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Does the existence of evil provide compelling evidence to support the claim that God does not exist?

This essay will discuss to what exactly it is meant by evil in the context of philosophy of religion and this will be explored through discussing types of evil and suffering from a rational theistic, arational theistic and irrational theistic point of view. Also, to what exactly it is meant when we refer to God. And how it is so that by the existence of evil that there must not be a God or rather that God does not exist. This essay will explore how such a claim could have originated, as well as looking at arguments for how both evil and God can exist at the same time. 
Once we have attempted to define ‘evil’ and ‘god’ we will challenge how it is so that evil exists, and God does not. As well as looking at the possibilities that evil exists and so does God; evil does not exist, and God does exist; and neither evil nor God exist.



First we will be asking, what do we mean by God?
When we think of God, we think of God being the omniscient, omnipotent and omnibenevolent creator of everything. If assuming God does exist and does have all these characteristics, then how is it possible bad things happen to people and that there is so much suffering in the world? An all loving God couldn’t possibly allow for the suffering of the innocent. An all-powerful God would not allow there to be any forcer stronger than him which could bring harm to his creation. An all-knowing God would not allow for bad things to go on or to be inflicted upon his creation as he would be aware of every single terrible act or phenomena which could bring about suffering and he would stop it from ever occurring. And yet suffering, pain and evil seem very evident in our lives. ‘Is God willing to prevent evil, but not able? Then he is impotent. Is he able but not willing? Then he is malevolent. Is he both able and willing? Whence then is evil?’[footnoteRef:1] So what kind of God are we dealing with here? [1:  Epicurus cited in Vardy Peter, The Problem with Evil pp11.] 

Firstly, an argument against evil being a reason for God not existing, could be, evil does exist and so does God. There are various stances of theistic argument. 
The view that God is omniscient, omnipotent and omnibenevolent is mainly an overall theistic belief, more specifically a Christian view. A classical theistic view of God means God is causally responsible for everything. So, if there is a God 
‘he is the cause not only of becoming [quantum ad fieri] but of being [quantum ad esse]. So God can be called the cause of an action in so far as he causes and conserves in being its natural power…But since nothing but an unmoved mover moves or acts of itself, there is [another] sense in which something can be called the cause of another’s actions – in so far as it moves it to act…God, then, causes the actions of every natural thing by moving and applying its power to action.’[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Aquinas, De potential iii, 7, authors translation cited from Brian Davies, an introduction to the philosophy of religion pp 20.] 

There are different types of theistic views which are,
A rational theistic view follows, there are rational reasons to believe that God exists.
An arational theistic view is believing in the existence of God without supporting evidence. 
An irrational theistic view would be believing in the existence of God in spite of evidence that God does not exist. 

Given we see God to be omnipotent, omnibenevolent and omniscient and is the cause of all beings, he must be radically distinct from all that goes to make up and participate in any social context. This distinctiveness and these characteristics are not the summation of perfection. Yet that is what we are often lead to believe. It is possible what we refer to as God, is an imperfect creator. 
What is meant by an imperfect creator? It is possible to still believe in God and evil. God is seen as the creator, distinct from everyone and everything else. God is not an agent or being. 
All beings are moral agents.
God is not a being.
God is not a moral agent. 
This means God is confined to our understanding/interpretation of good and evil and morals and suffering. 

God could be more than one force. Our existence could have been brought about by a team of creators. God could be an absent force. Meaning God created the world and left. Or God created the world and continues to sustain it. The world in its totality is his main concern and so his actions in order to maintain this world seem like evil to us but are actions to help the planet. 



Secondly, we will be asking what do we mean by evil? Is it suffering? Is it an obstruction of good? 
The types of evil will be defined.
Moral evil: Moral is evil that we human beings originate cruel, unjust, vicarious, and perverse thoughts and deeds. 
Natural evil is the evil that originates independently of human actions: in disease bacilli, earthquakes, storms, droughts, tornadoes, etc.
Metaphysical evil: The finitude and limitations within the created universe.
Natural evil: Natural evil can be explained by the ‘need for natural laws to operate regularly and to provide the forum in which human beings learn to cope with their environment and to surmount challenges with which they’re faced, although the quantity of evil arising from natural forces seems difficult to justify.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Vardy Peter, The Problem with Evil pp82.] 


Evidence of evil can be experiences of pain and suffering. We physically and mentally suffer from numerous pains in our lives. Physical pain/biological pain is necessary for survival. But what if there was some higher power, able to block out pain just before we register it? If for instance we didn’t feel pain of fire, but then we would lose the heat of it when we were about to feel pain. 
‘In short life would no longer be carried on in a stably-structured environment whose laws we must learn on penalty of pain or death, but would approximate to a prolonged dream in which our experience arranges itself according to our own desires…. the world would be better if, instead of operating upon general laws, it were specially designed and administered for the avoidance of pain. This truth is that any such radical alteration in the character of man’s environment would involve an equally radical alteration in the nature of man himself. A soft, unchallenging world would be inhabited by a soft unchallenged race of men…. Why not? Why should a loving God not have created a world of this luxuriously dreamy kind, and populated it with naturally good people who do not need to disciplined and challenged…’[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  Hick John Evil and the God of Love pp342.] 

Pain is simply necessary for evolution and for our survival and existence. Without pain, we wouldn’t have relief.

A lot of the evil that happens in the world is brought about by us, the human race. So maybe we ought to look at ourselves to eradicating this ‘evil’ i.e. disease due to cell mutations due to pollution etc. Maybe these evils do happen because we aren’t doing as God wants us to do. Are we following him and his guidance? However, devote worshippers who do follow his guidance also undergo suffering and evil, as well as the innocent. But what about the times when it just doesn’t seem right that God’s will is what should be done? For example, tales in the old testament preach of a damning and punishing God. Surely that contradicts omnibenevolence? What about the times when his guidance seems out right unethical? Soren Kierkegaard talks about the biblical tale of Abraham having to sacrifice Isaac. If it should be so that you should not do something evil even for the greater good, then the concept of reward falls in. The promise of heaven and eternal bliss do not seem right. In that suffering does not justify it.
 
In discussing evil so far, there has been a hugely human biased view. Evil and suffering is not just a human problem. Animals and the environment have undergone evil at the hands of humans, but also from nature and natures mechanisms. What about the evil that is undergone in order for an animal to feed? The necessity of its hunting process? We see this pain that animals go through as an evil, but they are not confined by this. How we see their pain is influenced by our experiences with it. For example, we as humans are hung up on mortality and death and how it looms and feels. Animals do not wonder about it and so death for them isn’t a psychological problem. Just as they do not anticipate death, nor do they anticipate moments lost. They simply live moment to moment without worrying about worse things to come. So, we understand then that the evils animals experience may be less so than how we perceive them to be. But as Hicks raises the question, why do they even exist? The whole idea of evolution and ‘survival of the fittest’ ensures evolutionary quality and us. Animals, plants, us, everything, we are all a whole working in a balance. We all have a responsibility to the earth in maintaining it. What about the process of decay for plants? Plants evolve and pollinate sustaining the earth and their death allows for a process of decay which in turn allows further life. Evil is a problem which affect an entire spectrum of sentient life, but our understanding is limited to our human experiences. 

What about the evil done on to innocent children? This is explored by scholars and by Dostoevsky in The Brothers Karamozov. In short, the book discusses how one brother is rebelling against God, despite not believing in him. This is because of the evil and suffering of innocent children. The brothers present numerous cruel, evil, grotesque stories as evidence for the evil done to innocent children. The problem with such acts happening to innocent children is how can a God allow it to happen or even cause it to happen? ‘If it was necessary for innocent children to suffer in this extreme way in order that God’s ultimate ends should be brought about, then the means cannot justify the ends. It would have been better if the universe had never been created.’ [footnoteRef:5] It is difficult to find reason or justification for this issue and Dostoevsky creates a very persuasive narrative for his characters which are fuelled by emotion. A further example is from DZ Phillips, [5:  Vardy Peter, The Problem with Evil pp75.] 

 	‘What are we to say of the child dying from cancer?’ He asks. The reply is: ‘If this has been done to anyone, it is bad enough, but to be done for a purpose, to be planned from eternity – that is the deepest evil. If God is this kind of agent, He cannot justify His actions, and His evil nature is revealed.’ [footnoteRef:6] [6:  DZ Phillips the concept of prayer (London 1965) pp93 Cited from Davies Brian an introduction to the philosophy pf religion pp20.] 

The highly emotive examples make it difficult to tackle the issue from an objective stand. However, there are still arguments to do so.
 It can be argued the suffering of a few innocent people is minute and the promise of heaven and bliss justifies it.
 It could be argued that the suffering of those innocent children were a punishment for a future bad deed. 
Attempts at these justifications do not stand strong.

A line of argument against evil could be that evil doesn’t actually exist.
We see the suffering of other people and interpret this as an evil. But in actual fact that may just be their life and while it may be difficult, it may not be a life causing them any harm. Or that amount of harm is actually less so to our privileged interpretation which magnifies their suffering. 
The moral evils and injustices we experience by our own hands could be wrongfully interpreted as such. We as a human race have a bountiful of food, shelter and resources. But it is us who do not share this. We have rich soil and clean air, blue seas, but we burn it and pollute it. 



It is possible God does exist and so does evil.
The Ireanean approach attempts to solve how evil can be explained even with the existence of God. It ‘accepts God’s partial responsibility for evil.’ The Ireanean approach follows the reasoning that humans were created as imperfect creatures who had to be brought to perfection by development and growth. Evil was a means to an end.
The Augustian approach sought to entirely remove responsibility for the existence of evil from God by blaming it on dependant beings who have, by their own free decision, misused the gift of freedom that God has given them. God is not to blame for evil as all blame can be laid at the door of human beings…The world was created perfect and fell from this state through the exercise off free will.[footnoteRef:7] Evil is a consequence of humans abusing their freewill. [7:  Vardy Peter, The Problem with Evil pp14-15.] 


It is possible God exists and so does evil.
God is omniscient, omnibenevolent and omnipotent and evil exists in order to help man develop and reach higher virtues. It could be argued that if God didn’t bring about or allow for evil things to happen to us to develop us, then that in itself would be evil and limiting. This is John Hick’s Vale of Soul making argument.
Moral evil acts are down to our free will, which is necessary for a loving relationship with God.
We go through suffering and evil, but in turn are promised a utopia. The evil is justified. 
The allowance of evils by God could be done for our own good. For example, natural evils such as natural disaster bring about great harm to people, but it could be argued it controls population.
 It may be that God exists and is omniscient, omnibenevolent and omnipotent, but can not intervene. The universe is finely tuned and balanced and any intervention from God would be too powerful and would affect others. Also, as Simone Weil explains, if God intervened then God, who is all perfect, and we who are imperfect, we wouldn’t be anymore as God would have brought about perfection on to us. 


It is possible God is an imperfect creator and that evil exists.
God exists and so does evil, this would be rational for evil to exist because the lack of any of his characteristics means evil can be brought about. If God was not omnipotent, then that would allow for more powerful forces to act and bring about evil.
 If God was not omnibenevolent then God could bring about evil himself. Evil could be his own will and for a number of reasons. God could bring about that evil as punishment to man-kind. If God was not omniscient then it could be God is not even aware of the evil things happening to us.
It is possible God exists, but evil doesn’t.
God is the omnibenevolent, omnipotent and omniscient creator and what has been interpreted as evil is a mistake. Evil is purely a human social construct and therefore God has not brought it about. It is simply our interpretations of events happening.
Similarly to Leibniz’s argument, this is the best world possible that God has created for us. What we perceive to be evil just isn’t.
It is possible God does not exist and evil does.
The universe was brought about by the big bang and the evil we suffer at is a moral and ethical concern. A further evolutionary necessity. 
It is possible God does not exist and nor does evil. It is just events happening. 



[bookmark: _GoBack]To conclude, there are numerous arguments supporting and opposing the claim that evil gives enough evidence that God does not exist. 
I find comfort in the argument that God does not exist but nor does evil. 
But I have found myself somewhere in the middle of believing God exists but certainly agreeing evil does too. Similarly, to Ivan’s stand, I believe an omnibenevolent, omniscient and omnipotent God exists, but I rebel. I believe God is in the process of abandoning us, due to ability of evil from free will he allowed, and the honing of evil we have mastered. God could have made this world ‘better’, but at the risk of sounding ruthless, the entire spectrum of evils we undergo feel necessary, but I fear we are too immature of an existence to spiritually understand why.
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