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Abstract

The evidential arguments from evil present some of the most compelling challenges to theism.
Among these arguments, the ones centered around gratuitous and pointless evils are particularly
significant. Edward H. Madden and Peter Hare formulated an argument based on gratuitous evil,
while William Rowe advanced arguments based on pointless evil. Although Madden and Hare
proposed their argument in the sixties and Rowe in the seventies, there is a theory within Islamic
thought that can shed light on the concept of gratuitous and pointless evil. The theory proposed
to elucidate these types of evil is the theory of iwad (compensation). In this article, I will delve
into gratuitous and pointless evils are the kinds of pain and sufferings that requires iwad.

Keywords: Philosophy of Religion, Gratuitous Evil, Pointless Evil, Islamic Thought, Iwad.

0z

Delilci kétulik argiimanlari, teizme karsi sunulan en gigli argimanlarin basinda gelmektedir. Bu
argumanlar, ginimize kadar en gok tartisilan mantiksal kotilik probleminde oldugu gibi,
Tanri'nin sifatlari ile kéttligun varhdr arasinda dogrudan bir geliski oldugunu ileri sirmez. Nitekim
delilci kotulik argimanlarinin gogu savunucusu, koétullk ile Tanri’nin sifatlari arasinda bir geliski
olmadigini kabul eder ve mantiksal kotilik problemine karsi teistlerin sundugu itirazlarin yeterli
oldugunu dustnarler. Ancak kotiltigan Tanri’nin var olma olasiligini azaltan bir delil oldugunu ileri
surerek kotulik temelinde yeni argiimanlar kurarlar. Bu argimanlar arasinda gereksiz ve anlam-
siz kotllik turlerini merkeze alan arglimanlar ézellikle dnemlidir.

Edward H. Madden ve Peter Hare higbir amaca hizmet etmeyen veya zorunlu olmayan sek-
linde tanimladigi gereksiz kétiilik kavramini kullanarak bir argiiman ileri sirerler. Ote yandan
William Rowe, her seye glicl yeten ve mutlak iyi bir varlidin daha buyuk bir iyiligi kaybetmeksizin
veya esit derecede kot ya da daha fena kotllUklere izin vermeksizin 6nleyebilecedi kotulik o6r-
neklerini anlamsiz kotuliuk olarak tanimlayarak bu kavrami temel alan bir argiiman ileri stirer. Bu
tanimlardan da anlasilacadi tzere, secilen kavramlar ve bunlarin gerektirdigi tanimlar arasinda
onemli bir farklihk bulunmaktadir. S6z konusu arglimanlar kapsamli tartismalara yol acti ve Bati
literatirinde dnemli elestiriler aldi. Bu elestirilerin bir kismi, gereksiz veya anlamsiz tiirde kota-
ltklerin var olmadidini, Tanri’nin s6z konusu koéttlUklere izin vermesi igin bir sebebi varsa insanin
epistemik sinirliidi nedeniyle bu sebepleri gérememesinin olagan oldugunu temellendirmeye ca-
lismaktadir. Dider itirazlar ise gereksiz veya anlamsiz koétultklerin Tanri’'nin varhdiyla uyumlu ol-
dugunu ortaya koyma cabasindadir.

islam geleneginde sunulan bir teorinin gereksiz ve anlamsiz kétiiliiklere bir agiklama sunup
sunmadigini arastirmak da 6nemlidir. Bu calismada gereksiz ve anlamsiz koétiliklere ikna edici
bir aciklama olarak hizmet edebilecedine inandigim bir teoriyi sunacagim. S6z konusu kotultkleri
aciklamak icin éne sirilen teori, ivaz teorisidir. ivaz kelimesi karsilik ve bedel gibi anlamlara
gelen Arapga kokenli bir kavramdir. Kelam terminolojisinde bu kavram, “6vgiye layik olmayan,
hak edilmis fayda” olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Burada “6vguye layik olmayan” ifadesi, hak edilen
menfaatin kisinin erdemli davraniglari nedeniyle ortaya gcikmadigina isaret etmesi bakimindan 6zel
bir 6nem tasimaktadir. Agirlikli olarak Mutezili alimlerin savundugu bu teoriye gére, her bireyin
istem disi ve hak edilmemis aci ve istiraplarin telafi edilecedi ve Allah’in bu tir elemlerin karsihgini
vermesi gerektigi savunulmaktadir. istemsiz ve hak edilmemis aci ve istiraplarin tazmin edilmesi
gerektigi iddiasi, Allahin zulmi dilemedigi, yani ilahi iradenin yalnizca iyi olana yénelik oldugu
varsayimina dayanmaktadir. Burada hak edilmemis aci ve istirabin telafi edilmemesi zilim olarak
dederlendirilecedi, dolayisiyla Allah’in istemsiz ve hak edilememis aci ve istiraplari telafi etmesi
gerektigi savunulmaktadir.

Daha 6nce de belirtildigi gibi Madden ve Hare, gereksiz kotilugi, zorunlu olmayan kotilik-
ler olarak tanimlar. Bir kotlligun gereksiz olmasi igin kotlltgin bireyin iradesi disinda ortaya
cikmasi gerekmektedir. Ayrica kétulige maruz kalan bireyin bu aclyl hak etmemis olmasi sarttir.
Bu iki unsura dayanarak, Madden ve Hare tarafindan kullanilan gereksiz koétlliklerin, ivaz gerek-
tiren kotulikler olarak siniflandirilabilecedi ileri strilebilir. Ancak ivaz teorisinin 6nemli bir unsuru
da bu tlr aci ve istiraplarin bireylere ders veya uyari niteligi tasimasidir. Bu kotultkler bireylerin
ders almasi igin gerekli goruldiginden, zorunlu kotiltkler olarak siniflandirilabilir.
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Peki, Rowe’un anlamsiz kotulik kavrami igin de ayni sey sdylenebilir mi? Anlamsiz kétulikler de
ivaz gerektiren birer aci ve istirap tird olarak gorilebilir mi? Bunu gdstermek igin, Rowe’un an-
lamsiz koétiluk kavramina ylkledigi tanima odaklanmak yerine, onun anlamsiz oldugunu iddia
ettigi belirli kotuluk orneklerini analiz etmek daha etkili olacaktir. Rowe’un verdigi ilk 6rnek, 5
yasindaki kiglk bir kizin tecaviiz ve darp sonucu gektigi aci ve ardindan élumudur. Kiguk kizin
maruz kaldigi acilarin iradesi disinda gergeklestigi ortadadir ve bunu kesinlikle hak etmemistir.
Maruz kalinan acinin istemsiz ve hak edilmemis olmasi, ivazin gerekliligi igin ikna edici bir gerekge
olusturmaktadir. Buradan ivazi gerektiren aci ve istiraplarin, anlamsiz oldugu iddia edilen koéti-
Itklerle benzer 6zellikleri paylastigl sonucuna varilabilir. Ancak sunu da belirtmek gerekir ki, ivaz
gerektiren her aci ve istirap, anlamsizlik kategorisine girmez. Clinkd bir kétuligiun anlamsiz olup
olmadigi tartismalidir. Yine de bu tir bir kétuligin varligini savunmak igin sunulan 6rnekler,
aslinda ivaz gerektirmektedir.

Rowe’un diger 6rnegdi ise simsek gcakmasi sonucunda gikan bir orman yangininda glnlerce
yandiktan sonra 6len bir geyik yavrusuyla ilgilidir. Geyik yavrusu 6rnediyle ilgili olarak énemli bir
soru ortaya gikmaktadir: “ivaz sadece insanlar igin midir?” Mu'tezili disiiniirlerin cogunlugu, Al-
lah’in hayvanlarin cektigi acilara karsilik olarak ivaz verecegi gorustuni kabul etmektedir. Bu du-
rumda soz konusu tirde aci ve 1zdiraplarin da ivaz gerektiren kotiltkler kategorisine degerlendi-
rilebilecegi savunulabilir.

Bununla birlikte, istemsiz ve hak edilmemis aci ve istirabin Rowe’un anlamsiz kétilik kav-
ramiyla uyumlu olup olmadigi konusunda 6énemli bir tartisma ortaya gikmaktadir. Aralarinda ben-
zerlikler olsa da Rowe’un anlamsiz kotllik kavraminin, istemsiz ve hak edilmemis kotlliklerle
tam olarak esanlamli olmadigini belirtmek 6nemlidir. Dolayisiyla Rowe’un anladigi sekliyle anlam-
siz kotuluklerin dinyamizda bulunabilecedi iddiasi, ivaz teorisi cercevesinde belirsizligini koru-
maktadir. Ancak anlamsiz kétuligun bir gostergesi olarak sunulan kétulik 6rnekleri degerlendi-
rildiginde bunlarin tam da ivazin konusu olan aci ve istiraplara karsilik geldigi iddia edilebilir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Din Felsefesi, Gereksiz Kétiiliik, Anlamsiz Kétiilik, Islam Dusincesi, ivaz.

Introduction*

Numerous arguments have been presented to claim that the existence of an
all-powerful and perfectly good God is inherently contradictory or implausi-
ble.! Among these arguments, the problem of evil remains highly debated to
this day. Various arguments have been formulated based on the existence of
evil, including existential, logical, and evidential ones.>

Existential arguments from evil, although occasionally used to challenge
the existence of God, are generally regarded as an expression of existential
rebellion against God,* and thus have not gained significant traction in de-
bates within the analytical philosophy of religion. On the other hand, the log-
ical problem of evil, which has always been on the agenda of philosophers, is

*  Funding: This study was made possible by the 2219 Postdoctoral Research Scholarship Prog-
ram provided by Tiibitak. I would like to thank TUBITAK for financing my visit to Baylor
University with the 2219 Postdoctoral Research Scholarship Program in the 2023-2024 acade-
mic period.

Acknowledgment: I would like to express my gratitude to Assoc. Prof. Teceli Karasu, and
Assoc. Prof. Mehmet Salmazzem, Prof. Alex R. Pruss for their contributions.

1 For more detailed information on atheism and atheistic arguments, see Mehmet Sait Regber,
“Ateizm ve Ateistik Deliller”, Din ve Ahlik Felsefesi (Ankara: Ankuzem Yayinlari, 2006).

2 Rafiz Manafov, John Hick'in Din Felsefesinde Kotiiliik Problemi ve Teodise (Ankara: Elis Yayinlari,
2019), 41-52.

3 Cafer Sadik Yaran, Kétiiliik ve Teodise (Ankara: Vadi Yayinlari, 1997), 35-37.
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based on the idea that the existence of evil in the world contradicts the concept
of an all-powerful and perfectly good God. The evidential arguments from
evil, however, do not directly posit a contradiction between God'’s attributes
and the existence of evil. Most proponents of evidential arguments from evil
acknowledge that there is no inherent contradiction between evil and God’s
attributes, and they consider the responses offered by theists to be satisfactory
in countering logical arguments.5 However, they do present various eviden-
tial arguments from evil, contending that evil serves as evidence that reduces
the probability of God’s existence.®

Evidential arguments from evil gained particular attention when philoso-
phers focused on gratuitous and pointless evils. Edward H. Madden and Peter
Hare put forth an argument centered around gratuitous evils, while William
Rowe presents several arguments based on pointless evils. These arguments
have sparked extensive debates and received substantial criticism within
Western theistic literature. Some of these criticisms aim to justify the non-ex-
istence of the presented type of evil, while others seek to demonstrate the
compatibility of the questioned evil with the existence of God. It is also crucial
to explore whether Islam, as a theistic belief system, offers a theory that can
effectively respond to these arguments. In this study, I will present a theory
that I believe can serve as a compelling explanation to gratuitous and point-
less evils.

The theory I propose, known as the theory of iwad, offers a partial expla-
nation for gratuitous and pointless evil. To illustrate how this theory ad-
dresses gratuitous and pointless evils, I will first outline the arguments
against the existence of God that are based on such evils. Subsequently, I will
delve into the fundamental claims and principles of the iwad theory. Finally,
I will discuss whether the attributed meanings and presented examples of
gratuitous and pointless evils can be classified as evils that require iwad (com-
pensation). This analysis aims to demonstrate the significance of the theory of
iwad as an explanatory framework for the types of evils often deemed gratu-
itous and pointless.

4  Ergin Erdem, “Kotiiliik Problemi”, Din Felsefesi (Ankara: Ankuzem Yayinlari, 2013), 304; Ne-
sim Aslantatar, “Paul Draper, Agnostisizm ve Kétiilitkk Problemi”, Dini Arastirmalar 25/62
(2022), 173-196; Nesim Aslantatar, Agnostisizm: Tanri'mn Bilinemezligi Sorunu (Ankara: An-
kara Universitesi, Doktora Tezi, 2022), 201-204.

5 Ibrahim Yildiz, Teizm ve Ateizm: Delilci Kotiiliik Problemi (Ankara: Ankara Universitesi, Sosyal
Bilimler Enstitiisii, Doktora Tezi, 2021), 28.

6 Rahim Acar, “The Limits of Evidential Argument From Evil”, Din ve Felsefe Arastirmalar: 2/4
(December 2019), 114-116.
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The Arguments from Gratuitous and Pointless Evil

In the literature, numerous arguments have been presented that rely on gra-
tuitous and pointless evils to argue against the existence of God. However,
two of these arguments share significant structural similarities while differing
in their choice of concepts and the meanings ascribed to them. These are Ed-
ward H. Madden’s argument with Peter Hare and William Rowe’s. Despite
their similar argumentative form, they diverge in terms of concept selection
and the interpretations they assign to these concepts. Madden and Hare em-
ploy the term “gratuitous evil” to characterize evils that serve no purpose or
are deemed unnecessary.” Rowe, on the other hand, favors the concept of
“pointless evil”, which he defines as “instances of intense suffering which an
omnipotent, omniscient being could have prevented without thereby losing
some greater good or permitting some equally bad or worse.”® As evident
from these definitions, there exists a significant disparity in the chosen con-
cepts and the corresponding definitions they entail.

While Madden and Hare acknowledge the existence of countless gratui-
tous evils in the world, they do not provide specific instances to illustrate this
concept. In contrast, Rowe endeavors to substantiate his argument by present-
ing explicit cases of evil that he considers to be pointless. One such case in-
volves a fawn that endured days of suffering after being burned in a forest
fire caused by a lightning strike.® Another case is the pain and anguish en-
dured by a 5-year-old girl who was brutally murdered after being raped by
her mother’s boyfriend.® Rowe contends that in both cases, there is no equally
bad or worse evil that God would have to permit if He intervened, nor is there
any greater good that God can achieve by allowing these evils. Rowe argues
that the ease with which God could prevent these evils suggests their point-
lessness. Apart from the varying definitions and examples provided, the ar-
gument rooted in gratuitous and pointless evils can be succinctly summarized
as follows:

1. Ifanall-powerful, all-knowing, and perfectly benevolent God existed,
He would intervene to prevent gratuitous or pointless evils.

2. It is highly probable that our world is plagued by innumerable in-
stances of gratuitous or pointless evils.

3. Therefore, the existence of an all-powerful, all-knowing, and perfectly
benevolent God is highly improbable.

7 Edward H. Madden - Peter H. Hare, Evil and the Concept of God (Illinois and Florida: Charles
C. Thomas, 1968), 3.

8 William L. Rowe, “The Problem of Evil and Some Varieties of Atheism”, American Philosophi-
cal Quarterly 16/4 (1979), 336.

9 Rowe, “The Problem of Evil and Some Varieties of Atheism”, 337.

10 William L. Rowe, “Evil and Theodicy”, Philosophical Topics 16/2 (1988), 120.
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The argument presented is structurally valid, and there appear to be two
ways to refute it. The first is to challenge the assertion that there is gratuitous
or pointless evil in the world. Although no explicit objection against Madden
and Hare’s argument denying the existence of gratuitous evil can be found in
the literature, skeptical theists challenge the concept of pointless evil to refute
Rowe’s argument.! Skeptical theists argue that if God has a reason for not
preventing aforementioned instances of evil, it is reasonable to assume that
human beings, due to their limited conception, are unable to perceive God’s
reasons. Therefore, they contend that the absence of information about why
an evil is allowed does not discount the possibility that God has a reason. No-
table skeptical theists include Stephan Wykstra,'? Alvin Plantinga,’® and Mi-
chael Bergman.

The second response aims to argue that there is, in fact, gratuitous or point-
less evil in our world, but that it can still be compatible with the existence of
God. Scholars like Michael Peterson?®>, William Hasker, and Peter van In-
wagen'” put forth diverse arguments to advocate for the compatibility of
God'’s existence with the presence of gratuitous or pointless evil.

As can be observed, the arguments presented have elicited numerous re-
sponses within Western literature, addressing various facets of the discourse.
But is there an explanation for the evils that are allegedly gratuitous or point-
less within Islamic thought? I believe there is, and it lies in the theory of iwad.
To understand the explanatory power of this theory, a brief overview of the
theory’s main tenets will be provided. Subsequently, how iwad explains gra-
tuitous or pointless evils can be explored.

11 Michael Bergmann, “Skeptical Theism and Rowe’s New Evidential Argument from Evil”,
Noils 35/2 (2001), 278-296.

12 For more on Wykeytra’s objection, see Stephen J. Wykstra, “The Humean Obstacle to Eviden-
tial Arguments from Suffering: On Avoiding the Evils of ‘Appearance’”, International Journal
for Philosophy of Religion 16/2 (1984), 73-93.

13 For more on Plantinga’s objection, see Alvin Plantinga, “Epistemic Probability and Evil”, The
Evidential Argument from Evil, ed. Daniel Howard-Snyder (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1996), 69-96.

14 For more on Bergman'’s objection, see Bergmann, “Skeptical Theism and Rowe’s New Evi-
dential Argument from Evil”.

15 For more on Peterson’s objection, see Michael L. Peterson, Evil and The Christian God (Michi-
gan: Baker Book House, 1982).

16 For more on Hasker’s objection, see. William Hasker, “The Necessity of Gratuitous Evil”, Fa-
ith and Philosophy 9/1 (1992), 23-44.

17 Formore on van Inwagen’s objection, see Peter Van Inwagen, “The Argument from Particular
Horrendous Evils”, American Catholic Philosophical Association, ACPA Proceedings 74 (2001), 65-
80.
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The Theory of Iwad

The term “iwad” originates from Arabic and encompasses meanings such as
compensation, cost, alternative, change, replacement, and payment.'® Within
the realm of Kalam terminology, this concept is defined as a “benefit not wor-
thy of praise but deserved.”!? The phrase “not worthy of praise” holds partic-
ular significance here, as it signifies that the deserved benefit does not arise
because of a person’s virtuous actions that necessitate compensation. Indeed,
there exist benefits that are both praiseworthy and well-deserved, known as
good deeds. The absence of worthiness for praise serves as a crucial distin-
guishing factor between the two concepts.?0 According to this theory, predom-
inantly advocated by Mu'tazilite scholars, it is argued that any individual’s
involuntary and undeserved pain and suffering will be compensated,?' and
Allah must recompense such afflictions.?

The assertion that there should be compensation for involuntary and un-
deserved pain and suffering rests on the premise that Allah does not will op-
pression, meaning that the Divine will is aligned solely with what is good.?
Therefore, the absence of reparation for pain and suffering unjustly inflicted
would be considered oppressive. Consequently, it follows that Allah should

18 For linguistic details of the concept, see Ibn Manzar, Lisanu’l-‘Arab, critical ed. Abdullah
‘Aliyyu’l-Kebir et al. (Kahire: Daru’l-Ma‘arif, n.d.), 3170.

19 Muhammed b. Abdiilkerim es-Sehristani, El-Milel Ne’n-Nihal Dinler Mezhepler ve Felsefi Sis-
temler Tarihi, trans. Mustafa Oz (istanbul: Tiirkiye Yazma Eserler Kurumu, 2015), 98. In fact,
a theory in Western literature argues that the pain and suffering that an individual is exposed
to should be compensated. It is known as Theodical individualism. For both the basic claims of
this theory and its comprehensive evaluation, see Jeff Jordan, “Divine Love and Human Suf-
fering”, International Journal for Philosophy of Religion 56/2/3 (2004), 169-178. Also, for a com-
parison of iwad theory with Theodical individualism, see. Nesim Aslantatar - Ibrahim Yildiz,
“Teodik Bireycilige Kars1 Ivaz Teorisi”, [slimi Aragtirmalar Dergisi 33/2 (2022), 423-433.

20 Tlyas Celebi, Isldm Inang Sisteminde Akilcilik ve Kadi Abdulcebbar (Istanbul: Ragbet Yayinlari,
2002), 307-308.

21 Hiseyin Maraz, “Mu’tezile Kelaminda Bir Hak Edis Olarak Kelamin Ilahi ve Insani Yénii”,
Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi [lahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 47 (2018), 101-102.

22 Itisimportant to acknowledge that this theory was advocated by Mu’tazilite scholars, while
it was largely rejected by most Ash’aris. Those who oppose this theory typically argue that
nothing can be imposed as an obligation on God and that He possesses the freedom to do as
He pleases and decrees as He wills. For perspectives supporting this viewpoint, see Seyyid
Serif Ciircani, Serhu’l-Mevikif, trans. Omer Tiirker (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yazma Eserler Kurumu,
2021), 3/342-344. Similarly, al-Ghazali, in his argument, asserts that Allah possesses the power
to inflict pain upon an individual who bears no guilt while also maintaining that there is no
necessity for Him to provide compensation for that person’s suffering. Gazzali, Itikatta Orta
Yol, trans. Osman Demir (1stanbul: Klasik Yayinlari, 2012), 152.

23 Mahsum Aytepe, “Liituf Teorisi Cergevesinde Allah-Insan iliskisinin Mu'tezili Yorumu”,
Dinbilimleri Akademik Aragtirma Dergisi 17/3 (2017), 243; Bayram Cinar, “Kelam’da Salah-As-
lah Tartismalar1”, Mevzu — Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 5 (2021), 223.

Sakarya Universitesi [lahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi, Cilt: 25, Say1: 48 (2023)



520 | Ibrahim Yildiz

compensate for the specific type of pain and suffering. These thoughts can be
delineated through the following propositions:

1. Allah is inherently averse to oppression, meaning that the Divine will
is fundamentally aligned with justice and goodness.

2. Involuntary and undeserved pain and suffering, which lacks compen-
sation, can be regarded as acts of oppression or injustice.

3. Therefore, it follows that Allah compensates individuals” involuntary
and undeserved pain and suffering, as not doing so would be consid-
ered oppressive and contrary to Allah’s nature.

The claim that Allah should provide compensation for undeserved pain
and suffering, which occurs independently of the person’s will, finds its basis
in the Mu'tazilite theory known as Aslah (the most beneficial). According to
this theory, the welfare of individuals was considered in the creation of eve-
rything. Since there is no inherent benefit for the person who experiences in-
voluntary and undeserved suffering it is believed that compensation should
be provided for these types of suffering.?

The claim that God must respond to involuntary and undeserved pain and
suffering does not imply that every suffering experienced by individuals will
be compensated. To highlight this distinction, Qadi Abdulcebbar (d. 415/1025)
categorized the pain and suffering that befall a person into three different clas-
ses, each with varying implications regarding the need for compensation.

The first category includes pain and suffering that arise from the free will
of the individual. In such cases, compensation is not required, as the suffering
is a consequence of the person’s own wrongful choices. The second category
encompasses the suffering caused by another human being, while the third
category involves the pain and suffering that occurs to acquire a benefit or
serve as a lesson or a warning for the sufferer or for someone else. The pain
and suffering due to these last two require iwad.? For suffering endured due
to these two categories, compensation is either granted by Allah directly or
arrangements are made for compensation to be given. When individuals ex-
perience suffering because of Allah’s action, whether it serves as a warning or
lesson or for any other purpose, Allah provides compensation for the pain
and suffering. On the other hand, if the cause of the suffering is another per-
son, the person responsible for inflicting the suffering is obliged to pay the
price to the person who suffered.? Hence, it is important to acknowledge that
compensation for all types of suffering is not exclusively given by Allah.

24 Mahsum Aytepe, “Mu’tezile'nin Aslah Teorisi ve Basra Mu’tezile’sinin Aslah Anlayisimin
Tahlili”, Yakin Dogu Universitesi Islam Tetkikleri Merkezi Dergisi 5 (2019), 85-104.

25 Ebii’'l-Hasen Kadi Abdulcebbar, Serhu’l-Usiili’l-hamse: Mu'tezile’nin Bes Ilkesi, trans. Hyas Ce-
lebi (istanbul: Tiirkiye Yazma Eserler Kurumu, 2013), 2/294-332.

26 Ciircani, Serhu’l-Mevdikif, 3/342.
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When the theory is interpreted in this manner, it raises several significant
questions for discussion. For instance, when and how is iwad granted? Is iwad
exclusively reserved for the afterlife? Does it involve an exact equivalency of
the suffered pain, or can it exceed the harm? Is it justifiable to inflict torment
on someone for them to earn compensation? Is iwad permanent in nature? Is
God obligated to provide iwad? Is iwad applicable only to humans, or can it
extend to animals as well? If animals are to receive compensation for their
suffering, would they be aware of this compensation? If so, would this aware-
ness be enduring? While these are crucial aspects of the iwad theory, we will
refrain from exploring them further to maintain focus on our subject. With a
general understanding of the iwad theory established, we can now proceed to
examine whether gratuitous and pointless evils fall in the category of pain
and sufferings that require iwad.

The Application of the Iwad in Evaluating Arguments Concerning Gratui-
tous and Pointless Evil

Before delving into the assessment of whether gratuitous and pointless evils
necessitate iwad, it is important to acknowledge the ongoing controversy sur-
rounding the nature of evil being categorized as gratuitous or pointless. Due
to the inherent limitations of human understanding, it is natural for individ-
uals to be unable to perceive or comprehend the underlying reasons behind
instances of pain or suffering. Thus, proving the assertion that an instance of
evil is gratuitous or pointless becomes a challenging task. However, instead
of engaging in a debate regarding the existence of evils that are purportedly
gratuitous and pointless, this article will focus on evaluating whether these
evils align with the nature of pain and suffering that necessitate iwad. In this
evaluation, it is crucial to consider that the suffering under scrutiny, which is
the subject of iwad, is both involuntary and undeserved. With this in mind,
let’s first consider the concept of gratuitous evil.

As mentioned earlier, Madden and Hare defined gratuitous evil as an un-
necessary form of evil. When considering the unnecessary nature of evil solely
from the perspective of the sufferer, it becomes essential for gratuitous evil to
transpire against the individual’s will. It becomes futile to debate the unneces-
sity of suffering that people willingly inflict upon themselves since they
knowingly and willingly bear the pain in question. Therefore, justifying vol-
untarily self-inflicted pain as an unnecessary evil becomes challenging once
the individual’s agency is recognized. Moreover, it is imperative that the in-
dividual subjected to the pains does not deserve such suffering. Because one
could argue that if the person already deserves the suffering, he or she is ex-
periencing, it becomes necessary (for the sake of justice) rather than gratui-
tous.
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In the theory of iwad, the sufferings that necessitate iwad are characterized
as involuntary and undeserved, stemming not from any sin committed by an
individual. Building upon the above explanation, one could argue that gratu-
itous evils can be classified as the kind of suffering that requires iwad. How-
ever, an additional crucial element within the iwad theory is that such pain
and suffering serve as lessons or warning for individuals. Since these evils are
deemed necessary for individuals to learn from, they can be categorized as
necessary evils. Therefore, it becomes challenging to label the evils that re-
quire iwad as gratuitous. Nevertheless, if we accept the possibility that even
if an instance of evil is gratuitous for the person undergoing it, it may still
serve as a necessary lesson for others, it can be postulated that gratuitous evils
are indeed forms of pain and suffering that necessitate iwad.

Building upon the notion that gratuitous evils are intertwined with the
concept of individuals learning a lesson, it can also be acknowledged that gra-
tuitous evils are necessary for the attainment of a greater good. Consequently,
it can be inferred based on iwad theory that gratuitous evils do exist in our
world, yet they are compatible with the existence of God. However, since
Madden and Hare do not provide explicit examples of evil to illustrate gratu-
itous evil, it becomes challenging to conduct a more comprehensive analysis
of the correlation between involuntary and undeserved pain and suffering
and gratuitous evils.

Let us now turn our attention to Rowe’s concept of pointless evil. Does it
align with the type of pain and suffering that necessitates iwad? To demon-
strate this, it is more effective to analyze the specific instances of evil that
Rowe cites as being pointless rather than solely focusing on the concept of
pointless evil itself. The first instance Rowe gives is the suffering and subse-
quent death of a 5-years-old little girl. It is evident that the suffering endured
by the little girl was inflicted against her will, and she certainly did not de-
serve such pain. These two crucial factors, the involuntary nature of the suf-
fering and the girl’s undeserved fate, make a compelling case for the require-
ment of iwad. Hence, it can be inferred that the pain and suffering that neces-
sitate iwad share similar characteristics with the purportedly pointless evils
discussed by Rowe. However, it should be noted that not every instance of
pain and suffering that requires iwad automatically falls into the category of
being pointless. Even though it is controversial whether there is pointless evil,
the instance presented to defend the existence of such evil indeed requires
iwad.

Still, when considering the specific case of the evil in question, one can
argue that the evil appears pointless solely for the person who experiences it.
This is because the evil was imposed against the victim’s will, and the suffer-
ing endured was undeserved. However, as previously mentioned, another el-
ement within the iwad theory is that suffering is not prevented to serve as an
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example or warning for others. This implies that the suffering in question is
necessary for the realization of a greater good. Based on the above infor-
mation, it can be concluded that the pain and suffering may appear pointless
to those who directly endure it, but in the broader context, it serves as an in-
tegral part of a greater purpose. Nonetheless, the fact remains that the suffer-
ing experienced by the little girl was undeserved and occurred against her
will, categorizing it as the type of pain and suffering that requires iwad.

One objection that may arise at this point is that the iwad theory could
potentially justify the intentional infliction of pain upon someone, which
would be highly unfair. To illustrate this concern, Bruce R. Reichenbach pre-
sents a compelling example:

Suppose that A kidnaps B, subjecting B to painful torture and other forms of
degradation. At the same time, A promises B that when A releases B, A will
compensate B for B’s pain and suffering. One surely cannot contend that A’s
treatment of B is just and fair on the grounds that A compensates B for the evil
done to B. No matter how A compensates B, the actions of A are morally unjus-
tified. 27

In Reichenbach’s example, A arbitrarily inflicts torture upon B, without
any underlying purpose or lesson for either B or others. This scenario high-
lights an inconsistency between the example and the theory of iwad. Accord-
ing to the iwad theory, the suffering caused by Allah is not unjust. However,
in the above instance, the torture represents an immoral act, driven solely by
the infliction of pain for pleasure. As a result, it would be inaccurate to asso-
ciate the iwad theory with the example presented here, as they fundamentally
differ in their basic principles.

Regarding the fawn case, an important question arises: “Does iwad apply
solely to humans?” Some Muslim scholars have put forth the argument that
iwad can also extend to animals.?® The majority of Mu'tazilite thinkers accept
the notion that Allah will provide iwad in response to the sufferings experi-
enced by animals.? In this context, the pain and suffering endured by animals,
even if considered unnecessary or devoid of meaning in themselves, would
be compensated. This perspective supports the claim that iwad will be
granted in exchange for the pain and suffering endured by animals.

At this juncture, the question arises as to why a significant amount of pain
and suffering is allowed if God provides compensation for the suffering of
animals. It can be argued that since we lack knowledge about the extent to

27 Bruce R. Reichenbach, “Assessing a Revised Compensation Theodicy”, Religions 13/1080
(2022), 4.

28 Eb(i Muhammed ‘Ali b. Ahmed el-Endelusi ibn Hazm, el-Fasl fU'l-milel ve'l-‘ehvid’i ve’n-nihal
(Kahire: Mektebetu’l-Hanci, n.d.), 64, 67.

29 Ebii'l-Hasan ‘Abdiilcebbar b. Ahmed Kadi ‘Abdiilcebbar, el-Mugni fi ebvabi’t-tevhid ve’l- ‘adl:
el-Liitf, critical ed. Ebii'l-A‘la ‘Afift (Kahire: ed-Darii’l-Misriyye, 1963), 452.
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which these evils are integral to the whole, we are unable to determine their
worth. Moreover, the nature and mechanism of iwad are also critical consid-
erations. The ignorance about the exact nature of iwad to be granted in re-
sponse to momentary pain and suffering leads to doubts regarding the asser-
tion that iwad will not fully compensate for the pain and suffering endured.
Claiming that something unknown will lack sufficient value ultimately re-
mains a mere assumption. Even so, while the precise nature of compensation
to be provided in response to immediate pain remains uncertain, Mu'tazilite
scholars suggest that it will exceed the magnitude of the suffering.

Nonetheless, a crucial debate emerges regarding whether involuntary and
undeserved pain and suffering align with Rowe’s concept of pointless evils.
While there are similarities between them, as previously discussed, it is im-
portant to note that Rowe’s notion of pointless evils is not precisely synony-
mous with involuntary and undeserved evils. Consequently, the claim that
pointless evils, as understood by Rowe, can be found in our world remains
unclear within the framework of the iwad theory. However, when evaluating
the specific instances of the evil that Rowe presents as a demonstration of
pointless evil it can be claimed that Rowe’s examples correspond to the very
pain and suffering that are the subject of iwad.

Based on these analyses, it can be seen that the types of evils put forward
to ground the evidential arguments from evil were taken into consideration
long before the arguments were put forward, and various explanations were
offered for why there are such evils. Considering that such evils may exist to
serve as a lesson or warning (test), they will not be evidence that can be used
to deny the existence of God. Therefore, it seems reasonable that such evils
are evils that require compensation rather than being evidence against the ex-
istence of God. The reasons why such evils exist in our world are brought to
attention, and it is stated that those who are exposed to them will be compen-
sated. Considering all this, it can be argued that it is possible for such evils to
exist in our world and that they are compatible with the existence of God.

In conclusion, if we consider involuntary and undeserved pain and suffer-
ing as a compromise with pointless evils, an important distinction emerges
between the explanation of gratuitous and pointless evil within the theory of
iwad and the claims of skeptical theists. The key difference lies in the acknowl-
edgment, within the theory of iwad, that gratuitous or pointless evils can in-
deed be found in our world. Instead of denying their existence, the iwad the-
ory argues that God has a reason for allowing such pain and suffering to oc-
cur, with the assurance that compensation will be provided by God in due
course.

Furthermore, the iwad theory appears to align with the perspectives of Pe-
terson, Hasker, and van Inwagen, who posit the existence of gratuitous and
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pointless evils in our world while maintaining compatibility with the exist-
ence of God. However, the iwad theory diverges from their views by empha-
sizing that the recompense for such pain and suffering will be granted by God
later to the individuals who have endured them.

Conclusion

In this article, an examination of whether gratuitous and pointless evils are
the kinds of pain and sufferings that requires iwad has been conducted. Con-
sidering the interpretation given by Madden and Hare to the concept of gra-
tuitous evil in their arguments, it led to the conclusion that these evils can be
identified as the pain and suffering that necessitate compensation (iwad). This
conclusion arises from the fact that the pain and suffering, which are the focus
of compensation, are likewise involuntary and undeserved. However, it was
challenging to delve deeply into the subject, as no specific examples of gratu-
itous evils were provided by Madden and Hare. On the other hand, Rowe has
provided specific examples in his assessment of pointless evils. Upon careful
examination of his illustrations, it becomes evident that these instances of evil
can indeed be classified as pain and suffering that warrant compensation
(iwad). Based on all this, it can be argued that gratuitous evil and pointless
can be found in our world and that these are compatible with the existence of
God.
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