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Part One 

My desired ministry is to be a Christian apologist. Ideally, I would work for an existing ministry 

such as CrossExamined or Stand to Reason. My role would likely include writing, podcasting, speaking, 

lecturing, debating, providing cultural commentary, and possibly serving as an adjunct professor. I think 

God has gifted me with strong faith, discernment, persuasiveness, and influence. I tend to be calculated, 

targeted, exacting, and unequivocal. When I envision how all of this would look, I think of relentless and 

uncompromising proclamation of Biblical truth that provides a stark contrast with the depraved thinking 

of contemporary culture. Nuance and subtlety are less important to me than demonstrating the superior 

righteousness of God in Christ Jesus and calling for all peoples, both Christian and non-Christian alike, to 

repentance and renewal of their minds.  I think the greatest tension in my ministry will be balancing my 

passion for the “fight” (I.e., to enter the cultural fray for the sake of the gospel) and my desire to be an 

attentive husband (and Lord willing father) and committed member to a local church. 

 Another option I would strongly consider is working for a more action-apologetics type of 

ministry that focuses on a specific cause. My nature is to give 100 percent if I believe in the mission, and 

I am pointed in the right direction. Even if it were not an immediate passion, it is something I could 

cultivate and commit to for a significant amount of time. Especially because I am a driven “doer”, and 

these types of organizations would likely be something where I could more easily see results, or the fruit 

of my labor. Therefore, I could see myself working for an organization that fights pornography, human 

trafficking, abortion, or even something where faith and public policy intersect. 

All that said, I also have a passion for the local church and protecting and defending her 

orthodox doctrine. With that in mind, and the challenge it may be to find my ideal job right out of 

seminary (especially if I avoid a job where I raise my own support), I may end up joining the pastoral 



staff at a church and submit to whatever the job responsibilities that would entail. If this were the case, I 

would likely still attempt to do some sort of apologetics on the side as long as I had the capacity. 

Part Two 

 If someone came to me who was dealing with suffering, I admittedly would have a tough time 

knowing how to comfort that person. In my short life experience, the times I felt what was perceived as 

profound suffering do not seem as terrible now, especially compared to other evils and forms of 

suffering I have heard of or been exposed to since then. So, empathizing with someone because of my 

own lack of severe suffering is something I cannot do well and frankly do not want to be able to do well. 

Also, because of the way God has designed me, I am 100 percent left brained. In this context it means I 

am not the most “feely” or compassionate person, and I can be awkward when I enter that space. It is 

almost as if C.S. Lewis spoke for me, when he wrote (in 1940, before the passing of his wife and writing 

A Grief Observed): 

For the far higher task of teaching fortitude and patience I was never fool enough to suppose myself 
qualified, nor have I anything to offer my readers except my conviction that when pain is to be borne, a 
little courage helps more than much knowledge, a little human sympathy more than much courage, and 
the least tincture of the love of God more than all.1 

Nevertheless, I recognize this is an area I have opportunity for growth and developing skills that would 

help me be more comfortable, supportive, and less awkward in this space in ministry. 

 However, even though I am entirely left-brained it does not mean I do not have any feelings at 

all (I am not a psychopath). So, I can offer sympathy to the inflicted individual, because likely what they 

tell me, and seeing them emotional would make me emotional also. One of the applicable emotional 

quotient strengths I do have in this area is listening. My hope is it would be comforting and healing for 

them to have me simply sit with them, while they hurt, and listen to them process. I am also wise 

 
1 C.S. Lewis, The Problem of Pain (London: Centenary, 1940) 



enough to recognize there is a time for listening and a time for fixing, and they are often separate. I 

would think any married man could tell you that. Even the Bible provides an obvious example of this 

with Job’s dismal comforters. They arrive with their truisms and provoke guilt where they must be 

dispensing solace. They speak somber truths where sympathy is necessary. They display muscle and 

urge to bravery where they would be further soothing if they merely sobbed. At the very least, I know 

better than not to make their mistakes. The phase in which what the suffering person needs is simply a 

listening and sympathetic ear instead of an answer-man is something I can step into and provide. 

 Even though a strength I have is a sound biblical and theological foundation, the trouble is I am 

not confident in when and how to translate and apply helpful biblical and theological truths in this 

context. As a result, I would heavily rely on some of the resources I have available to me and trust their 

expertise. 

 For example, I may go straight to the last chapter of D.A. Carson’s book How Long, O Lord? 

where he provides several pastoral thoughts on the subject I have adapted below. As you will see, the 

first four steps are something I already understand. Step five is where I would struggle to transition and 

know how much of the intellectual side of the discussion the person is ready for. All the steps beyond 

this I would be comfortable with and feel as though I would be working within my element. 

1. We must recognize that grief normally passes through predictable stages. It is important I 

acknowledge stages of grief are ordinary. I would see the significant symptoms and react 

properly. This is also where I may recommend a counseling-type book on grief, like one that 

June Hunt provides. In the meantime, I might also read “Lament for a Son” by Nicholas 

Wolterstorff to better understand and comfort the sufferer. 

2. Some grief takes a long time to heal. 



3. Frequently during suffering the most comforting “answers” are simple presence, help, silence, 

tears. Aiding with their chores or cooking a meal might be much more spiritual a task than the 

discussion of Romans 8:28. The Scriptures themselves urge us to “mourn with those who 

mourn.”2 (These first three are things I know from my own bouts with suffering, however minor 

they appear to be now.) 

4. Many verbal expressions of encouragement should not assume that they must answer an implicit 

“Why?” Even though I understand not everybody raises that question, and some who want 

inspiration, require repeating of the easy ideas, not great and complicated responses to the 

“why” question, I may struggle here because non-awkward encouragement is not a natural gift 

of mine. I think this would be the appropriate step to recommend some books or passages of 

Scripture. Not yet the kind of books that deal with the intellectual aspect, but more so the 

existential aspect. For example, if someone lost a spouse, I would recommend A Grief Observed 

by C.S. Lewis. If there was some sort of grief over a physical ailment, I would recommend A Place 

of Healing by Joni Eareckson Tada. For those whose situation does not fit these specific 

atrocities, I would recommend a Jerry Sittser book like Grace Disguised or Grace Revealed, or 

Paul Tripp’s book Suffering. 

5. When verbalized answers to anguished cries of “Why?” are needed, what and how much we 

supply will largely depend on what might be called our spiritual diagnosis, that is our assessment 

of the needs and capacity of the individual. This is possibly the place to start the intellectual side 

of the subject and employing theodicies, but more than likely they are still simply seeking 

comfort and are not ready for more than a short response. 

6. In this day when many in the Western world have been seduced by some form of the “power, 

health, and wealth” gospel, it is important to stress the Christian’s location – between the fall 

 
2 Rom. 12:15 



and the new heaven and the new earth, enjoying the “down payment” of the Spirit but by no 

means free of death and decay. 

7. For one reason or another, suffering is often associated with guilt feelings. The sharpest 

diagnoses and care are called for. Occasionally there might be genuine guilt for sins, in which 

case I would walk through confession and reconciliation where applicable. Although frequently 

there is fake guilt, in which case I would reveal it as the devil’s falsehood. 

8. Some forms of suffering require active intervention. A wife being beaten by her husband, for 

example, requires intervention. A child being sexually abused needs intervention. 

9. It is important to offer hope – not only from the hope of consummation but hope even on the 

shorter term. I think Paul Tripp’s book would also be appropriate to recommend here, if I have 

not done so already. Psalm 73 might also be helpful. Apologist Sue Bohlin also gives a talk titled 

the “Value of Suffering.” Some of her gleaned principles may be helpful as well. They are: 

a. Suffering prepares us to be the bride of Christ. 

b. Suffering Allows us to minister comfort to others who suffer. 

c. Suffering develops humble dependence on God. 

d. Suffering displays God’s strengths through our weakness. 

e. Suffering gets us ready for heaven. 

She ends her talk by saying, “There is no such thing as pointless pain in the life of a child of God. 

God never wastes our suffering, not a scrap of it. He redeems all of it for His glory and our 

benefit.” 

10. Nevertheless, it is important to help people to live one day at a time. When a terrible terminal 

disease is hovering over the sufferer’s head, they do not require grace for the end – yet. They 

need grace one day at a time – only one day at a time. 



11. We must help people to know God better. I must educate the sufferer so they would strengthen 

their practical understanding of God. I should move them into contemplative and thorough 

reading of the Word of God to attract considerable solace from its pages. Ideally, the sufferer 

should understand (with Job) God is extremely good, and it is an indefinable pleasure to know 

him, to be reassured with him, particularly as we do not have all the answers. Then I would 

teach the sufferer to lie in God’s love and will come back over and over to the cross, where their 

concept of that love will continually be revived. 

12. We must pray for those who suffer. God is the one “who comforts the downcast” (2 Cor. 7:6); he 

is “the God of all comfort” (2 Cor. 1:3). I would pray, recalling he pleasures to provide good 

things to his children.3 

Part Three 

 Once the suffering individual is ready for the intellectual side of the problem of evil, I would be 

in my element. Here is how I would start: The “problem of evil” is famous. If you believe in a God who is 

all powerful and sovereign over the world and together is impeccably good and just, then the presence 

of evil and suffering creates a problem. This timeless report of it was provided by David Hume, in his 

Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion. “Epicurus’s old questions are yet unanswered. Is he willing to 

prevent evil, but no 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?”4 

The problem of evil is commonly contemplated now and certainly causes a real question to 

belief in God. Some God who is all-powerful and all-good would likely prevent terrible evil and suffering, 

 
3 D.A. Carson, How Long, O Lord? (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic), 223-225. 
4 David Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, ed. Richard Popkin (Hackett Pub, 1980), 63. 



because he would have the ideal capacity to do so. But evil does happen and continues to happen. 

Consequently, this all-powerful and loving God either cannot be or probably does not exist. 

At this point, I would have assumed the questioner is a Christian. However, to quickly address 

how I would handle a non-believer, I would employ a form of the moral argument. Because without an 

absolute moral standard, which requires an absolute moral standard giver (God), the non-believer has 

no grounds for a true 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?”5 

 Although, from this point I will assume the questioner is a Christian. In which case, I would first 

communicate evil is a privation. Then, I would follow with the of best of all possible worlds theodicy, 

which would naturally lead the free will defense and the greater good principle. 

 As I stated, I would want to make sure the questioner is not going to assume evil is a “thing” 

that exists, and God is the cause. Both Augustine and Thomas Aquinas point out evil is not a real entity 

in the world. This does not mean evil is illusive or imaginary (as the Christian Scientists and Buddhists 

tell), but evil is not a material or a phenomenon that exists by itself. Evil describes a deficiency or denial 

of good. This deficiency is known as a privation. A congenital anomaly or an infection is a lack of good 

wellbeing. A sin, as assault or homicide, is a lack of the appropriate love demonstrated to another 

person. Just as there is no actual equal inverse being to God, there is additionally no actual equal inverse 

thing to good. Evil is what occurs once the good is altered or distorted. Remember in Genesis 1-2, God 

 
5 C.S. Lewis, Mere Christianity (New York: Macmillan, 1952), 19. 



told us all that existed was good. Evil was not an innovation, but a distortion. God, consequently, is not 

the writer of evil, but a permitter of it. 

 From there, I would move to the best of all possible worlds theodicy. One of the strengths of 

this theodicy is how straightforward and precise it is. It is also traditionally recognized as one of Leibniz’s 

highly essential contributions to philosophy of religion. The place to start is God’s omniscience. This 

allows God to comprehend all possibilities.6 If God knows all possibilities, God knows all possible worlds. 

God is likewise completely good and so constantly aspires the best and continuously performs in the 

best way. Leibniz writes, “The first principle of existences is the following proposition: God wants to 

choose the most perfect.”7 The power of the best-of-all possible-worlds theodicy is to demonstrate 

God’s decision to generate this world out of every world that he could have produced, for this creation is 

good.8 Nicholas Jolley writes, “The philosophical moral, then, is that whatever God creates is good, and 

this is equivalent (by contraposition) to saying that whatever is good is not created by God.”9 

Leibniz ties in several principles to the theodicy. The first major principle is centered on the truth 

God acts for worthy causes. Again, God’s omniscience presumes God understands the value of every 

world possible prior to deciding which one to produce. This also implies God always decides on the base 

of sensible, stable rationales. This is called the “principle of sufficient reason.”10 Leibniz purports, 

Now this supreme wisdom, united to a goodness that is no less infinite, cannot but have chosen the 
best. For a lesser evil is a kind of good, even so a lesser good is a kind of evil if it stands in the way of a 

 
6 Each possibility is a new sphere, or world, of possibility that varies from the world we presently occupy. A 
possible world comprises an extensive idea of God’s intelligence that completely explains what could have 
happened if that world was generated (Jeffrey K. McDonough, “Leibniz: Creation and Conservation and 
Concurrence,” Leibniz Review [2007], 33). 
7 G.W. Leibniz, “On Freedom and Spontaneity,” Academy ed., VI 4-b, 1454 in The Shorter Leibniz Texts, ed. Lloyd 
Strickland (New York: Continuum, 2006) 
8 God describes everything he created as “good.” See Genesis 1. 
9 Nicholas Jolley, Leibniz (New York: Routledge, 2005), 618. 
10 Jill Graper Hernandez, God and Evil: The Case for God in a World Filled with Pain, ed. Chad Meister, James K. Dew 
Jr. (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2013), 100. 



great good; and there would be something to correct in the actions (so, the omnipotence) of God if it 
were possible to do better.11 

To believe God can intercede in what he has formed with sufficient reason, even to avoid or restrict evil, 

would be akin to a solider who abandons his post during a war to stop a colleague from perpetrating a 

slight violation.12 

Leibniz does not leave the principle of sufficient reason to fend for itself. Instead, he reinforces 

the best-of-all-possible-worlds theodicy with the principle of “pre-established harmony.” He 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.”13 In other words, God 

performs corresponding to divine perfection and liberty, decides to produce, commands creation 

corresponding to this nature, and then can choose a world that includes evil. Residing in the best of all 

possible worlds requires the world comprises the best goods out of any, with the greatest harmony. Jill 

Graper Hernandez states, “The mere existence of humans in creation requires that humans may choose 

certain evil acts, and this is harmonious with God’s perfection of intellect and will.”14 

This hints at the one last, ethical, principle of Leibniz’s best-of-all-possible-worlds theodicy: 

God’s creation includes human free will (capacity of free will is shown in biblical examples like 

Deuteronomy 30:11-19, Isaiah 30:1 and Joshua 24:14-15). For Leibniz, this idea was just a principle of his 

theodicy. For Augustine, CS Lewis, and Alvin Plantinga (particularly in his book God, Freedom, and Evil) it 

was their entire defense or theodicy. Human freedom is vital to grasp how God’s permission of evil is 

coherent with divine flawlessness and to grasp how God avoids ethical condemnation for letting evil in 

 
11 G.W. Leibniz, Theodicy, ed. Austin Farrer, trans. E.M. Huggard (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1952), II. 8. 
12 Causa Dei, in Leibniz: Monadology and Other Philosophical Essays, ed. and trans. Paul Schrecker and Anne 
Martin Schrecker (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1965) 
13 G.W. Leibniz, Theodicy, ed. Austin Farrer, trans. E.M. Huggard (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1952), I. 44. 
14 Jill Graper Hernandez, God and Evil: The Case for God in a World Filled with Pain, ed. Chad Meister, James K. Dew 
Jr. (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2013), 101. 



the best possible world. In its easiest way, it goes something like this: God established us not to be 

machines or creatures of impulse but free, sensible agents with the power to choose and hence to love. 

Then if God were to render us able to choose the good freely, he had to create us adept of also choosing 

evil. Consequently, our free will can be misused and that is the explanation for evil. Although this 

greater good – for us, of enjoying a sensible soul, and for God of getting genuine loving children instead 

of some sort of pets – is worth the evil that certainly additionally happens. 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.”15 A better 

world is created, if human beings are infused with free will, even if they decide to behave corruptly (i.e., 

the Garden of Eden). 

Free or intelligent substances possess something greater and more marvelous, in a kind of imitation of 
God. For they are not bound by any certain subordinate laws of the universe, but act by a private 
miracle as it were, on the sole initiative of their own power.16 

God cannot produce or decide free beings to just do what is correct. Were God to force us to make good 

choices, then we would not be making choices in any way, but simply implementing God’s instructions 

like when a computer performs a program. But it is crucial to say not anything in this notion of free will 

renders it essential for human beings to choose evil. Free will in this idea really implies a genuine 

prospect. Just the prospect of sin is inherent to this concept of human free will. 

We should know Adam and Eve to have been formed in a state of purity, not in a state of ethical 

perfection. Purity implies they began with a fresh start, with no temperament to do harm. They might, 

though, choose evil. Ethical perfection, as dissented to plain purity, requires full ethical maturity, a type 

of holiness established across a lifetime of ethical selections (we will appreciate in heaven). 

 
15 Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness (Philosophical Library, 1956), 367. 
16 On Necessity and Contingency, in Samtliche schriften und breife, ser. VI, vol. 4 (Halle, Germany: Deutsche 
Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1923), pp. 1449-50; “Philosophical Writings”), ed. G.H.R. Parkinson, trans. M. 
Morris (London: Rowman & Littlefield, 1991), 100. 



Often, we think God should wipe the world of evil, but we should consider meticulously really 

what we are requesting when we want God to obliterate evil in the world. God can merely destroy all 

the terrible human beings and leave the good ones behind. Although who among us would remain? I am 

not completely good, and a flawless God would be required to use a flawless benchmark. Such a 

benchmark would involve my own extermination, and that of my household and friends. Are you and 

your adored ones ready for that? 

While free will can ensue in evil, for humans to have the capability to be ethically good, or to 

build virtues, or to develop spiritually, free will is necessary. Human ethical integrity hangs on our 

capability to freely choose the good. His generosity makes freedom conceivable and makes it feasible for 

his creation to pursue him. By wanting the best, God gives the prospect some formed creatures will 

decide to behave corruptly. Augustine composes: 

Such is the generosity of God’s goodness that He has not refrained from creating even that creature 
which He foreknew would not only sin, but remain in the will to sin. As a runaway horse is better than a 
stone which does not run away because it lacks self-movement and sense perception, so the creature is 
more excellent which sins by free will than that which does not sin only because it has no free will.17 

Plantinga asserts “God creates a world containing evil, and he has a good reason for doing so.”18 

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.”19  

Consequently, evil does not make the reality of God unfeasible. Plantinga says, “the existence of 

evil is not logically incompatible (even in the broadly logical sense) with the existence of an all-powerful, 

all-knowing, and perfectly good God.”20 It is merely the consequence of the free will of humanity. “…the 

burden of proof of demonstrating that there is no possibility at all of the coexistence of God and…evil is 

 
17 The Problem of Free Choice, Vol. 22 of Ancient Christian Writers (Westminster, MD.: The Newman Press, 1955), 
bk. 2, 14-15. 
18 Alvin Plantinga, God, Freedom, and Evil (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eardmans Publishing Co., 1977), 26. 
19 John Stackhouse Jr., Can God Be Trusted? (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2009), 85. 
20 Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 461. 



just too heavy for the atheist to bear.”21 Moral evils are the consequence of the Fall and the sinfulness of 

man. Stackhouse sums up Plantinga’s entire 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. This is what the 
story of Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden portrays.22 

 A dilemma instantly gives itself, however. This appears to justify only moral evil but no natural 

evil. Peter van Inwagen reacts by describing the Fall implies that “natural evil…is a consequence of an 

aboriginal abuse of free will.”23 Therefore human free will can justify the brutality of nature. 

 Yet, there is an additional element of thinking that undercuts the free will theodicy. 

Determinism asserts the theodicy presumes if God affords us the donation of free will, then he cannot 

control the results of its treatment. Although compatibilism asserts the Bible reveals in several places 

God can sovereignly direct our choices devoid of breaching our freedom and responsibility. For instance, 

Jesus’ crucifixion was obviously foreordained and destined to occur, but all the individuals who, by God’s 

blueprint, carried it out were making their choices freely and therefore were responsible for what they 

achieved (cf. Acts 2:23). This shows it is feasible to be free and to have our path led by God – all at once, 

compatibly. There are more instances of this as well. Therefore, God can provide free will and yet direct 

the results of our choices to be included in his blueprint. 

 Concluding the free will theodicy, I would delicately move to the greater good principle or 

defense. I say “delicately” because this defense may not help the questioner much if they have been a 

victim of a seemingly very unwarranted evil, and/or if they are still carrying anger or bitterness. The 

 
21 J.P. Moreland and William Lane Craig, Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview (Inter-Varsity Press, 
2003), 552. 
22 Ibid., 81. 
23 Van Inwagen, Problem of Evil, 90. 



principle maintains certain evils are needed in the world in order for certain greater goods to happen. To 

put it another way, certain evils in this world are warranted, as greater goods stem after them. For 

instance, nobody would believe a doctor who cuts out a cancerous tumor is being evil since he made an 

incision on the patient. The surgery laceration is a much less evil than letting the tumor develop. The 

greater good is the reestablished wellbeing of the patient. Parents who penalize poor conduct with the 

loss of toys or privileges are instigating pain (particularly from the kid's viewpoint), although the other 

option is 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 goods God is preparing; therefore, it is essential to 

have faith in the enigmatic goodness of God. Plus, nearly all individuals will award some fact to the 

saying ascribed to Nietzsche: “Whatever doesn’t kill me makes me stronger.” Consequently, the 

principle of allowing pain for the good sense of bringing about a greater contentment is legitimate and 

one we know and utilize ourselves. That implies there is no mandatory contradiction among God and 

the reality of evil and suffering. 

 Finally, I would end with covering the cross and our eschatological hope as Christians. Jesus 

agonized the nastiest evil that can be thrown at him: denial by his own adored people, in the streets of 

their capital city; abhorrence from the authorities in his own religion; unfairness at the hands of the 

Roman court; unfaithfulness and disloyalty from two of his closest friends, Judas and Peter, and 

desertion by the greater part of the rest of his followers; the public disgrace of being stripped nude and 

mocked as outrageous “King of the Jews”; anguish in the superb agony of crucifixion; and the 

continuous weight of lure to despair altogether, to crash these unappreciative beings with the shocks of 

heaven, to recommence with a new race, to assert himself and perform like a god. Instead, Jesus 

performed like God and remained there, embracing himself the sins of the world, keeping himself in 

position as his foes wreaked their most terrible. He perished, and the pain stopped. “God absorbs the 



pain. God bears the shame. God swallows the anger, and opens up the divine arms to us again.”24 Our 

faith in a good God is sensible, because Jesus suffered on our behalf, and took the punishment that we 

deserve. Jesus suffers an agonizing death, with divorce from the Father. He understands what it is to 

suffer. He has lived there. Various theologians similarly think we ought to view God the Father suffering 

with us also, as a potent manifestation of his love and dedication to humankind. Dorothy Sayers 

highlights this argument nicely: 

For whatever reason God chose to make man as he is – limited and suffering and subject to sorrows and 
death – he [God] had the honesty and the courage to take his own medicine…He has himself gone 
through the whole of human experience, from the trivial irritations of family life and the cramping 
restrictions of hard work and lack of money to the worst horrors of pain and humiliation, defeat, 
despair, and death…He was born in poverty and died in disgrace and thought it well worthwhile.25 

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 indicate evil is trounced, and death has been slain. 

Contemplate the numerous 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 in the last phase of the celestial 

narrative, he will not once more give in to mortal agencies and quietly accept evil. He will come back to 

deliver justice. The crooked will be made straight as the Jewish prophet Isaiah prognosticated hundreds 

of years prior to Jesus’ birth, and each person will look at the obvious existence and strength of God as 

Jesus makes everything just. The Bible’s definitive solution to the problem of evil is evil will be 

obliterated. Satan and every one of his angels, and everything that works counter to shalom will be 

eliminated. The faithful deceased will rise with new bodies for the pleasure of the new life God has 

 
24 John Stackhouse Jr., Can God Be Trusted? (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2009), 135. 
25 Dorothy L. Sayer, “The Greatest Drama Ever Staged,” in The Whimsical Christian (New York: Collier Macmillan, 
1987), 12. 



ready for them. God will create a new heaven and a new earth for persons God has loved so long and so 

good. In this state, persons who suffer will be consoled and repaired. The nasty will be converted into 

the lovely; the feeble made into the potent. The lonesome will be liked, and the divided will be unified in 

perpetuity. This is the core of our faith in God in the middle of pain and suffering. The Christian gospel 

extends what no other worldview or philosophy does or can - the extermination of evil and sin (1 

Corinthians 15:53-58, Hebrews 12:1-2). If he will revenge all wrongs and make a home where there will 

be no evil, then the evils of this life can be survived. All things work together for good for those who 

believe (Romans 8:28) for the life to come presents the ideal reality for which we all want (Revelation 

20:11-15, Matthew 25:31-46, 1 Corinthians 3:12-15, 2 Corinthians 4:16-18).  
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