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Does the Existence of Evil Provide Compelling Evidence to Support the Claim That God Does Not Exist?
For millennia, philosophers and theologians have struggled to reconcile the reality of evil, sorrow, and suffering from a God who is omnibenevolent (all-loving), omnipotent (all-powerful), and omniscient (all-knowing). The puzzle, which Epicurus first proposed (341-270 BCE) (uncertain, but made famous by David Hume nevertheless[footnoteRef:1]), comes from the presence of evil despite the assertion that there is a God who possesses all three traits (hereafter called 'Omni-God'). The logical and evidential problems of evil are the most common formulations. The logical form demonstrates that God and sin cannot exist side by side. In contrast, the evidential form aims to show that the Omni-God is an improbability considering the universe's depravity. Defenders and theodicies are techniques devised by those who reject the issue of evil to refute or mitigate the consequences of evil's presence on God. A defence will typically address the problem of evil's judgment that God's existence is impossible.[footnoteRef:2] On the other hand, a theodicy offers a (variably and debatably) morally and philosophically adequate explanation for evil's existence. This eliminates the evidentiary problem of evil, which is based on evil existing in the universe.[footnoteRef:3] I shall discuss how evil does not give persuasive proof that God does not exist. Throughout this work, I will demonstrate my reasoning by first examining the arguments made by proponents of the problem of evil and then attempting to refute them using the theodicies and defences of the theistic perspective, but also how I believe these have demonstrated that the problem of evil does not provide conclusive proof for God's existence being impossible. [1:  Justin P McBrayer and Daniel Howard-Snyder, The Blackwell Companion to The Problem of Evil (Wiley-Blackwell, 2014).]  [2:  James R. Beebe, "Logical Problem of Evil | Internet Encyclopedia Of Philosophy", Iep.Utm.Edu, 2021 <https://iep.utm.edu/evil-log/> [Accessed 11 May 2022].]  [3:  Nick Trakakis, "Evidential Problem Of Evil, The | Internet Encyclopedia Of Philosophy", Iep.Utm.Edu, 2021 <https://iep.utm.edu/evil-evi/> [Accessed 11 May 2022].] 

The logical problem of evil has one shape that frequently appears in philosophical debates: the conflict between conventional theism's assertions and the fact that evil and suffering exist in our world is rational. David Hume summarises the argument in his Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion:
“Epicurus's old questions are yet unanswered. Is he willing to prevent evil but not able? Then is he impotent? Is he able but not willing? Then is he malevolent? Is he both able and willing? Whence then is evil?”[footnoteRef:4] [4:  David Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (Project Gutenberg)] 

Alternatively, it can be shown as:
P1. God does exist
P2. God is omnipotent, omniscient, and omnibenevolent
P3. There is evil in the universe
C1. As a result, there is no such thing as an omniscient, omnipotent, and omnibenevolent God
Epicurus claims that the conclusion follows naturally if the first three premises are accepted. Supporting the premise while rejecting the conclusion creates a logical contradiction. Statements one and two contradict the conclusion since an omniscient God would be aware of any evil, an omnipotent God would be able to prevent it, and a flawlessly benevolent God would wish to do so.[footnoteRef:5] In his When Bad Things Happen to Good People, Rabbi Harold Kushner wrote that rejecting one of the three traits in premise two, namely God's omnipotence, is vital to avoid the argument’s conclusion.[footnoteRef:6] Most theists disagree with dismissing any of God's three Omnis, despite providing a solution to the difficulty they face. I'll address alternatives to abandoning classical theism's essential ideals in a later section of this essay. [5:  James R. Beebe, "Logical Problem of Evil | Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy", Iep.Utm.Edu, 2021 <https://iep.utm.edu/evil-log/> [Accessed 13 May 2022].]  [6:  Harold S. Kushner, When Bad Things Happen to Good People. (New York: Schocken Books, 1981)] 

It's worth noting that the logical problem of evil seeks to demonstrate that the existence of God is logically impossible in a world where evil exists. The evidential problem of evil does not attempt to accomplish that lofty goal but rather to demonstrate that, if we disregard any evidence for God's existence, it becomes highly improbable, if not impossible, that the world was created and ruled over by an omniscient, omnipotent, and omnibenevolent deity. The version of the evidentiary issue of evil provided by William Rowe is the most powerful and well known. According to Rowe, it is crucial to concentrate on a specific type of prevalent evil. He chooses acute human and animal suffering because it happens every day, is omnipresent, and is a precise instance of inherent evil (evil in and of itself, even if it leads to a good situation). Rowe then goes on to outline his case for God not existing in this manner:
P1. There exist instances of intense suffering that 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.
[bookmark: _Hlk90673123]C1. (Therefore) There is no omnipotent, omniscient, wholly good being.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Robert Audi and William J Wainwright, Rationality, Religious Belief, And Moral Commitment (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1986), pp. 227-47.] 

Rowe's argument is sound and persuasive, which has aided atheism much. The second premise, sometimes referred to as the Theological Premise, considers what God might do in certain situations. Because of His omnibenevolent nature, God would prohibit unnecessary evil that serves no higher purpose or enables the spread of further evil and suffering. Most theists think that God's letting suffering for no reason is unreasonable and contrary to His character. This argument seems unavoidable to the theist. It is feasible to argue that not all evil results from God's purpose; moral harm might result from mortals abusing their free will. However, this lessens rather than eliminates God's omniscience. It also doesn't explain why there is so much unnecessary natural evil. The Factual Premise is commonly referred to as the first premise since it expresses a truth that can be observed in the real world. There are times when great suffering is unnecessary and unnecessary. According to Rowe, suffering is unnecessary if an omnipotent, omniscient being could have averted it "without sacrificing some higher benefit or allowing some equally dreadful or worse evil." Rowe backs up his first premise with two natural and moral evil examples. He tells the story of a baby deer named "Bambi" trapped in a forest fire sparked by a lightning strike and burned alive for several days before dying to their wounds. In addition, the narrative of Sue, a genuine incident in which a 5-year-old girl was assaulted, strangled to death, and raped, serves as an excellent example of moral evil.[footnoteRef:8] These two examples were purposefully chosen to demonstrate how unnecessary, cruel, and gratuitous the world can be, leaving the theist with the unenviable duty of justifying their stance as either God avoiding more significant suffering or conceding that God could not have avoided it. [8:  William L. Rowe, 'The Problem of Evil and Some Varieties of Atheism', American Philosophical Quarterly, 1 October 1979, Vol.16(4), pp.335-341 <https://www-jstor-org.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/stable/20009775?sid=primo&origin=crossref> [Accessed 13 May 2022].] 

So long as the premises are accepted, this argument logically leads to Rowe’s conclusion that there is no being that holds all three Omni qualities. However, it is possible to turn the argument on its head by having a denial of his conclusion as the first premise. Rowe called it “the theist’s best response”[footnoteRef:9]: [9:  William L. Rowe, 'The Problem of Evil and Some Varieties of Atheism', American Philosophical Quarterly, 1 October 1979, Vol.16(4), pp.335-341 <https://www-jstor-org.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/stable/20009775?sid=primo&origin=crossref> [Accessed 13 May 2022].] 

P1. An omnibenevolent, omniscient, and omnipotent God exists.
P2. A being which possesses all three of these traits would be able to and would want to prevent any intense suffering it could without compromising the greater good or allowing for the evil that is just as bad or worse.
C1. It is not the case that there are cases of intense suffering that an omnibenevolent, omniscient, and omnipotent could have prevented without compromising the greater good or allowing for the evil that is just as bad or worse.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  George I. Mavrodes, Belief in God: A Study in the Epistemology of Religion. (New York: Random House, 1970).] 

The argument that "God works in mysterious ways" is clichéd. Nonetheless, I believe it represents a legitimate method of addressing the problem of evil. The enormity of the cognitive barrier between God and His creations is emphasised heavily. Saint Paul the Apostle exclaims in the book of Romans:
“Oh, the depth of the riches of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearchable his judgments, and his paths beyond tracing out! Who has known the mind of the Lord?” (Romans 11:33-34)
Despite the strength of the problem of evil presented by Rowe et al., it cannot b sufficiently argued that the existence of evil provides compelling evidence to support the claim that God does not exist. At first, the problem of evil may seem convincing. Still, the defences and theodicies of generations of theist thinkers have developed a way to believe God’s omnibenevolence, omniscience, and omnipotence can fit within a world in which evil exists.
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