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Introduction – The Claim Against 
God 

Few arguments are considered more powerful 
against God than the argument from suffering and 
evil. “If God exists,” we are told, “then this should 
not happen.” And when suffering is real, visible, 
and severe, the accusation can feel self-evident. 

This book does not deny suffering. It does not 
minimize pain, excuse cruelty, or trivialize 
injustice. What it challenges is something more 
basic: the assumption that the accusation itself 
makes sense on atheism. 

The argument from evil presents itself as moral. 
But morality is not a mood. It is not outrage. It is 
not empathy. Moral judgment presupposes 
standards, values, obligation, meaning, and 
authority. Without these, calling something “evil” 
is no different in principle from calling it 
inconvenient, unpleasant, or personally offensive. 

You can see this in ordinary speech. People do not 
merely say, “I dislike this.” They say, “This is 
wrong.” They do not merely say, “This hurts.” They 
say, “This should not be allowed.” They do not 
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merely say, “Life is hard.” They say, “No one 
deserves this.” Such statements are not 
descriptions of feelings. They are claims about 
what reality ought to be like. They assume that 
there is a real difference between justice and 
injustice, between what is permissible and what is 
forbidden, between what must be protected and 
what must be condemned. 

This is where the reversal begins. The central 
claim of this book is simple: the very idea of evil 
presupposes God. Evil is not evidence for God in 
the sense of an independent observation that 
points toward Him. Rather, evil is unintelligible 
without God. The moment one says, “This ought 
not to be,” one has already stepped into a moral 
universe, one that atheism cannot account for on 
its own terms. 

This is why the argument from evil is not merely 
an objection. It is a transcendental argument in 
disguise. It depends on conditions that must 
already be in place for the objection to even exist 
as an objection: objective value, moral obligation, 
real meaning, reliable reason, and stable standards 
of truth. Atheism may use these concepts 
constantly, but it cannot ground them. It is like a 
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child declaring independence while living on the 
provisions of a parent: the claim performs 
autonomy while depending on what it denies. 

The contradiction shows itself even in debate. The 
atheist typically demands honesty, logical 
reasoning, and fair play. These are moral 
standards. But under atheism, morality is finally 
reduced to preference, consensus, or utility, none 
of which can bind anyone unconditionally. And if 
nothing binds unconditionally, moral 
condemnation becomes only rhetoric backed by 
social power. 

This is why this book is not a standard theodicy. 
God is not placed on trial here. The question is 
not, “Why does God allow suffering?” The question 
is whether the atheist has any coherent basis for 
calling anything evil at all. Again and again, the 
argument from suffering relies on concepts it 
officially rejects: objective value, moral obligation, 
human dignity, responsibility, and justice. These 
are borrowed categories. They do not arise 
naturally from a universe described as accidental, 
unguided, and value-neutral. Without God, 
suffering may be described, measured, or 
managed, but it cannot be condemned. 
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Krishna consciousness offers a different 
framework. Suffering is real, morally intelligible, 
and meaningful, not because it is good, but 
because reality itself is moral. Within this 
worldview, suffering is connected to freedom, 
desire, responsibility, and continuity across time. It 
is not random, not arbitrary, and not proof of 
divine absence. It is the predictable consequence 
of misdirected will within a world that allows real 
agency. 

Atheism, by contrast, cannot merely fail to explain 
suffering. It undermines the very categories 
needed to oppose it. When morality collapses into 
preference, power replaces obligation. When 
values lose their grounding, suffering becomes 
negotiable. The result is not moral clarity, but 
moral instability, both in thought and in action. 

If suffering is to mean more than noise, if evil is to 
mean more than rhetoric, then God is not the 
problem. God is the precondition. 
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The Accusation 

Bhagavad-gītā 16.8: 

asatyam apratiṣṭhaṁ te​
jagad āhur anīśvaram​
Aparaspara-sambhūtaṁ​
kim anyat kāma-haitukam 

“They say that this world is unreal, that 
there is no foundation and that there is no 
God in control. It is produced of sex desire, 
and has no cause other than lust.” 

The argument from suffering and evil usually 
begins with a protest.​
“This should not happen.”​
“This is wrong.”​
“No good God would allow this.” 

Sometimes the focus is on suffering in general: the 
sheer quantity of pain, loss, and frustration in 
human life. Sometimes it is on specific evils: 
cruelty, injustice, abuse, or the suffering of the 
innocent. Often the two are run together. The 
conclusion is the same. If God exists, it is said, then 
reality should not be like this. 
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The confidence of the accusation is striking. It 
does not merely report distress or discomfort; it 
issues a judgment. It declares that something in 
reality has gone morally wrong. And it assumes 
that this judgment is not merely personal or 
cultural, but binding — true regardless of who 
hears it, agrees with it, or benefits from denying it. 

That assumption is rarely examined. 

Before asking whether God can be justified in 
allowing suffering or evil, a more basic question 
must be answered: what does it mean to call 
something evil at all? 

This distinction matters. Pain and suffering are 
experiences. They are facts about how creatures 
are affected by events. Evil, however, is not merely 
an experience. It is an evaluation. To say that 
something is evil is to say that it ought not to be, not 
merely that it hurts, offends, or causes distress. 
That “ought” carries weight. It presupposes a 
standard by which reality itself is judged. 

This is precisely why suffering and evil are used as 
arguments against God rather than merely as 
complaints about life. People do not simply say, 
“This is unpleasant.” They say, “This should not be 
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allowed.” They do not merely say, “This causes 
pain.” They say, “No one deserves this.” These are 
not descriptions of sensation. They are moral 
claims. 

The atheist argument from suffering and evil 
depends entirely on this distinction. If suffering 
were treated merely as an unfortunate fact of 
nature — like gravity, decay, or bad weather — it 
could still be regrettable, but it would not be an 
accusation. One might wish it were otherwise, but 
there would be nothing to indict. The argument 
insists on more than description. It insists on 
condemnation. 

Condemnation, however, is not free. 

To condemn something as evil presupposes that 
reality is structured by value. It presupposes that 
some states of affairs are objectively better than 
others, not merely preferred. It presupposes that 
moral judgments are not inventions, but 
recognitions — that they bind even when ignored, 
resisted, or denied. When someone says, “Even if 
everyone agrees, this would still be wrong,” they 
are already assuming such a structure. 
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These presuppositions are so familiar that they 
feel obvious. But they are not neutral. They do not 
arise automatically from a universe described as 
accidental, unguided, and value-neutral. They 
belong to a moral universe. 

This is where the accusation quietly commits 
itself. 

The argument from suffering and evil does not 
begin in atheism. It begins in moral realism. It 
assumes that good and evil are real features of the 
world, not projections of human emotion, 
evolutionary conditioning, or social agreement. 
Without that assumption, outrage collapses into 
preference, and protest into rhetoric. 

Yet atheism insists that reality is ultimately 
impersonal. Matter, energy, and chance are said to 
be all that exist. No intention, no purpose, no 
moral direction — only processes and outcomes. 
In such a universe, events may be tragic or 
undesirable, but they cannot be wrong in any 
binding sense. There is no standard for reality to 
violate. 
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The tension is immediate. The atheist accuses 
reality of moral failure while denying that reality 
contains moral structure. 

This chapter does not yet argue that this tension is 
fatal. It simply brings it into view. 

The Bhagavad-gītā identifies the worldview 
behind the accusation with clarity: a world said to 
be without foundation, without God, without 
controller. Such a world may contain suffering, 
even immense suffering. But it cannot contain evil 
— because evil requires a standard that transcends 
individual reaction and collective opinion. 

To call something evil is to stand somewhere. It is 
to speak from within a framework that already 
affirms value, normativity, and moral authority. 
The argument from suffering and evil assumes 
this framework before it ever reaches its 
conclusion. 

The question, then, is not yet whether God allows 
suffering or evil. 

The question is whether the accuser has any 
coherent basis for making the accusation at all. 

That question will govern everything that follows. 
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The Price of Calling Something 
Wrong 

Bhagavad-gītā 7.7: 

mattaḥ parataraṁ nānyat​
kiñcid asti dhanañjaya​
mayi sarvam idaṁ protaṁ​
sūtre maṇi-gaṇā iva 

“O conquerer of wealth [Arjuna], there is 
no Truth superior to Me. Everything rests 
upon Me, as pearls are strung on a thread.” 

To call something wrong is to do more than 
register disapproval. It is to make a claim about 
how reality itself ought to be structured. Moral 
language does not merely describe events; it 
evaluates them. When someone says that suffering 
is evil, the claim is not that suffering is disliked, 
inconvenient, or emotionally disturbing. The 
claim is that it violates a standard that stands above 
individual preference and social agreement. 

This is evident in ordinary moral speech. People 
do not say, “I personally dislike this, but others 
may reasonably approve.” They say, “This should 
not be done.” They say, “Even if everyone agreed 
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to this, it would still be wrong.” They say, “No 
circumstances could justify this.” Such statements 
are not reports of taste or temperament. They are 
claims of authority. They assume that reality itself 
is answerable to a standard that does not change 
with opinion, advantage, or outcome. 

That standard is not optional. Without it, moral 
judgment collapses into expression. One may still 
feel anger, grief, or outrage, but these reactions no 
longer carry authority. They become reports of 
internal states rather than statements about the 
world. To say “this is wrong” in any meaningful 
sense requires more than intensity of feeling. It 
requires normativity. 

Normativity is the ability of a claim to bind, to 
obligate, to hold even when ignored or resisted. 
When we say that something ought not to be done, 
we do not mean merely that we would prefer it 
otherwise. We mean that it should not be done 
regardless of who benefits, who agrees, or who is 
powerful enough to enforce their will. Moral 
obligation claims independence from preference, 
advantage, and consensus. This is precisely why 
moral disagreements do not end when interests 
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are aligned or when votes are counted. The 
dispute is not about coordination, but about truth. 

This immediately raises the question of 
grounding. Where does such obligation come 
from? What makes one course of action not 
merely undesirable, but wrong? Appeals to 
evolution, social conditioning, or cultural 
consensus do not answer this question. Evolution 
can explain why certain behaviors persist, but it 
cannot explain why one ought to act against 
self-interest when doing so carries no advantage. 
Social consensus can explain shared norms, but it 
cannot explain why a society itself can be judged 
immoral. Conditioning can shape behavior, but it 
cannot generate obligation. 

The problem is not that these accounts fail to 
describe moral behavior. The problem is that 
description is not enough. Moral judgment 
requires authority. An “ought” that binds must be 
anchored in something that stands above 
individual minds and collective habits. Otherwise, 
moral claims reduce to strategies for coordination 
or expressions of preference. They may be useful, 
persuasive, or emotionally compelling, but they 
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are not true in any objective sense. They can be 
overridden whenever circumstances change. 

This is the price of calling something wrong. One 
must already inhabit a reality in which truth is not 
negotiable and value is not invented. A moral 
claim assumes that reality itself carries structure 
and hierarchy, that some states of affairs are 
genuinely better than others, and that this 
difference is not created by human agreement. 
Without such structure, moral language becomes 
performative rather than declarative. It functions 
as pressure, not as judgment. 

The argument from suffering and evil depends 
entirely on the existence of such structure. When 
suffering is called evil, the claim is not merely that 
it causes pain. The claim is that it violates how 
things ought to be. But “ought” has no place in a 
reality described as fundamentally impersonal, 
unguided, and value-neutral. In such a reality, 
events happen, organisms react, and outcomes 
occur, but nothing is owed and nothing is violated. 
One may regret suffering, but one cannot indict 
reality for allowing it. 

The Bhagavad-gītā does not treat normativity as 
an emergent illusion. It grounds it in reality itself. 
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Truth is not dispersed, accidental, or evenly 
distributed. It rests upon a source. Value is not 
projected onto the world by human minds; it is 
woven into the fabric of existence. Moral order is 
not an afterthought, but a consequence of a reality 
governed by intention and purpose. 

This does not yet prove that such a reality is true. 
It establishes something more basic: that without 
such a reality, moral judgment loses its footing. 
One cannot stand nowhere and issue binding 
condemnation. One cannot deny all hierarchy and 
then appeal to a standard. One cannot declare 
reality meaningless and then accuse it of moral 
failure. 

The argument from evil, therefore, carries a 
hidden admission. It admits that reality is morally 
structured. It admits that some things ought not to 
happen. It admits that suffering is not merely 
unfortunate, but wrong. These admissions come at 
a cost. The next question is whether atheism can 
afford to pay it. 

That question cannot be avoided, and it will not 
remain unanswered. 
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Why Atheism Cannot Pay That 
Price 

Bhagavad-gītā 2.16: 

nāsato vidyate bhāvo​
nābhāvo vidyate sataḥ​
ubhayor api dṛṣṭo ’ntas​
tv anayos tattva-darśibhiḥ 

“Those who are seers of the truth have 
concluded that of the nonexistent there is 
no endurance, and of the existent there is 
no cessation.” 

The argument from suffering and evil presupposes 
that moral judgment is possible. Chapter 2 
identified the price of such judgment: objective 
value, binding obligation, and a standard that does 
not depend on preference or power. The question 
now is whether atheism can supply these 
requirements without contradicting itself. 

Atheism begins with a denial. Reality, it claims, is 
ultimately impersonal. There is no intention 
behind existence, no purpose directing it, no 
moral authority governing it. What exists are 
particles, forces, and processes. Everything else — 
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meaning, value, obligation — must arise from 
these or be explained away as human projection. 

This starting point already determines the 
outcome. In a reality composed entirely of 
impersonal facts, there is no place for moral 
authority. Facts describe what is; they do not 
command what ought to be. From the movement 
of particles, one may derive predictions, 
probabilities, and explanations, but not 
obligations. No arrangement of matter, however 
complex, can issue a command or impose a duty. 

This becomes clear in everyday reasoning. When 
someone says, “Even if this benefits everyone, it 
would still be wrong,” they are not making a 
statement about efficiency or survival. When 
someone says, “This should not be done, no 
matter how useful it is,” they are not describing a 
process. They are appealing to a standard that 
stands above outcomes. But impersonal processes 
do not recognize standards. They merely occur. 

Attempts to ground morality within atheism 
typically move in one of several directions. Some 
appeal to evolution, arguing that moral instincts 
developed because they enhanced survival. Others 
appeal to social contracts or collective agreements, 
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suggesting that morality is a negotiated framework 
for cooperation. Still others appeal to subjective 
experience, reducing moral judgment to 
emotional response. These accounts differ in 
emphasis, but they share a crucial feature: none of 
them can generate binding obligation. 

Evolution selects for behaviors that persist, not for 
behaviors that are right. A trait may be widespread 
and still be morally indefensible. If survival is the 
standard, then whatever survives is justified by 
definition. Social contracts explain how norms are 
enforced, not why they are morally authoritative. 
A society can agree on rules, but agreement does 
not transform preference into obligation. A 
majority can decide many things; it cannot decide 
that injustice is just. Subjective experience explains 
how moral feelings arise, but feelings cannot bind 
anyone beyond the individual who experiences 
them. 

In each case, morality is reduced to description. 
This behavior tends to promote cooperation. This 
rule is widely accepted. This action feels wrong to 
me. None of these statements amount to 
condemnation. They do not justify the claim that 
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something ought not to be done regardless of 
advantage, consensus, or emotional reaction. 

At this point, atheism faces a dilemma. Either 
moral claims are treated as objectively binding, or 
they are not. If they are not, then the argument 
from suffering and evil collapses immediately. 
Suffering may be unfortunate, distressing, or 
socially destabilizing, but it cannot be wrong in 
any authoritative sense. There is nothing to 
protest, only something to manage. Moral outrage 
becomes a performance without content. 

If, on the other hand, moral claims are treated as 
objectively binding, atheism must explain where 
this authority comes from. But the moment 
authority is admitted, the worldview is no longer 
atheistic in its foundations. Authority is not a 
byproduct of impersonal processes. Obligation is 
not an emergent property of matter. Normativity 
does not arise spontaneously from neutrality. 
Something has been smuggled in. 

This is where the argument from evil quietly 
breaks. It demands moral authority while denying 
the conditions under which authority could exist. 
It insists on condemnation while rejecting any 
source that could make condemnation 
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meaningful. It treats moral judgment as obvious 
while dismantling the metaphysical framework 
that would support it. 

The Bhagavad-gītā’s distinction between the 
existent and the nonexistent is decisive here. What 
lacks endurance cannot ground obligation. What is 
contingent, accidental, and ultimately reducible to 
impersonal processes cannot bear the weight of 
moral authority. Moral claims require something 
stable, something that does not dissolve under 
analysis. They require reality to be structured in a 
way that allows truth to bind rather than merely 
persuade. 

Atheism offers no such structure. Its moral 
language floats free of its metaphysics, sustained 
by habit, intuition, and inherited assumptions. It 
speaks as if value were real while insisting that 
reality is value-neutral. This tension is not 
peripheral; it is central. Without resolving it, the 
argument from suffering and evil has no footing. 

The issue, then, is not whether atheists feel moral 
outrage. They clearly do. The issue is whether 
their worldview can justify it. If atheism is taken 
seriously, moral judgment becomes optional, 
contingent, and ultimately unjustified. The protest 
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against evil loses its authority the moment its 
foundations are examined. 

This does not yet show where moral authority 
comes from. It shows where it cannot come from. 
The next step is to ask how the argument from evil 
continues to function despite this failure, and what 
it must secretly rely on in order to do so at all. 
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Moral Outrage as Borrowed Capital 

Bhagavad-gītā 10.8: 

ahaṁ sarvasya prabhavo​
mattaḥ sarvaṁ pravartate​
iti matvā bhajante māṁ​
budhā bhāva-samanvitāḥ 

“I am the source of all spiritual and 
material worlds. Everything emanates 
from Me.” 

The argument from suffering and evil does not 
merely survive despite atheism’s inability to 
ground moral authority. It survives by quietly 
borrowing what atheism denies. This borrowing is 
not accidental. It is structural. Without it, the 
argument would not even begin. 

When suffering is called evil, a number of 
assumptions are already in play. Human beings are 
assumed to possess dignity that ought not to be 
violated. Harm is assumed to be more than an 
unfortunate outcome; it is assumed to be a moral 
offense. Injustice is treated as a real feature of the 
world, not a linguistic convenience or a social 
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preference. These assumptions are not derived 
from atheism. They are imported into it. 

This can be seen in how moral outrage is 
expressed. People say, “This is a crime against 
humanity,” not merely “This harms many people.” 
They say, “No one has the right to do this,” not 
merely “This causes suffering.” They appeal to 
human rights, moral limits, and inviolable dignity. 
Such language assumes that some things must not 
be done, regardless of outcome, consensus, or 
advantage. That assumption does not arise 
naturally from a worldview in which reality is 
ultimately impersonal and value-neutral. 

This is why moral outrage under atheism feels 
compelling but remains philosophically unstable. 
The language is strong because the categories are 
inherited. The condemnation sounds authoritative 
because it echoes a moral framework that predates 
the worldview now being defended. The argument 
works rhetorically because it trades on intuitions 
that atheism itself cannot justify. 

This borrowing often goes unnoticed because it is 
culturally normal. Many moral categories 
commonly used in arguments against God did not 
originate in a value-neutral universe. They 

26 

 



emerged within theistic frameworks that treated 
reality as ordered, intelligible, and morally 
governed. Concepts such as intrinsic human 
worth, moral responsibility, and justice beyond 
power did not arise spontaneously from 
impersonal processes. They were articulated 
within traditions that affirmed a moral source 
underlying the world. 

Once those categories are detached from their 
source, they continue to circulate for a time. Moral 
language has inertia. It can be repeated long after 
its foundations are denied. People continue to 
speak of rights, dignity, and injustice as if these 
were obvious features of reality. But repetition is 
not grounding. Over time, the tension becomes 
visible. The worldview insists that values are 
subjective or contingent, while the argument 
insists that they are binding and universal. The 
contradiction is sustained only by ignoring it. 

The argument from suffering relies on this 
neglect. It assumes that moral terms retain their 
force even after their metaphysical support has 
been removed. It condemns reality as if there were 
a standard above it, while denying that such a 
standard exists. It protests injustice as if justice 
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were real, while insisting that reality is indifferent 
to justice altogether. 

This is what borrowed capital looks like. The 
moral protest spends resources it does not possess. 
It draws on a moral account it has officially 
rejected. The argument does not collapse 
immediately because the categories are familiar 
and emotionally powerful. But familiarity is not 
justification. Emotional force does not create 
authority. Once the source is denied, the currency 
continues to circulate only by habit. 

The Bhagavad-gītā locates value, meaning, and 
order at the source of reality itself. Moral structure 
is not an afterthought or a human invention. It 
flows from a reality governed by intention, 
intelligence, and purpose. In such a framework, 
moral judgment has a place because reality itself is 
morally articulated. Good and evil are not 
projections; they are recognitions. 

Atheism, having denied any such source, must still 
rely on its language. It condemns suffering while 
denying the existence of a moral order that could 
make condemnation meaningful. This is not a 
minor inconsistency. It is the engine of the 
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argument from evil. Remove the borrowed 
assumptions, and the argument loses its force. 

This explains why the argument from suffering 
often feels decisive but rarely leads to clarity. It 
speaks with moral confidence while standing on 
metaphysical uncertainty. It borrows authority 
while denying its origin. The protest continues 
only because the contradiction is left unexamined. 

Once examined, the situation reverses. The issue is 
no longer why God allows suffering. The issue is 
how atheism manages to condemn suffering at all. 
The argument does not expose a failure in theism. 
It exposes a dependence. Moral outrage against 
God turns out to be intelligible only because it 
stands on ground provided by the very worldview 
it seeks to overthrow. 

The next step is to ask what happens when that 
borrowed capital is finally spent, and what 
suffering becomes once the moral framework that 
gives it meaning is removed altogether. 

 

29 

 



Why Suffering Without God Is Just 
Noise 

Bhagavad-gītā 2.14: 

mātrā-sparśās tu kaunteya​
śītoṣṇa-sukha-duḥkha-dāḥ​
āgamāpāyino 'nityās​
tāṁs titikṣasva bhārata 

“O son of Kuntī, the nonpermanent 
appearance of happiness and distress, and 
their disappearance in due course, are like 
the appearance and disappearance of 
winter and summer seasons. They arise 
from sense perception, O scion of Bharata, 
and one must learn to tolerate them 
without being disturbed.” 

Up to this point, the argument has shown that 
moral outrage presupposes value, obligation, and 
authority, and that atheism cannot ground these 
without contradiction. The next step is to examine 
what suffering itself becomes once those 
presuppositions are removed. If there is no moral 
structure to reality, what exactly is suffering? 
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In a value-neutral universe, suffering is a sequence 
of events: neural signals, biological stress 
responses, psychological reactions, social 
consequences. It can be measured, mitigated, 
redistributed, or avoided. It can be statistically 
analyzed and technologically managed. What it 
cannot be is wrong. Without a moral framework, 
suffering has no evaluative weight. It is something 
that happens, not something that violates 
anything. 

This point is often resisted because suffering feels 
morally urgent. Pain demands attention. Distress 
provokes response. But emotional urgency is not 
moral authority. A scream is not a verdict. Without 
a standard that transcends subjective reaction, 
suffering remains a fact among facts. It may 
provoke sympathy, aversion, or fear, but it does 
not carry condemnation by itself. 

This becomes clear in ordinary judgments. People 
do not merely say, “This hurts.” They say, “This 
should never happen.” They do not merely say, 
“This causes pain.” They say, “No one deserves 
this.” These statements treat suffering as more than 
an experience. They treat it as a violation of how 
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reality ought to be ordered. That treatment 
already assumes moral structure. 

Atheistic accounts sometimes attempt to preserve 
the seriousness of suffering by appealing to its 
intensity or prevalence. But quantity does not 
create normativity. A great deal of pain does not 
become evil simply by being widespread. Others 
appeal to harm, but harm presupposes a good that 
has been violated. To say that someone has been 
harmed is to say that something due to them has 
been taken away. In a universe without moral 
structure, nothing is due. There are only 
outcomes. 

Once this is seen, the force of the argument from 
suffering begins to dissipate. Without God, 
suffering cannot be unjust, because there is no 
justice to violate. It cannot be tragic in any deep 
sense, because tragedy presupposes meaning lost, 
not merely function impaired. A broken machine 
is not tragic. It is defective. Tragedy belongs to a 
world where things are supposed to be otherwise. 

What remains is discomfort plus narrative. 
Suffering becomes a story we tell about events we 
dislike. Different stories may compete, but none 
can claim authority. One person’s outrage has no 
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more claim than another person’s indifference. 
Moral protest becomes rhetorical pressure rather 
than recognition of truth. 

The Bhagavad-gītā approaches suffering from a 
different starting point. It does not deny the reality 
of distress, nor does it inflate it into a metaphysical 
scandal. It locates suffering within a structured 
reality in which experience arises from contact 
between the senses and the world, governed by 
laws that are consistent and intelligible. Happiness 
and distress are not moral verdicts in themselves; 
they are conditions within a larger moral order. 

This does not trivialize suffering. It places it. 
Suffering is neither meaningless noise nor 
ultimate injustice. It is an experience that acquires 
moral significance only because reality itself is 
ordered, purposeful, and governed by law. 
Without that order, suffering would indeed be 
noise — loud, disruptive, and compelling, but 
ultimately without content. 

This is the point atheism cannot escape. It may 
describe suffering with great sophistication. It may 
respond to suffering with compassion, efficiency, 
or urgency. But it cannot explain why suffering 
should not be. It cannot move from description to 
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condemnation without reintroducing the very 
moral structure it denies. 

The argument from suffering therefore depends 
on a confusion. It treats suffering as if it carried 
intrinsic moral meaning, while affirming a 
worldview in which no such meaning can exist. 
Once that confusion is removed, the argument 
loses its power. Suffering remains real, but the 
accusation disappears. 

The question that follows is unavoidable. If 
suffering is not evil by itself, what makes it morally 
intelligible at all? To answer that, one must look 
not at events alone, but at agency, responsibility, 
and the assumptions we make about innocence 
and entitlement. That inquiry begins next. 
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Responsibility, Freedom, and the 
Myth of Innocence 

Bhagavad-gītā 5.15: 

nādatte kasyacit pāpaṁ​
na caiva sukṛtaṁ vibhuḥ​
ajñānenāvṛtaṁ jñānaṁ​
tena muhyanti jantavaḥ 

“Nor does the Supreme Spirit assume 
anyone's sinful or pious activities. 
Embodied beings, however, are bewildered 
because of the ignorance which covers 
their real knowledge.” 

The argument from suffering rarely stops at 
description. It moves quickly to accusation. 
Someone, it is assumed, must be responsible. And 
since God is said to be all-powerful, responsibility 
is placed there by default. Suffering is treated not 
merely as an event, but as an injustice inflicted 
upon innocent victims. 

This move depends on a set of assumptions that 
are seldom examined. It assumes that human 
beings are morally innocent by default, that they 
are entitled to a particular quality of life, and that 
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suffering represents a violation of what is owed to 
them. These assumptions feel natural in modern 
thought, but they are not self-evident. They are 
philosophical commitments, and they carry 
consequences. 

This can be seen in ordinary reactions. When 
hardship appears, people ask, “Why is this 
happening to me?” The question is rarely neutral. 
It carries the implication that it should not be 
happening at all. When suffering is observed in 
others, the response is often, “They don’t deserve 
this.” The language of desert is invoked 
instinctively. But desert presupposes a moral 
ledger, an order in which what happens can be 
evaluated as owed or unowed. Innocence is 
assumed before responsibility is considered. 

In a world with moral structure, responsibility 
matters. Actions are not isolated moments; they 
belong to agents. Choices have continuity. 
Freedom is not merely the ability to select 
between options; it is the capacity to act in ways 
that shape one’s experience over time. Without 
responsibility, freedom collapses into randomness. 
Without freedom, responsibility becomes 
meaningless. 
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The argument from suffering often attempts to 
preserve freedom while denying responsibility. 
Human beings are treated as free enough to make 
demands, but not accountable enough to bear 
consequences. Suffering is framed as something 
that simply happens to people, rather than 
something that arises within a moral order 
involving agency, desire, and action. This framing 
is emotionally appealing, but philosophically 
unstable. 

If freedom is real, then consequences are 
unavoidable. A world in which choices have no 
enduring effects is not a moral world; it is a stage 
set where actions are theatrical but weightless. In 
such a world, praise and blame lose their meaning, 
because nothing genuinely follows from what one 
does. Moral agency requires continuity between 
choice and outcome. 

The Bhagavad-gītā refuses the idea that moral 
responsibility can be transferred upward. The 
Supreme is not the doer of individual actions, nor 
the bearer of their results. Ignorance obscures this 
fact, not because the structure is hidden, but 
because the self is misidentified. When the living 
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being forgets its own agency, responsibility is 
projected elsewhere. 

This projection is central to the argument from 
evil. God is accused not because responsibility has 
been carefully traced, but because human 
innocence has been assumed. Suffering is treated 
as proof of divine failure rather than as a signal 
that the moral structure of reality has been 
misunderstood. The accusation rests on 
entitlement, not analysis. 

The myth of innocence does not arise from 
careful reflection on freedom. It arises from the 
desire to retain moral authority without moral 
burden. If human beings are innocent by default, 
then suffering must always be unjust. If suffering is 
always unjust, then someone else must be at fault. 
God becomes the only remaining candidate. 

This line of thought collapses once responsibility 
is taken seriously. A moral universe is not one in 
which suffering never occurs. It is one in which 
actions matter, freedom is real, and consequences 
are intelligible. The presence of suffering is not 
evidence that morality has failed. It is evidence 
that morality is operative. 
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Atheism has difficulty accommodating this. If 
responsibility is reduced to biology or 
conditioning, then freedom becomes illusory. If 
freedom is illusory, then moral accusation loses its 
footing. One cannot condemn a universe for 
failing to protect agents who were never truly 
agents to begin with. The accusation assumes 
freedom while denying the conditions under 
which freedom could exist. 

The Vaiṣṇava framework does not attempt to 
preserve innocence at the cost of coherence. It 
affirms freedom and therefore affirms 
responsibility. It does not treat suffering as a 
cosmic mistake, but as a consequence arising 
within a lawful moral order. This does not make 
suffering pleasant or trivial. It makes it intelligible. 

Once responsibility is acknowledged, the 
argument from evil loses one of its strongest 
emotional supports. The question is no longer why 
a perfect world contains suffering. The question 
becomes why we expect a moral world to contain 
freedom without consequence. That expectation 
has no basis, either philosophically or 
experientially. 
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If suffering is to be understood rather than merely 
protested, it must be placed within a framework 
that takes agency seriously. That framework does 
not erase compassion, but it refuses to confuse 
compassion with entitlement. It does not deny 
suffering, but it denies the assumption that 
suffering proves innocence. 

The next step is to examine how responsibility and 
consequence are connected across time, and why 
suffering is neither arbitrary nor vindictive within 
a moral universe. That connection is expressed in 
the principle of karma. 
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Karma: Moral Continuity, Not 
Cruelty 

Bhagavad-gītā 13.22: 

puruṣaḥ prakṛti-stho hi​
bhuṅkte prakṛti-jān guṇān​
kāraṇaṁ guṇa-saṅgo 'sya​
sad-asad-yoni-janmasu 

“The living entity in material nature thus 
follows the ways of life, enjoying the three 
modes of nature. This is due to his 
association with that material nature. Thus 
he meets with good and evil amongst 
various species.” 

Once responsibility is acknowledged, the question 
of continuity becomes unavoidable. If actions 
matter, how far do their effects reach? If freedom 
is real, how are its consequences distributed? The 
argument from suffering often assumes that each 
human life begins on a clean slate, that 
responsibility is confined to a narrow temporal 
window, and that suffering therefore must be 
either accidental or imposed from outside. Karma 
challenges all three assumptions. 
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Karma is frequently misunderstood as a system of 
reward and punishment administered from above. 
In that caricature, suffering becomes evidence of 
cruelty and God becomes a cosmic judge inflicting 
penalties. But this picture bears little resemblance 
to the actual concept. Karma is not an act of divine 
intervention; it is the moral continuity of action 
and desire operating within an ordered reality. 

This continuity is familiar in everyday life. Habits 
formed over time shape character. Repeated 
choices narrow or expand available options. 
Certain patterns of action make some outcomes 
more likely and others less so. No one finds this 
cruel. We recognize it as intelligible. Karma 
extends this recognition beyond the narrow frame 
of a single lifetime. It insists that agency does not 
abruptly lose significance at arbitrary temporal 
boundaries. 

At its core, karma asserts that actions do not vanish 
when they are completed. They shape 
dispositions, tendencies, and trajectories. Desire 
aligns the self with particular modes of nature, and 
those alignments produce corresponding 
experiences. The result is not arbitrary 
distribution, but lawful consequence. Karma is not 
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about settling scores; it is about coherence across 
time. 

This continuity is precisely what atheism lacks. In 
a godless universe, events may follow causal 
chains, but there is no moral ledger. Outcomes are 
disconnected from agency in any binding sense. 
One person suffers, another prospers, and there is 
no reason beyond chance or necessity. Suffering 
occurs, but it does not belong to anyone in a way 
that preserves responsibility. It is simply there. 
Karma, by contrast, insists that experience is not 
detached from agency, even when the connection 
is not immediately visible. 

The Bhagavad-gītā presents this continuity 
without sentimentality. The living entity associates 
with particular modes of nature and accordingly 
encounters varying conditions of life. Good and 
evil here do not refer to arbitrary rewards and 
punishments, but to experiences shaped by prior 
orientation. The moral structure of reality 
operates without vindictiveness. It does not need 
to be constantly adjusted or corrected, because it is 
built into the way things are. 

This is why karma should not be confused with 
fatalism. Fatalism denies freedom by treating 
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outcomes as fixed regardless of choice. Karma 
presupposes freedom and therefore allows change. 
Because action matters, redirection is possible. 
Because desire shapes experience, desire can be 
refined. A system in which nothing can be altered 
would indeed be cruel. Karma is the opposite: it is 
meaningful precisely because it allows 
transformation. 

The argument from suffering often objects that 
karma shifts blame onto the sufferer. This 
objection misunderstands both blame and 
continuity. Karma does not accuse the individual 
personality of remembering wrongdoing, nor does 
it invite moral callousness. It explains why 
experience is intelligible without appealing to 
randomness or divine favoritism. It does not say, 
“You deserve this” in a simplistic or punitive sense. 
It says, “Experience arises within a lawful moral 
order that respects agency across time.” 

Without such continuity, suffering becomes 
opaque. One may still feel compassion, but 
compassion floats free of explanation. There is no 
reason why this person suffers and another does 
not. There is no reason why suffering appears 
where it does. The universe becomes morally 
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unreadable. Karma restores intelligibility without 
cruelty. 

This intelligibility is crucial. A moral universe 
must be more than emotionally satisfying; it must 
be coherent. If suffering were distributed 
arbitrarily, moral outrage would be justified. But 
arbitrariness is precisely what karma denies. 
Suffering is neither imposed nor meaningless. It 
arises within a framework that preserves 
responsibility without collapsing into 
determinism. 

Atheism cannot offer this. It must choose between 
randomness and necessity, between brute fact and 
blind process. Neither option allows suffering to be 
morally meaningful. Karma, grounded in a reality 
governed by law and purpose, allows suffering to 
be understood without trivializing it or attributing 
it to malice. 

The accusation of cruelty dissolves once karma is 
seen clearly. Cruelty requires intention to harm 
for its own sake. Karma involves no such intention. 
It is the unfolding of moral law in a reality that 
takes freedom seriously. What appears as injustice 
from a narrow temporal perspective reveals itself 
as continuity when the frame is widened. 
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This does not remove the difficulty of suffering. It 
removes the incoherence of accusing reality itself. 
The moral order remains intact, and the burden of 
explanation no longer falls on arbitrary divine 
action or meaningless chance. 

To understand suffering fully, however, continuity 
alone is not enough. Different kinds of suffering 
arise from different forms of misalignment. To see 
this, one must look more closely at the categories 
of suffering described in śāstra, and the structure 
they reveal. 
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Types of Suffering (and Why They 
Make Sense) 

Bhagavad-gītā 3.27: 

prakṛteḥ kriyamāṇāni​
guṇaiḥ karmāṇi sarvaśaḥ​
ahaṅkāra-vimūḍhātmā​
kartāham iti manyate 

“The bewildered spirit soul, under the 
influence of the three modes of material 
nature, thinks himself to be the doer of 
activities, which are in actuality carried out 
by nature.” 

If suffering were uniform and undifferentiated, it 
might plausibly be dismissed as random 
misfortune or brute fact. But suffering is not like 
that. It appears in distinct forms, affects different 
beings in different ways, and arises under 
identifiable conditions. This variety itself demands 
explanation. Randomness does not generate 
structure. Meaningless processes do not produce 
intelligible patterns. 

Śāstra does not treat suffering as a single problem 
requiring a single answer. It analyzes suffering 
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according to its causes, its conditions, and the level 
at which it operates. This analytical clarity is one 
of the strongest indicators that suffering belongs to 
an ordered reality rather than an absurd one. 

One form of suffering arises from ignorance. 
When the living being misidentifies the self with 
the body and mind, experience becomes distorted. 
Expectations are placed where they cannot be 
fulfilled, permanence is sought where there is 
change, and satisfaction is demanded from objects 
that cannot provide it. The resulting frustration is 
not imposed from outside; it is generated by false 
orientation. This is visible whenever people expect 
lasting fulfillment from status, appearance, or 
control. When these fail, the suffering feels like 
betrayal, even though nothing promised 
permanence in the first place. This kind of 
suffering is inseparable from misunderstanding. 

Another form of suffering arises from desire. 
Desire, when directed toward finite and unstable 
objects, produces inevitable dissatisfaction. 
Fulfilled desire breeds fear of loss; unfulfilled 
desire breeds resentment. Even success carries 
anxiety, because what is gained can be taken away. 
This suffering is not accidental. It follows directly 
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from placing ultimate expectation on what cannot 
sustain it. Desire itself is not condemned; 
misdirected desire is exposed. The problem is not 
wanting, but wanting the wrong kind of 
permanence from the wrong kind of object. 

A further form of suffering arises from 
embodiment. To inhabit a material body is to be 
subject to limitation, vulnerability, and decay. 
Birth, disease, old age, and death are not moral 
punishments; they are conditions of embodied 
existence. To experience them as injustice is to 
assume that embodiment itself is a mistake. Śāstra 
does not make that assumption. It treats 
embodiment as a chosen condition with known 
constraints. The suffering arises not because the 
body fails, but because it does exactly what bodies 
do. 

There is also suffering that arises from the 
influence of the modes of nature. Different modes 
shape perception, motivation, and reaction. Under 
their influence, the living being mistakes 
conditioned action for autonomous control. 
People say, “I chose this freely,” while being driven 
by impulses they do not understand. This 
confusion generates anxiety, competition, and 
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frustration. The suffering is real, but its source is 
misattribution of agency, not external malice. 

Finally, there is suffering that arises from 
forgetfulness of īśvara. When the moral and 
metaphysical structure of reality is ignored or 
denied, experience loses its orienting center. Life 
becomes a series of disconnected demands, 
pressures, and losses without context or direction. 
Effort continues, but meaning thins. This form of 
suffering is not imposed as punishment; it 
emerges naturally when reality is approached 
without reference to its governing principle. 

These categories are not speculative. They are 
explanatory. Each type of suffering corresponds to 
a specific misalignment between the living being 
and the structure of reality. None of them requires 
randomness, cruelty, or divine indifference. All of 
them presuppose order, lawfulness, and 
intelligibility. 

This stands in sharp contrast to atheistic accounts. 
Without a moral framework, suffering must be 
flattened into a single category: undesirable 
experience. Differences become matters of degree 
rather than kind. The question “why this 
suffering?” has no answer beyond probability or 
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circumstance. The universe remains morally 
opaque. 

Śāstra does not offer consolation by denying pain. 
It offers understanding by locating pain. Suffering 
makes sense because reality is structured. Causes 
produce effects. Orientation shapes experience. 
Freedom carries consequence. None of this 
removes the difficulty of suffering, but it removes 
its absurdity. 

The argument from suffering depends on treating 
pain as a scandal within an otherwise neutral 
world. Śāstra treats pain as intelligible within a 
moral world that allows freedom, misalignment, 
correction, and growth. The difference is not 
emotional; it is philosophical. 

Once suffering is seen as differentiated rather than 
chaotic, the accusation against God loses its force. 
A world in which suffering arises for intelligible 
reasons is not morally defective. It is morally 
coherent. The problem was never that suffering 
existed. The problem was the assumption that 
suffering should not exist in a world that allows 
freedom, agency, and consequence. 
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To understand why this structure is maintained 
rather than overridden, one final element must be 
considered: divine restraint. The question is not 
why God fails to intervene constantly, but why 
constant intervention would undermine the very 
moral order the accuser presupposes. That 
question is taken up next. 
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Divine Restraint, Not Divine 
Absence 

Bhagavad-gītā 4.11: 

ye yathā māṁ prapadyante​
tāṁs tathaiva bhajāmy aham​
mama vartmānuvartante​
manuṣyāḥ pārtha sarvaśaḥ​
​
“All of them—as they surrender unto 
Me—I reward accordingly. Everyone 
follows My path in all respects, O son of 
Pṛthā.” 

The argument from suffering often assumes that if 
God exists, He must intervene constantly. Pain 
should be prevented before it arises, consequences 
should be suspended when they become 
uncomfortable, and freedom should be 
overridden whenever it produces distress. When 
this does not happen, the conclusion is drawn that 
God is either absent, indifferent, or powerless. 

This assumption mistakes restraint for neglect. 

A moral world is not one in which outcomes are 
continuously adjusted to protect agents from the 
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consequences of their orientation and choices. It is 
one in which agency is real, freedom is 
meaningful, and responsibility is preserved. 
Constant intervention would not perfect such a 
world; it would dissolve it. If every misdirected 
desire were immediately neutralized, desire itself 
would lose significance. If every harmful action 
were prevented before it could unfold, action 
would become illusory. 

This is easy to see in ordinary life. A parent who 
never allows a child to experience consequence 
does not produce maturity, but dependence. A 
teacher who intervenes before every mistake 
eliminates learning. A legal system that removes 
responsibility in the name of protection destroys 
justice. In every other domain, restraint is 
recognized as necessary for development. Only 
when God is accused does restraint suddenly 
become a defect. 

The Bhagavad-gītā presents divine action not as 
coercive control but as proportionate response. 
The Supreme does not impose a single outcome 
on all beings regardless of their orientation. 
Rather, the structure of reality allows experience 
to correspond to disposition. This correspondence 
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is not favoritism; it is lawfulness. Freedom is 
respected, not because freedom is harmless, but 
because without it, moral life is impossible. 

This is where many objections quietly reverse 
themselves. The same critic who demands that 
God prevent suffering also demands that God 
respect freedom. The two demands cannot be 
satisfied simultaneously. A world in which 
freedom is real is a world in which misalignment 
has consequences. A world without consequences 
is not a moral world; it is a managed simulation. 

Divine restraint preserves the intelligibility of 
action. It allows choices to matter over time. It 
allows learning, redirection, and transformation. 
Immediate override would replace moral 
development with mechanical correction. It would 
produce compliance, not responsibility; safety, not 
meaning. 

Atheism struggles to make sense of restraint 
because it lacks a moral frame in which restraint 
could be justified. If reality is impersonal, then 
non-intervention is indistinguishable from 
indifference. There is no reason to allow freedom 
to unfold rather than to interrupt it. But in a moral 
universe, restraint can be purposeful. It can serve 
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the preservation of agency rather than its 
negation. 

This distinction is often missed because the focus 
remains fixed on outcomes rather than structure. 
The question is not whether suffering occurs, but 
whether the world in which it occurs is morally 
coherent. A world that allows freedom without 
consequence would be incoherent. A world that 
enforces consequence without freedom would be 
oppressive. The structure described in śāstra holds 
both together without contradiction. 

Divine restraint also explains why moral protest is 
possible at all. If reality were constantly 
overridden, there would be nothing to protest. 
Moral outrage presupposes a stable order in which 
actions can be identified, evaluated, and 
condemned. That stability requires restraint. The 
very conditions that allow accusation are the 
conditions the accuser objects to. 

The demand for constant intervention therefore 
undermines itself. It appeals to moral order while 
seeking to abolish the conditions that make moral 
order possible. It treats restraint as a flaw rather 
than as a necessary feature of a world that takes 
agency seriously. 
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The argument from suffering often concludes that 
God’s silence is evidence of His absence. But 
silence is not absence. It can be patience. It can be 
respect for freedom. It can be the maintenance of 
a structure in which moral significance is 
preserved rather than erased. 

Once this is seen, the accusation shifts again. The 
question is no longer why God does not intervene 
more. The question is why we expect a moral 
world to function without moral cost. That 
expectation has no grounding, either in 
experience or in reason. 

If divine restraint is not a defect but a condition of 
moral coherence, then the presence of suffering 
no longer signals failure. It signals that freedom is 
real and that the world is governed by law rather 
than whim. 

What remains to be examined is the consequence 
of denying this structure altogether. If moral 
authority cannot be grounded, if restraint is 
meaningless, and if suffering is reduced to 
preference or noise, then the worldview itself 
begins to generate the very evils it claims to 
oppose. That consequence must be faced directly. 

57 

 



Why Atheism Produces the Evil It 
Condemns 

Bhagavad-gītā 16.7: 

pravṛttiṁ ca nivṛttiṁ ca​
janā na vidur āsurāḥ​
na śaucaṁ nāpi cācāro​
na satyaṁ teṣu vidyate 

“Those who are demoniac do not know 
what is to be done and what is not to be 
done. Neither cleanliness nor proper 
behavior nor truth is found in them.” 

Up to this point, the argument has been largely 
negative. It has shown that atheism cannot ground 
moral authority, cannot sustain condemnation, 
and cannot make suffering intelligible without 
borrowing from a framework it denies. What 
remains is to face a further implication, one that is 
often resisted because it sounds accusatory, but is 
in fact structural. 

A worldview that cannot account for value will not 
merely fail to oppose evil consistently. It will tend 
to generate it. 
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This claim must be understood precisely. Atheism, 
when taken seriously, leads either to moral 
subjectivism or to moral relativism. Moral 
subjectivism holds that moral judgments are 
expressions of individual feeling or preference. 
What is “right” is what I approve of; what is 
“wrong” is what I dislike. Moral relativism holds 
that moral judgments are determined by social or 
cultural frameworks. What is “right” is what our 
group accepts; what is “wrong” is what our group 
rejects. These positions differ in scope, but they 
share a decisive feature: neither allows morality to 
bind unconditionally. 

This is not a claim about the personal character of 
atheists. Individuals often act with compassion, 
restraint, and integrity despite their stated 
worldview. The issue is not behavior at the level of 
temperament. It is coherence at the level of ideas. 
When moral obligation is reduced to preference 
or consensus, it becomes negotiable. When it 
becomes negotiable, it becomes vulnerable to 
power. 

This vulnerability is easy to recognize. If morality 
is subjective, then a stronger preference overrides 
a weaker one. If morality is relative, then a 
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dominant group overrides a marginal one. In 
neither case is there a principled reason why a 
moral claim must be obeyed when it conflicts with 
interest, advantage, or survival. The language of 
“ought” remains, but its force evaporates the 
moment resistance becomes costly. 

Atheism typically replaces moral authority with 
one of several substitutes. Ethics becomes a matter 
of preference, consensus, utility, or emotional 
response. Each of these can guide behavior under 
favorable conditions. None of them can restrain it 
under pressure. Preference yields to stronger 
preference. Consensus dissolves when interests 
diverge. Utility justifies harm when outcomes can 
be optimized. Emotion fluctuates with 
circumstance. 

In such a framework, moral language continues to 
function, but its role changes. “Good” and “evil” 
become tools of persuasion rather than 
recognitions of truth. They are used to mobilize 
support, shame opponents, or justify policy. 
Without an objective standard, there is no 
principled limit to this use. What matters is 
effectiveness, not rightness. 
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This is where suffering begins to multiply. Once 
moral claims lose their grounding, harm can be 
justified whenever it appears advantageous or 
necessary. The vocabulary of compassion can 
coexist comfortably with practices of exclusion, 
coercion, or sacrifice of the weak, because there is 
no longer a standard that binds regardless of 
outcome. The same worldview that denounces 
suffering in one context can rationalize it in 
another. 

This is not a historical argument, though history 
offers many illustrations. It is a conceptual one. If 
morality is not anchored in reality itself, then it 
will be shaped by forces within reality. Power, 
efficiency, and survival quietly replace obligation. 
Suffering is managed, redistributed, or ignored 
according to calculation, not condemned as a 
violation of what is owed. 

The Bhagavad-gītā describes this condition 
without sentimentality. When there is no 
knowledge of what ought to be done and what 
ought not to be done, behavior loses orientation. 
Truth becomes instrumental. Cleanliness, 
restraint, and integrity are no longer intrinsically 
valuable; they are valuable only insofar as they 
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serve a purpose. When the purpose changes, the 
values change with it. 

Atheism often responds by insisting that moral 
progress is still possible without God. But progress 
presupposes direction. Improvement presupposes 
a standard. Without a fixed point of reference, 
change cannot be evaluated as better or worse, 
only as different. The language of progress 
survives only by quietly importing the very 
normativity atheism denies. 

The result is instability. Moral judgments fluctuate 
with cultural mood, political pressure, and 
technological capacity. What was once unthinkable 
becomes acceptable, then mandatory. What was 
once condemned becomes normalized. Suffering 
is not eliminated; it is reorganized. Those without 
power bear its weight, while moral language 
continues to signal virtue. 

This is why atheism does not merely fail to resolve 
the problem of evil. It institutionalizes it. By 
removing the foundation of moral obligation, it 
removes the only principled barrier against the 
justification of harm. It condemns suffering loudly 
while lacking the resources to say why suffering 
must never be used as a means. 
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The irony is complete. The argument from 
suffering accuses God of producing a morally 
defective world. Yet a world without God is one in 
which moral restraint has no ultimate basis. The 
very conditions required to condemn evil are the 
conditions atheism erodes. What remains is not 
moral clarity, but moral volatility. 

This does not mean that theism automatically 
produces virtue, nor that atheism automatically 
produces cruelty. Worldviews do not program 
behavior mechanically. But they do shape what 
can be justified, excused, or ignored. When moral 
authority is removed from reality itself, nothing 
remains that can bind unconditionally. 

The problem, then, is not that atheism fails to live 
up to its moral rhetoric. The problem is that it 
cannot secure it. Suffering continues, outrage 
continues, condemnation continues — but all of it 
floats free of foundation. The world becomes 
increasingly governed by what can be enforced 
rather than what ought to be done. 

The worldview that presents itself as morally 
outraged by suffering is structurally incapable of 
restraining it. The worldview it rejects is the only 
one that can explain why suffering is wrong, why it 
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ought to be opposed, and why it must never be 
justified as a mere means. 

The reversal is now complete. 

 

64 

 



The Final Reversal 

Bhagavad-gītā 18.61: 

īśvaraḥ sarva-bhūtānāṁ​
hṛd-deśe 'rjuna tiṣṭhati​
bhrāmayan sarva-bhūtāni​
yantrārūḍhāni māyayā 

“The Supreme Lord is situated in 
everyone's heart, O Arjuna, and is directing 
the wanderings of all living entities, who 
are seated as on a machine, made of the 
material energy.” 

The argument from suffering presents itself as a 
decisive objection. It claims that the existence of 
evil stands in direct contradiction to the existence 
of God. Suffering, it is said, should not occur if 
reality is governed by an all-good, all-powerful 
being. The accusation appears forceful because it 
speaks the language of moral certainty. But that 
language already assumes more than it admits. 

To call something evil is to presuppose value. To 
condemn suffering is to presuppose obligation. To 
protest injustice is to presuppose a standard that 
binds regardless of preference, advantage, or 
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power. None of these presuppositions arise 
naturally from a value-neutral universe. They do 
not emerge from particles, processes, or chance. 
They belong to a reality in which meaning is 
objective and moral structure is real. 

This is where the reversal occurs. The argument 
from suffering depends on precisely what atheism 
denies. It condemns reality while insisting that 
reality contains no moral order. It protests 
injustice while denying any source of justice. It 
demands that the world conform to an “ought” 
while affirming a worldview in which no such 
“ought” can exist. The accusation borrows its 
authority from a framework it officially rejects. 

Once this borrowing is exposed, the argument 
loses its footing. Without God, suffering can be 
described, measured, managed, or redistributed, 
but it cannot be condemned. It may provoke 
emotion, but emotion does not bind. It may 
motivate action, but motivation does not establish 
obligation. Without a moral source, suffering 
becomes noise—compelling, disruptive, and 
painful, but ultimately without verdict. 

Krishna consciousness does not face this problem. 
It affirms that reality is morally structured, that 
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agency is real, that responsibility is continuous, 
and that experience arises within an intelligible 
order. Freedom is preserved, consequence is 
respected, and restraint is purposeful. Suffering is 
neither denied nor sensationalized. It is located 
within a framework that allows it to be understood 
without being trivialized. 

This placement does not make suffering good. It 
makes it meaningful. Meaning does not soften 
pain, but it prevents absurdity. A moral universe is 
not one in which suffering never occurs. It is one 
in which suffering does not refute reality itself. 
The demand that God eliminate all suffering 
would require the elimination of freedom, 
responsibility, and moral development. Such a 
world would not be more moral. It would be less. 

The Bhagavad-gītā locates the Supreme not at a 
distance, but at the center of experience. God is 
not absent from the world that contains suffering. 
He is present as the sustaining intelligence that 
allows the world to be intelligible at all. Moral 
protest presupposes this presence even when it 
denies it. One cannot accuse reality of moral 
failure without already standing within a moral 
order. 
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The final irony is therefore unavoidable. The 
argument that claims to place God on trial can 
only function by assuming what it seeks to deny. 
Evil does not expose a flaw in theism. It exposes a 
contradiction in atheism. The very conditions 
required to condemn suffering are the conditions 
atheism erodes. 

The question, then, is no longer whether suffering 
is compatible with God. The question is whether 
the protest against suffering is compatible with a 
world without Him. Without God, there is no 
binding reason to oppose suffering at all—only 
preference, strategy, and power. 

If suffering is to mean more than noise, and if evil 
is to be more than rhetoric, then God is not the 
problem. God is the precondition. 
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Conclusion 
This book has not attempted to explain away 
suffering. It has not tried to soften pain with 
sentiment, nor to replace moral seriousness with 
consolation. Its task has been more exacting: to 
examine whether the protest against suffering can 
even exist without God. 

The conclusion reached is not psychological or 
rhetorical, but transcendental. The very act of 
condemning suffering presupposes conditions that 
atheism cannot supply. To call something evil is to 
presuppose objective value. To speak of injustice is 
to presuppose moral authority. To protest 
wrongdoing is to presuppose obligation that binds 
regardless of preference, consensus, or power. 
These are not optional assumptions. They are the 
necessary preconditions of moral judgment itself. 

The argument from suffering therefore does not 
stand outside theism and judge it. It stands inside a 
moral universe and borrows its structure while 
denying its source. Once that dependence is made 
explicit, the argument reverses direction. God is 
no longer the hypothesis under evaluation. God is 
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the precondition that makes evaluation possible at 
all. 

This is the decisive point. Without God, suffering 
may still occur, but it cannot be condemned. It can 
be described, managed, redistributed, or endured. 
It can evoke emotion or motivate action. But it 
cannot be said to violate anything. There is no 
“ought” for it to transgress, no justice for it to 
offend, no obligation it fails to respect. Moral 
protest collapses into preference, strategy, or 
power. 

A morally intelligible world is not a painless world. 
It is a world in which actions matter, freedom is 
real, and consequences are meaningful. It is a 
world in which suffering can be opposed precisely 
because reality itself is ordered by value. 
Compassion has force because obligation is real. 
Protest has meaning because injustice is not a 
metaphor. Evil can be named because good is not 
invented. 

The Bhagavad-gītā does not offer an escape from 
suffering. It offers the only framework in which 
suffering can be understood without absurdity. It 
affirms a reality governed by law, purpose, and 
moral order. It preserves freedom without 
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denying responsibility, and meaning without 
denying difficulty. In doing so, it secures the very 
conditions the argument from evil requires but 
cannot itself justify. 

The final claim is therefore unavoidable. Suffering 
does not disprove God. It presupposes Him. Evil is 
not evidence against a moral source of reality. It is 
evidence that such a source must already be in 
place for evil to be recognized as evil at all. 

The issue is no longer whether God should be 
rejected because suffering and evil exist. That issue 
has been resolved. Without God, suffering cannot 
be condemned as evil at all. The very act of calling 
it evil already presupposes a moral order that 
atheism cannot supply. 

This argument does not seek comfort, 
reconciliation, or emotional resolution. It 
establishes a condition of intelligibility. Moral 
protest, outrage, and condemnation are possible 
only because reality is morally structured. Remove 
that structure, and suffering loses not its pain, but 
its meaning. 

God is therefore not an optional explanation 
added after the fact. He is the precondition 
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without which the argument from suffering and 

evil could never even be formulated.  
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An Invitation 

This book was not written to explain away 
suffering or to offer emotional consolation. It was 
written to clarify whether suffering and evil can 
even be condemned without God. 

If the argument has unsettled you by exposing 
assumptions you had not examined, then it has 
served its purpose. It was never meant to be an 
endpoint. It was meant to remove an obstacle. 

The line of reasoning presented here did not 
originate with this book. It was articulated with 
clarity and consistency by A. C. Bhaktivedanta 
Swami Prabhupāda, who presented the 
Bhagavad-gītā as what it claims to be: the direct 
words of God, not a metaphor or cultural artifact. 

Śrīla Prabhupāda did not treat God as a hypothesis 
to be defended or negotiated. He began where the 
Gītā begins—with God as the foundation of 
knowledge, value, and reality—and from there 
exposed the contradictions of a worldview that 
attempts to condemn evil while denying moral 
order itself. 
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If you wish to pursue these questions further, the 
natural next step is to read Bhagavad-gītā As It Is. 

Read it carefully. Read it honestly. Read it on its 
own terms. 

You will not be asked to abandon reason. You will 
be asked to recognize what reason itself 
presupposes. 

The invitation stands. 
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