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Introduction 

 I will summarize The Argument From Evil and God and Morality, and discuss the various 

arguments within, as well as outline why God is not required for morality, the argument from evil 

has not been effectively defeated and the theists are trying to save God by keeping him good. I am 

not arguing that God does not exist; I will, however, discuss that perhaps he doesn’t exist the way 

we have defined him. I will also discuss how evil is not as easily defined as we think. 

The Argument From Evil 

 There are three types of arguments that define an argument relative to God and evil: logical, 

inductive and abduction. The main argument claiming God does not exist because evil exists is a 

logical argument because it stands to point out a contradiction in the premise that God is omniscient 

(hereinafter “all-good”), because evil is bad and if God is all-good then evil could not exist; 

however, evil does exist, and because we cannot have our “cake and eat it too” God couldn’t 

possibly exist.  

  Theologians respond to the above argument by providing a theodicy which is “a response 

to the problem of evil that purports to tell us why God permits evil.” (Bernard, 2007), 201. Various 

theodicy claim that the idea of original sin plays a role in evil existing for punishment because 

Adam and Eve ate an apple—the forbidden fruit; thus, humankind must suffer evil as punishment 

for Adam and Eve's sin. Humankind must also suffer evil because they sin against God by abusing 

their free will and without evil we could not have any knowledge of what good is; however, some 

claim without evil there could be no good at all. We are even subjected to evil as a way for God to 

teach us lessons about life, morals, and spirituality, for which we are supposed to learn, grow and 

mature from. Each theodicy represents a separate, detailed, argument for the existence of God; 

however, each claim that God can still be all good because he has very specific reasons to allow 

evil (hence the disjunction theodicy which puts them all together), even if we do not understand 
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those reasons, and if God can still be all-good by allowing evil then God still exists and the 

argument from evil is thought to be defeated. 

What is Evil Anyway? 

 I don’t think the argument from evil has been successfully defeated. Humans can find many 

reasons (or excuses) to justify some action or inaction, but it all comes from the mind of a human 

who is not God, a god, or designed to even know an ounce of what God supposedly knows (if he 

is to be all-knowing). “Considering the enormous difference between how much we know and how 

much God knows, it seems unlikely that we would know His reasons for permitting evil.” (Bernard, 

2007), pg. 213. Their arguments only offer a best guess as to why they think God may be justified 

in allowing evil while remaining good. 

 While people argue God’s goodness with the existence of evil, because they are trying to 

save God’s existence—without goodness God as we define him wouldn’t exist, they imply that 

pain and suffering are evil, but no one really defines what evil is, or what exactly constitutes pain 

and suffering. I don’t know that we can because as God’s existence may be subjective based upon 

a person’s belief system, values and/or upbringing (“…evidence against God depends upon the 

plausibility of relevant judgments…these judgments, in turn, depend upon the epistemic situation 

of the individual assessing the evidence….The atheist might make different judgments based on 

their background beliefs." (Bernard, 2007), pg. 221), so too will evil be subjective. Without 

understanding what exactly evil is, I’m not entirely sure that we should be justifying its existence 

let alone God’s reasoning for it. The first question should be “What is evil?”  

 Evil is not nearly as black and white as people would like it to be. Common sense may 

purport to give us an idea of clear cases of evil (taking a hammer to your neighbor’s head because 

you felt like it, Charles Manson, etc.), but not always clear most of the time. For example, we 
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might think starving children is an evil. While it may be bad; perhaps it really isn’t evil, but merely 

a product of the environment’s resources and a group’s inability to solve the problem. It may cause 

pain and suffering, but it’s not entirely clear that pain and suffering caused by natural occurrences 

(e.g. weather, broken bone from a fall, etc.) are evil. 

Now, if evil were black and white we should also clearly know who our enemies are, but 

all too often we don’t because of how we interpret a given situation. For example, in a movie (the 

name of which I cannot recall), soldiers were on a mission to locate a local to keep him safe. In 

the process, they had to navigate through hostile territory—hostile because many of the locals 

hated the U.S. military presence. Once they arrived at a specified location, the soldiers had 

difficulty communicating to other local men that they were not there to hurt them. An older man 

feared he was being attacked and raised his gun. The situation was tense and all involved tried to 

determine if their lives were being threatened. As the men were assessing the situation, a boy 

walked in to see guns drawn and immediately determined the soldiers were the enemy and drew 

his gun—he was ultimately shot and killed by the soldiers in self-defense. 

 While this scenario is fictitious, it raises an important awareness we ought to think about. 

All of the details above happened within a matter of minutes and the boy walked in on something 

he didn’t understand. Each side wound up thinking evil had been committed upon them—a young 

boy was needlessly killed and soldiers were forced to shoot a supposed enemy, despite him being 

a child. The moral of the story is that it is not always clear who your enemy is (your enemy could 

be pretending to be a friend for all you know) and an enemy is often equated with evil—Sadam 

Hussein or Osama Bin Laden, for example. Now, I am not saying that these men are good men. 

What I am saying is that each side thinks the other is evil and evil for different reasons (of which 

I will not get into here).  And, while humans try to stamp out what they think is evil they just may 
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be creating evil themselves if they don’t eliminate it properly: “An evil is properly eliminated 

when it is eliminated without bringing about a greater evil or eliminating a good state of affairs 

that outweighs the evil.” (Bernard, 2007), Pg. 207. 

God and Morality 

 Another age-old debate is whether or not God commands morality—that is, are things right, 

wrong, good or bad because God says so? Some claim God as the reason for moral actions while 

others contend God need not be in the equation to determine morality because there are things we 

are “morally obliged to do whether or not God commands them.” (Bernard, 2007), pg. 239. 

Divine Command Theory states that our moral obligations come from God—that what is 

deemed right or wrong is because God says it is right or wrong. If we believe God exists we must 

believe God is the almighty creator who controls the universe and, therefore, grant God authority 

to rule over us which then places us under a divine obligation, because we have a special 

relationship with him, to follow the rules of God. And the rules of God are never wrong, even if 

he commands us to do something we might think is egregiously heinous, forbidden or unthinkable. 

For example, biblical morals demand we not kill, but if God commands you to kill then killing is 

not wrong or a violation of God’s rules because what God commands is always right and good. 

Therefore, those who kill because God commands it are deemed righteous and moral, despite rules 

against killing, because God commanding them to kill is not wrong.  

Another piece of Divine Command Theory involves a sub-argument called Divine 

Providence which states that God has a plan for us that fits into the laws of nature which is “wise 

and good,” and accommodates our “needs and desires,” and equips us to detect right from wrong 

and good from bad. (Bernard, 2007), pg. 241. But if there is a plan, then doesn’t this remove the 

possibility of free will? 
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However, objections to this theory claim that God is not needed for moral behavior because 

morality is based on what we ought to do rather than what is—that moral obligation doesn’t exist, 

“the fact that the creator commanded something wouldn’t make it moral,” (Bernard, 2007), pg. 

232, and morality is a product of a particular religion. The objections also bring back the question 

of whether or not God is all-good. Where the theists claim “…if God weren’t loving we wouldn’t 

be obliged to do God’s will….” (Bernard, 2007), pg. 246, the non-theists wonder if a loving God 

would command things that would normally be wrong except for the act of God’s command to the 

contrary. In other words, if God is to be all-good, kind and loving, then why would he command 

someone to kill when killing would normally be more than just morally objectionable? 

Furthermore, if God isn’t loving and we weren’t obligated to follow his rules because he isn’t 

loving, we wouldn’t be obligated to follow the rules because he wouldn’t exist—not because he’s 

not loving (i.e. good). 

Analysis 

 I agree with the non-theists—morality is a product of human invention, and, despite the 

fact that it could be claimed moral rules were generated with the idea that they are God's will and 

could, therefore, require God whether he exists or not, God is ultimately separate from morality. 

 Regardless of whether we have any current religious affiliation, or what those affiliations 

might be, many Americans have been raised with a value system that was devised by one religious 

group or another. The value system is the moral code we ought to live by which includes not 

killing, stealing, sleeping with your neighbor’s wife, etc. Even if God did not exist one could say 

that morality still requires God and/or religion because the moral rules were based on the belief 

that God existed and the religious group devised a plan with God in mind. 
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For argument’s sake let’s say God does not exist and we recently just proved he doesn’t. 

What would remain is the simple fact that we do have moral codes and humankind is the creator 

of those rules which would seem to prove that God is not required to have morality because we 

already created them without his existence, even if they were created by people with God in mind. 

If God never existed, not even in the mind of the faithful, and no religious groups were designed 

to worship any god or provide moral code with God’s name, people would still devise rules of 

conduct for behavior in order to function as a civilized society. Therefore, God does not need to 

be in the equation for humans to create moral codes. 

Furthermore, doing or not doing something merely because you are afraid God will strike 

you down or cast you into the gates of hell is not an action of true morality. “If someone does the 

‘right’ thing just because he’s afraid of being punished, he isn’t acting for moral reasons at all.” 

(Bernard, 2007), pg. 233. Thus, if someone is acting because God commands it and are afraid of 

repercussions for not obeying it then the act is not moral in nature and would make God’s rules 

non-moral rules. If God’s rules are non-moral rules on the basis of duty under duress, but one takes 

action for the right reasons because it is the right thing and not because of fear of punishment then, 

either way, God is not required for us to act in a moral way. 

The logical argument from evil could also be applied when looking at God and morality in 

that theists claim God is all-good, yet the bible is filled with stories of God commanding his 

followers to do things that are typically bad (e.g. kill). Now, theists will say that whatever God 

commands is good because he is good and because he is the divine commander; therefore, if God 

commands someone to kill (typically thought as evil and immoral) the action of killing is good 

because God only commands what is right and good. However, if God is all-good, why would he 

command anyone to do anything that is normally bad? And killing without knowing a good reason 
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still seems bad no matter who commanded it. If God commands something that is normally bad 

then he wouldn’t be all-good and if he isn’t all-good he isn’t God and doesn’t exist. The theists’ 

out for this is that when God commands it the thing that was bad is not bad or wrong and actually 

becomes a good—only because God commanded it. But if something is good only because God 

commanded it, then we are right back to the command being non-moral because the action is being 

done only because people are afraid of God’s punishment—not because the act is really good. If 

people are God-fearing wouldn’t that make God bad because they fear his punishment? In this 

manner, we end up in an endless circle of whether or not God is good or bad and if he's bad, 

according to the definitions we have created for him to exist, he wouldn't exist—at least not as we 

have defined him, anyway. 

Conclusion 

 The way I see it, the arguments for God's existence are in trouble because we have defined 

God as all-knowing, all-powerful and all-good and the all-good piece is what seems to have the 

most trouble here. It seems as though all the arguments against the argument from evil or regarding 

morality are merely trying to save God because if it is deemed God is not all-good then, according 

to our definition, he doesn't exist. 


