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In"contemporary.philosophy; evil
usually has'te doiwithisuffering;
and death:

Tihis definitionfofieviliin
contemporany: phile'sophyidiffers
from the definitionfofievillinithe
Classicaly/ Scholastici(i‘e?
Aristotelian /JAUguUSstiniany
Thomistic)itradition?
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two arguments
for t!!,_-;}e
nonexistence
of Gﬁd-‘*';-

Theodore Drair'lge

v

wouldkstiicestoltake
evilaterrererjustito
sufferingtand
prematureideath:
Theodore Draihge o e e Ro el

Nonexistence of_God;{(A‘rﬁherst F’rometheu's 1998))
- L
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Note that Drangel(similar
to other contemporary.
philesophers) does not

distinguish*evil®and
‘moral evil::

As such; whilelwanting to
make anfargumentithat
leadsitoraiconclusion
about the nature of'reality;
i.e:, whether Godidoes or:
does notiexist; helnever
connectsihis definitionl of;
evilitoleither'the nature of
human beingsior: toithe
nature of reality;asisuch
butionly toithe experience
humans have' ofireality:
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argL:lment from evil
inithe strongest
posslble Way It

evilato) refgr/ust to
sufferingtand
prematire death.;

[INenbelieflandlEViRIweIATgumentsifodthe
NonexistencelofiGod(AmherstdRiemethe UsEI998))
27]

iloYfenmulatelthe
arqumenigtiemrevil
inithe strongest
pESSIble Way It
seen?s’?'o meXthatit
woullaistfficestortake
evildiolierer justito
sufferingtand
prematire death.y

[INenbelieflandlEViRIweIATgumentsifodthe
NonexistenceroflGoaM(Amhersts Prometheus 1998))
2]



4 To claim thaticertain

philosophersifail'to
distinguish'betweeneVvils
and morallevilfis notito say.
that such philosophers:fail
to.make other distinctions'in
their definition of evil:
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“Te felimdilate the

in) the strongest

peSSsible waylit
seemsitolmethatiit
woeuldistfficertortake

eviltoleterjlstto
sufferingtand

prematire death=

[Nonbelieftanal EVil#Iwo. Arguments forthe
NonexistencelofiGods (Amherst ARTomethelisI998)!
27] I
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One of thelmosticommon)

distinctions contemporary.

' 2lregarding
evillis between
natural evillandimoralleVvil*

N atural Evilee
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. Unwarranted, pain, suffering, and
| death that is not caused by any.
conscious agent.
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The.
Gambridge Gompanion
fo

ATHEISM

Andrea M. Weisberger

BY
MICHAEL MARTIN
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"The existence of
evil is the most
fundamental threat
to the traditional
Western concept of
an all-geod, all-
powerful God.

"Both natural evil,
the suffering that
occurs as a result of
physical
phenomena, and
moral evil, the
suffering resulting
from human actions,
comprise the
problem of evil.
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Andrea M. Weisberger

Andrea M. Weisberger
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"If evil'cannot be
accounted for, then
belief in the
traditional Western
concept of God is
absurad.”

[Andrea M. Weisberger, "The Argument from Evil," in
The Cambridge Companion to Atheism, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2007), 166, emphasis in
original]

"If evil'cannot be
accounted for, then
belief in the
traditional Western
concept of God is
absurd."

"The existence of
evil is the' most
fundamental threat
to the traditional
Western concept of
an all-gooed, all-
powerful God.

Andrea M. Weisberger
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Andrea M. Weisberger

In Weisberger's article, there
seems to be nothing that
would make one think that
her "traditional Western
concept” of God has
anything to do with the
classical concept of God, i.e.,
the God of Classical Theism
in the tradition of Aquinas.

In this regard, one would do
well to heed the observation
of Gavin Hyman.

12



- — The ;
Gambridge Gompanion
fo

ATHEISM

EDITED BY

MICHAEL MARTIN

"It seems a'truism'to say that
modern atheism rejected a
modern God. But such a
Statement has considerable
significance if it can be shown
that a specifically modern
conception of God was
distinctive and marked a new
departure from that which had
prevailed hitherto.

Gavi'h' :Hyman
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"Many have claimed that this
was indeed the case; to such
an extent that the modern God
was a 'thing' quite different
from the premodern God.
Indeed, to say that the modern
God was a 'thing' in many
ways captures the distinction;
for premodern theology, God
was not a 'thing' at all.

"The transition can perhaps
best be understood-in terms of
a corresponding transition in
the use of language. ...
Although Aquinas’ teaching on
analogical language is well
known, its centrality and
ubiquity with respect to all his
other teachings has not
been appreciated.”

Gavivh' :Hyman

Gavi'h' :Hyman
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problem with language is that it
has been developed by '
creatures to refer to creaturely
things. It is therefore
inadequate—and potentially
misleading—when
applied to God.

If we are to avoid the
conclusion that nothing ‘,
whatsoever can be said about § ¥
God, then we must at least
recognize that our language
can be applied te; God only in a
highly qualified and
provisional way.

¢

Gavi'h' :Hyman
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We cannot'imagine‘that our
language refersto God in the
same way that it refers to
things in the world. This
conviction lies at the heart of
Aquinas' teachings
on analogy.”

[Gavin Hyman, "Atheism in Modern History," in Cambridge Companion,
37, emphasis added]
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[her Logleal
ProblemBorf@ vl

The'logical problemiof eviliis
notion that thelpropositions

“Godiexists:
and,
“Eviliexistss
are logicallylincompatible?




' 7['/(‘ )
"The dec?L”i"c"t'/i"/"e"”argL’ment

ml'

from e\|///.c/a/mslth at there

7//(
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Andrea M.
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Weisberger
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Most phil6'S6ph

TOAL

agree that __HE ure/y ‘no

J.L.Mackie

THE
MIRACLE
OF
THEISM

Arguments for
and against the
Existence of

God
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Andrea M. Weisberger
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"We can, concede
that the problem of
evil does not after

all, show that the

central doctrines

of'theism are
logically
inconsistent with
one another."”

[The Miracle of Theism, (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1982), 154]

ATHEI1L-S5M

A Philosophical Justification

F———

MICHAEL MARTIN

Michael Martin
(1932-2015)
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“Because of the
failure of deductive
arguments from evil,
atheologians have
developed inductive
or probabilistic
arguments from evil
for the nonexistence
of God.*

[Atheism: A Philosophical Justification, (Philadelphia:
Temple University, Press, 1990), 335]
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“Evil is a problem

THE

PHILOSOPHICAL
QUARTERLY

Vou. 10 No. 39

APRIL 1960

GOD AND EVIL

A Tae ProBLEM STATED :

Evil is a problem for the theist in that a contradiction is involved in
the fact of evil on the one hand, and the belief in the omnipotence
and perfection of God on the other. God eannot be both all-powerful and
perfectly good if evil is real. This contradiction is well set out in its detail
by Mackie in his discussion of the problem.! In his discussion Mackie seeks
to show that this contradiction cannot be resolved in terms of man's free
will. In arguing in this way Mackie neglects a large number of important
points, and concedes far too much to the theist. He implicitly allows that
whilst physical evil creates a problem, this problem is reducible to the
problem of moral evil and that therefore the satisfactoriness of solutions
of the problem of evil turns on the compatibility of free will and absolute
goodness. In fact physical evils create a mumber of distinet problems which
are not reducible to the problem of moral evil. Further, the propossd soh-
tion of the problem of moral evil in terms of free will renders the attempt
10 socount for physical evil in terms of moral good, and the attempt thereby
to reduce the problem of evil to the problem of moral evil, completely un-
fenable. Moreover, the account of moral evil in terms of free will breaks
down on more obvious and less disputable grounds than those indicated
by Mackie. Moral evil can be shown to remain a problem whether or not
free will is compatible with absolute goodness. T therefore propose in this
paper 1o reopen the diseussion of **the problem of evil”, by approaching
it from & more general standpoint, examining a wider variety of solutions
than those considered by Mackie and his erities.

1 Bvil asd Omaipotence *, Mind, 1955,

the other.”

(April 1960): 97-114]

3/17/2026 4:44 PM

for

the theist in that a
contradiction is
involved in the fact of
evil on the one hand

and the belief in the
omnipotence and
perfection of God on

[FH=J" McCloskey, "God and Evil," The Philosophical Quarterly 10, no. 39

WRITINGS PUBLICITY RECOMMENDATIONS

8 Richard Carrier
> Blogs

®
X

ABOUT GET BOOKS TAKE CLASSES HOW TO HELP BOOKING DR. CARRIER

Is a Good God Logically
Impossible?

EY RICHARD CARRIER

Search This Blog

N A 6 COMMENTS

Philosopher James Sterba just came out with a book of that title, arguing for the conclusion that a
good God is logically impossible, given present observations. At the same time, Michael Shermer
and Brian Huffling published in Skeptic Magazine a closing exchange in reaction to their debate on

the same question. & Announcements

Both are very interesting reads; Sterba's even quite useful, if you want to hone your ability to
INVERTS ool £

alaio cauooant feonn Cuil poob bha dicmi dith oo fotha tactice dalici

Follow Richard Carrier’s Work

22
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‘So as clever and
userul [ 'find Sterba’s
Yargument to be, | don't
See it providing a
legical proof of the
Impessibility of a good

Thel Pasioradl.
(ExTsTentiall
ProblemBof@ v/

23



I'he Philosophical
Problemyof@Evil
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DIALOGUES
CONCERNING
NATURAL
RELIGION

GREAT BOOKS IN PHILOSOPHY

2 Rools of
lem of Evil

L7e
David Hume
(1711-1776)
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Philo: "Epicurus*old

questions: are'yet

unanswered: Is he

willing to prevent

evil, but not able?

then'is helimpotent.

Isthelable; but not

willing 2 thenlis'he

malevolent. Isthe

both ableland

willing? whenceithen ’

isievil2* &
David Hume

[Dialogues:ConcerningtNatural:Religion:

(AmherstiPromethels/Books, 1989), 84] (1711-1776)
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“God, [Epicurus] says,
either wishes to take
away evils;and is
unable; or He. is able,
and is unwilling; or He
is neither willing nor
able, or He.is both
willing and able.

“If He'istwilling'and is
unable, He'is feeble,
which'is not'in
accordance with the
character of God; if He
iIs able and unwilling,
He is envious, wWhich is

equally;at variance with

God; Lactantius
S, (20%20)

27



“If He'is both"willing
and able, which alone
is suitable'to'God, from
what source then are
evils? or why/does He
not remove them?”

[Lactantius, On the Anger: of God, X1V,
http://www.newadvent:org/fathers/0703:htm, accessed 04/23/24]

It would'seem that
Lactantius was
mistakenlin attributing
this quote or sentiment
to Epicurus.

3/17/2026 4:44 PM
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~ Premisel <

If God is all good (emnibenevolent);
He would preventievil:

29
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> Premisel 2 <

If God is all powerfuli(omnipotent);
He could preventievil:

o Premise 3;<

If God knew in advanceithaticreation
would fall into sintkeiwouldihave
either:
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/

left well enough takeni stepsito
alone and not prevent the
created In the occurrence
first place of euwvil

~ Premise4 <

There is evil izexevil
is not prevented:
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o Conclusions; =

Either evil doesinotiexisit
or God is notiall-good
or God.is notiall-powerfuli(crboth)
or God'is notiall-kmowing
or God doesinotiexist

& Premise 1l =

If God is all good (emnibenevelent);

He would preventievil:

-

left well enough

alone and not prevent the

created in the occurrence
first place of evil

taken stepsito

> Premise 2. <

If God is all powerfull(omnipotent),

He could preventievil:

> Premise 4 <

There'is evil,i.elevil
is not prevented:

> Premise 3 <

If God knew in advance that creation
would fall into sin'He'would have
either:

& Conclusions =

Either evil does not exist
or God is notiall:good.
or Godiis nq§;all-p__évygr_ful;,(o'_r__b_ci'th)_
or God is no‘tr—all-lg nowing
or God doesjnotiexist;
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Evil does; not exist:
God'is notiall-good:

God is not'allzpowerful:

God isfnot allzkinewing:

God doesinotiexist:
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Helen Schucman
(1909-1981)
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The escape is brought about by your
acceptance of the Atonement, which enables you to realize that
your errors never really occurred.

Helen Schucman
(1909-1981)

THE PHEMOMEMAL ¥1 BESTSELLER

A
RETURN
T O
OV E

RaHections on the F:in:iph.-:. of

A COURSE IN MIRACLES

Marianne Williamson
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4. MEANING OF THE DEATH ON THE CROSS
the Son of Man did not offer himself
as a sacrifice to appease the wrath of God and to open the way for sinful man
to obtain salvation;

Neither was the Master’s death on
the cross a sacrifice which consisted in an effort to pay God a debt which the racé
of mankind had come to owe him.

3/17/2026 4:44 PM

36



3/17/2026 4:44 PM

L}

(07/17/21) ?
o

; Robby Stemhé"ﬁgij’
R =

H

4 Lo O

37



3/17/2026 4:44 PM

38



3/17/2026 4:44 PM

¢ ONE OF SEVERAL POSSIBLE MVSICS
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Jeff Pollard

Elder - Mt Zion Bible Church
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SEEDS OF
-~ CHANGE

o
The spiritual quest of Kerry

N N

- ’

Livgren, writer, guitarist, : K@r&y L|Vg r_e n

. keyboard player with Kansas 5 b Y »
Written by Kerry Livgren and g
Kenneth Boa »
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Goaisinot
all-qgeoad

Greek Polythelsm

held that there were both good‘and
f* evil' gog.s )

-J

L |

explalned ewl in the vyorld by the_.evil

among the gods
N,

~
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"The chief characteristic
... iIs a consistent dualism
which rejectsiany,
possibility of tracingithe
origin of good andleyilkto
one and the same source*

43
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Manicheanism

"Evil stands’asial
completely independent

principle against Good
and redemption fromjthe’
power of Evil isitolbe
achieved by recognizing
this dualism'ands
following the appropuiate
rules of life:

p—

Al

: 1 i T
o || Mt )
\OA | (16,2787

Manicheanism

"The opposition/ofiGod
and Matter is seenlinithe;
realm of naturelasithe
conflict of Lightiand
Darkness, Truthfand
Error.*

[R. McL. Wilson, "Mani and Manichaeism*inRaul Edwards',—:,:ed., e’
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 8ivols. (New:YorksMacmillan! Rylishing
The Free Press; London: Collier Macmillan; 1961)855149]
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A PLURALISTIC UNIVERSE

WILLIAM JAMES

INTRODUCTION BY HENRY SAMUEL LEVINSON
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"The line of least
resistance, then, as it
seems to me, both in

theology and in

philosophy, is to accept,
along with the
superhuman
consciousness, the notion
that it is not all-embracing,
the notion, in other words,
that there is a God, but
that he is finite, either in
power or in knowledge, or
in both at once.”

[A Pluralistic Universe, Lecture VIII, Conclusions]

When
Bad Things

Happen to
Good People

THE INSPIRATIONAL #1 BESTSELLER

rolﬁpﬁus e HARO LD S
> KUSHNER
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Rl Harorc'f Kushner
(1935-2023)
A —
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evil can do”

[Harold S. Kushner, When Bad Things Happen to
Good People, pp. 134, 43, cited in Norman L. Geisler
and William D. Watkins, Worlds Apart: A Handbook
on World Views, 2™ ed. (Eugene: Wipf and Stock,
2003), 203]
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Process
and Reality

CORRECTED EDITION

/ e
Alfred. Nerith Whitehead e
> (1362?5'1947')6 i Alfred North Whitehead

9 Edited by David Ray Griffin
and Donald W. Sherburne

Process
and Reality

Alfred, Nenth Whitehead e s o e
(1 861 947) Alfred North Whitehead
Edited by David Ray Griffin
and Donald W. Sherburne

’
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Charles
I lartshorne

Charleg Hartgmorne
(1/897-200@)

Charles
I lartshorne

1cological
‘l lS‘ﬂk(‘S Charles'Hartshorne
(1/597-20515'5

A q he\O/og}/(w
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Does L..ul evers L|z||.§|-;i- mis mind?

GOD

oF THE POSSIBLE

A
BisLiTAL
INTRODUCTION
TE THE
OFEN WIEW

GREGORY A. BOYD

authar of best-selling Letters from o shepaic

Does L..ul evers L|z||.§|-;i- mis mind?

oF THE PO SS ', h

BLICAL

INTRODUCTION

GREGORY A. BOYD

authar of best-selling Lertecs fiom o shepiic
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"The fifth practical
difference that the
open view makes
concerns our
understanding and
response to the
problem of evil. ...

[God of the Possible: A Biblical Introduction to the.
Open View. of God (Grand Rapids: Baker Books,
2000), 98]

"My agnostic
father ... asked me
why God would
allow Adolf Hitler
to be born if he
foreknew that this
man would
massacre millions
of Jews. ...

3/17/2026 4:44 PM
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"The only
response | could
offer then, and the
only response |
continue to offer
now is that this
was not foreknown
as a certainty at
the time God

created Hitler." Gregory A Boyd™
[God of the Possible, 98] '

‘a ‘

-

Cpen Iheisin @@nf@@é’

F PDevesm &

\
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In Fairness to Boyd:

> They claim to hold_.to the doctrinelof.God's

omniscience. ) n

> But they would'maintain‘a' different de‘f‘ifnitio'n

of ‘'omniscience’ than the Classical'Tiheist:

> They would cjaiqﬁ;h@t%qbp’bsﬁ??r‘fs aboutithe

futirelarelinknowable. \

In Fairness to Boyd:

» Thus, in their estin{ation, Godisféomniscient"
because God kn"om;g-everything that'can be‘
known but God‘does notknow the future

because (in their view) the future’is not

knowable. r h '.’ s B2 -~

\
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The New Atheism

Richard Dawkins _ Christopher Hitchens ,
Sam Harris (1949-2011) Daniel®Dennett

T

- (1932-2015)

[ 4 S \
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Will Defense
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AN C. PLANTINGA

DIVINE WILL,
AND HUMAN
CHOICE

nnlmu ]\ sity
E | Mo ||| \

RICHARD A. MULLER
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The Natusal
Order Defense
of C. SHlEewis
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€5 LEWIS

"Fixed laws,
consequences
unfolding by causal

necessity,

once thgl_lmltswnhm
which their common
lifelisiconfinediand
also'the'sole)
eonditioﬁ under;
I . . . .- . 0
which any such life"is

possible.

1898-1963)

a8
e IS

P o
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"Try to exclude the
possibility,ofs
suffering which the

excluded.lifelitself}s
(-%c:don:--'ﬁwe,eentemary Rressh

1(1898-1963)
ﬂ.",

C. S. Lewis's
Natural Order Defense

» God created humans with
free will.

» The responsible exercise of
free will requires a world of
non-capricious physical
regularities (laws).

> These regularitiesiéreate the
possibility of natural evil.

3/17/2026 4:44 PM
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Wolldilt Have Been
Better'if God Ha
Never C

10
ATHEISM

Andrea M. Weisberger

EDITED BY
MICHAEL MARTIN
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Interacting with Alvin
Plantinga's treatment of
the problem of evil and
culling from the work of
Richard R: La Croix,
Weisberger formulates
the following argument:

Andrea M. Weisberger

"(i) There is a God who created everything that exists.
(ii) Before God created there was nothing but God:

(iii) After God created, everything is causally depen,gent on
God.

[ .
(iv) God had the choice of whether or not to cre:q:te thisiworld.

(v) In one possible scenario, God could have chosennot to
create anything at all.

(vi) If this choice were actualized, God would.not have created
a world in which evil existed.

(vii) Since God is perfectly good, if God had not'created
anything, all that would exist would be perfect goodness."

[Weisberger, "Argument," Cambridge Companion, 168]
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(i) There is a God who created everything that

exists.

(ii) Before God created there was nothing but

God.

(iii) After God created, everything is causally:
dependent on God.

(iv) God had the choice of whether nor not to
create this world.

(v) In one possible scenario, God could have
chosen not to create anything at all.

(vi) If this choice were actualized, God would

not have created a world in which evil.
existed.

(vii) Since God is perfectly good, if God had

not created anything, all that would exist
would be perfect goodness.

(i) There is a God who created everything that
exists.

(ii) Before God created there was nothing but
God.

(iii) After God created, everything is causally:
dependent on God.

(iv) God had the choice of whether nor not to
create this world.

(v) In one possible scenario, God could have
chosen not to create anything at all.

(vi) If this choice were actualized, God would

not have created a world in which evil
existed.

(vii) Since God is perfectly good, if God had

not created anything, all that would exist
would be perfect goodness.

3/17/2026 4:44 PM

Thomists would certainly
agree that creation was due
to God's free choice.

He could have decided not
to create at all.

But what could it possibly
mean to talk about a
“choice" being “actualized™
when the meaning of
‘choice’ here excludes
anything being created?

The problem is that to
actualize X is to give X
existence.

If the 'X® here is the
"choice," then to actualize
the “choice" is to give the

“choice" existence.

But to give something
existence is to create.
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(i) There is a God who created everything that
exists.

Thus, actualizing the
(ii) Before God created there was nothing but

God. choice" would be creating

| 1] - | 1]
(iii) After God created, everything is causally: the “choice.
dependent on God.

But the “choice™ here
(iv) God had the choice of whether nor not to - .
P means that nothing is

(v) In one possible scenario, God could have created.
chosen not to create anything at all.

But now we have a
(vi) If this choice were actualized, God would 0~ .
not have created a world in which evil contradICtlon’ to Wlt’ that
existed.

something was created that
(vii) Since God is perfectly good, if God had

was not created.
not created anything, all that would exist
would be perfect goodness.

Nothing
(no creation)
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Nothing
(no creation)

Is this world morally better than this world?

Nothing
(no creation)
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"It is true that God
had a choice to create
or not to create. But is

it true that not to
create is morally
better than to create?

“It assumes that
nothing is better than
something. This is a
gigantic category
mistake, because
being and nonbeing
are not in the same
category.
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- Category Mistake=<-

You commit thistfallacyawhenyeusillicitly
mix or croSs categehiesiorasectinesan
attribute or propeltyaterarthinglons
conceptwhichicoulainelpessivliihaVve
that attributeloprepery;
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Wiher: time (s i
on Sun?”

“How long caniyou:survive
stranded atisea

without drinkableawaterZ=
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"How long canlyou:survive
stranded atisea

for about twoerweeks2=

Bewears of cartain
"how" questons.

Hof 2
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ATHEISN\

THE CASE
AGAINST

Y GEORGE H. SMITH

The Skeptic’s Bookshell

THE ARGUMENTS FOR GOD

Assuming for the moment that the universe requires a causal

a causal explanation, the positing of a transcendent first cause
or god does not provide us with this explanation. The theist's
solution consists of saying: An unknowable being using un-
knowable methods “caused” the universe to snap into
existence. This, remember, is offered as an explanation, as a
rational solution to an apparent problem. This is supposed to
resolve one’s intellectual doubts about the mystery of existence.

To say that god caused the universe to exist is to argue that
man can never comprehend the existence of the universe. The
theist demands a causal explanation of the universe and then
fails to provide an explanation. Even if a supernatural being did
exist, the “problem” of existence would be as puzzling as
before. After all, how did it create existence from nonexis-
tence? “Somehow” is not an explanation, and “through some
incomprehensible means™ is a poorer explanation still. The
theist is trapped in a dilemma of his own making—the “mys
tery” of existence—and he must confront an unintelligible
universe

238

THE COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENTS

To posit god as the cause of the universe still leaves two
crucial questions unanswered: What caused the universe? How
did it cause the universe? To say that a god is responsible for
the existence of the universe is vacuous without knowledge of
god’s nature and the method used in creating existence.

org 1r-apou fgument ... 1 i€ conclusion
contradicts its own premise, we have the most
damning indictment of an argument that we could

possibly have: that it is sclf-contradictory.2

In The Necessity of Atbeism, David Brooks makes a similar
criticism:

By predicating a First Causc. .. the theist removes
the mystery a stage further back. This First Cause
they assume to be a cause that was not caused and
this First Cause is God. Such a belicf is a logical
absurdity, and is an example of the ancient custom of
creating a mystery to explain a mystery. If everything
must have a cause, then the First Cause must be
caused and therefore: Who made God? To say that
this First Cause always existed is to deny the basic
assumption of this “Theory.” Morcover, if it is rea-

239

(3) _f\rc the premises of the first-cause argument true? Does

3/17/2026 4:44 PM

71



3/17/2026 4:44 PM

e eueston “Hew 6l
createyadcanibera
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Ml = K

Crttie: "Beitre creaitieon, (her Was o Spacs,
Aghe?"”

3

> "; o » ;}%&E/ ¥ ¥
F

.4
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WA

Each member is a

sepearale being
= T-theism

(3 Goes)
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Each member is a
offGod
= NE ONE MEember is
God
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“It simply is not
possible that nothing
is better than
something, since
nothing is nothing,
and something and
nothing don't have
anything in common.
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"Comparisons like
better than can only
be made where both

things have
something in common
to compare.”

[Norman L. Geisler, If God, Why Evil? A New Way to Think about the
1;( e Question (Minneapolis: Bethany House, 2001), 59, emphasis in original]

S " -
Normankie® Geisler

Nothing
(no creation)
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(i) There is a God who created everything that
exists.

(ii) Before God created there was nothing but
God.

(iii) After God created, everything is causally:
dependent on God.

(iv) God had the choice of whether nor not to
create this world.

(v) In one possible scenario, God could have
chosen not to create anything at all.

(vi) If this choice were actualized, God would

not have created a world in which evil
existed.

(vii) Since God is perfectly good, if God had

not created anything, all that would exist
would be perfect goodness.

Nothing
(no creation)

Setting aside for the
moment the lurking
problematic metaphysics
of saying that evil exists,
what are we to conclude
from Weisberger's (La
Croix’'s) point here?

3/17/2026 4:44 PM
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morally
Is this scenario better this scenario?

than
God God

Nothing |
(no creation) do not exist

have
more this scenario?

goodness
than YCZ
God

Does this scenario

God exists et God exists
and _ N | and
creation creation
exists. Fo 0 e does not

NOthing exist.
(no creation)
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Consideiation
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3/17/2026 4:44 PM

‘ ‘
ost often t‘Ibefoliris-tian

Since itis m
who is challengedawith tg.e‘problem

of ’é"vil, it behooyveEesithe ghristian to
2 cull.fromithelentire’Christian
world view in responding.
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> In'the consummatioi of histohy;
all will.be good. *l‘ " -

> All'moral goodsjwill befrewarded.
4 (Which isigood) *

» All moral evils will'be punished.
(which is good)

COouldi i Llave
Been BelleryifaGod.

[leveryCredicisine
LUoRldZ
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i efee
‘an £

n;. MscBﬁe vee 4
tratfl

)u
'
R E£Fy

“While it might be
easy to imagine what
we would do if we
had God's power, it
is impossible to
know what we would
do if we had God's _
knowledge." Dolig,Geivett

%"
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Summry of the
5t Position ony
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Since God has not explicitly revealed in His
word why.Helhasiallowed evil, we can only, .

speculatelaboltihowitelreconcile evil within
p creation\with.God,as the Creator.

- =

Our speculation should be informed and
constralned by, what God has revealed :

““*through creation¥(General Revelationiandisssss
Natural Theology)  and —

—/’

< ‘throtigh*Scripture.(Special Revelatlon ) Elnle/
Systematic Theology) :
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As for Special Revelation, Scripture
unequivocallyzsaffirmsitheigoodness of Godj

oo Nahumiid:7 <
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- 1 Chronic_:les 16:34 <

Oh, giverthanksitoXheNEORD for He
is goodfEe@EliISkmeicydenaures
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Oo Psalm 34:8 <
Oh, taste *a SEE tha'tthe LORD S

O Psalm 100:5 C Y
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Of course, this observation is not exclusive
toithexthomist position.

As for General Revelation, Thomists put

great emphasision.Natural Theology:. -
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Natural Theology: is that body of knowledge
about God'siexistenceiand attributes that
can'beracquiredibylhuman reason as it
carefully-attendsiitselfsto God's revelation

ofiHimselfin Creation. ™

: »r,
HosinceltheXcreation o the:

worldbElisginvisiblesattributes are

clearlyfseengbeing understood, by,
theythings thudage madeNeven His
eternalypowerXunddGodheady ™

Rom™:20a

.
a _
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There are'two grea.t
philosophical traditions
in Western thought that
have endured since the

ancient Greeks.
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}'

(428" 348‘BC
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g
here AERWOAG ret A
. -ph@sophheoI@caI
tradltlon ma_kChrlstlan

thought tha hav“trracked

these two Greek
phl|0 phlcal tradltlons |

Platqy

(42853058 BC) (384-322 BC)
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qﬁ‘estlons‘abeu
rand o“l rkr{owle\dge of |t |I enable us

‘to position: many questlons and
:' concerns \we have as CTstlans.
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ue

AN INTRODUCTION

KRENNETH RICHARD SAMPL

S

ContinentallRationalistiliradition

René Descartes Baruch Spinoza Gottfried-Wilhelm. Leibniz
(1596-1650) (1632-1677) (1646-1716)

British Empiricist Tradition

y s
John Locke George Berkeley Dayid Hur_ne
(1632-1704) (1685-1753) (1711-1776)

Immanuel Kant
(1724-1804)
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g ie
ContinentallRationalist Tradltlon

Wilhelm Gottfried
Leibniz
(1646-1716)

&

./ .
el Immanuel Kant
’ (1724-1804) N\

BritishiEmpiricist Tradition _ Idealism
Johann Gottlieb Friedrich Wilhelm,
Johnlocke  George Berkeley David Hume Fichie Joseph Schelling
(L6520i104) (1685-1753) (1711-1776) (1762:1814) (1775-1854)

René Descartes Baruch Spinoza
(1596-1650) (1632-1677)

August Comte  John StuartyMillf "Herbert Spencer
(1798-1857) (1806:1873) (1820-1903)

This approach;to the problem of;
evil utilizes the philosophical
categories and doctrines of
Plato, Aristotle, Augustine,
and Aquinas.

98



3/17/2026 4:44 PM

It follows theicontours of how;
this Classical / Scholastic
tradition'understands things like
good, evil, nature (or essence),
existence, causality, teleology,
morality, God, and more.
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If'God creatediallithingsiand.
evilistsomething;
then God createdievil:

IifGod did noticreatereVvil;
then it wouldiseemieither:
NS unreal
or
evil is EXEER NI}
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28 Augustine

on EVilFas

" Privation

Augustine
(354-430)

Augustine
(354-430)

I EE S &
difference
between:
being nothing
(unreal)
and
not being a thing:
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Augustineranguee
that evillis realibu
IS' netiathing?

| Rathen itfistais
| privation o allack

Augustine in thlngS

(354-430)

 pousLenay IMAGE BOOK

Augustine
(854-430)

AN IMAGE BOOK ORIGINAL
[ COMPLETE AND UNABRIDGED
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e evillis
only. the
privation

offa good

[AliguistineS€ontessionsiIll; 7, 812 transSIohn
KERyani (NewAYork:Doubleday, 1960)¥85

Au g U Stl ne * o -‘, maluminoniesse nisiprivationem boni]
(354-430)

“Now. evil is in a

iIsubstance because

[something which it
was originally to have, .
andlwhich it ought to - a
have;is lacking in it.” M

[StmimalContral Gentilesy 1l 65 §il]

Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)
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“Evil is simply a
privation of something
which a subject is

entitled by its origin to
poessess and which it
ought to have.”

IStmmalContralGentilesy I §2; trans: Vernon J. Bourke (Notre Dame: University
ofiNotielDamelRiess K1975), Rt 1, 48]

“Evilis the

absence of the
good, which is
natural and due to

[Stmmaliheologiae 11Q49, art. 1]

3/17/2026 4:44 PM

104



3/17/2026 4:44 PM

EEvil .cannot exist by
litself) since it has no

lessence... Therefore,
evil must be in a
subject.”

[SimmalConiral Gentiles Il §2]

ﬂ“

g‘\} E\;ﬂg’. i ".,_‘.:_‘ p :.‘w‘ ‘
"Thomas’Aguinas

(1225=1274)

Notelthat'thereris: a
differencerbetweenia

privation
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Note that'therelis'a
differencerbetweenia
privation,and alnegation:

A negation is the mere
absence oriremoval of
something:
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A negation is the mere
absence oriremoval of
something:

A privatiomis therabsencelor
removal of.somethingithat
“ought” toyberthere:

Blindness ls the
privation of slight.
But blindness s not @
thing n iKself.
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Blindness s the
privation of sight.
But blindness s not @
thing n iKself.

A rocl cannot see, but

it is not blind because

it "ought” not be able
fo see.

Blindness s the
privation of sigiht.
But blindness s not a@
thing n iKself.

A rock cannot see, but

It "ought® not be able BT Dy
negation
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Blindness s the
privation of sight.
But blindness is not @
thing in Kself.

A rock cannot see, but  {HESRERCEN
it is not bllind because R ok
it "ought” not be able * ﬁ"gﬁ'xi, ;
f0 see. negation -

Blindness ls the
clsplecement of sigiht.
But blindness s not a

thing (n iKself.

A rock cannot see, but

negation
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In the Classical/Scholastic
Tradition, the *good* of a thing
is fundamentally understood
along the lines of the “nature”
of that thing.
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Theologians use the
term ‘nature’ to refer to
a particular aspect or
propensity within
each of us, as |

in the "sin
nature.”.

‘w'

“"Everyone who is
naturally generated from
Adam—every human—
inherits a sinful nature
from him. ... Being
sinners by nature, short
of and without salvation,
we inevitably are and do
—1~ what comes naturally: We

[Norman Geisler, Systematic Theology: Vol. Three: Sin Salvation
(Minneapolis: Bethany House, 2004, 125.]

e
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EDITED AND INTRODUGED BY
BRIAN DAVIES

IN THE THEOLOGY OF Samuis[e] [F.CF L 1H] T8

FOREWORD BY
TERRY EAGLETON

HERBERT (5,111

“A perfect X is
an X that has
all its
properties; an
imperfect X
lacks one of
more of its
properties."

[God and Evil in the Theology of St Thomas
Agquinas (London: Continuum, 2010), 40]
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Fenbert McCabe
(1926-200

FHenbent McCabe
(1926-200
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& Genus =
animal

& Specific difference =
rationality

& Species =
human

& Proper accident <
five fingers

& Accident = Aristotle
black hair ' (384-3221BC)

Aristotle
(384-322'BC)

3/17/2026 4:44 PM
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0

ure ond Teleology

|
1}
i

I

1)

1] ¥ |

L
1y St 2
& 3
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unlmpeded towards its
proper end or goal or telos:
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gWhenever things have
such: a definite nature
w. the operation
appropnate to a given
beinglis a consequent
ofithat nature.

Edward Feser| ™

3/17/2026 4:44 PM

o
homas Aquinas
(1225=1274)
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“It is widely
assumed that the
analysis and
jJustification of
fundamental moral
claims can be
conducted without
referenceitoiaty
least the more
J , contentious issues

Edward Feser| " of metaphysics.

“Nothing could be
further from the
spirit of Thomas,
for whom natural
law ... is ‘natural’
precisely because
it derives from
humanynature;y
conceived of in
: , Aristotelian
Edward Feser)™ essentialist terms."

[Aquinas: A Beginner's Guide (Oxford: One World),
174]
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"Every art and every.
inquiry, and similarly,
every action and pursuit;

is thought to aim at some!

good; and for this reason,

the good has been rightly,

declared to be that at

N o) which all things aim’=
:‘ \ - ‘-,' &Arlst@ﬂe"/& [Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, |, 1, 1094a1-2, trans. W. D: Ress'in'Richard

(384'-322 BC McKeon, ed. The Basic Works of Aristotle (New: York: Random Eouse 11941y _935:]‘

-

@hhe essence of
goodness
consists in this,
thatitis in some

way desirable.”

ell @57 art' 1 trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province ??!“‘J i *

nastSummar Theologica: Complete English Edition in Five
ster, MD: Christian Classics, 1981), 23] Thomas Aqu I nas
(1225=1274)

125



perfection which
is'desirable.” £

(ST, @, et 1l
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“Goodness

signifies

t
;
;ﬁmﬂ g

Tho&r)r?és Aqumas
(1225-1274)

' (
Good aNd
;h,f"l g;:'rq, Good'
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sWhenever things have

Istichla definite nature
. the operation

appropnate to a given

beinglis a consequent
lof that nature.

ENow, it'is obvious that
therelis a determinate
kind' of nature for man.
iherefore, there must
be’some operations
thatare in themselves
approprlate for man."

niJ: Bourke (University. of Notre Dame Press Edition)
rint fO th Truth of the Cthl Faith (Garden City, NY:

3/17/2026 4:44 PM
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Human beings are unique
among God’s creatures on
earth.in.as much as werhave
rationality and free will.

r

As the intellect aims towards
that which'is considered true,
the will'aims toward that'which
Is considered good.
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As something'may’ be
considered true that'is not
really true, something may be
considered good that'is not
really good.

ihe'good toward which ourwill
aimsimay beour real good %
(when we act morally) or:
something mistakenly
perceived as a, good but which
substitutes for our real’good
(when weractiimmorally):
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S Theselenable us to choose!
“not merely among goods, but
to pursue the good as'such.

But these will'also allow.us to
chose against our own
natures and telos.
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considered either
inta'substance or
iman action ....

tMoral fault is
found primarily and
principally in the
actiof the will only
S0 ... an act is
moral because it is
voluntary. ...

131



3/17/2026 4:44 PM

“The root and
source of moral
wrongdoing is to
belsought in the

act of the will."
(StmmalContia\Gentiles 1110, §13 ‘ ‘-Jg :
"“‘ ?T]roﬁéé /&ql‘ﬂnas

(1225=1274)

" “
f,‘w A

©s G’enes @

So. when woman s w

thatthe @f@@m@ _
food, that 11 /as pleasant

to the eye"
desirable to mak,_gone :
wise, sheitooklofiits fru:t* ¥, P
and ate. She also gave to
her husband with her,
and he ate.
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*Good:' is firstiidentified with“desirable;
(appetible).

‘Desirabler is identified with ‘perfect®.
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“Now.it is clear

that'a thing is
desirable only in

isoifar as it is

perfect; for all »
desireltheir own «®

i
- é' & e o y
,pel'feCthn. i | —-Thomas Aquinas
(57165 e (1225:1274)

W Good'is firstlidentifiediwith ‘desirableX
(appetible).

¥ 'Desirable’is identified with ‘perfect:.
. 'Perfect'is identified with *act® or

‘actuality”.
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gEverything is
perfect'so far as it
istactual.”

(ST, ©F; &t 7).

_—
&
?:"S-J & A Ty
homas Aquinas

(1225:1274)

“An alternate word for
actuality in this respect
is "perfection”
(entelecheia). It was

used by Aristotle along
with actuality to
designate the formal
elements in the things.

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)
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“These perfected the
material element in the
sense of filling its
potentiality and
completing the thing.

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

“Since existence is
required to complete
the thing and all the
formal elements and
activities, it may be
aptly called the
perfection of all
perfections. "

[An Interpretation of Existence (Houston: Center for Thomistic Studies,

Jose ph Owens 1968), 52-53]
(1908-2005)
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perfection

(entelecheia, eviekeyeio)
en, ev = in
+
telos, telog = end, goal
+
echein, gye1v = to have

perfection

(entelecheia, eviekeyeio)

to have the end or goal in
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'Good:' is first identified with ‘desirables

(appetible).

‘Desirable’ is identified with ‘perfect®.

'Perfect'is identified with 'act’ or

‘actuality”.

‘Actuality’ is identifiediwith 'being’.

£Goodness and being are really the same,
ronly in idea; which is clear from
thelfollowing argument. The essence of
goodness consists in this, that it is in
'some way. desirable. Hence the
Rhilosopher says [Ethic i]: '‘Goodness is
whatiallidesire.'Now is it clear that a thing
isidesirable only.in so far as it is perfect;
fordallidesireitheir own perfection. But
everythingis perfect so far as it is actual.
Therfore it'is clear that a thing is perfect
ISolfaras itiexists; for it is existence that
ma‘s all'things actual, as is clear from
thelforegoing [Q. 3, A. 4; Q. 4, A. 1]. Hence
iflisiclearithat goodness and being are the
same reality. ”

i&?

e e r-'s,,‘,, ! ‘('_
~Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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A'full exploration'of how:it'is;
that ‘being“and ‘good" are
convertible, which is to say that
‘being* and ‘good’ are really the
same, requires,a,examination of
the Medieval doctrine of the
Transcendentals.
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New Scholasticism 59 (1985): 449-470

The Convertibility of Being and Good
in St. Thomas Aquinas

by Jan A. Aertsen

N MANY medieval think e.g Al der of Hales,

Bonaventure, Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas, the state-
ment oan be found: “ being and good are convertible ” (ens ef
bonwn convertunfur).® That is to say, “ being ” and “ good
are i h ble terms in prediestion (; rii enim est
conversim praedicari). Wherever “being” is predicated of
something, the predicate “ good ” is involved as well.

That must imply that “good ” is here not a concept that
adds a real content or a new quality to “being”, as a result
of which “being ™ is restricted. For in that case there would
bo no question of convertibility.® “Good” is an attribute
which pertains to every being, it is a property of being as such,
a “mode that is common, and consequent upon every being.” *
Tn other words,  good ” is coextensive with * being ”, it is one
of the so-called iranscendentia ® which, since Suarez, are usually
referred to as “ transcendentals *.

1 Alexander of Hales, Summa 1, Tng. 1, Tract. 3, q. 3, membram 1, o
1, s 1, “As idem uit bosum et ens™; Bonaveature, In /I Eemt, d. 1,
p-Lal, gl fordam 5, “Ees et bonum ecomvertuntur, sieut velt
Dlonystus”, d. 34, . 2, q. 3, fundam. 4; Albert the Great, De Bowo q.
1, 8. 6; Bumma Theol. tract. 6, q. 28; Thomas Aquines, In [ Sent. 8, 1,
3; De Ver, XXIL, 2; In Do Hebdomadibus, leck. 3; Summa Theol. I, 16, 3.

1 Thamas Aquinas, De Ver. I, 2 obj. 2.

3 De Pot. IX, 7 ad 51 Bowum quod est in genere qualitatie, Bom est
bonum quod eonvertitur cum ests, quod wullam rem supra ens addit.

4 De Fer. T, 1+ modus generaliter consequens omne ens.

0 Comp. Albert the Great, Summa Theologioe tract. 0, q. 27, e 3:
Boasum dleit et et de dentibus omne
genus sicut cf ens.

440

New Scholasticism 59 (1985): 449-470

The Convertibility of Being and Good
in St. Thomas Aquinas

by Jan A. Aertsen

N MANY medieval thinkers, e.g. Alexander of Hales,
Bonaventure, Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas, the state-
ment can be found: “ being and good are convertible ” (ens ef
bonum converfunfur).' That is to say, “ being ” and “ good ”
are interchangeable terms in predication (converfi enim esf
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Medieval Philosophy

as Transcendental Thought Medieval Philosophy and
the Transcendentals

The Case of Thomas Aquinas

By
Jan A. Aertsen

Some 20" Century Th$ES|E

JOHN F. X. KNASAS
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“To see man' as the willer
of the ratio boni'is to
engender a special status
among. things. ... No other
thing in'our.experience so
directly. and intimately.
relates to the ratio boni.
Only: man hasi good. as the
proper object of his
appetitive power ... and to
understand. this fact'is for
one to'realize'that one
should treat oneself and
others'in a special way:*

S HI}, OFZL Elie 23

Being and |
Goodness|

THE CONCEPT OF THE GOOD
IN METAPHYSICS AND
PHILOSOPHICAL THEOLOGY

EDITED BY

ScorT MAcDONALD

3/17/2026 4:44 PM
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. 'Perfect'iis identified with 'act’ or

3/17/2026 4:44 PM

W'Good' is first identified with ‘desirable®
(appetible).

¥ 'Desirable’is identified with ‘perfect:.

‘actuality”.

. 'Actuality’ is identifiediwith ‘being’.

. God is goodnesslitselfiin as much as
God is being itself.

E
<€

£ -"
Wit

.’fl \ .

¥
B

| e“.’?:'sb:‘(!: .-.‘") “ ’
~Thomas’Aquinas
(1225=1274)
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ZGod is absolute
form, or rather
absolute being”

(7, , 68 e )

2God is supremely
being... He is being
itself;, subsistent,
absolutely
undetermined.”

(574, @ i, et )]
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ZGood belongs
pre-eminently

= 4
3

fz\g T
ThomasAqumas
(1225=1274)

=lhelfirst indemonstrable
principle'is that the same
thing/cannot be affirmed
denied at the same time
Now:as being is the first
thijg that falls under the

apprehension simply, so
goodlis the!first thing that
fallsiunder:the apprehension i
of:thelpractical reason, f;% T

whichlisidirected at action."” Thomas Aguinas
ST I, Q94, art. 2 (1225 1274)
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ghhelfirst indemonstrable
principlelis that the same
thing cannot be affirmed
denied at the same time
Now:as' being is the first
thingjthat falls under the

apprehension simply, so
goodlis the!first thing that
fallstunderithe apprehension
ofithe practical reason,
whichlisidirected at action.”

ST I, Q94, art. 2

Bonum est

faciendum et

presequendum,
ettmalum
vitandum.
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Good is
telbe'done and
pursued
and evil
avoided.

R\ Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

What,then, is.
JACINNESS

"explanation™
for: evil?
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"For the OmnipotentiGod!
whom even the'heathen
acknowledgelas!thelSupreme
Power over alliwolldinot
allow any: evil inrhisiworks;
unless in hislomnipotence
and goodness;lasithe]
SupremelGood; helistablelto

bring forth good.outiofievils

: [Augustine, Enchiridion, on! Faith, Hopeland! Eove Il IRSK nSYAIbERH
e ¢ C. Outler, p. 5, available at
A t % http://www.saintsbooks:net/books/St:%20Augustine
ugus Ine L T W %20Enchiridion%200n%20Faith;%20KH0ope%20and?20!

(354-430) accessed 08/11/22]

inhistis part of the infinite
lgooedness of God, that He .
houldlallow evil to exist, and M+ a7

: x ” A ——y e -
outlofiit produce good. b\ homaquinas
2, €. €5 £6k ) (1225=1274)

-

148



3/17/2026 4:44 PM

> It can be demonstrated that God exists and,
that He'is both good and omnipotent:

We know.God is all good and all.powerful
even when we cannot demonstrate the
connection between specific evils in_the
world and the specificigoods that God
might produce from them.
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There is aldifferencerbetween

natural and moralieviliasiwell

as a differencelbetweenigood
andimoraligood:

Solutions to thelproblem:of
evil seekito address both:
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In‘the Classicalitradition; evil

Is understood;fnotiasraithing

in itself, but asiasprivationiof
goodnessyinithings:

Somelsolutionsitoithe
problem ofieviliare
incompatiblewith
EvangelicaliChristianity;
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There arelsolutions:to:the
problem ofievilithatiare
compatibletwithibiblical

Christianity andi€lassical

Theism?

. T T .
sosx’ | a 1Sl gen-
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A New Way to Think About the Question

If God,
Why Evil?

NORMAN L.
GEISLER

St.Thomas Aquinas

TRANSLATED BY ; - - ”""L'-&y ..‘.““ —
N A. OESTERLE axp 3 < Nall
JOHN A. OESTERLE ant \ Thomas%ﬁgumas

JEANT. OESTERLE (1225‘_1274)
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‘\: | s -
* - Thomas Aqumas

(1225~1274)

THOMAS
AQUINAS

GOD

EVIL
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IN THE THEOLOGY OF Samuis[e] [F.CF L 1H] T8

LET!

ERBERT /K 112

AQuinas
and the Cry
of Rachel

John F. X.Knasas

Fenbert McCabe
(1926-200
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