Tuesday, November 12
Religion and suffering:
How does suffering “fit’ into religion?

If God is all loving and all powerful, what accounts for the role of human suffering?

Further, how does free will factor in?

If God exists, then God gave free will to human beings.


If we have free will (a question to consider), then have we used it to exert suffering in others? Examples are plentiful throughout history and the scope by which humans have shown inhumanity to others is staggering.


So: why would a loving God permit this? Why would a powerful God not quell this?

Further, in consideration of free will, one could ponder why give human beings free will at all?


Possible answer: in order to have genuine free will, one has to be open to the notion that sin is a real option; we choose to hurt others.

What about omniscience? 

An all knowing God knows the future. 


This means he knows how we will act; what we will do.


Thus, do we really have a ‘say’ in our actions and behavior?


And, if God knows how we will act, why not stop us rather than witness the harm occur?

These questions can be countered with; since God does not force us to make the choices we make. Divine foreknowledge is perfectly compatible with human free will. 

What about natural suffering?

By this, I mean natural calamities, tsunamis, droughts, earthquakes, etc.

Why would God ‘allow’ such phenomena?


One possible response concerning natural suffering is to say; 



We live in the best of all possible worlds. (not perfect and not always happy, but the best in terms of what can be).


Further, we could argue we cannot know without also knowing the opposite.


By this I mean, we cannot know what good is without bad, or value the day without knowing other days we consider worse.


And, further, consider the connotation of BEST: it does not necessarily mean synonymous with HAPPINESS,


And that there may be value to calamity: that the apparent cruelty of nature (arguably, we personify nature when we use the word cruelty) is, in fact, necessary to show us/draw out the best in people, and my! There are many, many examples of human beings rising to the occasion.


Therefore, one could argue the position that suffering has an educative value.


However, we add a caution: it is far from clear that the so-called benefits of suffering outweigh the costs in terms of death/destruction.


And there is no “sense”, let us say, to the “distribution” of suffering; it is not as if good people have good experiences only and only bad people suffer.

All of this consideration of suffering and free will then brings us to the distinction  between 

RELIGION & FAITH
And I will mention yet again one of my favorite Anne Lamott quotes:



“The opposite of faith is not doubt, it’s certainty.”
So, ask yourself, what is faith?
St Paul:

 Faith is the substance of things to be hoped for, the evidence of things that appear not. 

St. Thomas Aquinas:

Faith is a habit of the mind whereby eternal life is begun

 in us making the intellect assent to what is non-apparent
Richard Dawkins:
blind trust, in the absence of evidence

Sigmund Freud:



The believing in propositions based upon insufficient evidence

Question: What is the connotation with each of the above quotes?
What is your definition of faith:
Is faith rational?


Most atheists will contend NO.


In that view, faith is nothing more than wish fulfillment.


For, as science has advanced our knowledge of the universe, God’s role has contracted.
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Will Faith, as we know (or as we perceive) it ever disappear?
INTERPRET THE FOLLOWING:

St. Thomas Aquinas said: the light of faith makes us see what we believe.
We could consider religious faith a kind of paradigm (a way); a means by which we interpret and make meaning of the world.
Religion in conjunction with another way of knowledge…science:
Are these areas of knowledge oppositional?

To what extent, could they be considered complementary? Explain.

After all, there are many scientists who believe in God, although there remains great debate about Einstein!
One could say that religion concerns itself with WHY whereas science concerns itself with HOW.

One could argue that faith is essential not only for religion but also for science; the faith in the order and harmony of the universe.

Pascal’s wager:








Basically, this 17th century philosopher and the highly imaginative boy believe that you might as well believe, because what do you have to lose?
Pascal held that such a belief was rational; the odds are in our favor?

He also recognized the argument as facile; he just wanted it as a segue to further consideration on the part of atheists.

So, to what extent would you adopt Pascal’s Wager?

In other words, is it possible to believe in God if you have not previously?

What, do you think, would account for such a paradigm shift?

Finally, is faith irrational?
Believe it or not: some religious believers say YES!

However, from that stance, it can be added that faith WITHOUT evidence is considered superior to faith BASED on evidence.

So, who would you prefer to be in the story.
The one who sees a hat OR




The one who sees an elephant consumed by a boa constrictor?
The one who believes in Richard Parker OR

In the presence of the French cook?

The one who believes like Thomas OR

The one who believes like Mary Magdelene?

Perhaps intuition in what brings us to faith…perhaps religion is: a leap of faith
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