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Abstract 

Among the major themes that govern, the question of evil is one of the most troubling issues that many theologians and 

philosophers have been confronted with. Many thinkers have clearly admitted their dismay and uncertainties in the face of this 

problem, and others have complained of their inability to provide a satisfactory answer. Many atheists have tried to take 

advantage of this difficulty. They have then used this question to try to call into question the existence of God and thus arouse 

doubt in believers. More than a theme, it is a guiding idea although it changes value during the journey. Thus, the question of 

evil, which raises different types of questions, interests mythology, theology and philosophy. Evil is this transhistorical and 

inescapable pandemic, to which it is useless to add, is universal. It is indifferent to no one and the adiaphoras of the Stoics only 

concern what does not depend on us. In the very extension of the concept, several possible approaches must be taken into 

account: does evil come from our physical suffering, from the sensible; or is it moral in the sense that it touches on sin? Or 

finally, is it simply a metaphysical evil, this anguish of man in the face of his imperfection? Some philosophers, including 

Leibniz, have looked into the question. This article presents some reflections of philosophers and especially a critical reflection 

of the thought of the illustrious man of science Leibniz, on the subject. 
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1. Introduction 

The concept of evil can only exist and be thought in rela-

tion to its opposite: good. Raising various types of questions, 

evil interests both mythology, theology and philosophy. It is 

that we must consider, in the very extension of the concept, 

several possible approaches: does the evil stem from our 

physical sufferings, from the sensitive; or is it moral in that it 

touches sin; or finally, is it simply a metaphysical evil, this 

anguish of man in the face of his imperfection? Solutions 

have been proposed to this problem. Some of them, for a 

time, seemed close to holding the unanimous vote of the 

Church. But the agreement could never be established in a 

sustainable way because each area of investigation is obliged 

to have its position. The use When a snake bites and injects 

its venom, it hurts the individual and can lead to death: this is 

the case where evil leads to evil, death. When the same indi-

vidual is given a vaccine, which also hurts him, it results in 

an immunization against a disease. This is the case where 

evil brings good, health. of the word ‘'mal’' points out that 

this phenomenon manifests itself in various and distinct 

forms, but all have the same properties in common: divide 
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and destroy. Evil could therefore be defined as the cause of 

separation, of breaking up a harmony either in one being or 

between beings; separation or rupture of which may arise the 

good or the bad (good or evil) what is to be said? 

The evil defining itself as a rupture of harmony, it be-

comes relative. Harmony has no universally recognized 

value, it varies in space and time. Thus, if what is harmony in 

the east is disharmony in the west, what is evil in the east 

will be true in the west. We can therefore say that the notions 

of good and evil, harmony and disharmony are functions of 

place and time and do not constitute universally defined and 

immutable norms. If evil, as a notion and subjective and 

relative, in everyday life, it manifests itself in the human 

creature in various forms. The harm to the plant would be 

being transported in a climate that its physiology cannot 

accommodate and which leads it day by day to degeneration, 

sterility and rot. For the animal, the evil would be to be 

forced into a kind of life that contradicts the needs of its 

constitution, makes it weak, sick and causes it to die. For the 

human being, evil would be everything that opposes him to 

his being, which morally makes him descend back into ani-

mality, depriving him of spiritual communion with his god, 

his model, and reducing him to live as an orphan being, iso-

lated, incomplete, missed and disappearing into the un-

known. In these three cases, the same notion of evil mani-

fests itself in different ways and, within the framework of 

human life, its forms are varied. 

The fact that the notion of evil is relative and since evil is 

not always bad, can we talk about the problem of evil, when 

evil itself does not seem to be universally defined? In fact, 

that it is relative, that it has value only according to the ab-

stract notion of good and, whether it defines itself or not, evil 

has the power to manifest itself and every being feels at least 

one of its various forms. This is what legitimizes our ques-

tion to know: how to reconcile the notion of evil that afflicts 

creation and that of the infinitely good God? Is there any 

other possible reading? 

2. Leibniz: Man, His Formation and 

Religious Path 

Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz is a philosopher and scholar, 

born in 1646 in Leipzig, son of a professor of morals at the 

University of that city. The study of Leibniz’s thought forces 

us to look for its sources in the crucible where it was formed. 

One would have an incomplete and entirely distorted view of 

his thought if one forgot his early and deep orientation, the 

service of the general Christian good, the paternal house 

whose library served him as first field of investigation and 

intense theological activity. His city (Leipzig) capital of the 

Lutheran theology is not left because it is from there that 

triggers its school education. Thus, all of Leibniz’s thoughts 

are guided from his early childhood by moral and religious 

requirements and a firm fundamental will for comfort and 

optimism. This will justify that very soon, he will fix and 

coordinate the great directions of his thought. Let us say that 

Leibniz’s childhood, his family and social environment, the 

university, his various experiences, have surrounded him 

mainly with religious men Catholic or Lutheran, attached to 

dogmas and dedicated to the service of the Christian religion. 

He was also influenced by certain schools and currents of 

thought such as the scholastic [1], the naturalism of the re-

naissance. 

In terms of influences, it should be noted that very early 

on the young Leibniz set the guiding lines of his thought. He 

never seems to have been a hesitant and groping mind in 

search of a position. His contact with other currents of 

thought will serve him to dig and accumulate wealth and 

knowledge with scientific discoveries around primitive intui-

tions, in order to make a logical system. That is why in all 

the schools and systems he had to deal with, Leibniz found 

something good and each one, without being a mere disciple, 

he drew some of his ideas by becoming an eclectic; but his 

eclecticism was not ordinary because he transformed what he 

borrowed and made a harmonious whole. That is why a ge-

nius like Leibniz does not expect an invention from others, 

but holds its truths in itself. He waits for a solicitation to 

develop his virtualities, he meets texts and expresses himself. 

3. The Problem of Evil Seen By Some 

Philosophers 

The term bad is often used; pain, injustice, wickedness, af-

fliction, bitterness, sorrow, desolation, distress, trial, misfor-

tune, misery, suffering, torment, tribulations.... the sin. These 

are the forms, the manifestations of evil. As defined by the 

omniscience, goodness and omnipotence of God, the first 

source of humanity is at work with everything that happens 

in the world, including evil. For how can we justify that the 

future escapes from divine preknowledge? It is God who 

creates the future, which, if contingent for creatures, is cer-

tain and determined in all aspects. All the events of the past 

or present and future are emanations of the decrees of his 

will through the action of his power. The actions of men (see 

sin) are in line with the predictions of divine preknowledge. 

Where is human responsibility? 

How is evil possible in a universe ruled by a supreme be-

ing that is both good and all-powerful? This is the problem 

of Christian theology, that of reconciling the reality of evil 

with the existence of a God of infinite goodness. The theses 

of Saint Augustine and those of Thomas Aquinas had a last-

ing influence on the resolution brought by Christianity to the 

problem of evil. Whereas in the Old Testament the Book of 

Job suggests that the undeserved suffering of the prophet is a 

mystery to human understanding, and that the ways of God 

are mysterious, Saint Augustine and Saint Thomas reconcile 

the Christian belief in a benevolent God with that of the 

omnipresence of evil. According to Augustine, evil was not 
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created by God. 

How to excuse God who creates free men having previ-

ously chosen a range of contingency which God is (again!) 

the origin? We cannot accuse the human being because God 

who created him and who knows him perfectly had foreseen 

that he would choose evil. Unless God is totally ignorant of 

the consequences reserved for things emanating from his will 

and power; To admit it would be contradictory in relation to 

the first definition we had given: God is omniscient. It was to 

divert the difficulty that the manicheans [2] had opted for 

two principles: one source of good and the other, source of 

evil. 

And if God had ceased to create men, and they were main-

tained as a species by reproduction, since the first couple at 

least, although created (without root of evil) bore in it the 

spur of evil that later arose, and, since God was at the base of 

the first couple, He cannot be exonerated when developing a 

sequel of which he laid the foundations. Can the Bible be 

considered from its texts as a basis for justification of God? 

In fact, for the reasons mentioned above and related to the 

attributes of God, the fall of angels should not escape God; 

so he knew it had to happen. God then creates man and 

leaves him in a medium whose center carries temptation. 

Man falls and puts the whole human race in a kind of neces-

sity of sin that engages the world in a strange confusion 

made of misfortunes and misery. 

3.1. Immanuel Kant and the Eternal Origin of 

Evil 

According to this philosopher who lived between 1724 

and 1804, one must seek the origin of evil in freedom alone. 

This freedom is not, in principle, subject to the determined 

order of time. For him, there is therefore no origin attributa-

ble or appreciable to evil; it must be imagined, as well as 

everything made free, as absolutely new. No matter the 

origin of moral evil in man, the most characteristic to evoke 

its transmission in all members of our species and in and also 

in all generations, passes as being imposed on us by our first 

parents this by heredity. Any wrong action, when its rational 

origin is sought, must be considered as if the man had arrived 

there directly, from the state of innocence; Whatever his 

previous conduct may have been and whatever natural causes 

may be at work in him or outside of him, it does not matter; 

however, his action is free and not determined by any of 

these causes; it can and must therefore always be judged as 

the original use of its arbiter. He should not have done it 

whatever the temporal circumstances and connections in 

which he may have been; For no cause in the world will ever 

stop him from being a freely acting being. We cannot there-

fore inquire into the temporal origin of this action, but simp-

ly into its rational origin in order to determine and if possible 

explain from it the inclination, that is to say the universal 

subjective foundation, which makes us admit a transgression 

in our maxim [3].  

In this regard, the author makes us understand that the 

worst way to imagine the origin of moral evil is to place it in 

an original sin contracted before us and which we could not 

bear without any form of trial other than the consequences. It 

is, indeed, forgetting that evil is only moral if the latter is 

deliberately chosen. In other words, desired by man, and not 

received from the first of them to be Adam. That is why, for 

Kant, it must be considered that the evil has its origin each 

time in the freedom of choice of the one who makes more 

precisely his «arbitrator». 

The major consequence of such apprehension is that, 

whatever happens in life can never help us to explain the evil 

committed by a person to a third party, much less to justify it. 

The evil is thus situated as that of freedom, and the man who 

and the subject is responsible for it as for himself. The origin 

of evil is therefore neither in God nor in time. In any case, 

according to Kant, man would not be freed for a fight against 

evil, because the latter would not be the true author. Indeed, 

to search for the origin of evil in time is to engage in a re-

search at the level of nature, which we know is governed by 

determinism, which contradicts freedom. The reasonable 

origin of the evil would be in reality only the use of this 

freedom, which can not know anything because it is not in 

time, but which we just know exists and that it makes us 

responsible for all our intentions which must submit to the 

moral law. 

3.2. History as the Field of Action of Evil 

According to HEGEL 

For the philosopheG. W. F. Hegel (1770-1831), the con-

temporary theodicy should not be limited only to the justifi-

cation of God, but also and above all to the human world, 

that is to say to the History. Thus, he calls for acceptance of 

the evil necessary for the attainment of the good that he sees 

as freedom. To him, what our knowledge is seeking is a sort 

of idea that the end of eternal Wisdom has been accom-

plished on the natural field as well as on the field of the tan-

gible and diligent mind in the world. He proposes that medi-

tation should therefore be a theodicy, a justification of God 

that Leibniz had tried metaphysically and with criteria still 

undetermined to set up. Evil in the cosmos, including moral 

evil, must be admitted, and the thinking conscience must be 

reconciled with the negative. It is in universal history that the 

disease spread massively before our eyes, and in fact, no-

where is the need for such a conciliatory understanding felt 

more urgent than in history. 

This accommodation, he argued, can be achieved only by 

understanding the affirmative, in which the negative boils 

down to something inferior and outmoded and eventually 

falters. It is therefore the realization, on the one hand, of the 

genuine ultimate goal of the world, and, on the other, of the 

realization of this goal in the world: in the face of this ulti-

mate goal and its achievement in the world, evil can no long-

er exist and has no conformity of its own. 
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The theodicy according to him, admits to making intelligi-

ble the presence of evil in the face of the absolute power of 

Reason. This is the category of the negative that shows us 

how the most magnanimous and remarkable was sacrificed 

on the altar of history. Reason cannot linger over people’s 

prescribed ruptures, because particular goals are lost in the 

universal goal. 

It is easy to see from Hegel that if reason exists, and it 

must in order for philosophy to be exercised, it must prevail 

not only in nature, but even more so in the human world, 

which is essentially that of history. Our observation is that it 

is precisely this world that seems to be most influenced by 

the incongruity of the evil that men inflict on each other. In 

the face of this paradox Hegel wants to realize the authentic 

theodicy, that which will bring humans closer to the world as 

it expresses the divine power of reason. To achieve this, we 

need to distinguish between the ultimate end in history, 

which we view as the realization of freedom in the world, 

and the methods used by intelligence to achieve that end. 

Whether it takes uprisings or revolutions, wars, or even 

massacres to bring people to freedom, this will not shock 

anyone who does not see history as an area of morality: the 

universal goal of freedom is achieved only through painful 

battles, and it is first and foremost a victory over the individ-

ual concern for self-preservation. 

From this observation comes a reassessment of the nega-

tive. Evil is indeed the negative, but it is necessary for the 

affirmation of freedom in history. This is the essence of the 

dialectic developed by Hegel: to assert itself, the Spirit 

(whose essence is freedom) must first deny everything that 

opposes it. Human history may be a field of ruins; it is a 

graveyard of good intentions. What it announces and mani-

fests through evil is the power and therefore also the violence 

of reason. 

3.3. Paul Ricoeur (1913-2005) or the Fight 

Against Evil 

Faced with the phenomenon of evil, Paul Ricoeur believes 

that action does not require much, only that the evil be con-

tingent, that is to say transversal. For action, evil is usually 

what should not be, but must be defended. Therefore, the 

action reverses the orientation of perception or gaze. Under 

the influence of myth, speculative thinking is pulled back 

toward the origin. On the question of the origin of evil, the 

answer and not the solution of the action lies in the logic of 

“What to do against evil?” This perspective is thus oriented 

towards the future, by the idea of a task to be carried out, 

which corresponds to that of an origin to be perceived. 

For Paul Ricoeur, we do not think that by focusing on the 

practical fight against evil we can lose sight of the suffering. 

Any evil committed by one and seen becomes evil suffered 

by the other. Thus, to do evil is to make others suffer. Bru-

tality does not stop the link between moral evil and suffering. 

So any action, whether ethical or political, that reduces the 

amount of violence, between men and women, reduces the 

rate of suffering in the world. Let us divert the suffering 

prescribed to men by others and see what will remain of 

suffering in the world. This practical response has had a 

speculative impact before one incriminates God or ponders 

the demonic origin of evil within God, one must act ethically 

and diplomatically against evil [4]. 

What Ricoeur’s reflection shows is how easily evil is de-

fined in terms of the problem of action, unlike Leibniz’s. For 

him, evil is only a shameful reality because it is all that 

should not be and in this logic of understanding, a call to 

action becomes as what must be defended. In doing so, ac-

tion breaks the vicious circle of theoretical and abstract 

thinking, which ideally raises the problem of the origin of 

evil, into something palpable and tangible. The question is 

no longer one of origin, but of end: action must be taken to 

stop the evil. 

But the battle against evil normalizes in practice a number 

of conceptual problems. Let’s say, first, that the harm should 

not be, that is, that it may not be, and thus that it is contin-

gent or accidental. Moreover, the concept of suffering is first 

referred to the evil committed by other men. That this suffer-

ing remains incompletely incomprehensible does not detract 

from the fact that it is first and foremost the effect of the 

brutality that man inflicts on his fellow man. It is about act-

ing on that violence to lessen the torment around the world. 

We understand through Ricoeur that the practical fight 

against evil is never a second best. On the contrary, action 

solves intractable theoretical problems by making them irrel-

evant. 

4. Leibniz and the Problem of Evil 

The Origin of the World 

For Leibniz, God is defined from the reason of the exist-

ence of the world, above all; God is the substance that carries 

the reason of his existence within him; it is a necessary, eter-

nal and intelligent substance because she has chosen from so 

many possible and contingent worlds, one that she has called 

to existence. In other words, “Power goes to be, wisdom or 

understanding to the true, and will to the good.” [5] Hearing 

is the source of essences, and will is the origin of lives. The 

supreme divine wisdom joined with its infinite kindness and 

power could only choose and produce the best of all possible 

worlds. Simply put, the universe in which we live is one of a 

number of possible universes that God perceives by his un-

derstanding. Driven by his ever-present concern for the good, 

he decided to bring into existence a universe that he found to 

be the best possible. God acts this way by his power. 

One might object that a world like ours is not the best pos-

sible, for it contains evil; but Leibniz thinks the opposite, 

because, in his view, it would have been otherwise, and God 

would not have chosen it. In fact, since God has chosen this 

world by his will, then he is the best; this world is the upper 

limit and the only majority of all possible worlds. So the 
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origin of the world has implications: first, any change in the 

world is predicted and justified its election, because any 

accident that changes the very essence of the world. Then, if 

a lesser evil that arrives in the world is missing, it will no 

longer be this world, which, all things considered, was found 

the best by the creator who chose it. Every creature is lim-

ited, and that is why it cannot know everything, that it can 

make mistakes and make mistakes. 

Leibniz's philosophical system defines three different but 

related types of evil. 

1. The metaphysical evil that is contained in the eternal 

truths that make up divine understanding. It counts in 

the imperfection of creatures and engenders spiritual 

and physical evil in all possible worlds. 

2. Moral evil is that committed by all superior beings or 

creatures (man) and consists in sin. It is usually related 

and causes physical harm. 

3. Physical evil: it is that felt by the creature and consists 

in the suffering of the flesh. 

Thus, evil belongs to all possible worlds of divine under-

standing, and even the best of all possible worlds contains it. 

That is why there would have been no world without a deriv-

ative of metaphysical evil. In this context, the New Testa-

ment carries its revolutionary message of a life after it, but 

reserved only for elected officials. The criterion for election 

is the grace granted to those who believe in the message and 

the person of Jesus Christ. God seems to imply once again 

his manifest partiality: isn’t he the one who predestined so 

much more than the other in listening to the gospel? Leibniz 

thought that God “gives faith and salvation to whomever he 

likes, without seeming any reason of his choice, which falls 

upon a very small number of men.’’ [6]. This approach also 

poses the problem of those who die without hearing about 

Christ at all or not enough. 

Did God allow evil? 

According to Leibniz, God’s will is of two kinds. 

1) The antecedent is the will to do something commensu-

rate with the good it contains. She looks at every prop-

erty case apart. For example, through these kinds of 

will, God toward good and repels evil. 

2) The consequence: It is the result of all the antecedents. 

It is final and decisive, its success is complete and infal-

lible. Ultimately, it determines the total will of God. As 

a resultant, therefore, it has “passive” components 

compared to it, and therefore bad. This is how much 

God allows evil. But since he allows it through an act 

of prior will, we can also say that God “wants” evil 

(even on a tiny scale). 

Man’s Responsibility for Evil 

We have seen that the world, like man, one of its compo-

nents, comes from divine understanding, from which is the 

source of evil and good. We have shown that by the meta-

physical evil which is inherent in the creature, it is always 

inclined or victim of evil. We have also just shown that God, 

in his previous wills, allows evil. The problem that arises is 

therefore that of human responsibility in this process, in 

which he seems to be engaged despite his good will. Leibniz 

resolves the problem by using of the physical decomposition 

of the forces: i.e. two bodies C1 and C2 of respective weight 

𝑃⃗  and 𝑝  subjected to a force 𝐹  parallel to the inclined plane 

of slope (α) on which the two bodies are placed. Let us dia-

gram the forces present: 

 

 
Figure 1. Schematization of man's responsibility for evil. 

Given that the reactions of the ground are such that 𝑅⃗  is 

greater than𝑟  (R ˃ r) and friction is not neglected, body C2 

will slide more quickly than body C1. Let us return by identi-

fication to the problem of the responsibility of man and God 

in the face of the problem of sin (evil). 

Let the strength 𝐹 , perfection of which God is the cause 

(consequent will) and let C1 and C2 be two men whose ideal 

natures are represented by the weights P and p. 𝑃⃗  and 𝑝  give 

rise to modulus reactions with an angle of inclination, the 

resultant friction opposing 𝐹  and identify with sin. Thus, sin 

comes from the ideal nature of the creature as friction comes 

from the density of weight in a proportionality ratio. 

In fact, friction can be likened to a force (𝐹𝑟⃗⃗⃗⃗ ) modulus less 

than (𝐹  + 𝑃1⃗⃗⃗⃗  ⃗) and in the opposite direction. 

 
Figure 2. Diagram showing that God is the cause of material evil. 

The C1 body as it appears with its weight is the ideal form 
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of the creature as it was produced by divine understanding. 

God is the cause and the opposite sense 𝐹  + 𝑃1⃗⃗⃗⃗  ⃗ (which is an 

action) while man causes with the other elements of nature 

force 𝐹 𝑟 which is a passion and opposes action. 

This leads us to believe that God is the cause of the mate-

rial of evil (movement of the solid) which consists in the 

positive, and not of the formal which consists in deprivation 

(resistance to movement). God could not create man so that 

he would do nothing but deeds. If man produced only actions 

such as 𝑃1⃗⃗⃗⃗  ⃗, it would be identifiable to God. So, in the world, 

God is not the only actor, but the only one whose actions 

bear no traces of passion. Clearly, then, humans’ evolution 

toward perfection is driven by the value of their passion 

(𝐹𝑟⃗⃗⃗⃗ ). 

The evil for man is therefore deprivation, because it op-

poses this development and stems from the limitation due to 

the fact that we belong to the world. In clearer terms, by his 

previous will, God produces evil and good, but from them 

results the consequent will (𝐹 ) who yearns for the best. On 

the other hand, man produces actions and passions; his ac-

tions (𝑃1⃗⃗⃗⃗  ⃗) are added to the actions of God for the greater 

good of the creature (𝐹  + 𝑃1⃗⃗⃗⃗  ⃗). As for passions (𝐹𝑟⃗⃗⃗⃗ ), they 

oppose action and produce evil, deprivation. This kind of evil 

is part of the future contingents. 

The problem of predestination and divine grace 

From the above we might conclude that nothing is there-

fore more contingent in the future, since God has all fore-

seen. Likewise, we might ask why humans should use our 

agency when we know that our choices are destined for him. 

Leibniz disagrees, because he notes that “the will (of the 

men) is always inclined towards the party it is taking, but 

that it is never necessary to take it.” [7]  

In fact, Leibniz’s position on predestination is twofold, but 

not contradictory in itself. He shares the opinion of the molists 

[8], and sometimes that of predeterminants. The former main-

tain that divine science has three objects: the possible, the 

current events and the conditional events of which the corre-

sponding sciences are: the science of simple intelligences, the 

science of visions and the average science. The latter is the 

condition of events that arises as a result of a certain condition 

that free beings can transform into acts. Leibniz exploits this 

thesis by arguing that the truth of the future contingents is 

determined and yet remains contingent because, if God has 

foreseen that I will rise this morning with my left foot, I can 

rise with my right foot without anything being changed in the 

world. Thus, humans may be able to use their free will in 

circumstances that were not always predicted. Leibniz also 

shares the predeterminants' thesis for whom, actions [9]. 

Human rights are dictated before their accomplishments. 

He says that everything is therefore certain and determined 

in advance in man, as everywhere else, and the human soul is 

a kind of spiritual automaton, although special, is not neces-

sary for this, of an absolute necessity, which would be truly 

incompatible with contingency. 

We have seen that God’s action is sustained and His will is 

consistent. It is by his previous inclinations that God wants 

to save all men. But the resulting inclination that determines 

one’s full and decretory will, and that never fails, can save 

only a few. This raises the problem of its questionable impar-

tiality and lack of justice. Speaking of the relationship be-

tween soul and body, soul is understood as the active monad 

(the basic, substantial unit of the body that makes up the real 

and is endowed with appetite, perception, and sometimes 

reason). The reasons for everything that happens to the body 

can be found in the soul. So, if there is a judgment to be 

made on a creature, it should be directed to its soul. 

For Leibniz, men’s souls come from their parents, who 

had them in them as merely positive souls devoid of reason. 

By integrating the animal body, these sentient souls receive 

reason but, they were already corrupted physically and ani-

mally by the sin of Adam [10]. Leibniz maintains that God, 

the sole giver of grace, is the sole master of his judgment and 

mercy. He finds enough grace for those who are not guilty by 

their own reason (victim of the original sin). God gives his 

grace according to a rule that escapes human reason. For 

Leibniz, it’s the man and his sitz im leben [11]; God's grace 

is present in proportions whose value is solely determined by 

God and solely known to him. 

5. The Questioning of the Creation of the 

World 

Was it so necessary for God to create this world when he 

could create a world free from evil? For Leibniz, was it not 

the best thing for God to avoid creating a world where evil 

would produce great good; for example, he argued that an 

army general would be better off having a great victory with 

a slight wound. St. Thomas Aquinas and St. Augustine also 

argue that God allowed evil to gain the greatest good from it; 

Adam’s fall is a happy sin. Evil could not have been a suffi-

cient reason to prevent the creation of the world, for it is not 

an end in itself. Moreover, God and good are infinite, while 

evil and devil, albeit pervasive, are limited. Moreover, for 

reasons based on the pre-established harmony of the uni-

verse, Leibniz finds that it would have been God’s unreason 

to try to prevent evil from taking place in the world. In order 

to call this world into existence, God has enjoyed complete 

freedom, for Leibniz believes that there is true freedom only 

if one inclines one’s will toward good. 

6. Another Look at Leibniz's Concept of 

Evil 

Of all the above, no one can be struck by the richness of 

the arguments of Leibniz's thought. His philosophy has grad-

ually evolved into a process of intense concentration that will 

last for about 20 years. Leibniz’s field of inquiry was very 

broad (mathematics, religion, philosophy, history, politics...) 
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and all his work often seems to be supported by the inter-

twining of the different contributions of all his activities. 

Theologically, there is more than one objection to his ap-

proach to the problem of evil. 

First, in Leibniz’s philosophical system, God’s role in re-

lation to the world and to man is to look at his work, the 

evolution of which cannot be disturbed. God is therefore not 

directly responsible for any transformation, and man cannot 

and must not therefore rely on his creator; man has to act as 

his conscience deems fit; even God’s help was already pro-

vided for and is in fact God’s contribution to the success of 

his own plan to maintain perfection. The God thus depicted 

is not the one of the Bible. The latter presents us with a God 

engaged and present with his people with whom he is bound. 

Man in the Bible is far from a machine. It has value in itself 

because it is in the image of God. He is free and able to re-

volt. His rebellion is not a farce, but a responsible act that 

can blame him. Man was not predestined to do evil; he en-

joyed his freedom which, together with his revolt, led him to 

fall, to evil. So there has been a rupture between man as he 

was created and man as he is now presented. Man’s fall was 

that of his body, soul, spirit, and all other parts of it. 

Leibniz also links finitude to sin. Finitude, as a character-

istic that distinguishes the creator from the creature, is the 

very status of creation; hence of man. Finitude can never be 

separated from man. Sin comes from what man does with his 

freedom. The mythical text of Gn3 expresses a constant and 

even supernatural reality. Its role is to enable man to escape 

from the present moment and to go back in time to the origin 

of the cosmos, with the aim of restarting a new life more in 

accordance with the spirit of the beginning. We believe that 

the text of Gn3 does not purport to rationalize evil, making 

Adam, the result of his choice, the trigger of the evils of this 

world. Man was not the creator of evil; it precedes the life of 

every man and in this text it is present in the form of a snake 

with a mellow language and in the form of a fruit good for 

the sight. Gn3 should therefore be read not as a descriptive 

account of the origin of evil, but as an update of the sinful 

structures of the man of forever. 

Likewise, biological death should not be considered as the 

result of sin but rather, it should be taken from the finitude of 

creation. There will be only a false christology associated 

with a misleading soteriology that can promise pseudo mor-

tality and an elevation of man to divine status. 

In Leibniz’s view of man and his destiny, it is very diffi-

cult to introduce the new birth that is so dear to Christianity. 

For what does “being born again” mean for a man who is 

inexorably following his destiny? For Christianity, man has 

been denatured, and for him to cease to do evil, a transfor-

mation that God can make only through Jesus Christ. Hence 

man, in the Christian vision, is predestined, not to act, in 

accordance with the evil in which he has deliberately com-

mitted himself, but rather to be the true image of God: man 

therefore has no destiny, but rather a destination. He must 

share the love of God who remains faithful. 

This is where the notion of grace comes into being; we de-

fine it as the free and sovereign act by which God’s merciful 

goodness has decided to redeem the lost man by turning 

away from him. In the context of Christian destiny, the grace 

of God manifested in Jesus Christ is irreplaceable because it 

is the only solution to the fall of man; it is the only command 

capable of bringing man back to the trajectory of his destina-

tion. But, as Leibniz famously observed, God’s grace is free. 

But we prefer to say that it is on sale because no one could 

buy it for its true price; not even a thousandth of its price. 

However, we believe that there is still a need for an infinite 

and negligible scale to deserve this gift from God. Let us 

make two points here: first of all, the gratuitousness of the 

divine grace manifested in Jesus Christ requires for man 

participation in order for it to be effective. The salvation 

bestowed calls for a life in conformity with the latter and the 

election because the election is for a mission. 

Leibniz argues that evil is “mere deprivation.” While some 

have viewed this definition as minimizing evil and its multi-

ple manifestations, we seem to detect Christian thinking in it. 

Leibniz distinguished the sin of man and evil in the world 

very clearly. The world out of God’s hands is good, but the 

best that can be achieved is not yet perfect. It must go 

through the process of perfection, which will consist in the 

successive elimination of evil. Evil in the world must not be 

linked to the sin of man; indeed, there are misfortunes that 

are sinful. Hiroshima yesterday, Syria or several African 

countries today are some proof of that. So the unfinished 

world opens up a possibility for wrong doing. The world will 

be over when man, committed to the mission of mastering it, 

has done so through science and technology led by God’s 

will. Sin can only end with repentance. 

Leibniz, in his expression of faith, went through a concep-

tual scheme by which he could better grasp the data, only he 

did not keep the entire biblical thesis on the problem of evil 

because in fact “if we choose the biblical answer, we must 

keep it whole.” When confronted with the problem of evil, 

Leibniz placed man before a predestination that means a line 

drawn in advance by an authoritarian and capricious God; 

but returning to the fundamental reason that caused the 

world’s creation, i.e., the unequaled love of God, one under-

stands that predestination is only the fulfillment of the cove-

nant or the fulfillment of God’s purpose. Christ's death is 

proof of God's love and irreplaceable will to combine His 

existence with human existence through reciprocal love. 

Leibniz, who had not given this central place which deserved 

to Christ, could not achieve this liberating result. 

How can we assume, as some thinkers such as Kant as-

sume, that evil is simultaneously the sole act of freedom, 

given that it is his choice, and practically imposes itself on 

the will, as a kind of second nature? This contradiction lies at 

the heart of Kantian thinking about radical evil. We know 

that is radical, everything that is at the basis of the will, more 

precisely at its source without it being able to be circum-

scribed in time because, what comes from freedom automati-
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cally escapes time as from pure and natural determinism. 

So we must grasp how freedom, which at its core is inde-

pendence - choosing the right that reason dictates - is being 

laid back and subjected to evil in its manipulation. To this 

end, the philosopher Kant uses the concept of “free will,” 

which means not autonomy or freedom in the positive sense, 

but human capacity to make a choice to take action or take a 

decision without being subject to restrictions imposed by 

previous causes, necessity or predetermination. 

So, at the root of our behavior is a kind of supreme apho-

rism that defines our way of life. Human beings are thus 

forced to make an indispensable choice: whether to obey the 

moral law. In other words, man must always be in relation to 

good and evil, there is no intention here that is more or less 

good or more or less bad. Free will, as defined above, makes 

a radical choice between what reason prescribes and what 

desires indicate. And evil, in the end, is subordinate to moral 

law and certain sensitive inclinations. It is not really our 

desires that are evil, for they are necessary and have nothing 

to do with freedom, but above all it is the fact of choosing 

them methodically against the moral law. 

7. Conclusion 

Faced with misery, calamities, war, and death, the rational 

has always wondered where this labyrinth comes from, in 

which he finds himself caught in spite of himself. This prob-

lem of the origin of the cosmos and its content, throughout 

the ages, has divided thinkers. At Paul Ricoeur, meditating 

on evil means saying something is wrong. For the freedom of 

man is summoned to exist before evil. Some opted for an 

impersonal creation, others saw the basis of the existence of 

the cosmos as a personal cause to which they almost all gave 

a color of divination. The philosopher-metaphysicist-

mathematician and theologian Leibniz joined this second 

group, whose thinking on the specific problem of evil was 

the subject of our reflection; after briefly introducing man, 

his philosophical thought was exposed and we can remem-

ber, among other things: Leibniz’s thinking on the problem 

of evil is his abandonment of Christ. He wanted you to use 

only his logic to explain scriptural dogmas. But if he had 

made the Bible the focus of his inquiry, he would have 

stayed in the field of Christian theology. Leibniz wanted to 

link man’s finitude to sin; man is finished because he is not 

God, while sin is caused by man’s free choice to refuse his 

place as God’s creature in order to gain that of autonomy, of 

self-appointment. If finitude allows sin, it does not cause it. 

But we could identify Leibniz’s metaphysical evil with the 

form of evil that has always existed in creation, and that 

represented the snake and the fruit tree defended. 

The other notable difference between Leibniz’s thought 

and Christianity is that guilt is a predestination. For Leibniz, 

it is in an absolute programmed majority; it is programmed 

only for so-called contingent actions; Christianity maintains 

that man, despite his finality, is an image of God, an echo of 

his creative word, and thus a free and responsible being for 

his acts. This freedom gives him the power to revolt and the 

fall must be seen as a real act which in its place in space and 

time. Man’s freedom makes him guilty before God’s law, 

and thus liable to just punishment. In asserting that the cause 

of man is in God, Christianity argues that man’s acts have 

not only meaning in the contingency of birth (finitude). Man 

is the image of god and thus free and responsible. 

Evil is the deprivation or absence of good, just as darkness 

is the absence of light. But it is possible that something cre-

ated that was good in the first place gradually loses its good-

ness, and that evil may arise when creatures with free will, 

such as angels and inferior spirits like demons and humans, 

turn away from perfect goodness and choose a lesser degree 

of goodness. Moreover, what appears at first to be evil can be 

compared to good from the point of view of eternity, for all 

things are good from the point of view of eternity, which is 

that of God. This “exoneration” of God is found in Leibniz 

(Theodicea), which makes it the motive for the harmony of 

the world: without evil, the world would be “too perfect”; 

and, this perfection, God alone is capable of it. So he can 

tolerate a few discordant notes, and something is missing 

from the harmony of this world that He wanted as such: 

Leibniz argues that God’s creative power is limited to the 

worlds that are logically possible, and that evil is a logically 

necessary element of the “best of all possible worlds.” 
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