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[bookmark: _GoBack]In his succinct but very appealing essay, “God as Omnipotent” McTaggart presents many sharp and crisp arguments against the notion of an omnipotent God`. He defines God as a being who is personal, supreme and good (McTaggart, 186). It should be noted that Mctaggart’s conception of omnipotence is very strong: for one to be omnipotent in his sense one must be able to perform impossible tasks. McTaggart held that the three most popular arguments for the existence of God, which he took to be cosmological arguments, design arguments, and goodness arguments cannot prove the existence of an omnipotent god. He also raises worries about the coherence of the notion of omnipotence changing focus towards certain paradoxes and puzzles revolving around the notion. 
Firstly, there are the cosmological arguments, which argues for the existence of God by explaining that everything has a cause, that there must have been a first cause and that this first cause is itself uncaused.  Every event in life requires a cause, even the non-divine substances that exist in the world are events that entail a cause (McTaggart, 191). Furthermore, Mctaggart states that that one must believe that the ultimate cause of all events is not an event but a being, who never began to exist, and this being is God, who doesn’t need a cause (Mctaggart, 191). Accepting that there is a being who doesn’t need a cause but is the cause of every event, fails to prove that such a being was either personal or good. The nature of the effects that were composed due to the cause could perhaps prove its personality, but the fact it is was a cause would be consistent with no personality or an evil personality (McTaggart, 191). For the complete cause of any event, it always includes many conditions and circumstances which are not events but could also be dependent on an unending series of previous events. These considerations chiefly target those supporters that believe it is necessary to have a first cause, as they would argue against this. The Law of Causality tells us that the definite nature of event A is completely dependent on its cause. If A is to be described by an endless series of events, then its instant cause will include an event which is called B (McTaggart, 192). The nature of A is dependent on the determination of events B, C, D, E, concluding that A cannot be determined unless the earlier events in the endless series of events is determined. This is impossible as there is no earlier event in the series, therefore A is not determined at all, and the Law of Causality is rejected. 
	Following, there are the design arguments which are viewed through a sympathetic outlook. These arguments take in to consideration the knowledge of the preparation and of the consequent wisdom inferred in God. McTaggart challenges the idea that there are clear indications of a deliberate design that is supported with great wisdom (McTaggart, 197). He believes that the fitness of this arrangement is completely extraneous to the thing existing in the world and belongs to them contingently only. McTaggart keeps close the belief that a sublime and good cause must be the cause of the world by means of intelligence and not the all-powerful nature of unconscious fecundity (McTaggart, 197). The unison of these causes is perhaps conditional with certainty from the unison of the reciprocal relations of the parts of the world. McTaggart strongly trusts that what we observe is of such a nature that much of it suggests itself as being suitable means to an end, which applies towards the position of the argument of design (McTaggart, 198). It is stated to be true, that much of what we observe in the universe is of such a nature that we cannot conceive that it should have intrinsic worth in the sight of a wise and good being. It is to be noted that the design argument could not prove the existence of a creative God. Since the design has to be dependent on the material that helped carry it out, it gives us no reason to suppose that the being who carried out the design created the material (McTaggart, 200). 
Lastly, there are the arguments directed towards goodness, that applies a greater force of criticism in respect to goodness but is very similar to the arguments for design. If there is an architect of the world, our remark of the world would infer that his wisdom and power is significantly greater than ours. The argument of design allows for us to understand that some things in the universe are not only intrinsically indifferent but intrinsically bad (McTaggart, 201). To custom an intrinsically evil thing as a means when the end could be found well without it, would remove the agent of all claim to goodness and wisdom. Therefore, whatever force the argument from design may have in proving the existence of a God of limited power, it is worse than useless as a proof of the existence of an omnipotent God (McTaggart, 202). 
Considering all the chief arguments have been put forward, it remains to reflect the objections there are to one’s belief in his existence of a more positive nature. McTaggart doesn’t fail to state that omnipotence is incompatible with personality, and that since the world around us is what it is, omnipotence is incompatible with goodness (McTaggart, 202). One that believes in an omnipotent God accepts that human volitions could have been prevented, which also signifies in God creating human beings with limited power as if their existence was independent of him he would no longer be omnipotent (McTaggart, 203). Another point to take into consideration in reference to an omnipotent personality, is that human personality is quite unlikely to exist without a recognition of the existence of something not itself (McTaggart, 204). For a person to be omnipotent it is essential for them to be able to perform impossible task and be capable of being in a different position. It is necessary for an omnipotent person to be capable of existing out of all relation to another, otherwise he would only be a person on condition that a universe had arisen or would someday arise (McTaggart, 205). An omnipotent God has no possibilities for recognition. For someone that is not omnipotent there are definite possibilities to recognize the fact that there is something, other than your own will which prevents you from doing certain things. For an omnipotent God it is different as there are no definite possibilities he recognizes, as his will must submit to those limitations (McTaggart, 207). Therefore, it should be noted that God could exist as the only reality, without recognizing any other reality. This signifies that he would only have the awareness of his own emotions and states, his volitions might concern nothing but those qualities and states and that his emotions would only be directed towards himself (McTaggart, 207). 
Taking into consideration the relation of omnipotence to goodness, without a doubt it could be said that there is evil in the universe. The extent of evil is irrelevant to measure, as it still exists in the universe regardless. The existence of evil is beyond doubt in the sense that no one denies the existence of pain and sin in experience, and that no one denies that pain and sin are, from the perspective of an ordinary life, to be considered evil (McTaggart, 209). First, McTaggart points out the ethical skepticism in which there should be no judgements in calling anything or anybody good, and therefore it would be impossible to rationalize a belief in God, whose definition incorporates goodness (McTaggart, 209). His second consideration is that the delusion that evil exists is real as it could be certain that a delusion or error that hid from the goodness of the universe would itself be evil. Therefore, one could conclude that an omnipotent God could have prevented all the evil in the universe if he had willed to do so (McTaggart, 210). McTaggart holds that a God who created the world even if completely omnipotent, would be absolved of the guilt of having created evil. A God who found things already existing and stands to the world in a relation of a director, could be held to be more possible, as his existence would be rendered probable by the argument from design if the reality of matter were acknowledged. However, there is a reason to deny the reality of matter; and even if the argument of from design was granted, the world is too full of evil to allow the inference that the author of the design must be faithful. McTaggart holds that it is impossible that there should not be some evil in a universe which was governed according to general laws and that to be governed according to general laws is so great perfection in the universe that God did well to choose it with all the evil that it involves (McTaggart, 216). 
In conclusion, through cosmological, design and goodness argumentation, McTaggart considers and rejects the notion of an omnipotence God, as he believes it is irrational. 


