
Talking About the Problem of
Evil
T.S. Weaver has put together an intellectual response to the
problem  of  evil  that  includes  a  theology  of  evil  and
suffering, and a philosophical/theological series of proper
defenses of God and His righteousness considering evil.

What is Evil?

The problem of evil is famous. This problem is
personal  because  my  wife  stayed  stuck  as  an
agnostic for a long time. An agnostic, by the way,
is a person who says they don’t know if there is a
God. Like so many people, she thought that if you believe in a
God who is all good and all-powerful, then the presence of
evil and suffering creates a problem.

Atheist philosopher David Hume said, “Epicurus’s old questions
are yet unanswered. Is he willing to prevent evil, but not
able? Then he is impotent. Is he able to but not willing? Then
he is malevolent. Is he both able and willing? Whence then is
evil?”

Let’s address this. I’ll give you a roadmap of where we’re
going. First, we need to address how one can even object to
evil. Second, I will talk about what evil is and is not. Then
I  will  talk  about  some  possible  reasons  God  allows  evil.
Finally, I’ll close with God’s solution.

To start, if this challenge were raised by an atheist, we need
to address the moral argument. If there is right and wrong,
then they are grounded in the existence of a good and moral
God. Because without an absolute Moral Law, which requires an
absolute Moral Law Giver, the atheist has no grounds for a
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complaint against evil.

Former  atheist  C.S.  Lewis  summarizes  how  this  thinking
eventually guided him to Christianity: “My argument against
God was that the universe seemed so cruel and unjust. But how
had I got this idea of just and unjust? A man does not call a
line crooked unless he has some idea of a straight line. What
was I comparing this universe with when I called it unjust?”

Evil is not a “thing” that exists; and God is not the cause.
Both Augustine and Thomas Aquinas point out that evil is not a
real entity in the world. This means evil is not a material or
a phenomenon that exists by itself. It’s like darkness, which
is  not  a  created  thing;  it’s  the  absence  of  light.  Evil
describes a deficiency or denial of good. Philosophers call
this deficiency a privation. Evil is what occurs once the good
is altered or distorted. In Genesis 1 and 2, God told us all
that existed was good. Evil was not an innovation, but a
distortion. So, God is not the creator or author of evil.

The Best-of-All-Possible-Worlds
Let us consider the best-of-all-possible-worlds argument. The
place  to  start  is  God’s  omniscience.  This  allows  God  to
understand all possibilities. If God knows all possibilities,
God knows all possible worlds. Since God is also completely
good, He always wants and works out the best world and the
best way.

Leibniz (the philosopher who came up with this defense) wrote,
“The  first  principle  of  existences  is  the  following
proposition:  God  wants  to  choose  the  most  perfect.”

The power of this argument is to show that out of every world
that a good God could have produced, His decision to generate
this one means this creation is good.

There are several principles that tie into this defense.



The first major principle is centered on the truth that God
acts for worthy causes. Again, God’s omniscience presumes that
before God decides which world to produce, He understands the
value of every possible world. This also implies God always
decides on the base of sensible, stable rationales. This is
called the “principle of sufficient reason.”

To  believe  God  can  intercede  in  what  he  has  formed  with
sufficient reason, even to avoid or restrict evil, would be
like a soldier who abandons his post and knowingly allows
enemy infiltration to instead stop a colleague from drinking
while in uniform. The soldier ends up allowing a greater evil
in order to stop a lesser evil.

Another  principle  that  reinforces  this  argument  is  the
principle of “pre-established harmony.”

Leibniz describes it this way: “For, if we were capable of
understanding the universal harmony, we should see that what
we are tempted to find fault with is connected to the plan
most worthy of being chosen; in a word we should see, and
should not believe only, that what God has done is the best.”

Human Free Will
Above, we covered the principle of sufficient reason as part
of the best-of-all possible worlds. The last principle of the
best-of-all-possible-worlds is human free will. For Leibniz,
this idea was just a principle in part of his greater defense.
For  Augustine,  C.S.  Lewis,  and  Alvin  Plantinga  it  was  an
entire  defense  by  itself.  In  its  simplest  form,  it  goes
something like this: God set us up not to be machines but free
agents with the power to choose.

If God were to make us capable of freely choosing the good, He
had  to  create  us  also  able  to  freely  choose  evil.
Consequently, our free will can be misused and that is the
explanation for evil.



Jean-Paul Sartre communicates this wonderfully: “The man who
wants to be loved does not desire the enslavement of the
beloved.  .  .  .  If  the  beloved  is  transformed  into  an
automaton, the lover finds himself alone.”  God knows that a
better world is created, if human beings are infused with free
will, even if they decide to behave corruptly.

Were God to force us to make good choices, we would not be
making  choices  at  all,  but  simply  implementing  God’s
instructions  like  when  a  computer  runs  a  program.

For humans to have the capability to be ethically good, free
will is necessary. Morality hangs on our capability to freely
choose the good.

Plantinga asserts, “God creates a world containing evil, and
he has a good reason for doing so.”  John Stackhouse Jr. says,
“God, to put it bluntly, calculates the cost-benefit ratio and
deems the cost of evil to be worth the benefit of loving and
enjoying the love of these human beings.”

Stackhouse sums up Plantinga’s argument like this:

“God desired to love and be loved by other beings. God created
human beings with this in view. To make us capable of such
fellowship, God had to give us the freedom to choose, because
love, though it does have its elements of ‘compulsion,’ is
meaningful only when it is neither automatic nor coerced. This
sort of free will, however, entailed the danger that it would
be used not to enjoy God’s love and to love God in return, but
to go one’s own way in defiance of both God and one’s own best
interest.”

God created us with free will because our decision to say
“yes” to Him is only a real choice if we are also free to say
“no” to Him.



The Greater Good
To review, so far, we’ve addressed how one can even object to
evil, in the moral argument. We’ve talked about what evil is
and is not, and the idea of it being a privation. We’ve talked
about some possible reasons God allows evil, which included
the  best-of-all-possible-worlds  argument  and  the  free  will
defense. Now I want to go over the greater good principle.
While all the arguments I’ve given so far are intellectual and
do not necessarily help with the emotional side of evil and
suffering,  this  principle  is  especially  delicate.  I  say
“delicate” because this defense may not help a questioner much
if they have been a victim of a seemingly very unwarranted
evil, and/or if they are still carrying anger or bitterness.

Again,  the  topic  we  are  examining  is  the  greater  good
principle, which argues that certain evils are needed in the
world for certain greater goods to happen. To put it another
way, certain evils in this world are called for, as greater
goods stem after them. For instance, nobody would believe a
doctor who cuts out a cancerous tumor is being evil because he
made an incision on the patient. The surgery incision is much
less evil than letting the tumor develop. The greater good is
the patient being cancer-free. Parents who penalize children
for poor conduct with the loss of toys or privileges or even
giving spankings are instigating pain (particularly from the
kid’s viewpoint). Although, without this discipline, the other
possibility is that the kid will develop into a grownup with
no discipline and would consequently face much more suffering.
We  do  not  understand  in  this  world  all  the  good  God  is
preparing; therefore, we need to trust that God is good even
when  we  can’t  see  it  and  we  can’t  understand  the  larger
picture of what He’s doing.

Plus, nearly all individuals will award some truth to the
saying ascribed to Nietzsche: “Whatever doesn’t kill me makes
me stronger.” Consequently, the principle of allowing pain in



the short term to bring about a greater contentment eventually
is legitimate and one we know and use ourselves. That implies
there  is  no  mandatory  contradiction  between  God  and  the
reality of evil and suffering.

The Cross
Finally, I end with the cross and the hope of Christianity.
Jesus  agonized  in  enduring  the  nastiest  evil  that  can  be
thrown at him: denial by His own adored people; abhorrence
from the authorities in His own religion; unfairness at the
hands of the Roman court; unfaithfulness and disloyalty from
His closest friends; the public disgrace of being stripped
nude and mocked as outrageous “King of the Jews”; anguish in
the agony of crucifixion; and the continuous weight of the
lure  to  despair  altogether,  to  crash  these  unappreciative
beings with shocks of heaven, to recommence with a new race,
to assert Himself. Instead, Jesus remained there, embracing
into  Himself  the  sins  of  the  world,  keeping  Himself  in
position as His foes wreaked their most terrible treatment.

Our faith in a good God is sensible, because Jesus suffered on
our behalf, and took the punishment we deserve. He understands
what it is to suffer. He has lived there.

The cross was a world-altering occasion where the love and
compassion of God dealt efficiently with the immensity of
human sin. His death and resurrection show evil is trounced,
and death has been slain. Contemplate the many implications of
the atonement: Jesus is the Victor, He has paid our ransom,
God’s wrath has been satisfied, and Jesus is the substitution
for the offenses we have perpetrated.

As if that is not enough, the Christian narrative ends with
faith in the future where complete justice will be done, and
all evils will be made right. When Christ returns, He will not
once more give in to mortal agencies and quietly accept evil.



He will come back to deliver justice. The Bible’s definitive
solution to the problem of evil is that evil will be dealt
with. God will create a new heaven and a new earth for persons
God has loved so long and so well. This is the core of our
faith in the middle of pain and suffering.

In conclusion, what I’ve just presented to you, and what my
wife eventually figured out, is that evil is not a thing
created by God. A valid complaint against evil cannot be made
without the existence of God. God has plausible reasons for
allowing evil. And He clearly has a plan to defeat it. All He
wants you to do is trust Him.

©2022 Probe Ministries

“Why  Uphold  the  OT  Laws
Against Homosexuality When We
Don’t  Observe  the  Rest  of
It?”
I don’t know how to answer this powerful argument against
continuing to condemn homosexuality when we don’t observe the
rest of the Old Testament laws. I got this in an email and now
I’m just confused. Can you help?

Laura Schlessinger dispenses sex advice to people who call in
to her radio show. Recently, she said that as an observant
Orthodox Jew homosexuality is to her an abomination according
to  Leviticus  18:22  and  cannot  be  condoned  in  any
circumstance.

 Dear Dr. Laura,
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 Thank you for doing so much to educate people regarding
God’s Law. I have learned a great deal from your radio show,
and I try to share that knowledge with as many people as I
can. When someone tries to defend the homosexual lifestyle,
for  example,  I  simply  remind  them  that  Leviticus  18:22
clearly states it to be an abomination. End of debate.

 I do need some advice from you, however, regarding some of
the specific Bible laws and how to follow them.

 a) When I burn a bull on the altar as a sacrifice, I know it
creates a pleasing odor for the Lord (Lev. 1:9). The problem
is my neighbors bitch to the zoning people. They claim the
odor is not pleasing to them. Should I smite them?

b)  I  would  like  to  sell  my  daughter  into  slavery,  as
sanctioned in Exodus 21:7. What do you think would be a fair
price for her? She’s 18 and starting college. Will the slave
buyer be required to continue to pay for her education by
law?

c) I know that I am allowed no contact with a woman while she
is in her period of menstrual uncleanliness (Lev. 15:19-24).
The problem is, how do I tell? I have tried asking, but most
women take offence and threaten to call Human Resources.

d) Lev. 25:44 states that I may indeed possess slaves, both
male and female, provided they are purchased from neighboring
nations.  A  friend  of  mine  claims  that  this  applies  to
Mexicans, but not Canadians. Can you clarify?

Why can’t I own Canadians? Is there something wrong with them
due to the weather?

e) I have a neighbor who insists on working on the Sabbath.
Exodus 35:2 clearly states he should be put to death. Am I
morally obligated to kill him myself, or should this be a
neighborhood  improvement  project?  What  is  a  good  day  to
start? Should we begin with small stones? Kind of lead up to



it?

f) A friend of mine feels that even though eating shellfish
is an abomination (Lev. 11:10), it is a lesser abomination
than homosexuality. I don’t agree. I mean, a shrimp just
isn’t the same as a you-know-what. Can you settle this?

g) Lev. 21:20 states that I may not approach the altar of God
if I have a defect in my sight. I have to admit that I wear
reading glasses. Does my vision have to be 20/20, or is there
some wiggle room here? Would contact lenses fall within some
exception?

h) Most of my male friends get their hair trimmed, including
the hair around their temples, even though this is expressly
forbidden by Lev.19:27. How should they die? The Mafia once
took  out  Albert  Anastasia  in  a  barbershop,  but  I’m  not
Catholic; is this ecumenical thing a sign that it’s ok?

i) I know from Lev. 11:6-8 that touching the skin of a dead
pig makes me unclean, but may I still play football if I wear
gloves?

j) My uncle has a farm. He violates Lev. 19:19 by planting
two different crops in the same field, as does his wife by
wearing  garments  made  of  two  different  kinds  of  thread
(cotton/polyester  blend).  He  also  tends  to  curse  and
blaspheme a lot. Is it really necessary that we go to all the
trouble of getting the whole town together to stone them?
(Lev.24:10-16) Couldn’t we just burn them to death at a
private family affair like we do with people who sleep with
their in-laws? (Lev. 20:14)

I know you have studied these things extensively, so I am
confident you can help. Thank you again for reminding us that
God’s word is eternal and unchanging. Your devoted disciple
and adoring fan.

 



The  “big  picture”  behind  the  argument  about  condemning
homosexuality  as  an  archaic,  Old  Testament  rule  can  be
understood by the fact that there are different kinds of laws
in the Old Testament. Civil and ceremonial laws, such as those
concerning religious sacrifices and penalties for unacceptable
societal behaviors, were time-bound and limited to the people
of Israel. They are no longer in force for a variety of
reasons: first, all the OT sacrifices and ceremonies were
given as a foreshadowing of the Messiah’s ministry and of His
death, burial and resurrection. They are no longer necessary
because they were the preparation for the Reality that has
come. Second, the civil laws pertained to a nation of people
who  no  longer  exist.  (The  current  nation  of  Israel  is  a
political one, not the same as the group of OT people God
called to follow Him alone as their Ruler.)

Moral  laws,  such  the  Ten  Commandments  and  all  the  laws
constraining  sexual  immorality,  are  not  time-bound  because
they are rooted in the character of God. Time and culture
changes do not affect the importance of not worshiping any
false Gods because God is the only true God; of not murdering
because every person is made in the image of God; of being
honest because God is truth; of not stealing because God wants
us to trust HIM to meet our needs instead of taking what we
want;  of  being  faithful  to  one’s  spouse  because  God  is
faithful. And none of the Old Testament laws concerning sexual
morality changed in the New Testament because they, too, are
based on the character of God as pure and holy. It is always
sinful  to  have  sex  with  someone  you’re  not  married  to,
regardless of gender.

The scriptural prohibition against homosexuality is further
underscored by what Paul reveals as the purpose of sex in
marriage in Ephesians 5: sexual intercourse between husband
and wife is an earthly picture of the spiritual union of two
very different, very other beings—Christ and His bride, the
Church. Sexual coupling of two same-gendered people can never



reflect the deep spiritual significance of sex. Instead, it is
really  about  pursuing  pleasure,  and  pleasure  is  not  the
primary purpose of sex (despite our culture’s views). But
that’s another topic.

This distinction between civil/ceremonial laws and moral laws
is seen in just about any family with healthy boundaries. When
our sons were small, we had rules about “no TV before homework
is done” and “don’t leave your bicycle in the driveway.” Those
rules  were  time-bound,  not  timeless,  because  they  were
appropriate only for their growing-up years. We don’t have
those rules anymore because they are both adults, out of the
house and in their own homes now. But we still have character-
based  expectations  that  they  be  responsible,  honest,
respectful, and kind. Those “rules” won’t change because they
are a different kind from the training rules they grew up
with.

I hope you find this helpful.

Sue Bohlin

P.S. I have seen this purported letter to Dr. Laura before (by
someone who obviously thinks himself very clever). I think
it’s interesting that Dr. Laura is no longer an orthodox Jew.
She  is  still  a  God-follower,  though.  And  her  views  on
homosexuality haven’t changed because, for the most part, she
has a biblical worldview.
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Things Out of Compassion and
Not Because of a Moral Law?
I have a question about moral law. Everyone knows what pain
feels like and everyone knows what sorrow feels like, etc., so
isn’t it possible for humans to not want to cause others to
feel these things because they know how it feels to themselves
and not necessarily because of a moral law?

Thanks for your note. You asked a good question.

I think your reasoning would work with someone who has a
tender conscience and doesn’t want others to hurt. But we all
know there are people who don’t care whether others hurt. So
while the motivation to not want to hurt others could prevent
you and like-minded people from doing others harm, others who
don’t have that motivation will have no constraints. And, I
have to add, if the typically tender-hearted person has a day
when he or she doesn’t care, what will be his/her motivation
to do good? If someone responds that it doesn’t matter what a
person feels like, that it’s good to not make others suffer,
then we’re back with a moral law again.

A fixed moral law, grounded in the nature and will of God,
taught in Scripture, and reflected in His universe, provides
an  objective  standard  against  which  we  can  measure  our
actions, regardless of our personal motivations.

Thanks again for writing. Write again with other questions, if
you like. Or if you think my answer isn’t correct, write back
and we’ll talk about it!

Rick Wade
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“Evidence  for  God’s
Existence? I Think Not!”
I have just read your article on the existence of God. There
are SO many mistakes (and assumptions) you have made that I
don’t know where to begin:

A “Just Right” Universe?

Of course our planet is ‘just right’ to sustain life. If it
were not we would not be here! There are billions and billions
of galaxies, each galaxy has billions of stars, and each star
has many planets. So although the chances of life occurring
are slim, because there are so many opportunities for it to
occur, the chances are that it will almost definitely occur
somewhere.

The Nagging Itch of “Ought”

This is to do with moral values. Not Christian values, but
just plain humanitarian moral values. We know that in order to
survive,  social  chaos  is  a  bad  thing.  We  don’t  need  a
Supernatural all knowing God to tell us this. Common sense
tells us to do to others what you would like them to do to
you.  Do  you  seriously  believe  that  without  God  it  is
impossible  to  make  moral  judgements  in  the  interests  of
mankind? Don’t forget that although we evolved from apes,
evolution itself is driven by natural selection, genes that
enable us to survive live, and those that don’t die. Obviously
murdering, stealing, cheating etc, will increase the odds of
that happening to you. Therefore it is not in a species’
interests to have these characteristics, therefore they die
out. We have evolved moral values, they were not bestowed upon
us by some god!
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Evidence of Design Implies a Designer

Have you not never heard of evolution? Evolution is the non-
random development of species through time, through random
mutations in its DNA. That means that if it mutates in a bad
way, the creature dies. If the mutation is beneficial to its
survival then it lives and passes it ‘new’ genes on to the
next generation. The process can take millions of years to
evolve simple self replicating molecules (which can and do
occur) into a diverse range of species. And hence give the
appearance of design.

The Reliability of the Bible

HA!

Reliable and Bible are not two words I use together in a
sentence  very  often!  The  Bible  is  full  of  holes  and
contradictions, it is the most inconsistent book I have ever
read. If you don’t believe me have a look at the enclosed text
file!

Jesus: The Ultimate Evidence

Jesus? The only evidence that can be found to suggest that he
even existed. Is yes… in the Bible! Which insistently was
written  by  unknown  authors  over  150  years  after  he
(supposedly) died. It was also written in a different language
than Jesus himself would have spoken!

Thank you for writing. You asked no questions, but only made
statements which show me that you have not done much research,
but you do have strong opinions. Therefore, I will not attempt
to answer your comments since I am sure your time is as
valuable  as  mine,  and  I  doubt  that  you’re  interested  in
anything that would contradict your opinions.

I did look at your list of contradictions, and they do not
trouble me at all since there is a rational explanation for



them.  The  majority  of  them  are  like  the  contradiction  my
children experienced when my husband called me “Sue” and they
called me “Mommy.”

But thank you for writing.

In closing, you might want to consider Pascal’s wager: Either
Christianity is true or it’s false. If you bet that it’s true,
and you believe in God and submit to Him, then if it IS true,
you’ve gained God, heaven, and everything else. If it’s false,
you’ve lost nothing, but you’ve had a good life marked by
peace  and  the  illusion  that  ultimately,  everything  makes
sense. If you bet that Christianity is not true, and it’s
false, you’ve lost nothing. But if you bet that it’s false,
and it turns out to be true, you’ve lost everything and you
spend eternity in hell.

Quite a wager. . . and every one of us makes it, either
consciously or unconsciously.

So,  _____,  since  you  haven’t  checked  into  the  things  you
confidently assert are true (for example: your statement that
there  is  no  extra-biblical  evidence  for  the  existence  of
Jesus. Check out the historian Josephus), are you willing to
bet your life and your eternity that you’re right?

Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries

Pascal’s wager? You are asking me to believe in God, just in
case he is real! If that has to be my reason, then I am not
really believing in him, am I? I look at the evidence, if it
convinces me then I will believe, if it does not, then I do
not believe. Going by Pascal’s wager I would have to then
subscribe to every earthly religion going, (just in case)
their god happens to be true, regardless of any evidence! This
of course is not feasible.

Asking me why I don’t believe in God is like being asked why I



don’t believe that a giant invisible pink unicorn called Dodo
created the universe! While it is possible, I see no reason to
assume so. . .

Let me ask you a question:

I have done nothing wrong. I lead a good fulfilling life, I am
certainly not ‘evil’ just because I don’t hold a strong belief
in any god(s).

If you were god, as in creator of the universe and all life
etc, would you condemn me to burn in hell for all eternity
simply for not believing in you?

I have done nothing wrong.

By whose standards? Yours, or God’s? Even by yours, you’re
telling me you have never lied, have never done anything that
fell short of your own standards of how people should treat
each other, have never done anything you needed to say “I’m
sorry” for?

If you were god, as in creator of the universe and all life
etc, would you
condemn me to burn in hell for all eternity simply for not
believing in you?

No, _____, YOU would be condemning yourself.

Look at it this way. You are an astronaut and you are doing a
spacewalk.  You  decide  you  don’t  like  NASA’s  ridiculous
restrictions about wearing a bulky space suit and staying
tethered to the space shuttle, so you decide you’re going to
be your own boss and not submit to them. You break the tether
and take off your space suit.

Is NASA condemning you to die from lack of oxygen and the
freezing cold of space? No. . .they are the source of life to
you out there in space. They’re the ones keeping you alive as



long as you stay connected to their technology. YOU would be
condemning yourself to die.

God doesn’t condemn anyone to a hell separated from Him for
eternity. He did everything in His power to make it possible
for us to be reconciled to Him. But He does not override our
choices, and if you choose to cut yourself off from the only
source of life, then you are condemning yourself to eternal
death. It’s your choice, not God’s.

You may not want to believe in God, _____, but that doesn’t
stop me from praying that He will reveal Himself to you in
such a personal and intimate way that you will know beyond a
shadow of a doubt that He is there and He loves you more than
you can imagine.

Sue

He did everything in His power to make it possible for us to
be reconciled to Him. But He does not override our choices,
and if you choose to cut yourself off from
the only source of life, then you are condemning yourself to
eternal death.

You are contradicting yourself. God, as you define him is all
powerful. Therefore nothing is beyond his ability! Right?

Therefore there is plenty that he could do (if he existed)
that would convince me of his existence. For example if he
appeared in a puff of smoke and perform a few miracles, etc. I
might  just  believe  him.  However,  I  am  forced  to  rely  on
evidence  such  as  the  Bible!  Which  to  me  is  not  very
convincing! On top of this, I am faced with another dilemma,
there are other religions, preaching their own beliefs, which
are all just as equally feasible as yours! This is why I
remain unconvinced!

You are contradicting yourself. God, as you define him is
all powerful.



Therefore nothing is beyond his ability! Right?

No,  that’s  not  true.  God  cannot  contradict  Himself.  For
example, He cannot create a boulder so big He can’t move it.
He can’t create a round square. Those sorts of things are
logical contradictions. God is logical.

Therefore there is plenty that he could do (if he existed)
that would convince me of his existence. For example if he
appeared in a puff of smoke
and perform a few miracles, etc. I might just believe him.

You know what? You could come up with any number of hoops for
Him to jump through and still not believe. The problem isn’t
that the evidence isn’t good enough, _____. The problem is a
heart that refuses to accept the evidence that’s already been
given. You and Carl Sagan have a lot in common.

Even mentally disabled children can see the evidence of God’s
existence and believe in Him. The problem isn’t intellect;
it’s a heart issue.

However, I am forced to rely on evidence such as the Bible!
Which to me is not very convincing! On top of this, I am
faced  with  another  dilemma,  there  are  other  religions,
preaching their own beliefs, which are all just as equally
feasible as yours! This is why I remain unconvinced!

Only on the surface. No other religions explain reality as
well as Christianity, but again, until you truly examine them
all with an unbiased eye, and not dismiss them unexamined, it
will remain a heart issue.

And that’s why I pray for you.

Your friend,

Sue
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