


> Properly Basic Belief in God



. NATURAL THEOLOGY .

= >The ewdence of God through observable
' natural processes and understandmg



ATHEISTIC ARGUMENTS

' >The vast maJorlty of athelst will simply say

v “There’s no evidence that God exists.”

. No matter what proofs you give, they often

~ give the same argument.

> We have:studying five good arguments for the
oroof of the existence of God.



~ PROBLEM OF SUFFERING AND EVIL

= ' The prmupal argument |n favor of atheism
towed Sis the argument from the suffering the in
s world



»

- PROBLEM OF EVIL

> We are no longer looking at proofs for the
- existence of God andare now shifting to
~ disarming an atheistic argument against God.



BASCPROBL E‘MOF'EVI. —

~ > When you look at the suffering in the world,

- much of it seems to be utterly pointless and

~unnecessary that is hard to believe that there
~ is an all-loving and all-powerful God.



IMPORTANT DISTINCTIONS .

S > There are two primary distinctions to make:
- > Intellectual Problem of Evil
> Emotional Problem of Evil



INTELLECTUAL PROBLEM OF EVIL

> Whether or not it is plausible to think that

~ God and suffering in the world can coexist.
> |s it impossible or improbable that there is a

~ @od, given the suffering in the world?

> Those who hold to this do not like the idea of
an emotional answer.



' EMOTIONAL PROBLEM OF EVIL

1, >Th|s concerns people S dlsllke of a God who
' Would permlt the pam and suffering in the
~ world. v G

> People who hold to this fmd the intellectual
~ argument very dry and uncaring.



THE DIFFERENCES

' >Res'p0nsels to the two are very different.
- > For most people the issuesisnotan

e intellectual problem. .

" — Their unbelief is not borne out of regulation
of God’s existence, but out of repudiation of
God'’s existence.



THE ENTELLECTUAL PROBLEM OF

‘ .'EVL |
= word of advuce ,

>Who has the burden of proof?

» > If the argument is FOR atheism, then the

- burden of proof is on the atheist.

> If the atheist is asking for a good reason for
why God would allow evil... then he is
shifting the burden of proof to us.



-"TWO WERSONS NTELLECTUAL

7 — Logical 4 '

- >The eX|stence of God and suffermg in the

- world are Ioglcallylmp055|ble ' “

e Probabilistic s 10

y > It is possible they coeX|st but highly

~improbable.

> Important to find out which version a person
IS arguing.



LOGICAL VERSION
' > Statement of the problem '

>1.God is all- powerful and aII good
,>2 Suffermg exists.

s > 3. If God is all- powerful the he can create

- any world that he wants.

- > 4. If God is all-loving, then he would prefer a
world without suffering.

> 5. Suffering exists, therefore God does not.



' SOLUTION OF THE PROBLEM

o > Questlon |s

> Are they each necessarlly true?

3 Do they have to be be true?

- >lIsitimpossible for them to not be true?



%ON

"SOLUT

-' '> There is no proven |ncon5|stency between '

- God and evil.. _ ,

- >>H#3-If God is all- powerful then he can create

~ any world that he wants.

> Free will- God cannot create any world that
he wants, if humanity is given free will.

> Therefore, not necessarily true.




SOLUTON CONT.
7 > If the unbeliever contmues e hold that God

does have the power to do the logically
v |mp055|ble the the whole problem of evil

e argument falls apart. .

" — He most certainly could be all-powerful, all-
loving and allow suffermg, even if it is logically
impossible.



~<c0NT = =

' f> If it |s p055|ble that people have free will then

= 3is not necessarlly true because there may
be p055|ble worlds in WhICh the people don’t
freer do the thmgs that God would prefer
them to do. =

~ >Thereis no guarantee that in some other

world of free will there would be more good
and less suffering?



o Remember that in order to defeat this
o argument none of the conjectures have to be
“true, only possible.” If they are possible, then
. the premise cannot be necessarily true. It is
then logically invalid.



. > 4 f God is all- Iovmg he prefers a world
B W|thout suffermg e
= > Is this statement necessarlly true?
> There are times when God permits suffering
~  in order to bring about a better good.



“What do people mean when they say ‘l am not

= afrald of God because | know he is good?’ Have

they never even been to a dentist?”



- CONT.

' f> There are some goods I|ke moral V|rtues that

reqwre free WI||

| >They cannot be S|mply created in @ puppet or

- arobot. They must be free creatures.

- > It may be that a world with some suffering is
- better than a world'with no suffering.

> |f that is possible, then
necessary.

4 cannot be



> Since #3 and #4 cannot be necessarily true,
~ we can prove no contradiction or
“inconsistency between God being all-powerful
~and all-good and the existence of suffering in
" theworld.



; PSROB-ABaLsTc VERSION =

1 > I\/Iost phllosophers today acknowledge the
fallure of the Ioglcal version.

~ >The probablllstlc problem status that it is

~ improbable that God could have good reasons
~ for permitting so much suffering in the world.



-‘sownou\: 10 PROBAB'L%ST%‘CVERSON _
7 > 1. We are not in any sort of p05|t|on to say

W|th any confldence whether or not it is
v ~ improbable that God has sufficient reasons

s for permitting suffering.

> Just because it appears to be unjustified, does
~ not mean that it is. '

> Appearance does not equal reality.

> \We are limited in our view, God is not.



 ILLUSTRATIONS

= > Chaos Theory- Butterfly Effect v

~ > We have no way of knowing how even a
“minor alteration of events will impact the
world. —_—



— RE AS ONS % .
: | ..given the dlzzylng compIeX|ty of Ilfe and the
- "_|ncomprehen5|ble way in which events are intertwined with one
another, it is'simply beyond our capacity, when some incident of
suffering enters our life, to say with any confidence that it is
_ ?|mprobable that‘God has a moraIIy suff|C|ent reason for allowing
~ that to occur. Every event which occurs sends a ripple effect
- through history so that God’s morally sufficient reasons for
 permitting it.might not emerge until hundreds of years from
 now or maybe in another country. Only an all-knowing God
could comprehend the infinite complexities of directing a world
of free people toward his ultimate ends for human history.



ANQTHERLLUSTRATQN |

;.'>WWII e
> Nuclear Bomb Nagasakl & leoshlma 70,000
—-dead " e
" — Estimated to have saved 500 000 American
 troops as well as many hundreds of thousands
of Japanese citizens.



 SOLUTIONS

> 2. Relative to the full scope of the evidence,
~ God’s existence is praobable.

= Probability i S relatlve to background
' mformatlon sue



= BACKGROUND ENFORMAT%ON EXAMPLE
> Joe is a college student. a
- >90% of college students drink beer ——
o >Therefore it is hlghly probably that Joe drinks

beer.

> Unless more background

> Joe attends Biola University.
> 90% of Biola students do not drink beer.
> Therefore it is probably does does not
drink beer.



5

' > When an athe|st states that God S eX|stence IS
i |mprobable ' '

e You have to push them to answer “Improbably
~ relative to what?” '

> What background mformatlon? Proofs of

God’s existence? The existence of suffering?



- Mom'mumm

| If God does not eX|st obJectlve moral values do not exist.
| ~(If there is no God, then everythmg becomes SOCiO-
~ culturally relative. ferr |

o 2. Evil exists. (Th|s IS what the athelst says — there is evil in the

s world that we observe around us.)
3. Therefore, objective moral values exist (namely, evil exists —
= some things are -reaIIy evil and therefore objective moral

values exist).
4. Therefore, God exists.



 MORAL ARGUMENT CONCLUSION

when the athelst says that the suffermg in the

' 8 : world is bad or ought not to be or that it would

~ be wrong for God to permlt it, he is making
- moral Judgements which themselves cannot be
true unless God exists.”



souutions

1 > 3 Chrlstlan doctrmes mcrease the probablllty
| that God and evil co- eX|st

> The problem of suffering is actually easier
to deal with from a Christian point of view
than other monotheistic views.



xiawpocTRIES

' > 1 The chlef purpose of Ilfe s not happmess
but the knowledge of God _ 7

> Suffering gives us a. deeper dependence on
- God. =

> Persecuted churches are often the fastest
growing. '



~ XIAN DOCTRINES CONT.

3 = 2. I\/Iankmd s in a state of rebelllon against
_ " God and his purpose '
> We should not be surprlsed at the evil and
, suffering, we should expect it.
" > Romans 1- “God gave them up.”



- foN 'DJQCT RIN E’s CONT.

' > 3. God S purpose |s not restrlcted to this life
but spills over beyond the grave into eternal
life. ‘ .

- >Examp|e Paul’s suffermg

> It is entirely possible that some suffering on
this earth has no earthly purpose.



— So we do not Iose heart Though our outer —

o Wastmg away, our inner self is bemg renewed day

- by.day. For thls light momentary affliction is ,
- '»preparmg for us an eternal Welght of glory beyond
~all comparlson as we Iook not to the things that

~ are seen but to the thlngs that are unseen. For the

thmgs that are seen are transient, but the things
' that are unseen are eternal.

2 CORINTHIANS 4:16-18 ESV



~ XIAN DOCTRINES CONT.

- = 4. The knowledge o God is an
e mcommensurable good
> (Incomparable) .
> Knowing and followmg God'is far greater
than any pain or suffering.



© XIANDOCTRINES CONT.

- > These four Christians doctrines, if true and

~accurate, significantly.increase the probability

~ of God coexisting with evil, pain, and suffering
~intheworld.  *



~ PROBABILISTIC CONCLUSION.
1 > Fa|Is espeually when Iookmg at the fuII scope
o of ewdence -
> Neither the Ioglcal or probablllstlc are
~ successful. ' '
- > The intellectual problem of suffering fails.



 THE EMOTIONAL PROBLEM OF EVIL

= >When we say that it falls we mean from an

e intellectual point of view.
> The actual anger, bltterness anguish still

remaln



" THE EMOTIONAL PROBLEM OF EVIL

1‘ > What does Chrlstlamty offer for those people?

e HopeI

> Christ Was mnocent yet suffered greater than
~anyone... why? '
- > Because of his-great love for us.



SUMMARY AN D CONCLUS%ON

Paradoxmally, even though the problem of sufferlng IS
' “the greatest obstacle to bellevmg in God, at the end of
~ the day, God is the only solutlon to the problem of

o sufferlng If.God does not exist, then we are locked

~ without hope in a world fllled with gratuitous and

- unredeemed suffering. God is the final answer to the

“problem of suffering because he redeems us from evil

and take us into the fellowship of an incommensurable
good for eternity, with is fellowship with himself.”



NexTTivE

> Read: o
; > The Doctrme of God The Trmlty pp. 1-20






