
goodness means that He, at least, respects
the order which He put into His creatures.
With men, that order includes free will,
and that will is capable of disordering it-
self, and thus becoming evil. That free will
is, in itself, good; it is good because it en-
ables man, by himself and freely, to choose
the good. So God must allow men to ex-
ercise that will; otherwise He is removing
the good which ought to be in man’s spiri-
tual soul, and would thus Himself be caus-
ing evil. So God must allow man to cause
evil lest He Himself cause evil in His crea-
tures.

So far from disproving the goodness
(and therefore the existence) of God, this
objection further proves it.

Conclusion

A pamphlet this size cannot, of course, pre-
tend to provide the definitive answer to
this most difficult question. The problem
of evil has occupied philosophers for many
centuries. However, it does demonstrate
that using this issue to attempt to dis-
prove God’s existence is misguided, and ul-
timately fails. God exists; He is good; and
we must all come to know Him as best we
can.
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The

Problem
of

Evil
Doubters have, for thousands of years,
brought up the “problem of evil” as an ob-
jection to the essential goodness of the uni-
verse, or to the goodness of the God Who
made it. Often, they have even brought up
this problem to object to the very existence
of that God. Is there any substance to this
objection? Or can the “problem of evil” be
explained in another way?

The Problem

The problem of evil which has been the
cause of so much contention over the cen-
turies is surprisingly simple. Essentially, it
goes thus:

If there is a God, He must be per-
fectly good, since He would unite
all perfections in Himself. Further-
more, He must have created every-
thing. Yet there is evil in the world.
This means that God must have cre-
ated the evil, and therefore that God
would have evil in Himself; this is
contrary to the nature of God, and
therefore God cannot exist.

Does this argument hold any water?



TheNatureofEvil

Theproblemarises,assomanyproblems
do,fromafailuretomakeproperdistinc-
tions.Evilsexists;allthingswhichexist
arecreatedbyGod;therefore,Godcreated
evil.Therefore,GodisHimselfevil;orGod
cannotexist.Itseemsthesimplestargu-
mentintheworld.

Butwhatifoneofthosestatementsis
overbroad?Whatifonestatementincludes
morethanistrue,andthusthrowsoffthe
syllogism?Thatispreciselywhathashap-
penedhere,andthatiswhythesyllogism
fails.Itiscertainlytruethatallthings
whichexistarecreatedbyGod;itdoesnot
follow,however,thatevilwascreatedby
God.Thereasonliesinthenatureofevil.

Itistruethatevil“exists,”inthesense
thatsomethingsareevil.However,itis
nottruethatevil“exists”inthesameway
thatamanorahorseexists.Athingcan
beevil;butevilcan’titselfbe,anymore
than“green”canbeoutsideoflightwaves.

Thisprovidesthefirststepinexplaining
whysaying“evilexists”intheabovesyllo-
gismdoesn’treallysayenough.Greenex-
ists,too;butdidGodmakemyfencegreen,
ordidI?Inotherwords,evilcouldexistin
athingnotbecauseGodputitthere,but
becausemenputitthere.

However,oneotherstepstillremains.
Mancannotmakesomethingoutofnoth-
ing.Ifmanmakesathingevil,thatevil
musthavebeensomewherealready;there-
forewearebacktothesyllogism,andGod
cannotexist.Butifevilisn’treallyathing,
likegreen,butreallytheabsenceofathing,

thisproblemsimplydoesnotexist.
Whenweidentifysomethingasevil,we

donotreallyascribeagivenqualitytoit.
Often,thisascriptionisexplicitinourlan-
guage;forexample,wedescribetheabsence
ofaquality,aswhenwecallaman“mer-
ciless”or“withoutpity.”Sometimes,how-
ever,itseemsasthoughweareascribing
anactualqualitytothething,aswhenwe
say,“Heisfullofhate.”Thiswayofspeak-
ingis,ofcourse,perfectlylegitimate,andit
makesdailyspeechmucheasier.However,
itismisleadingconcerningthisquestion.

Everythinghas,orshouldhave,cer-
tainperfections.Letustakeaman,for
instance.Amanshouldbestrong;patient;
kind.Whenamanisweak,orcruel,we
saythattheseareevilsinhim.However,
wearenotsayingthat“weakness”resides
inhim,thesamewaythat“brownness”re-
sidesinhishair.Rather,wearesayingthat
helacksstrength,whichheoughttohave.
Whenwesaythatamaniscruel,wedonot
meanthat“cruelty”ispartofhisperson-
alityinthesamewaythatmusclesarepart
ofhisbody;rather,wemeanthathelacks
kindness,whichagoodmanoughttohave.

Thus,evildoesn’treally“exist”theway
thatIoryouexist.Rather,evilisthe
absenceofsomethingwhichoughttobe
there.Wehavealreadyobservedthatthe
evilintheworldmayhavebeenputthere
byman,notbyGod,exceptthatmancan-
notcreatesomethingoutofnothing.This
istrue;buthecancreatenothingwhere
somethingoughttobe.Inotherwords,
mancan,andalltoooftendoes,removethe
goodnesswhichoughttobeinsomething.

Thatremovalwecall“evil”;manandother
creaturesarethecauseofitsexistence,not
God.

Evilexists;butnotthesamewayas
thethingswhichGodcreatedexist.Say-
ingthatevilexistsinthesamewayas,for
example,menexistisequivalenttosaying
thatevilmightbegatheredupandput
intoabucket,justaswaterorsandcan
besogathered;orthataninamimateob-
jectcouldbeevilsimplybecausesomeone
paintedsomeevilonit,justassomeone
mighthavepaintedsomegreenonit.Ob-
viously,evildoesnotexistinthisway;that
is“evil”whichlackssomegoodwhichit
oughttohave.

PermittingEvil

SoGodcertainlydoesexist;Hecreated
allthings,includingman,andtheyareall
good.Butsometimesthosecreaturesre-
movethegoodwhichHeputinthem,and
thusbecomeevil.Thisevilwasnotcre-
atedbyGod;itwasnotcreatedbyany-
one,butratherbroughtaboutbyremoving
whatwascreatedbyGodanddestroying
theproperorderwhichexistsinit.

However,doesnotGodstillallowsuch
things?HowcanGodbeallgoodwhen
Hepermitssucheviltoexist?EvenifGod
doesnotcreateevilthings,Hestillallows
evilthingstobecomeevilandtodoevil.
Therefore,Heisnotallgood,whichisa
contradiction;therefore,Goddoesnotex-
ist.Sotheargumentgoes.

However,thisargumentturnsoutto
holdjustaslittlewaterasthelast.God’s


