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The life of man on earth is filled with pain, suffering and evil, such that human beings can hardly liberate themselves from it. Majority of those who have abundantly tested the cup of suffering have denied the loving, all knowing and Omnipotent God. But Humanity should not lose hope, but build their faith on the eschatological hope, when God will make all things new in him.
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EVIL AND HUMAN SUFFERING: JOHN BAPTIST METZ SUFFERING UNTO   GOD
  1.0 ABSTRACT                                 
The question of evil and human sufferings in the world is an inevitable question. Not only in its significance as one of the most important questions of human reason, but also in its centrality  on the issues of fundamental rational discursive engagement. The starring presence of evil   and human suffering in the world and with God has always created some confusion in the mind of man, especially to the Christians who from their faith believe that God is both creator of all thing and the highest good-the (Summum Bonum). People believed in the existence of Divine Being (God) who is described   to be omnipotent, omnipresent, omniscient and supremely good, and who is regarded as the root of all existence. 
The question very rampart now is, if we really have a God who is infinitely good and wise the creator of all things; how can he will or allow evil to exist and humanity to be suffering from physical and moral evil. However, human suffering, either as a result of moral or physical evil is a real problem. when seen from the point of view to an all-powerful and entirely good provident God. Because it is only in relation to God, that man’s reflection over suffering reaches its utmost deep. Metz responding to “Auschwitz and Augustine’s” theology of God in the midst of human suffering. He went further to ask what does the sufferings of Christ on the cross mean for us? And what does cross mean for Christ? Does God abandon his own son on the cross? Thus, Metz in his theology of evil and human suffering, attempts to answer these questions by elaborating the sufferings of Christ. He argues that sufferings of Christ, his rejection and crucifixion on the cross serves as a response to the theology problem of human suffering in the world.

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
1.2   BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
The question of evil and human suffering is an inevitable question. Not only in its significance as one of the most important questions of human reason, but also in its centrality to the issues of fundamental rational discursive engagements. The notion of evil and human suffering in the world is so glaring and almost impossible to neglect because of its reality that occupied man as a rational being. We are greeted every day with news headlines such as millions of people dying in wars, murder, oppression, sickness, earthquake etc. All these however causes untold hardship and suffering to the people. The events of Paris terrorist attacks on the evening of Friday 13 November 2015, which led to the loss of life of over 130 people and the nail bombings on the morning of 22 March 2016, at Belgium causing the death of 32 people and 300 people injured. Egbuogu in his book eschatological hope as Christian theodicy rightly maintained that: 
 “The question of suffering only disturbs in a unique way, and really stands as a great puzzle when a suffer is helpless in his pains while he maintains faith in a God who is believed to be in love with him and is held to be capable of preventing or bringing remedy to the said suffering. So, human suffering is a great problem because of the thought of God with ‘known’ attributes that offers the grounds for deep reflection on human suffering.” (Egbuogu, 2006:122-123)
That there is much evil and suffering in the world is not a subject of debate. People are asking, “who is the author of evil? How did it come into this world?” God should know that evil exist because he is all-knowing. And he should prevent it because he is all-powerful. In the existential struggle human beings wonders why an all-good God should create a world that is perceived with evil. This is a difficult question to solve among theists in general and Christians in particular, who believe in the existence of God. Taking a similar stand, the German existentialist philosopher, Martin Heidegger, whom Okonkwo remarks in this book “Evil, God made or man-made said “I do not deny the existence of God I simply call attention to his absence”.(Okonkwo, 2004:16).
Judging from Hume's idea about God, there is the belief in an existence of a divine being (God) who is referred to as omnipotent, omnipresent, omniscient, and good, and who is regarded as the root of all existence. But we encounter the menace of evil; we find suffering in the same world. Maduka in his book paradox of evil made reference to David Hume, the radical British Empiricist. Hume who rightly expressed his unbelief thus: “…….Definitely, an all-knowing God should know that evil exists and an all-powerful God would prevents its occurrence. On the other hand, is God willing to prevent evil but not able? then he is impotent. Is he able but not willing? then he is malevolent. Whence then is evil”.(Maduka, 2007:1).
In fact, for Hume,  the existence of God in the mixed of evil and human suffering is utmost logically incompatible. Evil and human suffering in the world  are the most central challenges for Christians and non-Christians alike, over since the dawn of history. This imposing reality of evil and suffering  raises a big question and challenges the Christian faith in this modern world. Here, it becomes a theological question, no longer a merely rational issue but a reality that confronts us with the thought of  having an All-good, Omnipotent creator-God and a World of immense suffering, pain and misery. Thus the suffering of the innocent person becomes unimaginable, this made it impossible for people to think intently and at length the  reality of evil simply impossible. 
Modern thought, have poor knowledge on the issues of suffering and evil. The hated debate about the existence of God and problem of evil has been considerably treated by theological and philosophical thought. They have tried to prove God’s existence amidst the suffering and evil that pervades the world. This is simply the question about theodicy. It was in line with this that Hick maintained “can the presence of evil in the world be reconciled with the existence of a God who is unlimited both in goodness and power” (Hick, 1985:3).  This reconciliation is what theodicy is all about ( Kung, H., op.cit.p.429). Most theologians maintained that Christian theology should address the question of theodicy to reconsider the question about the one nature of Christ, that is his divine nature that was offered at the crucifixion. 
This brings us to our focus on John Baptist Metz  notion of suffering unto God. In his political theology of “suffering unto God”, Metz made a serious attempt to alert Christians by giving a response that is so helpful to the possibility of arriving at new understandings of evil and human suffering, in order to identify precisely what happens when humanity is  faced with this type of condition.  
He tried to bring us closer into God's mystery of the cross through our own suffering. His theology  allows us to cling to God while still confronting him in our lamentation. He presents Jesus' cry from the cross in the Gospel of Mark("My God, My God, why have you forsaken me?"). At the end he won’t victory through his sufferings on the cross. “And the absence of God in Exodus 1-2 (when God is hidden while the Hebrews are thrown into slavery and genocide). It is a spirituality that brings us deeper into God's mystery through our own suffering and through our solidarity with that of others. It is in the tradition of what St. John of the Cross called the "dark night of the soul." It allows us to cling to God while confronting God. Even though God is God and we're not”( www.religion and spirituality.com). As we cry out for God to act in our difficulty, we should accept our own suffering with the hope that our wound will be healed and we will be liberated from our oppression at the end. Our suffering in the world is a resurrection of hope that gives us real faith in God.
Thus in Metz notion of suffering unto God he maintained that Auschwitz’s theology makes every non-contextual talk about God appear empty and blind. He argued  that can God see his creatures languish under the crushing load of evil or catastrophe. John Baptist Metz based his work on the question of whether a theology of such can be well accepted, carrying along with it the catastrophe of suffering humanity and the good Creator God. He went further to say that the basic question to be answered with regard to this nagging problem is the faith of those who suffer unjustly.
According to Metz the question is not to justify God in the face of evil, human suffering and wickedness of the world  which has been the main intention of people. But how one can explain or speak of God in the world of suffering. According to him the question about God pressed itself upon him not in its existential version but rather to some an extent in its political version.  Therefore, it is of the utmost importance that we must ask question about theodicy. Metz is of the opinion, that the basic question here to be answered is the faith or salvation of those who suffered unjustly. According to him, If "God is love" as John so succinctly states, in (1 Jn. 4:16)? How could this biblical proposition stand up except with the language of a suffering God, a God who suffers with his creation.
Thus commenting on this God who suffers for his creation Moltmann rightly maintained that “it is precisely this ability to speak about the experiences of suffering encountered by God in the crucifixion of Jesus that  constitutes the relevance and validity of the Christian Church’s message to a suffering world”(Moltmann, 1974:24). Thus, Metz argues that sufferings and crucifixion of Christ was first and foremost a Trinitarian event in which Christ participate in the sufferings of the world.
The paper will be based in demonstrating Metz idea of ‘’suffering unto God”. He presented Christ suffering on the cross as a vicarious suffering and this is where suffering found its full meaning. However, the cross of Christ encourages humanity. And people should see suffering not as a threat but as a tread to merit  the salvation Christ achieved for us.

1.3 RESEARCH QUESTION/STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
One of the most controversial issues in the entire history of mankind is the subject of God's existence and the problem of evil. No epoch, no generation and no century has passed without confronting this basic question. Within these group of people, we noticed either a sense of affirmation or denial on this issues. We noticed that the problem of evil and human suffering comes more when discussing issues about the proofs of God’s existence. Some Christian theologians and philosophers like Thomas Aquinas, Augustine of Hippo, Anselm of the middle ages, gives the best classical philosophical' defense of God’s existence  in recent memory. While some groups of philosophers, notably skeptics and empiricist were dissatisfied with the defense and set-out to shatter it. David Hume belonged to this latter group. 
The human pain and suffering is so real and it so common that human beings cannot separate themselves from the thought of it. We can say that the reality of this, is seen from the point of view literary history has shown human pre-occupation with human pains in terms of recorded mediations and reflections over it (Egbuogu, 2006:21). The question that comes to mind following this assertion of evil and human suffering is "when and how will suffering come to an end? Can the presence of evil in the world be reconciled with the existence of God who is unlimited both in goodness and power or is it true  that  the  sufferings,   pains,  and   misery   which  plague humanity show that, God is not worthy of the aforementioned divine attribute(Hick, 1985:3). The answers to such questions cannot really be given because the problem of evil and suffering in the world is more difficult to be answered . 
As Flemish-Dominican theologian Edward Schillebeeckx has pointed out, “in the face of radical evil and suffering there can be no explanation. That's because such realities are irrational. Human reason can do nothing but fall silent when faced with such suffering and evil. And as this happens, we have no other recourse but to protest the existence of such suffering and work concretely for its eradication” (www.religion and spirituality.com).
The dilemma on which these questions are built is what this work purports to an extent to clear. Hence, It is our intention  here  to state that,  this study will ought neither to provide answer or solve the problem of evil and human suffering nor to deal with the justification of God in the face of evil. None of these points in this work constitutes a reason for writing  this paper. Rather the study will aim at exploring, describing, explaining not only presenting the presence of suffering in the world but also the salvific significance of suffering in the mission of Christ. It will examine suffering  in the light of Christ suffering on the cross. 
The aim of this work is to reconcile the problem of evil and human suffering in Johann Baptist Metz suffering unto God, which finds meaning only in the cross of Christ, the incarnate word of God. The main attempt in this work is to emphasize Metz perspective, from which the problem of evil and human suffering can be contemplated, namely from the everlasting hope that comes on the last day. Suffice it to mention that this hope does not and is not meant to offer explanation with regard to ‘why’ evil and human suffering but rather directs all answers to the future hope, when God will restore his glory to mankind. It will go a long way to explain Metz "mysticism of suffering unto God" which deals  with,  what  Metz  referred as the "mystical-political" life of a follower of Christ. And this seen on the aspect of  the connectivity between once spirituality to his daily lives of prayer, action and social justice. 
The basic  question now is; Mets theory on suffering unto God the pain, sufferings, misery, and evil which plague humanity, even suffering after Auschwitz, does Christ own suffering served as a response to these problem of human suffering in the world. The dilemma on which these questions are built is what this work intend to an extent to explain.
To accomplish this task, this work has been divided into four chapters. The chapter one commence with a brief biographical introduction of Johann Baptist Metz, the general notion of evil and human suffering. The second chapter will be devoted  to Metz suffering unto God. The third chapter will look into freewill and human freedom. Finally is the evaluation and conclusion.
1.4 Research Methodology
The research project will depend extensively on the systematic method. It will deal with the concept analysis and review of written methods. It will involve reading and interpreting of texts. The academic text will be consulted as well as church documents. However, other sources like the journalistic articles, new papers and online internet websites will be consulted. Content analysis of various texts will complement information from key informants. In this work, all the books used, the author’s name, the year of publication and page numbers will be written down appropriately.
1.5  Scope of the Study
The  scope  of this  work  covers  the area  of evil and  human suffering in Johann Baptist Metz  of suffering unto God. This work will consider Christ sufferings and the eschatological reward of human sufferings as a responds to the problem of human suffering. My approach in this work will be an explanation of the Metz view point on human suffering and finally give my own evaluation.

1.5.1      Johann Baptist Metz Biography and Theological Method
The Germany Roman Catholic diocesan priest “Johann Baptist Metz” was born on August 5, 1928, in the small town of Auerbach Germany.  He was a student of Karl Rahner. He became one of the leading theologians of the twentieth century and a teacher in Germany. He was greatly influenced by his master Karl Rahner throughout his career life. He later became a Professor of Fundamental Theology, Emeritus, at Westphalian Wilhelms University in the northern German town of Muenster. He wrote many works which include: The Emergent Church, Faith in History and Society, Poverty of Spirit, and Hope Against Hope. Love's Strategy: The Political Theology of Johann Baptist Metz. Most of his articles are found in  “A Passion for God: The Mystical-Political Dimension of Christianity, translated by Matthew Ashley.
At his younger age, he was recruited in to the German military towards the end of World War II in 1944. He was later captured by the Americans Six months before the end of the war, and was transferred to prisoner of war camps in Maryland and then Virginia. He later moved back to Germany and studied at the University of Innsbruck, producing dissertations on the philosophy of Martin Heidegger and the theology of Thomas Aquinas under his masters supervision (Karl Rahner). He was one of the  most influential theologians on the subject of political theology. (C. Livingston & S Fiorenza 2006:275-283).
”A student of Karl Rahner, he broke with Rahner's transcendental theology in a turn to a theology rooted in praxis. Metz is at the center of a school of political theology that strongly influenced Liberation Theology. He is one of the most influential post-Vatican II German theologians. His thought turns around fundamental attention to the suffering of others. The key categories of his theology are memory, solidarity, and narrative”.( Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia)  Metz has been in dialogue with progressive Marxism, especially Walter Benjamin and the authors of the Frankfurt School. He developed an apologetics, or fundamental theology, from this perspective. This was as a result of what he called bourgeois Christianity, he argued that the Gospel has lose  its authenticity thereby resulting to bourgeois religion. (www.goodreads.com/author/show/189827 Johann_Baptist_Metz pdf.)
Metz is the founder of political theology. In his theology he gave the stand for the future of the church, the basic questions of human suffering and hope. “According to Downey his theology is referred by him as a practical fundamental theology. He laid down the foundations for doing theology. He gave us a basic question which is grounded and reflected in systematic theology. The basic intention of his theology is to shape human inquiry, there by pushing us to imagine things in different ways, through it will be able to form a response that is reflective.”(Downey,1999:2-3)
Metz's in his bid of developing his political theology was seen as a bit optimistic in that he gave a positive analysis of the process of secularization. His political theology is a theology of conversion. It is an attempt, within the paradigm of liberation theology, to formulate the conditions of possibility for the human subject, Christianity, and theology through the memory of suffering. His political theology is that which examines social structures, cultural movements, and economic philosophies in the penetrating light of the gospel.( www.shc.edu/theolibrary/resources/metz.htm).
The theology of Fr. Johann Baptist Metz can summarized  in a way that the people of God are needed in the church. The social and religious parts has a responsibility alleviate the human suffering and to ensure its continual teaching by  explaining the love of Christ  to humanity. 














2.0     CHAPTER ONE
2.1  THE NOTION OF EVIL AND HUMAN SUFFERING
From  time immemorial evil has been a thorn in the flesh of humanity, a truism that cannot be denied by all human beings. It's problem reach to every fact of life, some people even question: "What was the cause of bad things (evils) in the world? "Why did God allow evil at all in the world? etc. People go in to sleep and rise no more, people go to church to pray, and come back dead, people harass and kill their fellow being, people poison their fellow being, people use their fellow being for rituals, people accuse their fellow being unjustly; bribery and corruption everywhere. Greed, adultery, child abuse, drug addiction etc. are the order of the day. 
Evil and human suffering are inseparable in themselves. One cannot speak of evil without relating it to suffering, because it is a stunning subject, a really baffling puzzle, not just because of its mere presence but because of its pervasive, senseless and gratuitous form. This is why it may be relevant to state here that  Metz in his “notion of suffering unto God ”did not pay much attention on the idea of evil, but he dwells much on the idea of suffering. David Hume identified man suffering as that which comes through natural occurrence. Thus in his treatise on "The Dialogue Concerning Natural Religion", “Hume  portrayed human suffering and evil in general as that which hinders or calls to question any form of rational belief in God. He went further to say that suffering is not only part and parcel, but actually dominates man. Hume, more or less, conceives all forms of evil in terms of the natural and that is why he sees it as a great argument against religion. We saw only in few places in his work a slight insinuations regarding moral evil, were he mentioned a wickedness of men”(Hume  1964: 434-454).
The existence of evil and tragic happenings is indispensable in the human life  for every created person. It is evident that, serious philosophical-theological reflections on the issue of evil/suffering have always taken the word "evil" to mean different things. “An old-fashioned way uses it to refer to wickedness--"evil", strictly so called suffering and pain and anything  bad that happens. The use of these word has a venerable history; discussions of the theoretical problem of evil throughout history use the word "evil" in this way” (Snyder 1999:4).  Leibniz a German philosopher, commenting on the existence of evil in the world made it clear that if what happens in the world comes to lack the least evil, it will not be this world again, and that taking all into account the creator chose to make what was the best. He went further to say that it is possible to imagine possible world without sin and misery but this for him will be inferior in goodness to our world. He asserts that evil can often cause some good that would never have happened to take place, and often two evils unite to cause one great good.(Von Leibniz, Op. cit. p.125-126).
Evil was one of the major puzzles in the religious and intellectual life of Augustine of Hippo. His knowledge of evil is indispensable in the discussion of origin of evil .The question of the nature of evil drove the inquiry into God and the human condition which led up to his conversion, and his early writings often focus on the question of the origin of evil. His earlier experience of evil was treated in the Confessions. In his discussion about evil he devoted much attention to his infant self-will, his boyhood laziness in school and competitiveness in games, and to the malicious prank which would later exemplify for him a social form of evil, his primary experience seems to have been the arousal, or rather onslaught, of sexual desire in adolescence (Conf. 1-2). Thus Augustine in his explanation of evil, he referred it as a corruption of the good. Augustine viewed Destruction and suffering in the material world, which has troubled the Manicheans so long as appropriate for the natures of the beings involved and following the just and beautiful order in the whole. According to him, ‘True evil’ must be located in the spiritual world: specifically it is the failure to maintain the love of the highest good in which each spirit was created. That defect corrupts its goodness, leaving the will weak and the mind confused. Even the defective and disordered activity of these corrupted spirits is ordered into a unified, just and beautiful whole.(Burns 1988:9-16).
In what follows, however, is the difficulty among people in discerning what act is evil. More still many believe that there is nothing like evil. They claim that human thinking makes it so. It is in the light of this, that we intend here to establish specifically the notion of evil, suffering and pain as well as horrific wickedness in the world.
2.2. MEANING OF EVIL

According to the New lexicon Webster's dictionary of the English language, evil is seen as:

“Wicked arising from or caused by real or supposed wickedness. It is that which indicates wickedness, foul disquieting, disastrous, illumined; and what is morally wrong... it is what hinders the realization of the good... it is what is  materially, socially, morally, religiously, etc.; very harmful....”(New Lexicon Webster’s 1992:328).
We notice that the above description of evil shows that its reality opposed to good. It is bad, satanic and inimical in itself. It is the negation of good. Nwabekee underscores this point thus: “We can then say that evil is opposed to good, which is the integrity of being or perfection of being in its entire orders-material, moral or spiritual. Evil, we can sometimes concretize in a subject that is the subject affected”( Nwabekee, 1993:12). Furthermore, the traditional definition of evil as Hospers recorded it, is“…….a lack, a privation and a negation. There is no evil, but only comparative absence of good. Thus evil is simply a non being.....”(Hospers 1978:462). The definition spring up from Plotinus and influenced other Christian thinkers even to this day. 

2.2.1. Evil As Privation 
The notion of evil as a privation owes its origin to Plotinus but reached its highest point in Augustine who conceived evil as a negation, corruption or perversion of something good. Therefore, evil has no real existence. For St. Augustine, evil is not a substance, the wound or the disease. Rather, it is a defect of the bodily substance, which, as a substance is good. Evil then is an accident, that is, a privation of that good, which is called health, thus, whatever defects there are in a soul are privations of a natural good.( Peterson, 2001:253). Thomas Aquinas, espoused this notion of evil as privation thus he said: “In fact, evil is simply a privation of something which it ought to have. Such is the meaning of the word "evil" among all men. Now privation is not an essence, it is rather a negation in a substance” (Aquinas, BK1 :11.)
Hence, evil is the absence of some corresponding good. We referred it as a corruption. Because It depraves a being what it ought to possess. In the biblical creation account we were told that God created everything and saw that it was good (Gen. 1:31). We can say that  everything  God has created is good and the appearance  of evil occurs only when beings which are intrinsically good turns to be corrupted. 
2.2.2. Aesthetic Conception of Evil
In this aesthetic conception, we see the beauty that belongs to things in virtue of their forming a whole or being part of a whole. The aesthetic conception of evil in the insight of Augustine is referred to by Arthur Love Joy as the principle of plenitude. This principle has it that at universe with varied potentialities of beings and different kinds of entities both small and great preferably is seen as a better world than such that will contain highest types of being. This theory of evil at times applies the notion of evil as providing a contrast through which good shines brightly the more. Applying this principle of plentitude as we have seen, this theory has it that the universe must contain mutable and compatible creatures, compounded of being and non-being. For it is better that the universe should include free beings who may and do fall than that it Should omit them. (Hick, 2001:137).
St. Augustine also conceived evil from the point of view of aesthetics which he equally derived from Plotinus. According to this view, as Nwabekee expressed, what appears to be evil when seen in a limited context, as a necessary element in a world when looked at globally, is good (Nwabekee,1993:22). The universe is good in God's point of view, and as such lacks evil. Hence, In the whole creation of God, we can say that there is no such thing as evil.
2.2.3 Manichean Conception of Evil
The Manicheans affirm an ultimate dualism of good and evil, spirit and matter. As a result, they discovered two kingdoms, namely, good and evil. The affirmation of good and bad comes in the form of light or spirit and darkness or matter. This dualistic principle explains pleasure and pain of suffering experienced in the world. Two can be derived from their teaching. First, that sinfulness belongs to the natural state of human beings because of their creator, hence, it does not stem from Adam's fall. Secondly, the Manichean God did not create and does not control the forces of darkness.
Manichean why posing the doctrine of good and evil with equal power, as the governors of the universe. Here Petit puts it in this way: 
“Before the disastrous mingling, there existed a radical duality of two natures or substances or sources, on the one hand light and on the other hand darkness, which is evil or matter... but each of the two principles is so of equal right. Each is unborn and eternal. Each has equal value and equal power” (Petit,1962:2).
The Manichean doctrine was greatly attacked by some great thinkers who argued that evil has an independent existence of its own as good has. People like Plotinus, a Neo-Platonist, Augustine of Hippo were among those that attacked Manichaeism doctrine. 
2.3.  HUMAN SUFFERING
The Oxford Advanced learners Dictionary defines “Suffering” as “physical or mental pain…..feelings of pain and un happiness”. Here we look at suffering as that which deals with the feelings of pain and displeasure. It can have a connotation with evil, giving to an example of a woman who as a result of lack of shelter, food and money to keep and maintain her children went out to roam in the street as a result of prostitution. Here, the human suffering and evil is are various nuances of the same).
Fatula defines “suffering” as a disruption of inner harmony caused by physical, mental spiritual and emotional forces experienced as suffering and threatening our human existence.(Fatula 1987:990). In the biblical perspective, suffering has been expressed in various concrete terms “to suffer affliction” (1 Thes.3:4, Heb 11:25), to “suffer hardship”(2 Tim 2:9) “ to suffer hunger” (Ps34:10) “to suffer death”(Mt 16:21) etc. All this shows that suffering defines every facet of our human and earthly exist
2.3.1. FACES OF HUMAN SUFFERING
A. Natural suffering: When a suffering is said to be “natural” it means it is not made or caused by human beings. It simply means the pains people undergo due to the influence of natural disasters. Such suffering include earthquakes, epidemics, flood, hurricanes etc. These type of suffering bring about extensive catastrophe, with enormous losses in lives and material goods. 
B. Moral Suffering: This kind of suffering can said to be a deliberate and conscious kind of evil that is perpetrated against human beings by themselves.(Journal of African theology,2007:105). According to Egbuogu this type of suffering is concerned with those sufferings that are occasioned by acts perpetrated by man(Egbuogu, 2006:54). An example of this is when one kills a friend in anger and he or she later regret it. This is evident in people with a scrupulous conscience. Moral Sufferings come also as a result of man inhumanity to man. It includes war, murder, oppression, every acts of injustice.
C. Physical Suffering
This is a pain suffered in the human body. It is “a deficiency of the body or part of it. It is in some cases an absence of a part or a function of the body that should be, but is not there”.(Iroegbu,2004:38). This type of suffering is caused by both human and non-human element. This include sickness, handicap, and all forms of deficiency in the body.

2.3.2. BIBLICAL PERCEPTION OF HUMAN SUFFERING 
Here we intend to highlight just two views on the concept of suffering in biblical perspective. In the Old Testament. The basic notion towards suffering in the OT was that it was God's punishment for sin. ‘’An early Hebrew view interpreted suffering as God punishment upon the sin, which wounded humankind since its 'beginning {Gen16-19). A sense of national solidarity influenced other writers to understand suffering as divine retribution for both personal and communal sins (Num12, 1-15)” see (Fatula,1987:991).
The early concept that saw suffering as divine retribution for sin was challenged in the book of Job. Job, an upright, blameless and God-fearing ma who avoided evil, still suffered terribly. This incidence was the beginning of ne awareness regarding the nature of suffering. A similar view was strongly brought out by the Prophet Ezekiel. The Prophet showed that suffering is not necessarily punishment for sin. But where suffering has any link with sin, he proposed theology of individual retribution; suffering is the punishment only for one's own sins {Ezekiel31, 29-30) and not a communal affair. This doctrine was consistently repeated in Proverbs, some parts of the Psalms and later in Sirach.(Journal of theology,2007:106).
The New Testament has a  fundamental Christological perspective, here the meaning of suffering revolves around Christ. Here they tried to present Christ suffering as a consolation to human suffering. Even to the point of seeing human suffering as a means of sharing in the sufferings of Christ, which will lead to victory at the end of our life on earth. Here Karl Peschke elaborates on this, stating, that “Christian faith sees in suffering and death a means to unite a person to Christ and death to the glory of his father. We bear in the body   the death of Jesus, so that the life  of Jesus also may manifest in our bodies(2 cor. 4,10). More so the Christian suffering is seen as a source of grace to the entire people of God. Through one’s infirmities one makes up in one’s own flesh what is lacking in Christ’s afflictions for the sake of his body, that is the church (Col. 1,24)”.(Peschke,2001:333). Here we see that Christ suffering in the New testament is a response of justification to the sufferings of man-kind. I n the words of St. Paul, Christ death expiated man’s sin(Romans 5:9) and merited his glorification (Eph.1-20-23).

2.4. CONCLUSION
The reality of evil and suffering in the world is an existential fact, which no man can claim ignorance of. The analysis we have done so far by trying to divine evil and suffering, explaining its nature and giving different philosophical and theological view on the problems would go a long way to helping us better understanding on these issue.
We can say that despite the justification and explanation of evil and human suffering in the world, as we have noted earlier, it is still impossible to rationalize because of its gratuitous nature and its pervasive form. ‘’The gratuitous nature of evil is its affliction of the innocent, especially children, while the pervasive form of evil is shown in its  magnitude which often makes it impossible to contemplate”.(Egbuogu, 2006:195).
The bombing of three Christian’s Churches on 17 June 2012, in northern part of  Nigeria by  terrorist group at least killing over 20 people and 80 were wounded. This killing of an innocent men and women which is seen as a (gratuitous character of evil) and thousands of people perishing through earthquake (pervasive form of evil) cannot be exhaustively justified and explained. In these sense, nothing can be said which can adequately justify the existence of evil. Thus we can say that the concept of evil needs further clarification if it is to prove its existence in the world.


3.0. CHAPTER TWO	
3.1. METZ, SUFFERING UNTO GOD
Metz in his notion of “suffering unto God” argued that contemporary Christian theology has display lack of interest in  asking questions about suffering that comes from God and the reward of those who suffered unjustly. But the attention of most Christian theodicies is the incident that took place in Auschwitz. The story of Auschwitz is a real example of suffering of the innocent people. For Metz the most important thing is not to emphasize the obvious incident in Auschwitz or try to justified God in the face of this evil or human suffering, which has been the main intention of some Christian theodicy. But to confront the mystery of human suffering with the sufferings of Christ, as a participation in the cross of Christ. Which has a grate reward at the last day. The mystery of God has been tamed by Metz as the only answer to human suffering. Secondly, what is the proper role of a human person in the alleviation of human suffering in the world. According  Johann Metz “the  question about God pressed itself upon him not in his existential version but rather to some an extent in his political version. The question that is immanent to this discourse about God is first and foremost the question of the salvation of those who suffer unjustly”(Metz 1994:612). 
Moltmann can be seen as the most striking exponent of “the suffering of God” Following the idea of Met as a scheme in theodicy,(Egbuogu 2006:180) Moltmann suggest that God’s suffering is the only answer one can give when confronted with the question about God in the midst of suffering. In his response to Wiesel question regarding the power of God why the innocent boy hanged at Auschwitz, taking Wiesel’s response: ”God who was hanging with the hanged at the gallows of Auschwitz, justifies himself by identifying with his creatures suffering. Any other answer would be blasphemy. There cannot be any other Christian answer to the question of this torment. To speak here of God who could not suffer would make God a demon. To speak here of an absolute God would make God an annihilating nothingness. To speak here of an indifferent God would condemn men to indifference”.(Moltmaan 1974:274).
Thus evil and human suffering is a great problem in human history because of  the attributes of God in the human thought. It is only in relation to Christ suffering and the reward that comes from it that man’s reflection towards human suffering can be explained. This is where the relevance of this chapter lies. Thus in this second chapter, We shall see Metz response to the suffering in Auschwitz and Augustine’s notion of evil. And his explanation to the mysticism of suffering unto God.
 3.2. AFTER AUSCHWITZ 
Auschwitz is one of the most notorious concentration camps of World War II. It was opened in 1940 in Poland. It was seen as a place for one of the many concentration camps that were set up by the Nazis during the Second World War. Many innocent People were imprisoned. They were starving, they receive poor treatment and they had to work too hard. Very many Jews were sent there just to be there put to death. This was clearly a concentration death camp . In Auschwitz there were many prisoner, and most of them died as a result of hunger. (members.home.nl/keesdebrouwer/wereldoorlog_II/05a_auschwitz.htm). 
Metz in his theology of suffering unto God started by saying, that Auschwitz’s theology makes every non-contextual talk about God appear empty and blind. John Baptist Metz based this work on the question of whether a theology which serves this name, God, simply continue to talk about God and about people without putting into consideration the suffering of  innocent people in the world. Can such theology be well accepted, carrying along with it the catastrophe of suffering humanity and the good Creator God. Can it continue to talk about God and about people as if the supposed innocence of our human words were not to be re-examined in view of such a catastrophe? Metz was so much disturbed on the on this question: Why is it that theology cares little about this catastrophe of the suffering of man. He was concerned about the confused state in which theology puts us within the history of human suffering in general. (Metz 1994:611--612).
Since then, he determined that in his theology in the light of Auschwitz, we must not simply examine the Christian theology of Judaism, but examine Christian theology, that is Christian God-talk, in general. He went further to say that  we are not concerned with the  theology of "justification of God" in the face of the evil, suffering and  wickedness of the world. Rather, we are  concerned -and indeed  exclusively concerned -with the question  as to how there is to be talk of God at all in view of the abysmal  history  of world suffering, "his" world. To him, this main question in theology. This is a question that cannot be avoided or reconciled, but a question still based in requisitioning God. His observation is that of a religion with the theodicy question “the” eschatological question. This type of question has no comprehensive answer but rather it is a quest of enquiry in God.   Metz made a distinction between (Theology versus Mythology) The answers in theology do not form a solution to the problem, and the answers by theology do not fall silent or vanish unlike in mythology where the question is forgotten(Metz 1994:613).
Egbuogu in his book “Eschatological hope as Christian Theodicy’’ has to mention that it can be read in Moltmaan’s  views that God in his identification with man in his suffering is a ground for a serious call on man to share in others sufferings and in a struggle against the same. In that strongest statement in affirmation to Wiesel’s answer to the question regarding the existence of God in relation to Auschwitz. Egbuogu went further to say that for Moltmann  to speak  an indifferent God would condemn men to indifference.(Egbuogu, 2006:184).
Sarot commenting on the victims in Auschwitz both Jews and Christians said Auschwitz' is not an ordinary instance of severe and innocent suffering, it is an instance for which Christians are in part responsible. He  went further to say that using Auschwitz as a symbol for severe and innocent suffering tends to obscure On the one hand, there is good reason for this practice: in general the people who were detained in Auschwitz, suffered severely as well as innocently. On the other hand, however, 'severe and innocent suffering' should not be the first thing that comes to the mind of Christian theologians when they think of Auschwitz. The first question such people should ask in this case, supposed not to be 'What concept of God gives most comfort to those who suffer?', or 'How can we prevent severe and innocent suffering?', but the basic question we should ask is 'How can we prevent that Christianity ever again can provide fertile soil for antisemitism and kindred movements?'. Because 'Auschwitz' is an instance for which Christians are in part responsible. And this responsibility should be of primary importance for Christians. For him the emphasizes on the innocent and severe suffering of the victims of Auschwitz is not his main problem. But his main concern is that the primary emphasis should be on the identity of the victims, primarily Jews and on the collective guilt of us, Christians. (Marcel Sarot 1991.volume7).
[bookmark: _GoBack]The incident of suffering and death in Auschwitz that took place in 1940 at Poland is a remarkable event. Even His Holiness Pope Francis  on his visit to Poland for the world youth day on 29th of July, according to the world news was able to walked alone through the notorious wrought-iron "Arbeit Macht Frei" gate at Auschwitz-Birkenau, on a historic visit to the former Nazi death camp. Pope Francis  met with the Holocaust survivors and was able to kissed some of  them. Among those he embraced was Helena Dunicz Niwinska, a 101-year-old woman, one of the survivors who worked at the camp hospital as children. Pope prayed in silent contemplation, in his memory book he wrote "Lord, have mercy on your people. Lord, forgive so much cruelty”. Pope Francis words at  Auschwitz, is in line with Metz conception of how Christians should react with the suffering and death in Auschwitz. Rather than asking question “suffering that comes from God or why innocent people are suffering” but they should stand in silence to reflect on the Christ suffering and the reward that comes on the last day. 
Recalling in mind on Metz’s notion of  eschatological hope for those who suffered, it quite important to note that  Motmaan locate the suffering and death of Jesus within soteriological context. He uses the argument that wounds are seen as healed by wounds, derived from the suffering servant song(Is 53:4-5), he asserts that God’s suffering alleviates our own. (Idem, 1978:25). 
The history of religion and that of humanity can be said to be interwoven. According to Metz the confession to humanity comes for the first time in the history of religion “Hear o Israel, your God is one” (Deut.6:4). Following the Bible finds Israel as a landscape of theodicy. In the midst of its suffering, she could not identify those riches in spirit with which to console itself either through myth or idealism. Despite the rich culture of the people around her by that time, she remained a “landscape of Cries” as early Christians which is now Christologically intensified. The question then is it the Christian message itself or the theologically aspect of it that has allowed the eschatological questioning of God to fall silent?(Metz 1994:614).
This question for Metz may seem not to be very important, but it reminds us of the “so-called Hellenization of Christianity” not only owes much-very-much – to the Greeks, though they accepted him but when he spoke about the eschatology and apocalyptic of a God who raises the dead, they never gave him attention and Paul have to leave their company. Here the author stresses that the Christian faith stems from Israel and its mind comes exclusively from Antheus. This brings the idea of anamnestic reason, that means knowing which always remembers the past and would really be the organ of theology that tries to confront our most highly progressive and developed consciousness with the cries and accusations of that past which is systematically forgotten in it. This will make theodicy well recognized in our world today.(Metz 1994:615).
 3.3. AUGUSTINE AND HIS LEGACY
In considering the question of theodicy in the history of theology and Christianity, Metz  deems it wise to make Augustine and his legacy, his turning point. The theology question of how can the suffering innocent of the world be reconciled with the powerful and good creator god; and again why the delay of Parousia? Augustine posited the Gnostic axiom of timelessness (Zeitlosigheit) of salvation and non-redeem ability of time (Heillosigheit). He tried to put a wedge between the Old Testament tradition of the creator God and the New Testament ideology of redemption.(Metz 1994:616). 
The problem of evil has been a major line of thought that preoccupied Augustine throughout his life. Evil for Augustine does not exist by itself. He aimed at proving that according to Egbuogu that  “God was good and created only good things., evil did not exit, if it did it would have been good. The second theory is evil is the privation of good. Thirdly, this privation of the good in creatures, created good, was brought about by their evil choice as free creatures. Finally Though God foresaw this “misfortune” he allowed it; he is capable of turning all into good.”(Egbuogu 2006:134).Metz in his discussion of suffering made reference to Adolf Von Harnack, who said that Augustine lived and taught in a church that was “built up in opposition to Marcion”. As far as his proposal for theodicy is concerned, we should consult above all his so called treatise on freedom, the treatise De Libero Arbitio.  Augustine was able to locate the cause and responsibility of evil and suffering of humanity and the organization of guilt which is rooted in man’s saying No to God. As such the creator God falls out of the theodicy question. The Augustinian conception opposes Manichaeism and agnosticism. It is humanity that is sinful and bears the burden of suffering. God shouldn’t be blamed. His strong doctrine of freedom “from an apologetic intent; an apology for the creator God”. He was misted by this apology into a human freedom Godless autonomy; and was worried equally of how human freedom can bear such a weight under this universal history of suffering.(Metz 1994:616).
Met in his interest in Paul’s letter to the Romans, tried to develop the doctrine of original sin and that of predestination. Here comes in the aporias in Augustine’s theodicy. (Metz 1994:617).     Here the writer points out some of them:
(1.) It is difficult to refute Hans Blumenberg’s suspicion that the division between God the creator and the God the redeemer reappears in Augustine as an anthropological dualism. 
(2.) Augustine’s idea of God not coming into this question conflicts with the principles of the theological doctrine of freedom and this makes sinful freedom in this context sound more like a feeble apologetic distinction.
(3.) In Augustine the eschatological question is silenced. Augustine sees salvation as exclusively redemptive whereas the Bible traditions present salvation as not only of that of redemption and guilt but also that deliverance of humanity from situations of suffering.(Metz 1994:617).
 The silencing of the eschatological questions its consequences of which Metz could point out are two (1) the fact that theology exonerates God in the face of the history of suffering man and blames the guilty humanity for the cause of its suffering, theology is giving the impression that it is reconciling itself with God, while ignoring the suffering humanity. This made the suffering humanity revolt against this God of the theologians. This may be the reason why the theodicy question could be the root of modern atheism. (2) This Augustine ideology could equally lead to an over exaggeration of the idea of guilt – an absolution of sin in Christianity; and this may bring about a reaction to ecclesial preaching that that seem entirely moralistic, having no knowledge of the eschatological question of God.(Metz, 1994:618)
 “The Augustinian conception is probably only understandable as a conception in opposition to Manichaeism and  Gnosis.   It is  not  God,  but  rather humanity alone,  which  has become sinful,   which  bears  the burden of responsibility for  a creation  torn  by suffering.  Augustine's emphatic doctrine of  freedom actually springs from  an  apologetic intention: apology  for the creator God.  It is astonishing to realize that this apology seduces him to support an autonomous human  freedom, independent of God, of a type with which we ourselves are actually familiar, except that we encounter this autonomous freedom in secularized  modernity”.(Sage Journals, 1992: 279).
3.4.  SUFFERING IN GOD
Metz examines here the strategies on the Trinitarian theology . He tried to see how contemporary theology explain the role of the Trinity  in the human history  of suffering. He has some contrary views with such authors as Karl Barth, Eberhard Jungel, Dietrich Bonheeffery Jurgen moltmann on the suffering God. To him, how can the language of the suffering God, or of suffering between God and God, avoid leading to an externalization of suffering? Do not here God and human being end up under the weight of a  quasi-mythical  universalization of suffering, which finally overcomes even the impulse that resists injustice. Or is it perhaps  the case that, in the theology of a suffering God. For him Hegelian  idealism  is too influential  and suffering is reduced to the concept of suffering?  (Metz,  1994:612).
He did  not believe that Christology can necessitates or even legitimates theology that speaks of a suffering God. He supports his argument thus along with Karl Rahner, notion I would emphatically resist any ideology that understands the filial consciousness of the man Jesus of Nazareth with regard to his Divine Father in the same sense as statements about the Eternal Son begotten within the Trinity (Rahner, 1978:249).
Metz still agreed with John, that the theology of the creator God could not avoid the suspicion of apathy, unless it takes the language of God who suffers with His suffering creation. The important thing is that all the Biblical traditions of self-definition of God to that of God as love bears a mark of promise, a mark that presents the theology speaking of God of creation in the form of negative theology. He maintains that a theodicy theology does not accept abstract opposition between eschatology and ontology.(Metz, 1994:620).
3.5. THE MYSTICISM OF SUFFERING UNTO GOD.
Metz began by saying that this language of God’s mysticism does not provide consoling solution to the human suffering, rather is a passionate requisitioning of God with high expectation. So is Jesus God mysticism based on this poverty of spirit of the beatitude “Jesus hold firm to the divinity of God; in the forsakenness of the cross he affirms a God who is still other than and distinct from the echo of our desires”. John Baptist Metz wonders whether this type of mysticism brings consolation. What of Biblical God whose will is to bring consolation? Many questions came to his mind as whether Israel was happy with his father? Etc.(Metz, 1994:621).
Metz in his political way of thinking, tried to ask some basic question about God and religion in the mystery of suffering. Whether Jesus was happy with God during his suffering on the cross. Whether religion still make us happy and provide consolation to our problem. He went further to say that the Biblical consolation does no promise us a sense and harmonious condition. He sees the critics of religion from Feuerbach to Freud as being mistaken for Christian. Mysticism took its root from poverty of spirit as a root for consolation, and as such it can never be understood without a mystical uneasiness of suffering.(Metz 1994:621).
In his notion of mysticism of suffering God, Metz concluded his write up by basing his foundational Biblical experience of God on the poverty of the spirit of Jesus first beatitude; and has it as a mysticism of suffering unto God, which showcased itself in the prayers of the Israelites – the psalms, in Job, lamentations etc.
3.5.1 .CONCLUSION
Suffering has a relationship to the very essence of Christian life(Mt 5, 5; Acts 5, 41:2).  Christian  outlook thus find the meaning of suffering of Jesus his death and resurrection, as a consolation to his or her own suffering. A Christian attitude to suffering is fundamentally that of hope. Karl Peschke elaborates on this thus:” Christian faith sees in suffering and death a means to unite person to Christ, who went through suffering and death to the glory of his father. We bear in the body the death of Jesus, so that the life of Jesus also may be manifest in our bodies(2 Cor. 4,10). By accepting infirmities generously and even heroically, one grows into full maturity with Christ”. (Peschke, 2001:333,vol 2). In relating our suffering to God who suffers with us, In Eckhart “book of consolation” he sees suffering as that which should rather bring joy since God himself suffers very willingly both for us and with us. Seeing God not only as a co-sufferer, but our suffering made divine. (Duclow , 1983:233). 
In line with human suffering and the suffering of Christ, Metz advocated what he called a "mysticism of suffering unto God." For him, it is a basic of our relationship with God. In this mysticism of suffering we cry out to the God in our suffering and demand his response, then in our own responsibility we try to eradicate suffering and heal the wound of those who are suffering. Kevin commenting on Metz mysticism of suffering unto God maintained that “this connects our spirituality to our daily lives, prayer to action, sacraments to social justice. It is what has been called the "mystical-political" life of a follower of Christ. It is the unity between love of God and love of neighbor without losing either. Taking our cue from Jesus, it is a life in which our spirituality and our actions are unified and call each other to account to the God of Life, the God of Jesus Christ who seeks an end to all injustice and evil”( www.religionandspirituality.com).


4.0. CHAPTER THREE: 
4.1. FREEWILL AND HUMAN FREEDOM
Man by nature is free, the truth of the matter is that man is not static but full of dynamism  and his movements and activities  are not determined  by external agents like piece of wood. His action result from his decisions. Man  therefore work or  studies  because  he  wants  to work or study. He visit any place because he wants to.  It was as a result of Man’s will that differentiated him from the lower animals and machines, for Rearden says: “Nothing shows  freedom so  clearly as arbitrary decisions, nothing shows so much as deliberate choice, nothing show dependence so much as consent”(Rearden, Op. Cit.,1976:49). 
As a result of freedom man has the  ability  to  choose amidst alternatives and not to follow an action that is already determined. The mind has an absolute power or sovereign control of the will to decide a particular action to take. Streller underscores this point when he writes:
“To be free means not to attain what has been willed,  but to choose through oneself  to  will. The failure  of  a  projected  action  does  not concern freedom itself. Freedom is not the possibility of attaining chosen foals  but in the autonomy of the act of choosing”.(Streller, 1960:32).
Thus freedom goes simultaneously with the problem of evil. Man is exposed to wrong doing by the virtue of free will. A lot of debate has been going on among scholars whether man is responsible for moral evil or not. Based on this nagging problem, some shares the opinion that man is responsible for moral evil, because he is the only agent in matters concerning moral. And others were of the view that man is not responsible for the moral evil because he is determined. In this chapter, we shall look into the idea of  free will, human freedom and determinism in man.
4.2.THE FREEDOM OF MAN 
The term freedom which is prior to man’s existence has been giving an important position among philosophers. Streller was of the opinion that, ”Human freedom is not part of human existence; it precedes human existence and makes it possible. The freedom of man cannot be  separated   from   the  being   of   man’s conscious” (Streller, 1960:32). Taking into account of Streller notion of freedom we can say that man is free since freedom for him is inseparable with his human existence. So with man’s existence there is no limit to human freedom. But the basic question here is what exactly does it mean to be free? Streller  maintained that “To be free means, not to attain what has been willed, but to choose through oneself to will. The failure of a projected action does not concern freedom itself. Freedom is not the possibility of attaining chosen goals but is the autonomy of the act of choosing”  (Streller, Op. Cit., 1960:39).
Man therefore has the capacity to choose or not to choose, to perform an act or not to perform a determinate action. Rearden affirms, that man's freedom is real enough but, it is not absolute. It is a freedom with a particular scope, determined by a humanity and his situation.(Rearden, 1976:49).
Aquinas' position on human freedom is based on the fact that man has reason. For him, the human will is free, and for him it is the power which man have to determine his own actions based on his reason. 
“Man has free choice or otherwise counsel, exhortations,  commands, prohibition rewards, and punishment would be in vain. We  must  observe  that  certain things act without   judgement, as  a stone   moves  downwards, and some act from judgement, because by his apprehensive power he Judges that   something should be avoided sought ...And in that man is  rational, it is necessary that he has free choice”.(Aquinas, q.83,a.1.)
In the  light of Locke understanding of freedom, been a libertarian he believed in human freedom. His conception of freedom becomes different from that of many philosophers who call themselves libertarians. Because most of the philosophers believed that an agent is free only if his or her action is uncaused; whereas in Locke’s own thought all actions have causes, including the free ones. Most of the libertarians hold that no action is free unless it proceeds from a volition that is itself free; whereas Locke argued that free volition, as opposed to free action, is an impossibility. Locke maintained that voluntariness is not sufficient for freedom, whereby a free action is merely one that is willed. The free agent, Locke insists, must also be able or have been able to do something other than she does or did. Thus Locke’s freedom is not contra-causal; and there is a denial that freedom extends to volition.( Rogers (ed.), 1994:1).
4.3.FREEDOM OF THE WILL
Freedom is the absence of controlling and limiting something. It is the ability to commit  or omit  without interference. It exclude any form of pressure to force (someone) to do something.  Many Philosophers  and theologians have argued on the existence of the  arguments put forward for the proof of the existence of the will by Onwuanibe include:
I. Common consent of Mankind: Here, we presuppose freedom of the will when we ask people  such  question  as  "is  it  your will  to become a priest?"  or "please  act according to your will?"
ii. Metaphysical  Argument:  The will obviously is an immaterial  faculty and as such   free   from  matter,   which   is   the principle of determinism. The will is considered free because it has no content of matter.
iii. Ethical  Argument: In our  daily living in  the society, we praise and blame people. People are also  punished  for  their  actions.  These presuppose freedom of the will (Onwuanibe, unpublished lecture  2005). 
It means that human  actions can  be  judged  to be  morally good or bad, right or wrong. The obvious fact is that the will exists  and  it  is  free.   The will  make man to transcend in his actions and in his tendency to immaterial good. For man, the existence of the will cannot be overemphasized, because it makes man a moral being. Morality is  predicated on man's possession of the will.  
Egbuogu in his book “Eschatological hope as Christian theodicy” made reference to Augustine’s notion of freewill that In the "Freewill" St Augustine, makes it clearer “that all evil  can 'be accounted for in terms of the misuse of the freewill. He went further to say that evil enters nature by the initiative of evil choice, and being effective, turns the natures concerned to evil insofar as they are vitiated,
 though they remain good insofar as they are natures. Perverted' as' a result of the initiative of an evil choice, they are evil as long as they are vitiated, but insofar as they are natures they are good”(Egbuogu 2006:138). Augustine was still confused with the existence of evil when he  turned to the question of why it was that he could, at all, will evil when the God who made him was all good; was it the devil that was responsible? If it were, from where comes the devil, what made him evil if he was created by God(Augustine, The confessions, 7, 3; PL. 32, 735.)
Most people took the notion of "Freewill defense", as the most important proposed solution to the problem of evil. People like Mackie who maintained that evil "is not to be ascribed to God at all, but to the independent actions of human beings, supposed to have been endowed by God with freedom of the Will." (Mackie, op. cit. p.97).  This notion of free will as we have seen is central to St Augustine's theodicy; affirming the reality of free choice shows that evil is not from God.  But it is seen, as a result of free act of man. Moreover, man is a being with a free will, for many people  therefore  there is no limit to the freedom of man except freedom itself. Sartre writes:“……. I am condemned to be free. This means that no limits to my freedom can be found except freedom itself, or if you prefer, that we are not free to cease being free.”(Sartre, 1969:439). However, due to the existence of man’s free will, he indulges in moral evil such as greed, deceit, envy, deceit etc. Perhaps, human action can be morally evil when it is addressed within the context of poor decision-making. 

4.4.DETERMINISM
The determinist has a different view of human freedom. But for another school of thought this is contrary view. For them, our acts are called "free" if they are preceded by relevant deliberation or when we are afterwards willing to accept responsibility for them. It is noteworthy to say that there are different forms of determinism, like logical determinism, fatalism, hard and soft determinism.(Okonkwo,2004:85).The deterministic doctrine poses a lot of challenges to human beings about the reality of their free will. For them, “whatever that is going to be will be’’.
 “Determinism can said to be any doctrine of human action choose freely what acts they shall which denies the real ability of men to do is called determinism”.(Benignus, 1947:260).
According to Lacey:
“Fatalism holds that the future is fixed irrespective of our attempt to affect it...A similar view, more discussed than actually held, is logical determinism, which argues that a given future must either occur or not. Whichever happens, the prediction that it would happen would turn out to be correct, and therefore -was correct all along, whether or not we know it”.(Lacey, 1976:71).
This doctrine  is so rampant in our society and it challenges  the certainty  of our common-sense about the reality of free choice. We often hear people say while do you disturb yourself? everything has already been plan by God. However this  assertion  denies man of any responsibility for his action. Lehreh, in his opinion said “…..It does not only imply that a person's behavior is determined, it also implies that the conditions that determined his behavior were determined”( Lehreh  Op. Cit., 1966:200). Thus Lacey again state:
“Has determinism said that our action caused in a very way that makes us not free as we might have thought; so that responsibility, if not implies free will, is an illusion.... soft determinists....say  that  our  actions indeed caused, but we are riot therefore a less free than  we  might be,  because the causation is not constraint or compulsion on us” (Lacey 1976:71).
From the above description, we can say that the doctrine of determinism is that  whatever  happens, happens  under  conditions  such  that  it  was casually impossible for it to happen. But if we say that human being are determined, how can we reconcile it with the notion of moral evil. Since the doctrine of determinism said that human being are constrained in making of their choice. Man lack the culpability, that means he does not take the responsibility  of  his action. He is constrained to act in a given way. In this way we  say that "Man's  freedom is real enough but it is not absolute”. (Rearden Op. Cit., 49). It is was Jean Jacque Rousseau who espoused  this  point when he said man is free but every were in chains. And we can say that a question of choice impose limit to freedom. 
4.5.CONCLUSION
The obvious fact is that one is free to choice when he has alternatives before him. This is as a result of his free will, therefore he is capable of choice making as Sartre testified that man is condemned to be free. Many Philosophers are conscious of this fact. For Aquinas “In the moral order the primary fact is that man possesses freedom. Without freedom Men could not love God, right, just and good”(Stumpf Op. Cit.,196).
Considering the enormity of evil in the world, can we say that man’s free choice is the  best answer to the question of suffering and evil in the world. If man has to act freely as a result of the gift of free will  by God. Could God not have created only good things and man has only free choice to choose the good. Mackie, will say that “Can God not control the evil will if freedom is really indispensable. Although he recognized the fact that in a contingent world, the right freedom covers the choice both  good and evil. He maintained that God who could not control the freedom or freewill of his creatures raises the question of what he calls “paradox omnipotence’’, a God who can do what he cannot undo, or handle; we see it as parallel to “paradox sovereign”. Who can make a law and restrict its future legislative powers”(Mackie, Op. cit., 99). 
The remark above on the role of God controlling “free will or human freedom”, bring us to the question of  logical impossibility. Egbuogu coming in on this matter gave his own response “it is a different thing to talk of God controlling the world he had created and talking of controlling the choices of free beings; giving them freewill and controlling  their choices is inherently contradictory, and so logically impossible. It is either they are absolutely free to choose or they are not creatures of freedom”(Egbuogu, 2006:145).
The obvious fact is that the whole life of man in this  world is essentially a choice between good and bad or evil. Man when faced with plurality of options, he applies the will and reason in his choice making. But it is quite unfortunate when we look at our daily life, as regard to our moral behavior, we discover that human beings choses evil sometimes instead of good. And at times man’s suffering are in accordance to the cosmic order of universe. 
5.0. CHAPTER FOUR
5.1.EVALUATION AND CONCLUSION
5.2.  EVALUATION
The  existence of evil and human suffering in the world is not a subject of debate.  It is an undeniable fact that threatens belief in the existence of God. According to the Bible, suffering has been part of human life since the world began. It started with the Fall of Adam and Eve, due to their disobedience, God allowed Adam and Eve to experience physical “pain”. Men have to “toil” and “sweat” for food. And Women suffer pain in childbirth. [Gen, 3:16-18). In (Gen,4: 12)  we saw the result of Cain envy in killing his brother Abel, God causes him to suffer emotional pain. And he was isolated and finally deprived of his homeland. 
We have considered the historicity of the problem in connection with Gods attributes, who is wholly good, omnipotent and benevolent God. It quite certain that evil and pain in the world constitute a massive problem to the people in the world. But we have come to an understanding that God is not the direct cause of evil.  The presence of evil does not negate the attributes of God, because he remains good, perfect and omnipotent.  ‘’God undoubtedly willed the creation of a universe in which physical evil was in some way involved as far as the natural order of  events is concerned. God created human beings and bestowed on them freewill out of which moral evil eventually emerged as an abuse of the free will of human beings”(Maduka, 2007:88 ). 
Due to the devastating  presence of evil in the world, man’s opinions have sprouted. Many people used such an advantage to excuse themselves from not believing in the omnipotent and omniscient God.  Pope John Paul the second in his apostolic letter, “Salvific Doloris” comments on people attitude in the midst of suffering thus he said “In  every  suffering that  man  endures, he  asks  the question: why? This is a question about the meaning of human suffering, the  Pope asserts, is  "a difficult question" and has  not only  led "conflict in the relations of man with God. but it also happens that people reach the point of actually denying God" (Salvifici Doloris, n.9).
Here we make an assertion that God did not create evil and suffering, as attested to by the book of Genesis. “God created everything and saw that it is good”(Gen1,25).  But he permit it for a purpose. We saw the response Christ gave to the Pharisees in the bible concerning the boy born blind. Thus “as Jesus passing by, saw a man, who was blind from his birth. And his disciples asked him Rabbi, who hath sinned, this man, or his parents, that he should be born blind? Jesus answered: Neither hath this man sinned, nor his parents; but that the works of God should be made manifest in him”(John 9:1-4).
Christ response in the bible about the suffering child is the ultimate and consummate response to the question of human suffering in the world. Any attempts by scholars to explain life and its vicissitudes, to interpret the historicity of evil in the world,  suffering and death of humanity in relation to the existence of God that fails to reach at this biblical passage can be considered to be deficient. The  Christian religion does not propound theories or prose ways of eradicating suffering, rather can they explain the goodness, kindness and love in the world. Life is not only evil and suffering but it is far more complex than that. But we can say that Suffering pertains to the essence of Christian life (Mt 5:10-12).My Son, if you want to serve  the Lord, prepare yourself for an ordeal  (Sirach 2: 1).  
God allowed his only son to drink the cup of suffering. "Father, if thou art willing, remove this cup from me; nevertheless not my will”. Luke 22:31-42). On the cross he shouted “my God my God, why have you forsaking me” Christ was dealt with the problem of pain at its root. God allowed him to experience the problem of evil more intensely. Perhaps one can say if suffering is evil, God would not allowed his only son to be associated with evil. 
John Paul ll, in his Apostolic letter, ‘Salvifici  Doloris’ (on the Meaning of Human Suffering), written on 11th February, 1984 which  is one of the Church's documents  that  treats  human  suffering  and  gives  it  a  salvific meaning in the Cross of Christ. In this letter, the Pope asserts: 
“Human suffering has reached its culmination in the Passion of Christ. And at the same  time- it has entered into a completely new dimension and a new order: 'it has been linked to that 1ove of which Christ spoke to Nicodemus;. to that love Which creates good, drawing it out by means of suffering, just as the supreme good of the redemption of the  world was drawn from the cross of Christ and from the cross constantly takes its beginning... In it we must also pose anew the question about  the meaning of suffering, and read in it, to the very depths, the answer to this question” (Salvifici Doloris, n.18).
Here Metz wants us to understand that human suffering is a mystery of human existence. Although it hurts but we should look at it from the perspective of the good it offers and the human effort in eradication of this pain and suffering. Immanuel Kant’s in his Critique of Pure Reason, he stated: "The whole interest of reason,  speculative as well as practical is centered in the three following questions: (1) What can I know? (2) What ought I to do? (3) What may I hope?” (Kant, 1934: 457). Thus the  theology of Baptist Johann Metz  a Roman Catholic priest and founder of the most recent version of political theology on the solution to the problem of evil and suffering in the world perhaps could said to have centered his argument in the three following questions. Because Metz see questioning as the center point in theodicy, even as regard the incident after Auschwitz.
The center of Metz political theological activity is the confrontation with Auschwitz. The rupture of Auschwitz raises radical questions of Christian responsibility to the Jews as well as questions to God. Metz quotes Romano Guardini in his book : "Why, God, the dreadful detour on the way to Heaven, the suffering of the innocent, why sin?". Questioning is the task of theodicy after Auschwitz. Metz maintains his longstanding criticism of theodicy-as-explanation and of attempts to reduce suffering to an inner-Trinitarian process, a suffering in God. Auschwitz leaves faith with a biblical and eschatological mysticism that takes the form of a "suffering unto God."  (www.catholicbooksreview.org/PRE-2000/metz99.htm).
Because for  Metz, what ought  do I need to know concerning suffering in the world, for him suffering and evil is a constant element in the history of humanity. Suffering takes different forms, it can be physical or moral. It can be experienced individually and communally. Thus the emphasis is not on giving a voice to why suffering or who is the cause of suffering. But on Jesus’ response to the suffering of the oppressed. Because, Jesus himself also suffers on the cross. How does humanity identify themselves with his suffering, which offers them a new era of universal hope with Christ resurrection. Humanity should see suffering not as a treat but a challenge to be accepted. It is the foot step of Christ, which will merit us the salvation. 
In what human beings ought to do, for Metz our mission is to work towards the alleviation of suffering in the world, Just as Christ acted in history in the history of humanity, by curing the sick, healing the wounded, setting the captives free etc. “He was compassionate with the widow of Nain at the death of her only son (LK7:15); he deeply felt for the crowds that hungered for food and wandered without spiritual direction(Mk 8:2) It is noted that his feelings were in no way, a ‘condescending superficial pity” but what really rose from the very depths of his hearts, thus he was seen weep at Lazarus death, from that source of pity welled up his miracles”(Mcdermott, op .cit. p.93). For Christians, our mission is to act both as individuals and as a community to restore authentic hope  and love to the world. Thus in their suffering, Christians discover another who too is a sufferer. In this way, suffering becomes the way to participate in the cross of Christ.
Metz in his response to the third question on what we can hope for in the world of suffering and evil. That Christ by suffering on the cross, were able to conquer evil and suffering. His suffering which is consummated in his death, is a redemptive source for human suffering in the world. “For Christians, then, human suffering and the suffering of Jesus are bound together, the latter giving meaning to the former. Thus  what otherwise is meaningless takes value and depth through Jesus redemptive act. For him suffering was a destiny of Christians”(Wolfinger, op. cit. p.35). 
So, we can say that in spite of all that appearances may express, we cannot but say, with the soteriological character of the eschatology, which Christ associated himself with creation, confirmed that reality, and man, in a special way, cannot be a lost cause. With the love of God made manifest in the incarnation, the future (eschatological) hope of Christians assures us that, though all may not be properly explained away in human language, the end of history, in Christ, will justify the plan of God and most probably, in retrospect, illuminate the course of history, which, in spite of all, is under the tutelage of Christ's creating and saving disposition. It is in this sense that  humanity should not lose hope but have faith in God like saint Paul would say in (Romans 8:35) "What will separate us from the love of Christ? Will anguish, or distress, or persecution, or famine, or nakedness, or peril, or sword... No in all these things, we conquer  through him who loves us.(Egbuogu, 2006:288).
5.3. CONCLUSION
To conclude this work, we are conveniently asserting that suffering, pain and evil are inevitable in the life of man. The book of Job give a deep insight of theological problem concerning the suffering of the just man. Job served as a primary reference point for those who want to understand the meaning of suffering. Evil and suffering is beyond human reason, no matter how we rationalize on this fact, it still remain a mystery. And we cannot solve the problem of evil and suffering by denying God’s existence. It can be best approached and understood when we realize that our ultimate consolation in such moment is to look at the death and resurrection as a consolation to our own suffering. My claim is that it was as a result of suffering that hope emerges. Actually, this is true notion for the development of Christian hope. God has consistently responded to the suffering with hope.
“Johann Baptist Metz based his theology on the memories of history’s catastrophes, without which theology ‘become[s] trivial or irrelevant, and Christian faith becomes reflection of the prevailing social consensus”. (Ashley,  2004:245).   For Metz, Christianity’s real sense can only be revealed against the backdrop of our terrors and our anxieties. His theology is a ‘defense of hope’, requiring solidarity with and action on behalf of those who suffer and those whose hope is most endangered. This is a ‘threatened hope’, a ‘hope against all hope’. (Metz, 1968:56-64).
However, it is worthy to note that the intention of this work is not to answer the question of why evil and human suffering in the world. But it is an attempt to view the solution of  evil and suffering in the light of Baptist Johann Metz, which will go a long way to bring consolation for People who are suffering in the world. One of the benefits our discussion of Johann Baptist Metz bestowed on us is that he addresses believers at those points when it seems that  their faith are weakened by the social and political catastrophes of history. 
Metz theology served as a good news  for all Christians in the modern world, he demonstrate the truth and transformative power of Christianity in the face of historical catastrophes and political struggle. His theological stand is that we cannot say a final world about evil and suffering  not until the complete manifestation of the kingdom of God. We should wait in hope for the coming of our savior Jesus Christ. And there is no way we can attain goodness without passing through suffering. The Christian faith should take into account the victims of sufferer and try to provide remedy for them. We can summarize Metz idea of “suffering unto God” with the preface of Baukham, where he summarizes the underlying concepts of Moltmann’s theology of hope, for him, these are : “the notion of divine promise; the understanding of the resurrection of Jesus as promise; and the understanding of history as mission” (Bauckham, 2000:xiii), these three concepts is the structure of Metz theory. 
The analysis we have done so far shows that Metz notion of suffering unto God , is able to offer the model response to the problem of dealing with evil and suffering  even after  that of the Auschwitz and the eschatological reward of Christ suffering is a direct response to the suffering humanity.
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