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In"contemporary.philosophy: evil
usually hasitordoiwithisuffering;
and death:
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Tihis definitionlofieviliin
contemporany: philo'sophyidiffers
from the definitionfofievillinithe
Classical,/ Scholastici(iZe%
Aristotelian /fAuUgustiniany/.
Thomistic)itradition?

Theodore Drange
e




Theodore Dra@ge
(= |

Note that Drangel(similar
to other contemporary.
philesophers) does not

distinguish*evil®and
‘moral evil*:
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ﬂ?To fehmulatesthe
argumeniiemievil
Initherstrongest:
pessible W it
seemsitoymelthatit
wouldkstiificestoktake
‘evilitolieterRjustito
sufferingtand
prematire death.

[Nonbelieftanal EVil#Iwo. Argumentst_o: the,
NonexistenceloflGod N (Amnerst: Prometheus 1998))
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ﬂ,‘:""!Tc_)‘ fenmdlatesthe
argumeniiemievil
inkthe strong’est

‘evils t,,;: refé'ﬁust (0)
sufferingtand
prematlre death.

[Nonbelieftanal EVil#Iwo, Argumentst_ot the,
NonexistenceloflGod N (Amnerst: Prometheus 1998))

27]



As such; whilelwanting to
make anfargumentithat
leadsitoraiconclusion
about the nature of'reality;
i.e:, whether Godidoes or:
does notiexist; helnever
connectsihis definitioni of;
evilitoleither'the nature of
human beingsior toithe
nature of reality;asisuch
butionly toithe experience
humans have' ofireality:

To claimithaticertain
philosophersifail'to
distinguish'betweeneVvils
and morallevilfis notito 'say.
that such philosophers:fail
to.makelother distinctions'in
their definition' of evil:

)
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argL:lment from evil
inithe strongest
posslble Way It

evilato) refgr/ust to
sufferingtand
prematire death.;

[INenbelieflandlEViRIweIATgumentsifodthe
NonexistencelofiGod(AmherstdRiemethe UsEI998))
27]
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One of themosticommon
distinctions contemporany;
philosophers makelregarding
evillis between
natural evillandimoralievil:
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N atural Evilee

X eaqthquakes
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' # LAY

WY oNatural Evil=e "

Unwarranted, pain, suffering, and
death that is not caused by any
conscious agent.
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death thattis de//berately caused by a
consclolsiagent:
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MICHAEL MARTIN

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

Andrea M. Weisberger

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

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

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

Andrea M. Weisberger

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

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

Andrea M. Weisberger

The.
Gambridge Gompanion
fo

ATHEISM

MICHAEL MARTIN

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

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

Gavin‘Hyman

4/17/2025
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"It seems a'truism' to'say that
modern atheism rejected a
modern God. But such a
Statement has considerable
significance if it can be shown
that a specifically modern
conception offGod was
distinctive and marked a new
departure from that which had
prevailed hitherto. i
Gavin‘Hyman

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

Gavi'h' :Hyman

4/17/2025
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"The transition can perhaps 1
best be understood.in terms of &
a corresponding transition in
the use of language. ...
Although Aquinas' teaching on
analogical language is well
known, its centrality and
ubiquity with respect to all his
other teachings has not
been appreciated.”

"For Aquinas, the fundamental |
problem with language is that it |

has been developed by '
creatures to refer to creaturely

things. It is therefore
inadequate—and potentially
misleading—when
applied to God.

Gavivh' :Hyman

Gavi'h' :Hyman
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If we are to avoid'the
conclusion that nothing ,
whatsoever can be said about § 7
God, then we must at least
recognize that our language
can be applied te: God only in a
highly qualified and
provisional way.

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

[Gavin Hyman, "Atheism in Modern History," in Cambridge Companion,
37, emphasis added]

Gavi'h' :Hyman
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[hel Loglea
ProblemBofF v/
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lherlogical problemiofieviliis
notion that'the propositions

“Godexistsi

"The dedlictivedrgument
from evil GIAIHSItRAL there
is a contradiction: /nhe‘rent
in al“f/rm/ng both the
existence. of an
omn/potent o"_n/ Clie
and Wholly goodéﬁGod ‘and

the exrstence. of ev:l

Andrea M. Weisberger

17
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The basi¢ iftiitiéri“of the
/nconSISte\ncyFr'f\‘/b; ved |

3. Evil existéiih;g

[Weisberger, Argument“Camb

T(“\I’

urely \no

BY
MICHAEL MARTIN

Andrea M. Weisberger

Andrea M. Weisberger
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J.L.Mackie

THE
MIRACLE
OF
THEISM

Arguments for
and against the
Existence of

God

"We can concede
that the problem of
evil'does not after

all, show that the
central'doctrines
of'theism are
logically
inconsistent with
one another."”

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

4/17/2025
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ATHEI-SM

A Philosophical Justification

s

MICHAEL MARTIN

“Because of the
failure of deductive
arguments from evil,
atheologians have
developed inductive
or probabilistic
arguments from evil
for the nonexistence
of God.*

[Atheism: A Philosophical Justification, (Philadelphia:

Temple University, Press, 1990), 335]

Mic'rpael Martin
({932-2015)

Mic’ipael Martin
(@932-2015)
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JAMES . STERBA  Jt-

“Evil is a problem for
PHILOSOPHICAL the theist in that a
SRR contradiction is
A involved in the fact of
T T evil on the one hand

the fact of evil on the one hand, and the belief i I.hevmnrpn(nlo:
lndpa'ﬁchunufﬁodunul other. Goﬂe-nmbebomulpuwﬁu.lmd ~ 5

pecfectly good if evil is real. This contradiction is well set out in ite detail

by Mackie in his discussion of the problem.* Znhndmnnbhchn-!ﬂ an e e ’e ’n e
to show that this contradiction cannot be resolved in terms of man's free

will. In arguing in this way Mackie neglects a large number of impartant
points, and concedes far too much to the theist. He implicitly allows that
whilst physical evil creates a problem, this problem is reducible to the

[

e omnipotence and

of the problem of evil turns on the compatibility of free will and absolute

goodness. In fact physical evils create a mumber of distinet problems which

are not reducible to the problem of moral evil. Further, the propossd soh- t. f

by Mackie. Maral evil can be shown to remsin a problem whether or not ”

free il i compatible with abeolute goodness. T therefore propose in this
paper 1o reopen the discussion of the problem of evil”, by approaching -
it from & more general standpoint, examining a wider variety of solutions

ﬁnnuumeumnhmdh Mackie and his eritics.
1 Bvil asd Omaipotence *, Mind, 1955,

[FH=J" McCloskey, "God and Evil," The Philosophical Quarterly 10, no. 39
(April 1960): 97-114]
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O ?K Richard Carrier

" > Blogs

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

Is a Good God Logically Search This Blog

EY RICHARD CARRIER 019 6 COMMENTS SEARCH HERE

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

the same question. & Announcements

Both are very interesting reads; Sterba's even quite useful, if you want to hone your ability to
i i ith oo fotbha tactice dalucional

cauooant feonn Cuil poob bha dicmi

£ i

'Soas clever and
vseful [ 'find Sterba’s
argument to be, | don't

See it providing a
legical proof of the
Impoessibility of a good
God."

22



[her Pasioradl.
(ExTsTential)
ProblemBorfB v/

I'he Philosophicadl
Problemyof@ &Vl




A nouvelive ok
T /7 e LvidentidlzoilNozs)

ProblemiofZ &l
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DIALOGUES
CONCERNING
NATURAL
RELIGION

David Hume
(1711-1776)

GREAT BOOKS IN PHILOSOPHY

Rhilo: “Epicurusiold

questions: are'yet

unanswered: Is he

willing to prevent

evil, but not able?

thenlis'helimpotent.

Isthelable; but not

willing 2 thenlis'he

malevolent: Is he

bothlable'and

willing? whence then s

isievil2* &
[Dialogues:ConcerningtNatural:Religion: DaVId H u me
(AmherstiPrometheus'Books; 1989);184] (1 711-1 77;46)

25



“God, [Epicurus] says,
either wishesito take
away evils;and is
unable; or He.is able,
and is unwilling; or He
is neither willing nor
able, or He.is both
willing and able.

4/17/2025

26



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

“If He'is both'willing
and able, which alone
is suitable'to'God, from
what source then are

evils? or why/does He
not remove them?”

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

4/17/2025
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It would'seem that
Lactantius:was
mistakenlin attributing
this quote or sentiment
to Epicurus.

4/17/2025
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~ Premiseil <

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

~ Premisel 2 <

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




4/17/2025

o Premisel 3 =<

If God knew:'in advancelthat .creation
would fall into sintkeiwouldihave
either:

/

left well enough takeni stepsito
alone and not prevent the
created In the occurrence
first place of euwvil
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> Premisel4 <

There'is evil e evil
is not prevented:

o Conclusions; =

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

31



& Premise 2| =

~ Prgm.ne ) &

left well enough |Stakenistepsito
alone and not | prevent the
created in the occurrence
first place of evil

Premise 3/ =<

If God knew in advan

have

A

Either evil does}
or God is not
or Godiis nétiall-powertul (oriboth)
or God isinot
or God doesinotiexist

4/17/2025
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Evil doesi not exist.
God'is notiall-good:
God is not'all-powerful:
God isfnot allzkinewing:

God doesinotiexist:

Evildoes
not exisit:

33



Helen Schucman
(1909-1981)

The escape is brought about by your
acceptance of the Atonement, which enables you to realize that
your errors never really occurred.

Helen Schucman
(1909-1981)

4/17/2025
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THE PHEMOMEMAL ¥1 BESTSELLER

A
RETURN
T O
.OVE

RaHections on the F'finciphu of

A COURSE IN MIRACLES

Marianne Williamson

4/17/2025
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4, MEANING OF THE DEATH ON THE CROSS
the Son of Man did not offer himself
as a sacrifice to appease the wrath of God and to open the way for sinful man

to obtain salvation;

Neither was the Master's death 02
the cross a sacrifice which consisted in an effort to pay God a debt which the rac
of mankind had come to owe him.

4/17/2025
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- ey | . lstave Wa‘Jsh* L R’?bby Steinhardt' | 7
Phil Ehart=¥ e 7™y g
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; rﬁ dave Hope
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e
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ONE OF SEVERAL POSSIBLE MVSICS

38
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Jeff Pollard

Elder - Mt Zion Bible Church

39
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SEEDS OF
| CHANGE

The spiritual quest of Kerry
Livgren, writer, guitarist,
. keyboard player with Kansas
Written by Kerry Livgren and
Kenneth Boa

4/17/2025
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Greek Polythelsm

held that there were both gooﬁand
(ot (.

_ > evil’ gods )

r;q- 5 X 4..,.

explained ev:I in the vyorld by the evil

among the gods

42



4/17/2025

Manicheanism

"The chief characteristic
... is a consistentidualiSm
whichirejectsiany,
possibility of tracingjthe

origin of good and'eVilito
one and the samelsource*

Yr
5

Al

Manicheanism

"Evil standsiastal
completely independent
principle against:Good
and redemption fromithe

power of Evillisitolbe
achieved by recognizing
this dualismands
following the appropriate
rules of life:

43
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Manicheanism

"The oppositionlofiGod
and Matter is' seenfinithe
realm of nature asithe
conflict of Lightifand
Darkness, Truthfand
Erron.™

[R. McL. Wilson, "Mani and Manichaeism* in'RaullEdwards¥ed® The'.
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 8 vols. (New:York:Macmillan! Publishirj
The Free Press; London: Collier Macmillan; 1967)15:149]

Goa isinot

all-poweril:
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A PLURALISTIC UNIVERSE

WILLIAM JAMES

INTRODUCTION BY HENRY SAMUEL LEVINSON

"The line of least
resistance, then, as it
seems to me, both in

theology and in

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

[A Pluralistic Universe, Lecture VIII, Conclusions]

4/17/2025
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ifEiareld Kushner

(1935-2023)

4/17/2025

When

Bad Things
Happen to
Good People

THE INSPIRATIONAL #1 BESTSELLER
OVER 4 MILLION COPIES SOLD

HAROLD S.
KUSHNER

iy
lawslofinatureland' by,

thelevolutionfofihtiman,

freedom® "™MEveniGod,
a checkiand|

limitingfthefdamagesthat
evil can do"

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

Alfred Né”rgt@ Whitehead
(1861-1947)
9

Process
and Reality

CORRECTED EDITION

Alfred North Whitehead
Edited by David Ray Griffin
and Donald W. Sherburne

47
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Process
and Reality

CORRECTED EDITION

e ' Pra cess |

Alfred, Nornth Whltehead '
(1861°1947) Alfled NortllWIIitellead

9 Edited by David Ray Griffin
and Donald W. Sherburne

Charles
I lartshorne

T 100]0;,1(* e
‘I lS'dk(‘b Charles Hart%orne

(1/897 -2000)
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Charles
Ilartshorne

s iheol

¢Theologicar) e

‘l istakes Charles'Hartshorne
(1/597-20515'3

GOD

oF THE PO SSIBLE

%

o
GregoryyAzBoy
GREGORY A. BOYD '
Ak il

ithar of best-selling Lettocs fiom o shepiic

49



GREGORY A. BOYD

authar of best-selling Letters from o shepsi

"The fifth practical
difference that the
open view makes
concerns our
understanding and
response to the
problem of evil. ...

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

‘f%g

Gregor"'y"*A .-Boy

4/17/2025
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"My agnostic
father ... asked me
why God would
allow Adolf Hitler
to be born if he
foreknew that this
man would
massacre millions
of Jews. ...

"The only
response | could
offer then, and the
only response |
continue to offer
now is that this
was not foreknown
as a certainty at
the time God
created Hitler."

[God of the Possible, 98]

4/17/2025

3%
68

wt

Gregor"y:A .~Boy

3%
(R

%

Gregor"y"A .~Boy
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I‘l\“ﬂ

Open Ieisin @@(v@@é’
I Deresm O

\

In Fairness to Boyd:

> They claim to hold.to the doctrlne ofiGod's
omniscience.

> But they would'maintain a differentidefinition
of 'omniscience’ than the Classical Theist:

> They would clalmst'hatlbro osj?ig"’ifs aboé’i'ﬁb_e_

52
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In Fairness to Boyd:

» Thus, in their estimation, God'isteomniscient”
because God knows evenythingithat'can bes
known but God‘does‘not know'the future
becausei(in their view) the future isinot
knowable. ¥ B

Goddoes
not.exist:

53



4/17/2025

Popular fAitheism

Dan Barker

The New Atheism

Richard Dawkins Christopher Hitchens
Sam Hareris (1949-2011) Daniel®™ennett

5 &8
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Academic Atheism
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The Eree

Will Defense

4/17/2025

AVIN C. PLANTINGA

1
A
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DIVINE WILL
AND HUMAN
CHOICE

ITL\ imn ¢ nn[mg‘cnuv, ant
1 Early Modern Refo

RICHARD A. MULLER

The Natusal
Order .efense-

57
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"Fixed laws,
consequences
unfoldmg by causal

whlch any such lifetis
Jo Lo XX ] o] [F

"Try to exclude the
possibility,of
suffering which the
orderofinature and

xeludedllire 'it-sl

-
(e Ploblem offPain!(Lk ({:)ndon: Slihe Gentenary [

4/17/2025
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C. S. Lewis's
Natural Order Defense

» God created humans with
free will.

» The responsible exercise of
free will requires a world of
non-capricious physical

regularities (laws). e
VS

> These regularitiesiéreate the ™ | S. Le .
possibility of natural evil. W(1898-1963) b

Wolldilt Have Been
Better it God Had

Never Cieated
the Waonkld?
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- —The ;
Gambridge Gompanion
fo

ATHEISM

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

Andrea M. Weisberger

Andrea M. Weisberger

4/17/2025
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"(i) There is a God who created everything that exists.
(ii) Before God created there was nothing but God*

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

(iv) God had the choice of whether or not to createithisiworld.

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

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

(vii) Since God is perfectly good, if God had not'created

anything, all that would exist would be perfect goodness."
[Weisberger, "Argument," Cambridge Companion, 168]

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

—_—

Thomists would certainly
(ii) Before God created there was nothing but

God.

agree that creation was due
(iii) After God created, everything is causally: to God's free choice.
dependent on God.

He could have decided not
(iv) God had the choice of whether nor not to

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

_ But what could it possibly

chosen not to create anything at all. mean to talk about a
(vi) If this choice were actualized, God would " 1] : " . "

not have created a world in which evil choice belng ac_tuallzed
existed. when the meaning of

(vii) Since God is perfectly good, if God. had ‘choice’ here excludes
not created anything, all that would exist . . 2
would be perfect goodness. anythlng belng created?

4/17/2025
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(i) There is a God who created everything that
exists.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4/17/2025

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

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

“"choice" existence.

But to give something
existence is to create.

Thus, actualizing the
“choice™ would be creating
the “choice."

But the “choice" here
means that nothing is
created.

But now we have a
contradiction, to wit, that
something was created that
was nhot created.

63



Nothing
(no creation

Nothing
(no creation

4/17/2025
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Is this world morally better than this world?

\ /

Nothing
(no creation)

“It is true that God
had a choice to create
or nof to create. But is

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

65



\

Normaiies Geisler

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

4/17/2025
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o Cateqgory Mistake=<

You commit thisitallacyawhensyouillicitly,
mix or croSs categeliesiorasectiberan
attribute or propeltyaterakthinelon
conceptwhichicoulainelpessivlahave
that attributeleidprepelty

67
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"How long canlyou:survive
strandedratisea
without drinkableiwaterZ=

“How long caniyou:survive
stranded atisea
for about twolweeksiZ:

69
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Bewars o certaln
how” quesions.

THE CASE
AGAINST
GOD

BY GEORGE H. SMITH

70
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THE ARGUMENTS FOR GOD THE COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENTS

Assuming for the moment that the universe requires a causal (3) Are the premises of the first-cause argument true? Does

To posit god as the cause of the universe still leaves two
crucial questions unanswered: What caused the universe? How

did it cause the universe? To say that a god is responsible for
the existence of the universe is vacuous without knowledge of
god’s nature and the method used in creating existence.

a causal explanation, the positing of a transcendent first cause X Eum -+ If the conclusion
or god does not provide us with this explanation. The theist's ;"“‘"d'"‘ its own premise, we have the most
solution consists of saying: An unknowable being using un- amning indictment of an argument that we could
knowable methods “caused” the universe to snap into possibly have: that it is sclf-contradictory.2
existence. This, remember, is offered as an cxplanation, as a
rational solution to an apparent problem. This is supposed to
resolve one's intellectual doubts about the mystery of existence.
To say that god caused the universe to exist is to argue that
man can never comprehend the existence of the universe. The

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

By predicating a First Causc ... the theist removes

theist demands a causal explanation of the universe and then
fails to provide an explanation. Even if a supernatural being did
exist, the “problem” of existence would be as puzzling as
before. After all, how did it create existence from nonexis-
tence? “Somchow" is not an explanation, and “through some
incomprehensible means” is a poorer explanation still. The
theist is trapped in a dilemma of his own making—the “mys-
tery” of existence—and he must confront an unintelligible
universe.

238

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

separale being
= TiH-theism

(3 Goes)
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Each member is a
offiGed
= MO ONE MEembeEr is
God
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“It simply is not
possible that nothing
is better than
something, since
nothing is nothing,
and something and
nothing don't have
anything in common.

"Comparisons like
better than can only
be made where both

things have
something in common
to compare.”

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

\
' |

| 'ﬁ
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Nothing
(no creation)

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

(ii) Before God created there was nothing but

Setting aside for the
God.

moment the lurking
(iii) After God created, everything is causally prob|ematic metaphysics
dependent on God. - . .
_ _ of saying that evil exists,
(iv) God had the choice of whether nor not to
create this world. what are we to conclude
(v) In one possible scenario, God could have from Weisbe rger's (La
chosen not'to create anything at all. CI"OiX'S) pOI nt herer)
(vi) If this choice were actualized, God would ;

not have created a world in which evil.
existed.

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

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

morally
Is this scenario better

than
God God

this scenario?

moral
Nothing beings

(no creation) do not exist
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have

Does this scenario more

4/17/2025

this scenario?

goodness
gjj than YZZ

God God

God exists
and
creation
exists.

Nothing
(no creation)

God exists
and
creation
does not
exist.

IRtelIpthiS mylmiddielname’

80



- heve ,
ena{io PO thankthi's AGIO

Dees Wis

SCENAGIO,
° @
jtellfall reoplelmylmiddle

knowledd




4/17/2025

ion

iderat

Cons

=
=
(D
=
<L
QD
=
pre
(i
O

82



4/17/2025

A m w
Since it is most often tﬁef@ﬁfim
who is challengedawith theyproblem
oflevil, it behooves% ghristian to
0 cull from th een tire*Christian

world view in responding.

—~—

> Inthe considmmation of hist@yh
all willbe good. -

> Allfmoral goodSJWill beﬁwarded.
au(which isigood)

» All moral evils will'be punished.
(which is good)
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“While it might be
easy to imagine what
we would do if we
had God's power, it

is impossible to
know what we would
do if we had God's
knowledge."”

Doug,Geivett

e

3 ‘l_ g ‘,‘6 r:{‘ .:',:“I :
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Since God has not explicitly revealed in His
word why.Heihas allowed evil, we can only,
speculateraboutihowjtolreconcile evil w:thln

| . creation with . God.as the Creator;

_—

4/17/2025
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Our speculation should be informed and
constrained:by; what God has revealed :

“**through creation¥(General Revelationiandisssss

Natural Theology).and -
M—"

< ‘throtgh*Scripture.(Special Revelatlon nlandesssss
Systematic Theology)

As for Special Revelation, Scripture
unequivocallyiaffirmsithe goodness: of God‘
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O Nahu_m =7 <

The LORBISIgeedyAlstionghold. in
the daylofitievbles Eertknow:s
oo o st [ (i)
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- Psalmi25:8 <

Good.anaitprighiiskthel EORD;
Theref@re H@ teachestsinmers

Oo Psalm 34:8 <
Oh, tastea m tha?t"‘"*'the LORD S
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- Psalmi100:5 <

For thel LORBYISIgo0d s mercy is
everlasting IFisktrdithkendires to
allfgeneratonsis

Of course, this observation is not exclusive
toithesihomist position. -
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As for General Revelation, Thomists put
great emphasision.Natural Theology: -

Natural Theology: is that body of knowledge
about Godssiexistenceiand attributes that
can'beracquiredibyshtiman reason asi it
carefully attendsiitselfsto God's revelation

of.Himselfin Creation. ™
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o) % i | |
Hoksincejthelcreation oy ther s

woorldbEliskinvisible.attributes are

clearly seergbeing understood by
the. thmgs thaare made,"even His
etern'wl,pﬁwer andiGodlieady

Rom™:20a

.
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™ There areltwo great

philosophical traditions

In Wesitern thought that

have endured since the
ancient Greeks.

% Aristotle’

(384-322 BC)
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i B
s ere aAlie o-g ret a4

phesophheolecal
\traditiomsRine @h‘rlstlran
tho"‘* ught thatihath*nacked

! \_u‘. .

y

,A

these tx%o Gregks =
phlle\‘jphlcal traditions..
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'vk; e
Pla / »

(428- 348‘BC) (384-322 BC)
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E,aditions; havelans weledicentain basic
q’u'estions abeutithelnaturelofireality,
agd oukinowledge of it, willkenable us
{{0) posift-io'n;.._,méﬁly questions and
z’l-::\ . qﬂ . .
concerns \welllave as Cr&stﬂlans.

» A
% 2

L=

Kenneth Samplesé_i:}i

y a KENNETH RICHARD SAMPLES
"R
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A | B

Continental'Rationalistilradition

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

British Empiricist Tradition

s 3
John Locke George Berkeley Dayid Hur_ne
(1632-1704) (1685-1753) (1711-1776)

A F5 N\
ContinentallRationalist TI:adition

Wilkielm Gottfried
Leibniz
(1646-1716)

Auguét Comte
(1798-1857)

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

’
British Empiricist Traditio

_ “Uohann'Gottlieb
John Locke George Berkeley Dayid Hume Fichte

(1632:1704) (1685-1753) (1711-1776) (1762-1814)

Immanuel Kant
(1724-1804)

John StuartMill
(1806-1673) 0"

Idealism

Friedrich Wilhelm,
Joseph Schelling
(1775-1854)

Herbert Spencer
(1820-1903)

4/17/2025

97



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

It follows'theicontoursiof how}
this Classical / Scholastic
tradition'understands things like
good, evil, nature (or essence),
existence, causality, teleology,
morality, God, and more.

4/17/2025
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I God creatediallithingstand
evillistsomething,
then God createdieVvil:
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IifGod did noticreatereVvil;
then it wouldiseemieither:
NS unreal
or
G\ NEAnet a thing:

. Augustine
W on Rvillas
" Privation

Augustine
(354-430)
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Therelisra
difference
between:
being nothing
(Unreal)
St o and
Augustine: S not being a thing:

(354-430)

Augustineranguee

that evillist realius

IS' et atthing?

. Rather,itiisia
. privation or a'lack
Augustine 2 in thlngS

(354-430)
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Augustine
(854-430)

Augustine
(854-430)

 pousLenay IMAGE BOOK

Jobn K. Ryan

AN IMAGE BOOK ORIGINAL
COMPLETE AND UNABRIDGED

e evillis
only. the

privation

offa good

[AugustineNConfessions |7, 8125 transKIohn
KSERyani(NewAYork:Doubleday: 1960)¥85"
maluminoniesse! nisitprivationem bonii]
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“Now: evil is in a
substance because
something which it

wasroriginally to have,
and which it ought to
have is lacking in it.”

IStmmalContralGentilesylily 65 §1]

“Evil is simply a
privation of something
which a subject is
entitled by its origin to
possess and which it
ought to have.”

EStmmal @on(aj{{aéntiles, III;37:§2, trans. Vernon J. Bourke (Notre Dame: University
eiNcticlDamelRiess K1975) Rt 48]

4/17/2025
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“Evil is the

absence of the
good, which is
natural and due to

[Summaliheologiae AN @49} art )]

vEvil:cannot exist by
itself; since it has no
essence... Therefore,
evil must be in a
subject.”

IStmmalcontialGentilesy Iy 41, §2]
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Note that'therelis'a
differencerbetweenia
privation

Notelthat'therelis a
differencerbetweenia
privation.and a negation:




A negation is the mere
absence oriremoval of
something:

A negation is the mere
absence oriremoval of
something:

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

4/17/2025
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Blindness s the
privation of slight.
But blindness s not @
thing n iKself.

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

A rock cannot see, but
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Blindness s the
privation of sight.
But blindness s not @
thing n iKself.

A rocl cannot see, but

it is not blind because

it "ought” not be able
fo see.

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

A rock cannot see, but

It "ought® not be able BT Dy
negation
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Blindness ¢ the
clsplecement of sight.
But blindness s not a

thing (n Kself.

A rock cannot see, but 4 B e %, A'a

It Is not blind because R xg;
it "ought” not be able ‘35' o
fo see.

_negaﬂonﬁ

The Netioh of Good in
Ph,’OSOPhH

£
o
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In the Classical/Scholastic

Tradition, the "good* of a thing’
is fundamentally understood
along the lines of the “nature”
of that thing.

110



Theologians use the
term 'nature’ to refer to

a particular aspect or

propensity within
each of us, as

in the "sin / -
nature."

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

[Norman Geisler, Systematic Theology: Vol. Three: Sin Salvation
(Minneapolis: Bethany House, 2004, 125.]
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EDITED AND INTRODUCED BY
BRIAN DAVIES

IN THE THEOLOGY OF =gy, (el LR (el ] T8

FOREWORD BY
TERRY EAGLETON

HERBERT (5,111

FHenbent McCabe
(1926-200
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“A perfect X is
an X that has
all its
properties; an
imperfect X
lacks one of
more of its

H n
e S e

Agquinas (London: Continuum, 2010), 40] (1 926'200
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& Genus =
animal

& Specific difference =
rationality

& Species =
human

& Proper accident <
five fingers

& Accident = Aristotle
black hair __(384:322:BC)
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Aristotle
(384-322'BC)

oo
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it does so, if

A\

unimp'e&é&, towards its
proper end or goal or telos:
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sWhenever things have
Stich; a definite nature
. the operation
appropriate to a given
being is a consequent
of that nature.

s&m P _‘g

Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)
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Edward Feser(

Edward Feser|

“It is widely
assumed that the
analysis and
jJustification of
fundamental moral
claims can be
conducted without
reference;toiaty
least the more
contentious issues
of metaphysics.

4/17/2025
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“Nothing could be
further from the
spirit of Thomas,
for whom natural
law ... is ‘natural’

precisely because

it derives from
humaninaturej
conceived of in
| Aristotelian
Edward Feser)™ essentialist terms."

[Aquinas: A Beginner's Guide (Oxford: One World),
174]

"Every art and every
inquiry, and similarly,

every action and pursuit,
is thought to aim at some}
good; and for this reason
the good has been rightly:
declared to be that'at®
which all things aim.=

[Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, |, 1, 1094a1-2; trans: W- D Rosslin|RichardSSss
McKeon, ed. The Basic Works of Aristotle (New: York: Random House 1941} :9_35_1
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=hhe essence of
goodness
consists in this,

thatiitis in some
way. desirable.”

[Stmmal IR@5%ant: 1 trans. Fathers of the English Dominican Province

i St T nastSummar Theologica: Complete English Edition in Five
terVD: Christian Classics, 1981), 23]

“Goodness
signifies

perfection which

desirable."

(ST, @B, i 1]

4/17/2025
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Good aNd
!1", {:}'r(]/ GOOd'

sWhenever things have
Istichla definite nature
». the operation
appropriate to a given
being is a consequent
of'that nature.

126



4/17/2025

ENow, itis obvious that
there'is a determinate
kind'of nature for man.
iherefore, there must
be'some operations
that are in themselves _
appropriate for man.”" X" T

; \Q RSy
[SEE L, 1-29;*1§4, iransAVernonJ} Bourke (University. of Notre Dame Press Editio
ﬂ.@ﬁ]l,p, YReprint fO th Truth of the Ca thl Faith (Garden Cty NY: ThomaS Aqumas

(1225=1274)

Human beings are unique
among God’s creatures on
earth.in.as much as we'have
rationality and free will.

127



| As the intellect aims toward
that whichiis considered true;

¥ the will aims toward thattwhich

Is considered good.

As something'may’ be
considered true thatlis not |
really tiue, something may be
considered good that'is not
really good.

4/17/2025
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ilhe'good toward which ourwill
aimsi may be'our real good ¥
(when we act morally) or
something mistakenly
perceived as a, good but which
substitutes for our real’good
(Wwhen weractiimmorally):

iThese enable us to choosef
¥'not merely among goods, but
to pursue the good as'such.
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But these will'alsol allow.us to
chose against our own

natures and telos:

“Evil may be
considered either
intalsubstance or

im'an action ....

i\ mmesgy . Lo

' \~Thomas Aguinas
(1225:1274)

130



4/17/2025

“Moral fault is
found primarily and
principally in the

Hofithe will only
S0 ... an act is
moral because it is
voluntary. ...

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

act of the will.”

(StimmalcontiaGentiles, Il 10, §13
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So-whenlthelwomans

that the ﬁf@@m@h"

food, thatlittwas p‘[gasant
to the eyes, “i’"and ajtree
desirable to mak\ﬁ;one

wise, she tookx‘of its fru:t* (‘ W

and ate. She also gave to
her husband with her,
and he ate.
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W'Good' is first identified with ‘desirable®
(appetible).

¥ 'Desirable’is identified with ‘perfect:.

ZNow.it is clear
that'a thing is
desirable only in

Sofar as it is )
perfect; for all
desire theirown 4!
,perfection. i > "F:oﬁgs é’_\_ﬁuinas

(1225=1274)

(Suasia
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W Good:' is first identified with ‘desirableg
(appetible).

¥ 'Desirable’is identified with ‘perfect:.

. 'Perfect'is identified with ‘act’ or.
‘actuality”.

“Everything is
perfect so far as it
isiactual.”

(ST, @ et 1)

Ir'f \\‘*- MSQP)S"‘J; & ') & [} .i-
' Thomas’Aquinas
(1225=1274)
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"An alternate word for
actuality in this respect
is "perfection”
(entelecheia). It was
used by Aristotle along
with actuality to
designate the formal

elements in the things.

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

“"These perfected the
material element in the
sense of filling its
potentiality and
completing the thing.

Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)
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“Since existence is
required to complete
the thing and all the
formal elements and
activities, it may be
aptly called the
perfection of all
perfections. "

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

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

perfection

(entelecheia, eviekeyeio)

en, ev = in
+
telos, telog = end, goal
+
echein, gyelv = to have
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perfection

(entelecheia, eviekeyeio)

to have the end or goal in

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

¥ 'Desirable’is identified with ‘perfect:.

. 'Perfect'lis identified with ‘act’ or
‘actuality”.

. 'Actuality’ is identifiediwith ‘being’.
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£Goodness and being are really the same,
differonly;in idea; which is clear from
thelfollowing argument. The essence of
goeodness consists in this, that it is in
someiway. desirable. Hence the
Rhilosepher says [Ethic i]: ‘Goodness is
whatallldesire.”Now is it clear that a thing
isldesirable only in so far as it is perfect;
foriall.desire their own perfection. But
everythinglis perfect so far as it is actual.
hereforelitiis clear that a thing is perfect
ISolfar as. it exists; for it is existence that
esiall'things actual, as is clear from
going [Q. 3, A. 4; Q. 4, A. 1]. Hence

3
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.3,:;"
)
m*ﬁ-’ky o
Thomas Aqumas
(1225-1274)
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A'full exploration'of how: it'is}
that ‘being“and ‘good" are
convertible, which is to say that

‘being*® and ‘good’ are really the
same, requires,a,examination of
the Medieval doctrine of the
Transcendentals.

New Scholasticism 59 (1985): 449-470

The Convertibility of Being and Good
in St. Thomas Aquinas

by Jan A. Aertsen

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

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

Jan‘ker’ﬁsen
19'.48-216,??
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New Scholasticism 59 (1985): 449-470

The Convertibility of Being and Good
in St. Thomas Aquinas

by Jan A. Aerisen

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

Medieval Philosophy

as Transcendental Thought Medieval Philosophy and
the Transcendentals

Gk
The Case of Thomas Aquinas

By
Jan A. Aertsen
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Some 20" Century Thsz

JOHN F. X. KNASAS

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

SIFHI @QRZ i 74

4/17/2025
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| Being and |
| Goodness|

THE CONCEPT OF THE GOOD
IN METAPHYSICS AND
PHILOSOPHICAL THEOLOGY

‘Good' is first identified with'desirables

(appetible).
¥ 'Desirable’is identified with ‘perfect:.

. 'Perfect'is identified with ‘act’ or

‘actuality”.

. 'Actuality’ is identifiediwith ‘being’.

. God is goodnessiitselfiin as much as
God is being itsglf.

-

4/17/2025
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glo)God alone does
itlbelong to be His
own subsistent

(579, @ {2 et

2God. is absolute
form, or rather
absolute being"

(ST [ @8y et 7]
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2God is supremely
being... He is being
itself, subsistent,
absolutely
undetermined.”

(SNt arthiv

ZGood belongs
pre-eminently

(ST, @5; e )
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ghhelfirstindemonstrable
principle'is that the same
thingicannot be affirmed
denied. at the same time
Now:as' being is the first
thingjthat falls under the
apprehension simply, so
goodlis the!first thing that
fallstunderithe apprehension
ofithe practical reason,
whichlisidirected at action.”

ST I, Q94, art. 2

g@hhelfirst indemonstrable
principle'is that the same
thing cannot be affirmed
denied at the same time
Now:as being is the first
thingjthat falls under the
apprehension simply, so
goodlis the!first thing that
fallstunderithe apprehension
ofithe practical reason,
whichlis'directed at action.”

ST I, Q94, art. 2

4/17/2025
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Bonum est
faciendum et
preosequendum,
ettmalum
vitandum.

Good is
tolbeldone and
pursued
and evil
lavoided.
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What, then, is
Aquinas’s
"explanation™
for: evil?

“For the Omnipotent Go'

[Augustine, Enchiridion on: Faithy HoperanaiLovesll IS trians¥A
C. Outler, p. 5, available at
A t % A v http://www.saintsbooks:net/books/St:%20AuUgustine %203 .
UgUS Ine b 2% ' %20Enchiridion%200n%20kaithi%20 eper/s20and7s20Eoveipdiy

(354-430) accessed 08/11/22]
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GASYAUgustine says 'Since God
thethighest good, He would
notiallow/any: evil in his works,
unless'His omnipotence and
goodness were such as to
bringlgood even out of evil.'
mhistis part of the infinite 3
goodness of God, that He ' ‘
W

y

shouldlallow evil to exist, and & * ii’f
outiofiit produce good."” ' \' Thomas f&qumas
(57 0% et e ] (1225:1274)

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

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

natural and moralieviliasiwell

as a differencelbetweenigood
andimoraligood:
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Solutions to thelproblem:of
evil seekito address both:

In‘the Classicalitradition; evil

Is understood;snotiasraithing

in itself, but asiasprivationiof:
goodnessyinithings:
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Somelsolutionsitoithe
problem ofieviliare
incompatibleiwith
EvangelicaliChristianity;

There arelsolutions:to:the
problem ofievilithatiare
compatible*withibiblical

Christianity andi€lassical

Theism?
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A New Way to Think About the Question

I God,
Why Ewvil?

NORMAN L.
GEISLER
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St.Thomas Aquinas

TRANSLATED B8Y

JOHN A. OESTERLE axp
JEAN'T,. OESTERLE

- Thomas Aqumas
(1225‘1274)

- Thomas Aqumas
(1225‘1274) '
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THOMAS
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GOD
EVIL

Brian DAVIES

AND INTRODUCED BY
IAN DAVIES

IN THE THEOLOGY OF =gy, (el LR (el ] T8

i Aerioen; Mebelbe

HERBER CCABE (1926-200
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AQuinas
and the Cry
of Rachel

John F. X.Knasas

155



