omnipotent and if this is the case not worthy of being considered a God.

By adding the extra condition of God’s Omniscience, so is therefore all knowing, Mackie expands these inconsistencies further:

God is omnipotent
God is omniscient
God is perfectly good. 
Evil exists. 

i. It is true that an all-powerful being has limitless power.
ii. It is true that an omniscient being will know all evils.
iii. It is true that a good being will always eliminate evil as much as is possible. iv. A supremely good, omniscient and omnipotent being will want to, know how to and be able to eliminate all evils.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Craig, E,(2005) The Shorter Routledge Encyclopedia Of Philosophy p 246
] 


Either God eliminates evil totally, as this would be a logical deduction from his attributes or Evil does not exist which can also be deduced from his benevolent attributes. However, the case results in: evil does exist, this is an evidential conclusion; and does not exist, this is a logical conclusion.

Theists have attempted to defend God’s position by either highlighting attributes that are not necessarily true or ascribing concessions as to why there is no problem to answer to. 

One response to this is that the logical problem has, in itself, a problem. It fails to explain that God is not acting morally by allowing evil. There may be a case to be had if there is a lesser of two evils scenario; God may have a good reason why some evil may be for the greater good.
This seems perverse as we get back to the initial Omnipotence question; surely God can imagine an alternative to evil? There is however the ‘niggling ‘point that we fail to fully demonstrate each proposition therefore conclusions are made on ‘sketchy’ premises. 

There are epistemic logical impossibilities such as square circles and to claim God is not omnipotent because circles cannot be square seems ridiculous however is It reasonable to equate a problem such as this to, there is evil therefore God is not omnipotent or omnibenevolent?
Supporters of this claim would argue that it is logically possible and not a contradiction of the divine powers of God.
At a stretch, it may be acceptable to assert this position as there may be cases where evil seems to have a long term positive outcome which would defend God’s attributes. 

Leibniz’s theodicy of best of all possible worlds extends the idea of logically necessary evils which result in non-perfect world, but God would create the best possible world; this would illustrate all his attributes and not be a contradiction. 

P1 God has the idea of infinitely many universes.
P2 Only one of these universes can actually exist.
P3 God's choices are subject to the principle of sufficient reason, that is, God has reason to choose one thing or another.
P4 God is good.
C Therefore, the universe that God chose to exist is the best of all possible worlds

It seems strange for Leibniz to conceive of the point of a best possible world with humans never being cognisant.
 It may be true that humans are consumed with the idea of happiness being the prime focus of God’s intention however one could suggest it is a design flaw on God’s part if this the case. In fact, if it where the case that this is the best of all possible worlds then there is no argument to have. [footnoteRef:4] [4:  Murray, Michael J. and Sean Greenberg. Leibniz on the Problem of Evil. 1998. 28 9 2018. <https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/leibniz-evil>.
] 


In his paper on Evil and Omnipotence, Mackie considers what he calls adequate and fallacious solutions to the problem.
The typical adequate response to this Logical inconsistency is either the claim that God is Omnipotent, but it is not absolute in nature; because God is all powerful within the realm of Logic, So God can do anything that is logically possible but not what is logically impossible. 
Or God is not wholly good (just mostly good), or the evil is not quite evil.
These are rather useless amendments. Tell the sufferers of the Shoah that their situation must have been a logical impossibility for God or that what they were experiencing wasn’t quite evil. It is therefore reasonable to surmise that these adequate responses for some theists are wholly inadequate to those on the receiving end.
The evidential issue is one that is a challenge to the existence of a wholly good God and one which has been tackled by theodicies which accept there is evil, but that God can be defended; for it is either a part of God’s plan or an inevitable feature of being human; or even privation of good.
So, whilst these may address the inconsistency they are wholly inadequate to be taken seriously; or as Mackie refers to them as being half-hearted.

Mackie considers fallacious solutions to the logical problem; where the propositions remain intact:

It is sometimes suggested that evil is necessary as a counterpart to good, that if there were no evil there could be no good either, and that this solves the problem of evil. It is true that it points to an answer to the question "Why should there be evil?" But it does so only by qualifying some of the propositions that constitute the problem. [footnoteRef:5] [5:  Mackie, J. L. “Evil and Omnipotence.” Mind 64 (1955): 200–12. 28 9 2018.
] 


The first question is surely ‘why is it a necessary counterpart if God is Omnipotent?’ It must be possible for God to create a world without the need for counterparts or there is something God cannot do and is therefore not Omnipotent?

It can be argued, as already mentioned, that there are logical boundaries, God being omnipotent has created these boundaries that even he cannot break, for else they would not be logical.

An exploration of theodicies may explain why a benevolent and omnipotent God has created a world with evil and suffering more adequately than appealing to logic.
True statement; there is unnecessary suffering in the world. The evidential problem is probably the ’go to’ argument in response to this question:

The (problem of evil) argument is valid; therefore, if we have rational grounds for accepting its premises, to that extent we have rational grounds for accepting atheism.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Rowe, William L. “The Problem of Evil and Some Varieties of Atheism.” American Philosophical Quarterly, vol. 16, no. 4, 1979, pp. 335–341. JSTOR, JSTOR, www.jstor.org/stable/20009775.] 


Rowe gives examples of senseless suffering which presents theists with a challenge., and argues the case of animal suffering:

Suppose in some distant forest lightning strikes a dead tree, resulting in a forest fire. In the fire a fawn is trapped, horribly burned, and lies in terrible agony for several days before death relieves its suffering. [footnoteRef:7] [7:  Ibid.] 


Rowe explains that this is not an analogous example as there must be a significant amount of animal suffering of this kind. 
He presents the following argument: 
P1. There exist instances of intense suffering which an omnipotent, omniscient being could have prevented without thereby losing some greater good or permitting some evil equally bad or worse. 
P2. An omniscient, wholly good being would prevent the occurrence of any intense suffering it could, unless it could not do so without thereby losing some greater good or permitting some evil equally bad or worse. 
C. (Therefore) There does not exist an omnipotent, omniscient, perfectly good being. 

Although it may be true that we cannot know why the fawn suffered; there may be a greater good to come from it. Defending God’s attributes in cases such as this seems futile.
How is it possible to adequately explain why the suffering of innocents is ever necessary?
How can the very real cases of gratuitous evil given ever be consistent with a belief in a benevolent, Omnipotent God?

In an attempt to respond to this objection is moral significance and Free Will championed by A. Plantinga.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Burgess-Jackson, K. (1988). FREE WILL, OMNIPOTENCE, AND THE PROBLEM OF EVIL. American Journal of Theology & Philosophy, 9(3), 175-185. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/27943728

] 


Evil, including gratuitous evil, exists. 
Whilst it is true that if God is all powerful, all knowing and benevolent then there is a problem that evil exists; Plantinga proposes that the most loving action for God to take is to allow humans sufficient moral freedoms or freedom of will. A decision made freely is worth more than one that is forced.
Plantinga’s proposal of the necessity of sufficiently free beings is a popular response in defence of Theism. 
Whilst this may pacify the moral evil argument it is not sufficient a response to subdue the problem of natural evil arguments. 
It is not uncommon for wholly good individuals to fall fowl of nature where they cannot exercise their free will; the elderly drowned by a Tsunami or the infant born with a life limiting illness for example. [footnoteRef:9] [9:  Plantinga, Alvin (1978). God, Freedom, and Evil. Eerdmans.] 



Plantinga’s free will defence can, for the purposes of this essay, be disregarded as a romantic notion. Clearly the most benevolent thing to do is to not let toddlers play on the road for they will, at some point, get hit by a car. Surely allowing free will is reckless not benevolent.

Arguably a more traditional response to the problem of evil is Hick’s response. With a variant of Irenaeus’s soul making theodicy Hick claims to have a solution; with the vale of soul making theodicy.
The enduring thesis in Christian Theology whereby Augustine argues ‘the fall of man’ and Irenaeus expanding on the ‘reasoning behind the fall of Adam and the purpose of evil as necessary for human development, from this mythological narrative Hick attempts to carve out a more relevant and convincing theodicy which tries not to lie blame with man.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Scott, M. (2010). Suffering and Soul‐Making:Rethinking John Hick’s Theodicy. The Journal of Religion, 90(3), 313-334. doi:10.1086/651707] 


He reconciles the existence of evil by arguing that some evil is a necessary feature of a moral agent’s life experience to enable the development of one’s soul.
Hick does not hold back in his observation of evil in the world:

 Can a world in which sadistic cruelty often has its way, in which selfish lovelessness is so rife, in which there are debilitating diseases, crippling accidents, bodily and mental decay, insanity and all manner of natural disasters be regarded as the expression of infinite creative goodness? Certainly, all this could never by itself lead anyone to believe in the existence of a limitlessly powerful God.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  John Hick, "Soul-making and Suffering" in The Problem of Evil, Marilyn McCord Adams and Robert Merrihew Adams (eds) (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1990), pp. 168-188; John Hick "An Irenaean Theodicy" in Encountering Evil: Live Options in Theodicy (Stephen T Davis (ed.) pp. 39-52 (Westminster John Knox Press, 1981 ). Ibid., p. 40

] 


However, the approach he takes thereon in seems to taper off. The Epistemic distance between God and man exacerbates the response to evil as man’s suffering. 
For Hick he has no doubt that rather than deny evil or suggesting it is not as bad, he merely points out that it is necessary for soul development. 
When x suffers, not only x learns but those associated with x learn. So, although an infant let’s say is suffering from leukaemia; it may seem ridiculous to suggest the baby will learn from this experience but rather those around her will learn and develop. 
However, it is reasonable to expect more from an Omnipotent God; surely it should not be in the business of using people as a means to an end, and indeed, why?
 Clearly God has the power to enable people to learn and develop without the suffering of innocents and the need to use them as a learning tool.

 Hick would suggest the problem lies in this Epistemic Distance. We are like children and do not and can not know what is best. This distance however is deliberate. God values free will, so humans who discover God through using their own free will have a fuller life becoming more virtuous beings. 

Hick defends God by suggesting he is not an over protective parent but one that has loose reigns so experiences ‘make the man’. 
A clear objection to this is the nature of soul-making experiences. 
How can a new born infant develop his soul if he dies within a few minutes of birth?
How can a young girl who was raped, beaten and murdered (as in an example given by Rowe) develop her soul?
As for the perpetrators; there is enough evidence to suggest that those who suffered at the hands of abusers when children develop into abusers themselves (including believers in God) Why do their souls develop differently and to the detriment of others?
It is a struggle to find ‘God’s goodness’ in situations like this that are relatively commonplace. To appeal to Epistemic distance for anything we can not make sense of is ridiculous. What is the point of experience if not to learn and understand?

Hick might argue that we would require the big picture to appreciate these examples; referencing eschatological verification. God being transcendent, and eternal can see ‘what happens next’, humans existing with time and space can not until after life. 
Although it may not be evident now, it is true that societies develop as a response to the situations its citizens find themselves in. This is indicated in HIck’s Evil and the God of Love.
 If nothing adverse happened there would be no reason to develop. At a push one could argue that evil acts that make no sense at all are an evolutionary necessity, to trigger societal development (as well as individual soul making). 

Hick coins the phrase a ‘vale of soul-making’ suggesting the way we view the world should be different. Rather than seeking some hedonistic playground – which an omni God could have provided us with, we can make our own world. Evil is a necessary part of this:

In the former case, which is that of the actual moral achievements of mankind, the individual's goodness has within it the strength of temptations overcome, a stability based upon an accumulation of right choices, and a positive and responsible character that comes from the investment of costly personal effort. I suggest, then, that it is an ethically reasonable judgement, even though in the nature of the case not one that is capable of demonstrative proof, that human goodness slowly built up through personal histories of moral effort has a value in the eyes of the Creator which justifies even the long travail of the soul-making process.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  http://faculty.winthrop.edu/oakesm/PHIL101/Web1/readings/III.5_Hick.pdf accessed 09/09/2018.
] 


An obvious objection to Hick’s expose of the vale of soul making is the evidential problem of natural evil. There are tsunamis of the kind as in 2004 Indonesia that killed at least 230,000 people (and animals) and left tens of thousands suffering due to poverty and disease. [footnoteRef:13] [13:  https://www.australiangeographic.com.au/topics/science-environment/2011/03/the-10-most-destructive-tsunamis-in-history/ accessed 18/09/2018.] 


How can Hick reconcile the evidential problem with soul development?
Hick defends God’s position by explaining the necessary natural features of the world which are essential in the formation of the vale of soul-making.

The conclusion is unsatisfactory. Theodicies are intent with protecting divine attributes rather than adequately addressing horrors that befall beings, yet the counter positions are not wholly convincing as they inevitably appeal to emotion.
Whilst it is true that there are logical inconsistencies this does not take away the fact logic fails to convince faith driven supporters of the divine.
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