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Abstract

Theodicy, or tFhe problem abeutof evil,-ertheediey; concerns if and how the presence of evil
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and suffering in the world can be reconciled with the existence of an omnipotent, omniscient

and lomnibenevolent God| [This issue peses-a fundamental confrontationsis of fundamental

importance in theology, and-even-moresoespecially in the menethestiemonotheistic regions

e-g-Christianity, Islam, and Judaism| Accordingly, tFhis article reviews the literature-texts

abeutscholarship which has analysed theedieey-theodicy and examines various theological

Alse;-the-artieleThe article also diseusses-presents on-going challenges and research

directionsfor-future-wotlkinthe study-effuture directions for research into theodicy -the

problem-of-evil-within the context of monotheistic religions,\
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word limit in abstracts is usually fairly tight, |
recommend briefly explaining why theodicy is
such an important theological concern. Setting up
why an issue is important helps clarify the scope,
content and argument of your paper, because it
establishes a clear subject which you can respond
to and elaborate upon.

Introduction

Theodicy, or tFhe problem of evil, is a eardinal-eoneerndeeply significant issue in the

theologyieal-diseussions, especially in-for monotheistic religious traditions such as

Christianity, Islam and Judaism that-which posit an omnipotent, emniseeintomniscient; and

omnibenevolent God dPlantinga; 1974). That God possesses such traits The-existenee-ofwhile

evil and suffering exist in the world elevates-raises questions about Geds-his nature and
intentions, leading to an apparent eentradindieation-tension between the-his divine attributes

and the reality of Human-human lexperience. Theological scholars have attempted to address
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tFhe problem of evil has-been-addresssed-by-various-theological respensesin various ways,

| Commented [CP7]: |recommend making this

point more explicitly, because it is of crucial
importance to the subject and hence to your
paper. What kind of questions are these, for
instance? What kind of tension? | believe it is
worth making it clear what the problem of evil is
(for instance, how and why does an all-loving, all-

powerful and-all knowing God allow SUW




including like-the free will defensedefence, the greater good theodicy, and the appeal to

divine mystery (Swinburne; 1998). This-article-probes-the literature-on-theodiey-in-the

these theories in turn by prebes-analysing the-relevant theological scholarship. assessing the

logic and merit of each defence. It goes on to explore the literature on theodicy in the specific

contexts of Cehristianity, lislam; and judaismJudaism. Finally, the article; and

diseussespresents the-ongoing-challenges-andpossible future directions te-the-studyfor

research on-ef the problem of evil in monotheistic religions.

The Free Will DefenseDefence

\The free will defense-defence is a-preminentone significant theological response to the
problem of evil, avewing-holding that evil is a necessary consequence of human fEree wWill

(Plantinga 1974). According to this view, God allows evil to exist in order to perverse
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body of the paper and in the conclusion, and
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some further literature here, if possible, to
present a bit more of the background of the free
will defence. What, for instance, is the
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preserve human autonomy &-and moral responsibility, because genuine moral goodness by

neeessitynecessarily requires the freedom to choose between good and fevil (Hick: 1966).

‘Scholars have extensively debated and refined tFhe free will defence. has-been-extensively
debated-and refined-inthe literatare—While-sSome theologians argue that it successfully
reconciles the existence of an omnipotent, omniscient, and benevolent God with the presence
of evil and suffering (Plantinga 1974). {Plantinga; 19741-while-etOthers, conversely,
contend that it fails to account for the extent and the-severity of evil in the world (Mackie;

1955)..
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what is your opinion? An essay, article or paper of
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paper.
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The Greater Good Theodicy
The greater good theodicy posits that evil and suffering serve a higher purpose such as
spiritual growth, ercharacter development; or the manifestation of God’s justice (Adams;
1999). FFhi&Holders of this view assumes that God allows evil to occur in order to bring

about a greater good tha%@kveuld{k’kwould not have been possible without thee

Commented [CP11]: Contractions such as
'wouldn't' are informal and so are generally
inappropriate for academic writing. | have
therefore expanded this and other contractions
to their full form.

presence of this evil (Hick; 1966)\. As with the free will defence, tFhe greater good theodicy

have been-subjected-to-mixedhas been the subject of varied eritiquescriticisms. jwith-some

sSome scholars argueing that i’s-netsuffieient-tothe argument is inadequate in justifying the

magnitude and distribution of evil and suffering in the world; (Rowe; 1979). Owhile-others
question the moral implications of a god who permits evil for the sake of a greater good

(Adams; 1999).

Commented [CP12]: Please expand on this
point; | do not believe that the causative logic is
currently clear here. Namely, how does the
existence of evil lead to the greater good? Who
precisely brings about this greater good, and how
and why do they do so?

What, furthermore, counts as a greater good? |
think it would be helpful to spend some time
expanding on the concepts here, defining them
and showing clearly how they relate to one
another.

As above, please also consider naming some
theorists behind this view. It is not clear, for
instance, whether Adams and Hick are simply
defining this position, or whether they
themselves believe it. By naming scholars in the
text, it helps you present the field more clearly,
which in turn should help you make your position
more strongly.

The Appeal to Divine Mystery

A final theological response to the problem of evil which this article explores is tFhe appeal

to divine mystery-is-one-meore-theological response-to-the problem-ef-evil. - According to this

argument, says-that-ourreducedhuman junderstanding iis finite, limited and constrained

human-understandingand can-not therefore fully comprehend the reasons behind evil and

suffering; God’s wisdom ;-and-that-G-d's-wisdenr-is beyond our grasp (Swinburne; 1998).

\This approach is often grounded in the notion of divine transcendencet and the epistemic gap

between human and divine knowledge- (Alston; 1991). ISome scholars challenge tFhe appeal

| Commented [CP13]: As with the previous

paragraph, please provide some more detail to
these criticisms, and then weigh in on them with
your own opinion. Do you agree with the
challenges to the theodicy? Do you think that it is
a convincing or morally defensible position? You
could introduce some other theories here to help
strengthen either the theodicy or the challenges
to it. For example, moral utilitarianism could be
an appropriate way of examining the notion of
the greater good; does the existence of evil for
some outweigh the existence of a greater good
for others or not, for instance?

Commented [CP14]: Please clarify -
understanding of what? 'human understanding of
morality'? 'human understanding of the divine'?

to divine misery-mystery has-been-eriticized-bysome-seholars-as just-simply an evasion of the

problem of evil. while-eOthers argue that i-the appeal represents a legitimate
acknowledgment-acknowledgement of the beundaries-limits of human reason in the face of

divine mystery (Alston --1991).
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covers two quite complex and important ideas in
broad terms. | recommend that you take each of
these concepts and explain them in turn: please
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more detail how they relate to the divine
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\Having surveyed general responses to the problem of evil, this article turns now to the nature

of theodicy in Christianity, Islam and Judaism.|

The Problem of Evil in Christianity
In the-Christian traditionthought, the problem of evil raises-prompts questions-doubts about
Ged'sthe divine attributes: God’sef: 0Omniscience, 0Omnipotence and omnibBenevolence.[

Various-theologianrespenses-have-beenpropoesed Theologians have proposed various ways to

assuage these doubts, including the free will defencse; the concept of divine suffering; and

the idea of redemptive suffering. The free will defencse, cited above, argues that evil is a
necessary consequence of human free will.; but-tThe concept of divine suffering posits that
God shares in humanity*’s pain and sorrow. Theis idea of redemptive suffering, finally,
considers that suffering can serve a salvifie-salvatory purpose by bringing humanity closer to

God.

The Problem of Evil iln Islam

As iIn the IslamieChristian #aditienthought, scholars of Islam have posited several solutions

to the problem of evil. These -is

addressed-through-sundry-theological perspeetives;-includeing the conception of divine

decgree (Qadar) and the notion of trials and test-tribulation (Ibn Taymiyya; 2005). According

to_the Islamic idea of Qadarteachings,
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| Commented [CP18]: Please supply a sentence

or two after this one explaining how the problem
of evil challenges these attributes. That is, rather
than leaving it to the reader to infer your
argument, it is worth explicitly stating something
about how Christians have to reconcile the idea
of an all-knowing, all-powerful and all-loving God
with the existence of evil.
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everything that occurs in the world — ;-both good and evil — +-is preordained by God and

serves a purpose within hHis divine plan (Leaman; 2000). By the notion of trials and

tribulation, eEvil and sufffering are-eftenregardedshould be understood as tests of faith,

patience; and perseverance. Such tests; havewith the ultimate aim of refining believers'
character and fostering their spiritual growth (Murad; 2009).: Some Islamicst Sehelars

scholars, furthermore, argue that the existence of evil does nota’t contradict God's attributes

¢of omnipotence, omniscience; and omnibenevolence. This is} becauseas these attributes are

understood within the specific theological framework of \it (Leaman; 2000).

Commented [CP20]: According to the Chicago
Manual of Style, 'he/him/his' are not capitalised
when referring to God.

The Problem of Evil in Judaism

In Judaism, In-the Jewish-tradition;-tthe problem of evil is also a central concern, with-various

theological responses-which-address-the-issueto which theologians have again responded in

various ways; the problem remains, however, deeply complex and ultimately unresolved. One

very-neteweorthysignificant early response is found-nin the Hebrew Bible’s Bbook of Job,

that—which presents-uses the suffering of an innocent man as an-expleration-efa way to

explore the nature of divine justice (Hartman; 2007). B{cabbinic tradition offers several further
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explanations for the presents-existence of worldly evil and suffering.; including the concept

of moral agency (i-e-human free will);; the idea of collective responsibility (i-e--the

consequences of the actions of the-previous generations);; and the notion of divine

chastisement (i-e-;-suffering as a form of punishment or correction) (Kushner; 1981). \
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whether you find these positions convincing or
morally defensible. You could also lend some
nuance here by explaining how these ideas
explain evil. Do they present evil as necessary, for
instance, or just excusable? There seem to be
different ways implicit here of reconciling God's
nature with the existence of evil, and | think you
could go further into unpacking why evil is
present. By these arguments, for example, does
God simply allow evil, or actively encourage it as
a source of moral cultivation?

A literature review should not only describe the
state of the field, but should analyse and assess
it, exploring scholarship in detail and offering
some degree of judgement.

Commented [CP24]: Please expand on this
point. How does the Book of Job use suffering as
this exploration of divine justice? How, and how
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Commented [CP25]: |recommend that you
treat each of these explanations in turn,
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present evil as a necessary cost of human
existence, or as a useful tool for punishing or
correcting sin?




Conclusion
The problem of evil;+-e — -theodicy — ;-is a perennial issue within the-field-ef-theology,
partieularyparticularly for the monotheistic religionstike-Christianity, Islam and Judaism.
This article has surveyed thestate-of the-literaturescholarship on theodicy.: examining various
theological responses to the apparent eentraindiecation-contradiction between existenee-ef-an

omnipotent, omniscient; and omnibenevolent God and the presence of evil and suffering in

the world.

Fhe-ongoingchallenge-and future-directionfor the study-oftThe problem of evil in the

context of monotheistic religions presents both complex challenges and the rich potential for

further research. [Scholars could further explore-weuld-inchide further-exploration-of the

relationship between the Divine-divine attributes and the nature of Evilevil.; the refinement

ofThere is, moreover, scope for refining existing theodicies.; and-Finally, research into these

themes could the-aim to development-of new theological perspectives that-which ean-would

offer refreshing-useful insights into this urending-constant, complex and important issue.
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space to bring together your various bits of
evidence and argumentation to synthesise your
overall position. Can you bring together the
different strands of this paper, perhaps
comparing and contrasting the different themes
you have explored?

Here are some questions which considering
would help you present some deeper analysis
than just reiterating what the paper has done:

- What are some common themes across the
responses to the problem of evil in the different
religions?

- How far is evil presented as an unfortunate,
necessary side-effect of human existence and
free will, and how far is evil presented as a useful
phenomenon (for instance, in punishing
wrongdoing or correcting morality)?

- Are the different responses to the problem of
evil persuasive or morally defensible? That is, do
the responses actually convincingly or usefully
solve the problem?

- What, in your opinion, generally typifies
scholarly responses to the problem of evil, and
scholarly responses to attempts to address the
problem?
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Page 1: [1] Commented [CP6] CP 2023/05/20 10:12:00

If possible, please cite a specific page or page range demonstrating where exactly or found this information in
Plantinga's work, according to the following structure: (Smith 2006, 5-7). The same applies for your other

notes; to reference thoroughly, please provide as much information as possible.

Please note in particular that Chicago style does not include a comma between the author and the date, but

does include one between the date and the page number(s).

Page 1: [2] Commented [CPT7] CP 2023/05/20 10:17:00

I recommend making this point more explicitly, because it is of crucial importance to the subject and hence to
your paper. What kind of questions are these, for instance? What kind of tension? | believe it is worth making it
clear what the problem of evil is (for instance, how and why does an all-loving, all-powerful and-all knowing

God allow suffering?) so you can go on to clearly present responses to this problem.

Page 2: [3] Commented [CP10] CP 2023/05/20 16:03:00

I have a few comments which apply to this paragraph which | believe will help strengthen your argument and
analysis. First of all, | recommend elaborating on the perspectives of the two sides of this debate. How do the
scholars present their views for the merits (or otherwise) of the free will defence? What evidence do they use?

Is it convincing?

Secondly, and building on this previous point, what is your opinion? An essay, article or paper of any kind
should ideally advance an argument. This will almost necessarily draw on primary and secondary evidence,
such as the arguments of theologians. However, it is also crucial to advance your own perspective, building on
these different kinds of evidence and previous arguments. By commenting on how far you agree or disagree
with other scholars, and by explaining why, you go a good way towards advancing and defending your own

argument, which is at the nub of a paper.

Finally, | do not think that the evidence cited (two scholars) quite defends your claim that this is an important
debate which has been widely debated and refined. Please consider including a greater range of literature

here, as well as preferably some scholarship which is more recent than 1974.

Page 3: [4] Commented [CP13] CP 2023/05/20 16:17:00

As with the previous paragraph, please provide some more detail to these criticisms, and then weigh in on
them with your own opinion. Do you agree with the challenges to the theodicy? Do you think that it is a
convincing or morally defensible position? You could introduce some other theories here to help strengthen
either the theodicy or the challenges to it. For example, moral utilitarianism could be an appropriate way of
examining the notion of the greater good; does the existence of evil for some outweigh the existence of a

greater good for others or not, for instance?




By analysing the theory of the greater good theodicy and its challenges, rather than simply describing them,

you can put together a stronger, more persuasive argument of your own.

Page 3: [5] Commented [CP16] CP 2023/05/21 10:08:00

As with the previous two approaches to the problem of evil, please go further into explaining and assessing the
merits and drawbacks of the different scholarly responses to the appeal to divine mystery. Who is advancing
these claims? What evidence and arguments do they use in doing so? How convincing do you find their

positions? What is your own opinion?

By approaching scholarly opinions in more detail and more critically, you can articulate your own position,
which helps provide a central argument or standpoint for the paper as a whole. One conclusion could be, for
instance, that the problem remains fiercely debated with persuasive arguments on either side, if that is what
you believe the scholarship represents. Or, you might find that the problem has been satisfactorily resolved.
Whatever your opinion is, it is important, please, that you state it clearly. A reader should leave a paper with a

clear position of what has been argued, and this needs to move beyond just describing what scholars have said.

Please also provide a reference for the scholars who consider the appeal to be an evasion.






