
According to Mc Closkey, physical evil n moral evil jointly and independently constitute 

conclusive grounds for denying the existence of an all-powerful, perfect God. 

 

Physical evil is involved in the very constitution of the universe, including the animal 

kingdom e.g., deserts, ice bound areas, dangerous animals of prey, parasites,pests, natural 

calamities, diseases, physical deformities and disabilities. 

 

Moral evil also creates distinct problems.. it signifies immorality . Evils such as deceit, 

cruelty,greed, callousness, wickedness, dishonesty, infidelity,selfishness,envy, cowardice and 

wars including war crimes n atrocities.  

 

Thus the problem of evil is both real and acute. Evil and God are incompatible.  

 

Proposed solutions to the problem of moral evil: 

I. Free Will alone provides a justification for moral evil. Evil is a consequence of free will. A 

universe in which men exercise free will is better than a universe in which they become 

automata, like perfectly functioning machines, doing good always because they are 

predestined to do so : they could not be choosing the wrong path or making wrong decisions. 

 

2. The goods made possible by free will provide a basis for accounting for moral evil.. 

e.g.,  people choose to respond with courage rather than fear in times of crisis or threat. Or 

Divine Mercy or beatitude achieved by one's own efforts. The claim is that the good 

consequences of free will provide a justification of the bad consequences of free will viz., 

moral evil. 

 

Mc Closkey argues that the theist who gives argument 1.has to allow that it is logically 

possible on the free will hypothesis that all men should always will what is evil, and that a 

universe of completely evil men possessing free will is better than one in which men are 

predestined to virtuous living. It has to be shown by the theist that the value of free will is so 

immense that it more than outweighs the total moral evil, the suffering inflicted by wicked 

men and the eternal punishment they would incur 

The second difficulty faced by the first argument is the possibility that free will is compatible 

with less evil and even with no evil,i.e., with absolute goodness.  

 

If free will and absolute goodness are logically incompatible,then God,in not being able to 

confer both on man does not lack omnipotence. But it is not clear that the two are logically 

incompatible or opposed. God could create rational agents predestined to make virtuous 

decisions, although it is not clear whether we should describe such agents as having free will. 

 

If He were omnipotent, He could miraculously intervene to prevent some or all moral evil of 

His own initiative or in response to prayers.  

 

God has made man with a certain nature. He could have created us with a strong tendency 

towards good while endowing us with freedom, leaving scope for a decision to act evilly . A 

bias towards goodness is compatible with freedom. He could have so ordered the universe 

that it was less conducive to the practice of evil.  

 

Paraphrase argument on pp.183-185. 

 



Conclusion: he could have created a world in which there was no unnecessary evil....... hence 

there cannot be an omnipotent benevolent God since there is unnecessary, superfluous evil. 

The popular and philosophically significant arguments to explain evil are unsatisfactory. 
 


