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Get the most from this book

Everyone has to decide his or her own revision strategy, but it is essential to review your work, learn it and test your understanding. These Revision Notes will help you to do that in a planned way, topic by topic. Use this book as the cornerstone of your revision and don’t hesitate to write in it – personalise your notes and check your progress by ticking off each section as you revise.

Track your progress

Use the revision planner on pages iv–vii to plan your revision, topic by topic. Make a note when you have:


•  revised and understood a topic

•  tested yourself

•  practised the Now test yourself questions and gone online to check your answers



You can also keep track of your revision by noting each topic heading in the book. You may find it helpful to add your own notes as you work through each topic.
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Features to help you succeed
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Exam tips

Expert tips are given throughout the book to help you polish your exam technique in order to maximise your chances in the exam.
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Now test yourself

These short, knowledge-based questions provide the first step in testing your learning. Answers are online.
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Definitions and key words

Key words from the specification are highlighted in bold throughout the book and defined in the glossary.
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Revision activities

These activities will help you to understand each topic in an interactive way.
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Diagrams

There are several diagrams throughout the book to aid understanding. We encourage you to draw diagrams that establish the connections between ideas and arguments as part of your revision.

[image: ]




[image: ]

Exam checklist

A checklist to tick off to keep track of the things you need to know for each part of the exam.
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Key quotes

Quotations from philosophers about a specific topic.
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Criticism

Highlights and evaluates some of the difficulties in various ideas.
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Online

Go online to check your answers to the Now test yourself questions at www.hoddereducation.co.uk/myrevisionnotesdownloads
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My revision planner

Section 1 The Metaphysics of God

The concept and nature of God

God’s attributes

God as omniscient

God as omnipotent

God as supremely good (omnibenevolent)

Competing views on God’s relationship with time

God being timeless (eternal) – the traditional view

God being within time (everlasting)

God as eternal – a modern view

Arguments for the incoherence of God

The paradox of the stone – a problem with omnipotence

The Euthyphro dilemma – a problem with omnibenevolence

The compatibility of God and free human beings – a problem with omniscience

Arguments relating to the existence of God

The logical form of arguments and the strength of the conclusions

The nature of God assumed or defended by the argument

Ontological arguments

St Anselm’s ontological argument

Descartes’ ontological argument

Norman Malcolm’s ontological argument

Issues with ontological arguments

Gaunilo’s ‘perfect island’ objection

Empiricist objections to a priori arguments for existence

Kant’s objection based on existence not being a predicate

Teleological arguments

The design argument from analogy, presented by Hume

William Paley’s design argument from spatial order/purpose

Richard Swinburne’s design argument from temporal order/regularity

Issues with teleological/design arguments

Hume’s objections to the design argument from analogy

The problem of spatial disorder (Hume and Paley)

The design argument fails as it is an argument from a unique case (Hume)

Whether God is the best or only explanation

Cosmological arguments

The Kalām argument (from temporal causation)

Aquinas’ three ways

Descartes’ cosmological argument based on his continuing existence (from causation)

Leibniz’s argument from the Principle of Sufficient Reason (from contingency)

Issues with cosmological arguments

The possibility of an infinite series

Hume’s objection to the causal principle

Fallacy of composition (Russell)

The impossibility of a necessary being (Hume and Russell)

The problem of evil

The nature of moral evil and natural evil

The logical and evidential forms of the problem of evil

Issues arising and responses to these issues

The free will defence (including Alvin Plantinga)

The soul-making theodicy (including John Hick)

Religious language

The distinction between cognitivism and non-cognitivism about religious language

The empiricist/logical positivist challenges to the status of religious language

The verification principle and verification/falsification (Ayer)

Ayer and the elimination of metaphysics

John Hick’s response to Ayer (eschatological verification)

The ‘University debate’

Antony Flew on falsification

Basil Mitchell’s response to Flew

Hare’s response to Flew

Section 2 The Metaphysics of mind

What do we mean by ‘mind’?

Features of mental states

The theories of mind

Dualist theories

Substance dualism

Minds exist and are not the same as bodies

Responses

The mental is divisible

Not everything physical is divisible

The conceivability argument

What is conceivable may not be metaphysically possible

What is metaphysically possible tells us nothing about the actual world

Mind without body is not conceivable

Arguments against substance dualism

Property dualism

Outline of property dualism

The philopophical zombies argument for property dualism

Responses

A zombie world is not conceivable

What is conceivable need not be metaphysically possible

What is metaphysically possible tells us nothing about the actual world

Responses

The acquaintance knowledge response

The ability knowledge response

The new knowledge/old fact response

Issues facing dualism

Responses

The argument from analogy

The existence of other minds is the best hypothesis

Issues facing interactionist dualism

The conceptual interaction problem

The empirical interaction problem

Issues facing epiphenomenalist dualism

The challenge posed by introspective self-knowledge

The challenge posed by the phenomenology of our mental life

The challenge posed by natural selection/evolution

Physicalist theories

Physicalism

Hard behaviourism

Soft behaviourism

Issues

How to define mental states

Dualist arguments

Asymmetry

Mental states cause behaviour

The distinctness of mental states from behaviour

The mind–brain type identity theory

Issues

Dualist arguments

The spatial location problem

The multiple realisability of mental states

Eliminative materialism

Issues

Our certainty about the existence of our mental states

Folk psychology has good predictive and explanatory power

Eliminative materialism is self-refuting

Functionalist accounts

Functionalism

Issues

The possibility of a functional duplicate with inverted qualia

The knowledge/Mary argument can be applied to functional facts

The possibility of a functional duplicate with no mentality/qualia


Exam support

The Assessment Objectives

The AQA A-level Philosophy specification has two Assessment Objectives (AOs). These tell the examiners what they should look for in your answers.

AO1 concerns how well you are able to show your understanding of the topic, ideas, methods and arguments and your ability to analyse and explain them by identifying the key ideas and showing how they fit together.

AO2 tests your capacity to analyse philosophical positions, theories and arguments in order that you may evaluate how strong they are by exploring the quality of the reasoning, considering their implications and exploring objections and counter arguments.

The exam

The A-level exam consists of two, three-hour papers. Paper 1 examines Epistemology and Moral philosophy. Paper 2, the Metaphysics of God and Mind. Both exam papers will contain 10 questions, 5 on each theme:


•  1 × 3-mark question (all 3 marks awarded for AO1)

•  2 × 5-mark questions (all 5 marks awarded for AO1)

•  1 × 12-mark question (all 12 marks awarded for AO1)

•  1 × 25-mark question (5 marks awarded for AO1, 20 marks for AO2)



The only time you can gain marks for showing your ability to analyse and evaluate (AO2) is in answering the 25-mark question. In the other question because marks are awarded for AO1 only, you will not be credited for evaluating the arguments.

Timings

In the exam, try to divide your time evenly between the two themes (1.5 hours on each). Practise answering questions under timed conditions to get a feel for the amount you can write in the time. These are rough guidelines


•  3-mark question: 3–5 minutes

•  5-mark questions: 5–10 minutes (× 2)

•  12-mark question: 15–25 minutes

•  25-mark question: 40–50 minutes



The questions

Exams are not really the time for new or experimental thinking. They are about drawing selectively on what you have learnt and framing it in a way that communicates effectively in response to the precise question.

Read a question carefully and make sure you are clear about its focus. Organise your material clearly and coherently. In the longer questions, this means briefly planning the order in which you will present the ideas and including a conclusion and an introduction (see below). In the shorter answer questions, this means answering the questions concisely but precisely.

Three-mark questions

These test your grasp of essential concepts that you have covered on the course and your ability to encapsulate them with precision. They may ask you to provide a definition, or briefly outline an idea or theory.


•  As a rough rule, try to answer in just one or two sentences.

•  Think carefully about the wording, try to be economical and precise.

•  Examples are usually not needed, and if used should be kept brief.



Practice questions



	
Metaphysics of God (3 marks)


1.  What is meant by the claim that God is supremely good?

2.  What is non-cognitivism when applied to religious language?

3.  According to Hick, what is the soul-making theodicy?

4.  Briefly explain the fallacy of composition in relation to the cosmological argument.

5.  Explain the difference between a deductive and inductive argument.




	
Metaphysics of Mind (3 marks)


1.  What is intentionality?

2.  What is a ‘category mistake’?

3.  What is epiphenomenalism?

4.  What is philosophical behaviourism?

5. What is an ontological reduction?






Five-mark questions

These questions will usually ask you to outline or explain an idea, theory or argument issue.


•  Again, try to be as clear and precise as possible.

•  Explain the different elements of the idea and how they are connected.

•  If focusing on arguments, try to show how the argument might be structured. Be clear about the distinction between the premises and conclusion of an argument or the connections between the elements of a theory.

•  You may include illustrative examples to support your account, which could be drawn from the texts, but only if relevant.



Practice questions



	
Metaphysics of God (5 marks)


1.  Explain how logical positivism challenges the meaningfulness of religious language.

2.  Outline the Euthyphro dilemma and how it might undermine the coherence of God.

3.  Explain Gaunilo’s ‘perfect island’ objection to the ontological argument.

4.  Outline Descartes’ cosmological argument based on his continuing existence.

5. Explain what Plantinga is trying to achieve with his Free Will Defence.



	
Metaphysics of Mind (5 marks)


1.  Explain how property dualism differs from substance dualism.

2.  Explain the objection to Descartes’ conceivability argument that what is conceivable may not be metaphysically possible.

3.  Explain what it means to say that mental properties supervene on physical properties.

4.  Explain the objection to eliminative materialism that it is self-refuting.

5. Explain the inverted qualia objection to functionalism.







Twelve-mark questions (AO1)

These will ask you to explain a more substantial aspect of the syllabus. Perhaps a theory and an objection or to explain how a theory may be applied.


•  As your answer will be longer try to organise the material so that it is not just accurate, but is structured into a coherent whole.

•  Identify the key elements of the theory or argument and try to show it fits together into a logical structure which makes sense. It may be helpful to illustrate your answers with examples either drawn from the texts or some of your own.

•  You should not evaluate the argument/theory as no marks are available for AO2 (analysis and evaluation)



Practice questions



	
Metaphysics of God (12 marks)


1.  Compare and contrast Mitchell’s and Hare’s responses to Flew’s claim that religious utterances cannot be falsified.

2.  Outline the paradox of the stone and explain how it can be used to undermine the coherence of the concept of God.

3.  Explain how a cosmological argument from contingency attempts to demonstrate the existence of a necessary being.

4.  Outline the ontological argument and explain how it is vulnerable to empiricist objections against a priori arguments for existence.

5. What are the similarities and differences between Paley’s design argument from spatial order and Swinburne’s design argument from temporal order?



	
Metaphysics of Mind (12 marks)


1.  Outline the philosophical zombies argument for property dualism and explain the objection to it that what is conceivable may not be metaphysically possible.

2.  Outline the knowledge/Mary argument for property dualism and explain the ability knowledge response to it.

3.  Explain the conceptual and empirical interaction problems for interactionist dualism.

4.  Outline philosophical behaviourism and explain the how circularity poses a problem for the way it seeks to define mental states.

5. What are the similarities and differences between mind-brain type identity theory and functionalism?







Twenty-five-mark questions (5 AO1 + 20 AO2)

The 25-mark questions involve not just outlining an historical theory, but engaging meaningfully with the arguments for yourself and trying to argue for a point of view. These are the only questions that test your capacity to develop an argument in defence of your own judgement.


•  Introduce your answer by briefly outlining what the question is asking and unpack the issues raised in the question.

•  Analyse the relevant arguments and concepts. Then work through a series of arguments.

•  When selecting points for discussion, make sure they are directly relevant to the question and also explain why they are relevant.

•  When exploring the arguments, try to avoid merely juxtaposing different philosophers’ views on the topic. Instead, examine the cogency of each view by looking at the reasons that support it and making a judgement about how strong the support is. Say something about whether you are rejecting or supporting the position.

•  If you can make each point, follow from the previous point, this will help to give the essay a sense of overall development, which is something examiners will be looking for when awarding AO2 marks.

•  Develop a coherent overall argument in support of a judgement. A conclusion is not a summary; it should be a judgement which responds to the question.

•  Some questions will use key terms such as ‘assess’, ‘critically discuss’ and ‘evaluate’. Other questions contain a less obvious request to evaluate (Is it wrong to eat animals?) but the basic task, as outlined above, will be the same.



Practice questions: 25 marks



	
Metaphysics of God (25 marks)


1.  Assess whether Hume’s criticisms of the design argument should lead us to conclude that the universe does not have a designer.

2.  Does the cosmological argument prove that the universe must have a first cause?

3.  How successful is the ontological argument in demonstrating the existence of God?

4.  Does the existence of natural evil entail that God cannot exist?

5. Are religious claims such as ‘there is a God’ or ‘God is love’ meaningless?


	
Metaphysics of Mind (25 marks)


1.  Does the mind interact with the body?

2.  Is your mind the only mind?

3.  Do mental states really exist?

4.  Does the existence of qualia show that physicalism is false?

5. Are all mental states functional states?






Revision


•  A good start is to break down the A-level syllabus into chunks. (This book is arranged into suitable chunks)

•  For each chunk it may be useful to go through your notes and textbooks with the aims of producing a few sides of revision notes (particularly those elements you find hard to remember).

•  Repeat this process, reducing your notes further (perhaps to cards).

•  some students like to make revision timetables outlining which days/evenings you will spend on which chunks.

•  Start as early as you can. Now is always a good time!




Section 1 The Metaphysics of God

The concept and nature of God

Any examination into the metaphysics of God must begin with an account of the concept of God: what is God, what attributes are ascribed to God, and is the concept of God coherent? There are two approaches to investigating these questions: revealed theology and natural theology.
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These two approaches share the belief that there is only one God (monotheism – a belief shared by Jews, Christians and Muslims) and that this being is great – as great as any being could possibly be. This greatness is expressed by philosophers as ‘the greatest conceivable being’ (St Anselm, page 9) or ‘containing all perfections’ (Descartes, page 11), including omniscience, omnipotence and, omnibenevolence.
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Exam tip

When explaining or evaluating the arguments for God’s existence (see page 8), you should also explain the concept of God which is being assumed or defended by that argument.

[image: ]



God’s attributes

God as omniscient

The possession of perfect knowledge (omniscience) is one of the perfect attributes of God (from the Latin omni meaning ‘all’ and scientia meaning ‘knowing’). A number of questions are prompted by the claim that God knows everything:


•  What type of knowledge does God have? Is God’s knowledge only propositional (knowing that something is true) or is it also practical (knowing how to do something)? But if God is also incorporeal (without a physical body) then in what sense does God know how to do things?

•  Can God know everything? If God knows everything, then God knows what we are going to do, which appears to entail that we don’t have free will. So, if we have genuine free will, then perhaps God’s perfect knowledge is limited (see page 6).

•  Is the concept of omniscience coherent? Norman Kretzmann (1928–98) argues it is not, as follows: if God has knowledge of a changing world then God’s knowledge changes, and God is changing. But God is immutable (unchanging). So God cannot be both immutable and omniscient – and yet God is supposed to be both immutable and omniscient.
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Now test yourself

Explain how the concept of God’s omniscience can be seen as an incoherent concept, and how this incoherence might be avoided.
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Redefining God’s omniscience might avoid the problems above. Instead of defining omniscience as ‘God knows everything’, it could be redefined as ‘God knows everything that it is possible for God to know’.


[image: ]

Revision activity

Explain how redefining God’s omniscience helps to avoid the problems raised by human free will
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God as omnipotent




	Definition of ‘omnipotence’
	Discussion of this definition



	1 God can do anything.
	

•  God is immutable (changeless) so there is at least one thing God cannot do … change.

•  God cannot alter what has already happened, or force us to choose something freely.

•  God cannot do anything logically contradictory.





	2 God can do anything that is logically possible.
	


•  Aquinas asks whether God can create anything evil. This is not logically contradictory – but Aquinas argues that God cannot sin.

•  God cannot act in a way that goes against, or contradicts, other aspects of God’s fundamental nature.





	3 God can do anything that it is logically possible to do and that does not undermine God’s perfection.
	






God as supremely good (omnibenevolent)



•  Personal: God’s goodness is understood in terms of God’s love and mercy. God’s goodness is a fundamental attribute of God for believers, and is grounded in the description of God’s actions and statements in sacred texts such as the Bible. These are descriptions of a personal God, full of passion and love for creation. This account of God’s goodness makes the problem of evil (see page 39) particularly problematic for believers. How can a God who loves the world allow such pain and suffering to exist?

•  Metaphysical: God’s goodness is understood as a perfection. The ‘God of the philosophers’ is a perfect God and this concept is influenced by the account of goodness given by Plato and Aristotle and later absorbed by theologians. So, God’s goodness means that God has no flaws, no imperfections; God’s goodness also means ‘containing all other perfections’ (in the way that a good athlete has all the necessary qualities to perform as an athlete). This is a problem if the perfections or attributes of God can be shown to be incoherent or inconsistent.

•  Ethical: God’s goodness is understood in moral terms, as the source of all value. Believers, religious philosophers and theologians often see God as the moral standard and the origin of moral goodness. This moral goodness then guides human action, and can be seen in God’s creation. But it also means that whatever God wills is always good. This account of God’s goodness raises the problem known as the Euthyphro dilemma (see page 5).



Competing views on God’s relationship with time


God being timeless (eternal) – the traditional view




	P1
	Everything in time changes.



	P2
	But God is immutable and does not change.



	P3
	Therefore God cannot be in time.



	C
	Therefore God exists outside time (timeless/atemporal).
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God being within time (everlasting)



•  is a personal God

•  can love the world

•  interacts with the world.






	P1
	God is without beginning and without end.



	P2
	God interacts with and has a personal relationship with the world.



	P3
	The world is temporal.



	P4
	Any being that interacts with/has a personal relationship with the temporal world is itself temporal.



	C
	Therefore God is an everlasting being, existing in time (is temporal).




God as eternal – a modern view




•  T-simultaneity applies to temporal beings, like humans, and means ‘existing/occurring at the same time’.

•  E-simultaneity applies to eternal beings, like God, and means ‘existing/occurring in the same eternal present’.




Arguments for the incoherence of God


The paradox of the stone – a problem with omnipotence
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1  Assume God is not omnipotent. In which case, it is trivially true that God cannot do certain things (such as lift or create certain stones).

2  Assume God is omnipotent. In which case, Mavrodes argues, the question should be properly phrased as ‘Can a being whose power is sufficient to lift anything create a stone which cannot be lifted by that being?’ Because this is a self-contradictory task, the paradox disappears: Mavrodes, in line with other religious philosophers, is happy to agree that God cannot do self-contradictory things (see page 2). It is the task that is incoherent, not ‘omnipotence’.
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The Euthyphro dilemma – a problem with omnibenevolence
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The compatibility of God and free human beings – a problem with omniscience




	P1
	Humans have free will and some of their actions are genuinely free.



	P2
	God is omniscient and so knows beforehand everything that will happen.



	P3
	Therefore God knows beforehand in all cases what humans will do.



	P4
	If God knows what humans will do then their actions are not free.



	C
	Therefore human free will (P1) and God’s omniscience (P2) are incompatible.
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•  God did not create humans as robots or pets.

•  Humans are responsible for their actions.

•  God will one day judge humans for their actions.
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	P1
	Humans have free will, and we haven’t yet chosen what we will do in the future.



	P2
	God knows and sees everything simultaneously from outside time (see page 4).



	P3
	Therefore God can see our past, present and future actions all at once, from a position of eternity (E-simultaneity).



	P4
	Although God can see everything that we have done and will do, we will still freely choose our actions.



	C
	Therefore human free will (P1) and God’s omniscience (P2) are compatible.
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	You should be able to:
	✓



	Explain the meaning of omniscience.
	 



	Outline the meaning of omnipotence and explain how it applies to God.
	 



	Explain what omnibenevolence means.
	 



	Explain the differences and similarities between God being eternal and God being everlasting.
	 



	Outline the paradox of the stone and explain how this presents a problem for the concept of God.
	 



	Explain what the Euthyphro dilemma is and how it can be solved.
	 



	Explain how an omniscient God can be said to be compatible with the existence of free human beings.
	 



	Evaluate the claim that the concept of God is incoherent because the attributes of God are incoherent.
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Arguments relating to the existence of God

The logical form of arguments and the strength of the conclusions
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The nature of God assumed or defended by the argument



•  The ontological arguments assume that God is great, possessing all the perfections outlined on pages 1–4, and some also conclude that God has aseity/necessary existence. However, they don’t show that God is the creator of the universe, or that God is a personal God (the God of Abraham), which is important to believers.

•  The cosmological arguments attempt to show that God is the creator of the universe, and some focus on God’s existence as a necessary being. However, they don’t show that God has the perfections of omnipotence, omniscience, etc., nor that God is unique (the only God) or is a personal God.

•  Teleological arguments attempt to show that God is the designer of the universe. Such a being must have attributes that reflect the complexity of their design – including intelligence, artistry and workmanship. However, such arguments don’t show that God has the perfections of omnipotence, omniscience, etc., nor that God is unique (the only God) or a personal God.

•  The problem(s) of evil assumes that God is the creator and is omnipotent, omniscient and supremely good. The problem of evil tries to demonstrate that such a God does not exist or that it is impossible for God to possess all those attributes together.



Ontological arguments


St Anselm’s ontological argument




	P1
	God is defined as the greatest possible being (‘that than which nothing greater can be conceived’).



	P2
	Even an atheist (‘the fool’) can conceive of God as the greatest possible being (it is a coherent concept which exists in our understanding).



	P3
	It is greater to exist in the understanding and in reality rather than in the understanding alone.



	C
	Therefore the greatest possible being, God, must exist in the understanding and in reality.







	P1
	Anselm’s definition of God seems reasonable and is one that is recognisable as the ‘God of the philosophers’ (a being containing all perfections, the greatest of all beings).



	P3
	Anselm’s claim that it is greater to exist in reality also appears to be a reasonable one. Imagine two possible worlds, one in which God exists only in people’s minds and the other in which God also exists in reality. In which of these two worlds is God greater (see table below)?
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	P1
	X is the greatest possible Y.



	P2
	It is greater to exist both in reality and in the understanding.



	C
	Therefore X (if it is genuinely the greatest Y) must exist in reality.
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Descartes’ ontological argument





	‘mountain’         
	… is inseparable from the idea of …
	‘valley’



	‘triangle’
	‘internal angles adding up to 180º’



	‘God’
	‘existence’







	P1
	I have an idea of God (a supremely perfect being).



	P2
	A supremely perfect being must have all perfections.



	P3
	Existence is a perfection.



	C
	Therefore God exists
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Norman Malcolm’s ontological argument
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	A being with contingent existence:
	A being with necessary existence:



	

•  is limited, dependent upon other things for its existence

•  may conceivably not have existed

•  is caused to come into existence and to cease to exist.


	

•  is unlimited, dependent on nothing else for its existence

•  must exist (it is not conceivable that a necessary being may not have existed)

•  cannot be caused to come into existence or to cease to exist.











	P1
	God cannot come into existence (as nothing can cause God to exist).



	P2
	So if God does not exist, then his existence is impossible.



	P3
	God cannot cease to exist (as nothing can cause God to cease to exist).



	P4
	So if God does exist, then his existence is necessary.



	C1
	Therefore God’s existence is either impossible or necessary.



	P5
	Something’s existence is impossible if it is self-contradictory.



	P6
	God’s existence is not self-contradictory.



	P7
	Therefore God’s existence is not impossible.



	C2
	Therefore God’s existence is necessary and God necessarily exists.
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•  Logical necessity (see pages 36–37) applies to statements that are tautologies: they cannot be denied without contradiction, and a statement that fails this test is an impossibility.

•  Factual/ontological necessity applies to beings and means that this type of being exists without being dependent on anything for its existence.






	P1
	God’s existence is either impossible or necessary.



	P2
	God’s existence is not logically impossible (because its denial is not self-contradictory).



	C
	Therefore God exists as an ontologically necessary being.
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Issues with ontological arguments

Gaunilo’s ‘perfect island’ objection



[image: ]



[image: ]






	P1
	There is a lost island which is the most excellent of all islands. (Gaunilo describes it as having ‘inestimable wealth, all manner of riches and delicacies in great abundance’.)



	P2
	No one has difficulty conceiving of this lost island as the most excellent island – it exists in our understanding.



	P3
	It is more excellent to exist in the understanding and in reality, rather than in the understanding alone.



	C
	Therefore the lost island, the most excellent of all islands, must exist.






[image: ]



[image: ]




[image: ]



[image: ]



Empiricist objections to a priori arguments for existence


Hume’s objection
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	P1
	Nothing that can be distinctly conceived entails a contradiction.



	P2
	For any being that we can conceive of as existent, we can also distinctly conceive of that being as non-existent.



	C
	Therefore there isn’t any being whose non-existence entails a contradiction.





Ayer’s objection



•  statements that are true by definition (corresponding to Hume’s ‘relations of ideas’)

•  statements that can be verified as true (or false) (corresponding to Hume’s ‘matters of fact’).
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	P1
	A priori propositions are certain because they are tautologies.



	P2
	From a set of tautologies only further tautologies can be validly deduced.



	P3
	The existence of anything, including God, is not a tautology.



	C
	Therefore we cannot validly deduce the existence of God from a priori propositions, and the ontological argument fails.
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Kant’s objection based on existence not being a predicate
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1  Elvis sings.

2  A triangle has three sides.

3  God is omnipotent, omniscient and omnibenevolent.

4  God exists.







	P1
	A genuine predicate adds to our conception of a subject and helps to determine it.



	P2
	‘Existence’ does not add to our conception of a subject or help to determine it.



	C
	Therefore existence is not a genuine predicate.







[image: ]




	You should be able to:
	✓



	Explain the differences between deductive, inductive and abductive arguments.
	 



	Explain Anselm’s ontological proof for the existence of God.
	 



	Explain Descartes’ ontological argument for the existence of God.
	 



	Explain the differences between ‘contingent existence’ and ‘necessary existence’.
	 



	Explain Norman Malcolm’s argument that God necessarily exists.
	 



	Explain what Gaunilo’s ‘perfect island’ objection is and how it undermines Anselm’s ontological argument.
	 



	Explain two ways in which empiricists object to a priori proofs for the existence of God.
	 



	Evaluate Kant’s claim that existence is not a predicate.
	 



	Assess whether the ontological arguments are successful in demonstrating the existence of God.
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Teleological arguments


The design argument from analogy, presented by Hume



•  Philo (a sceptical, philosophical thinker like Hume)

•  Cleanthes (a religious, philosophical thinker)

•  Demea (a religious, orthodox thinker).
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	P1
	Look around at the universe and you’ll see it consists of parts, working together towards an end with incredible accuracy.



	P2
	In this way, the universe resembles a great machine, as machines also consist of parts, working together towards an end with incredible accuracy.



	P3
	Effects that are similar have causes that are similar.



	P4
	Machines are caused by human designers possessing thought, wisdom and intelligence.



	C1
	Therefore the universe must be caused by a designer of nature possessing thought, wisdom and intelligence that are proportional to the grandeur of the universe.



	C2
	Therefore God exists.
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William Paley’s design argument from spatial order/purpose




	A
	The watch has several parts.



	B
	These parts have been made with exactly the right materials (for example, brass wheels, steel springs, a glass face).



	C
	These parts work together for a purpose – to produce regulated motion.







•  ‘We’ve never seen a watch made, so we cannot conclude that it is the product of design.’ For Paley, most of us are ignorant of the design process, but this ignorance raises no doubts that an object with properties A to C has been designed.

•  ‘The watch might frequently go wrong, so is not designed.’ For Paley, the watch doesn’t have to be perfect to have been designed.

•  ‘The parts of the watch came together through some unknown, natural, process – for example through the ‘laws of metallic nature’ – so is not designed.’ Paley argues that even if this surprising claim were taken seriously, a ‘law’ still requires a being to have created the law.

•  ‘Watches might have the property of being able to make new watches; and so, the watch on the heath is just the product of a previous watch, and so on backwards in time. So the watch is not designed.’ For Paley, this simply defers the problem – we would still see that the ‘watch-making watch’ has all the indicators (A to C) and that it has therefore been designed.
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	P1
	A watch has features of spatial order and purpose (A to C above).



	P2
	Anything with these features must have been designed by a designer.



	P3
	Therefore a watch must have been designed by a designer.



	P4
	Every feature of spatial order and purpose (A to C above) that existed in the watch also exists in nature – but on a wondrous scale.



	C1
	Therefore nature has been designed by a wondrous designer.



	C2
	Therefore God exists.
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Richard Swinburne’s design argument from temporal order/regularity




•  Design arguments cannot actually prove the existence of a God which has the attributes of the ‘God of the philosophers’ (omnipotence, omniscience, etc.). But Swinburne thinks his argument can at least prove the existence of a very powerful, rational agent, responsible for the regularity/temporal order of the universe.

•  Swinburne concedes that his new design argument is an argument from analogy and so is vulnerable to the criticism that his analogy may be too weak to support his conclusion.

•  Teleological arguments, says Swinburne, are based on regularity and order observed in the universe. But he identifies two types of order (and hence two types of design argument).




[image: ]






	P1
	Temporal regularities occur either a) as natural phenomena (for example, an apple falling from a tree to the ground) or b) as the result of human free action (for example, being hit by an apple your brother has thrown).



	P2
	Temporal regularities resulting from human action can be explained by the rational choices of free agents because they have the intelligence, the power and the freedom to act.



	P3
	Temporal regularities resulting from the laws of nature are explained in terms of other, more fundamental laws of nature.



	P4
	However, the operations of fundamental laws of nature cannot be given a scientific explanation.



	P5
	Temporal regularities produced by human agency are similar to temporal regularities produced by the laws of nature.



	P6
	Therefore, by analogy, temporal regularities resulting from laws of nature could be explained with reference to a rational agent.



	P7
	The universe is immense and its laws of nature are complex.



	C
	Therefore the best explanation for temporal regularities resulting from laws of nature is the existence of a rational agent with the immense intelligence, power and freedom needed to create such an ordered universe.
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Issues with teleological/design arguments

Hume’s objections to the design argument from analogy




	P1
	X and Y share a number of similar features.



	P2
	Xs actually have the feature of ‘being caused by a designer’.



	C
	Therefore Ys also must have the feature of ‘being caused by a designer’.
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1 The analogy is weak and remote
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2 There are counter analogies



3 The similarities are cherry-picked




•  Machines are the results of trial and error, so perhaps many worlds have been ‘botched and bungled’ before this one was created. Or perhaps this world is just an imperfect early draft!

•  Machines are usually the product of groups of designers – so perhaps this universe was designed by many gods, not one!

•  People who design machines are flawed, sometimes foolish, sometimes morally weak, etc. Should we apply all these attributes to the designer of the universe?
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The problem of spatial disorder (Hume and Paley)


Hume





	Examples of spatial disorder
	Issue



	Large areas of the universe are empty.
	Not all of the universe appears to have been created with any purpose. If ‘lacking purpose/order’ is the norm, then perhaps the order in our tiny part of the universe is just coincidental and temporary.



	Some parts of the world frequently and unexpectedly go wrong and cause chaos (volcanoes, earthquakes, hurricanes, etc.).
	Creating order in the universe appears unfinished. Philo suggests this is the result of shoddy workmanship.



	Animals have been given bodies that become ill, that suffer and feel pain.
	Did the designer lack the love or power to create a world in which organisms felt less pain? Philo suggests creatures could have been motivated by varying degrees of pleasure (rather than by pain).



	Animals are not as good at survival as they could be – they would be better if they had better functioning parts.
	Did the designer lack the material or power to create better functioning animals? Philo suggests the creator may have had a plan but lacked the materials to finish it.
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Paley


The design argument fails as it is an argument from a unique case





	Hume’s analysis of causation



	‘Caused’
	… really means …
	




	

	




	‘X was designed by Y’
	‘We have repeatedly observed designed objects of type X in conjunction with designers of type Y’
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	P1
	Design arguments make the inference that this universe and its properties were caused by a designer.



	P2
	We can make an inference that ‘X caused Y’ only if we have repeatedly observed event X conjoined to event Y.



	P3
	We have observed only one universe – this universe – and its properties are a unique case.



	P4
	And we have never observed the origins of any universe.



	C1
	Therefore we cannot make any inference about the cause (and origins) of this universe and its properties.



	C2
	Therefore design arguments are based on an invalid inference.





[image: ]




[image: ]



Whether God is the best or only explanation


The appearance of design may be explained by natural or random processes
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The appearance of design may be explained by a ‘worldly architect’


The appearance of design may be explained by evolution (Darwin)
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(a)  spatial order/purpose, and/or

(b)  temporal order/regularity.
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	You should be able to:
	✓



	Outline the design argument from analogy, as presented by Hume.
	  



	Explain why Paley argues that nature has been designed by God.
	  



	Outline Swinburne’s design argument and explain why Swinburne thinks it avoids the criticisms of other design arguments.
	  



	Explain Hume’s objections to the design argument from analogy.
	  



	Explain Hume’s and Paley’s problems of spatial disorder.
	  



	Outline and explain in what way the universe being a ‘unique case’ undermines the design argument.
	  



	Outline how the appearance of design in the universe may be explained by the Epicurean hypothesis.
	  



	Outline what Kant’s worldly architect is and how this limits the conclusion of the design argument.
	  



	Outline how Darwin’s theory of evolution accounts for the appearance of design in living organisms.
	  



	Evaluate how successfully the teleological argument shows that God exists.
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Cosmological arguments



[image: ]



The Kalām argument (from temporal causation)
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	P1
	Everything with a beginning must have a cause.



	P2
	The universe has a beginning.



	C
	Therefore the universe must have a cause.








	P1
	Jupiter has a 12-year orbit. Saturn has a 30-year orbit. Therefore Jupiter does twice as many orbits as Saturn.



	P2
	If time is infinite then Jupiter does exactly the same number of orbits as Saturn.



	P3
	This is absurd (P2 contradicts P1, but al-Ghazali knows P1 to be true).



	C1
	Therefore time cannot be infinite and the universe must have a beginning.







	C2
	The cause of the universe must be a personal cause, and this is God.
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Aquinas’ three ways
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First way (argument from motion)



•  Things change, as a result of other things also undergoing change.

•  This chain cannot go back infinitely (otherwise there would be no chain at all).

•  Therefore there must be a first mover which started the chain off.

•  This is God.






	P1
	Things change (‘are in motion’) in the world.



	P2
	Change/motion means moving from a potential state (for example, a cold radiator that could be hotter) to an actual state (for example, a radiator that is now hot).



	P3
	This change (move) from potential to actual can be caused only by something already in that actual state (for example, a hot boiler).



	P4
	Nothing can cause itself to change, so everything is caused to move by something else.



	P5
	This chain of motion/change cannot go back infinitely, otherwise there would have been nothing to start the whole chain and hence no chain!



	P6
	But there clearly is a chain and so there must have been a ‘first mover’ that started this chain of things in motion – and this first mover must itself be unmoved.



	C
	This first mover is God.
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Second way (argument from atemporal causation)



•  The first way is about things being acted on and being changed (passive).

•  The second way is about things acting and bringing about change (active).







	P1
	There is an order of efficient causes (sometimes rephrased as the causal principle: ‘every event has a cause’).



	P2
	Nothing can be the cause of itself (as it would have to be prior to itself, which is impossible).



	P3
	This order of efficient causes cannot go on infinitely, otherwise there would be no first cause, and hence no subsequent causes, which is false.



	C1
	Therefore there must be a first efficient cause, which is not itself caused.



	C2
	This first cause is God.
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1  Aquinas offers no further argument here as to why he concludes that the first cause (or the primary mover) is God, and he certainly has not shown in these arguments that God must have the properties ascribed to the ‘God of the philosophers’ (omnipotence, omniscience, etc.).

2  Aquinas appears to be contradicting himself in both the first and second ways. He claims that ‘nothing can be the cause of itself’, but then argues that there must be a first cause, which is the cause of itself or the unmoved mover.
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Third way (argument from contingency)





	P1
	Things in the world are contingent (coming into, and passing out of, existence).



	P2
	If everything was contingent, then it is possible there was a time when everything had passed out of existence (there was nothing, see Figure 1.4).



	P3
	If once there was nothing, then there would be nothing now, but this is false (as there is something right now).



	C1
	Therefore not everything is contingent – there is one thing that is necessary.



	C2
	This necessary being is God.
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Descartes’ cosmological argument based on his continuing existence (from causation)






	P1
	The cause of my existence as a thinking thing could be a) myself, b) I have always existed, c) my parents, d) a being less than God, or e) God.



	P2
	I cannot have caused myself to exist for then I would have created myself perfect. Nor can I sustain myself in existence, for then I would be God.



	P3
	Neither have I always existed, for then I would be aware of this.



	P4
	My parents may be the cause of my physical existence, but not of me as a thinking mind – nor do they sustain me each moment.



	P5
	I cannot be created by a being less than God, as I have the idea of God inside me and there must be as much reality in the cause as in the effect.



	C
	(by elimination) Therefore, only God could have created me.
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Leibniz’s argument from the Principle of Sufficient Reason (from contingency)


Principle of Sufficient Reason



Necessary facts


Contingent facts and the problem of explanation





	P1
	No fact can ever be true or existent unless there is a sufficient reason why things are as they are and not otherwise (Principle of Sufficient Reason).



	P2
	Contingent facts exist (hidden premise).



	P3
	Contingent facts can only be partially explained in terms of other contingent facts.



	C1
	The whole series of contingent facts cannot be sufficiently explained by any contingent fact within that series (from P1–P3).



	C2
	The sufficient reason for all contingent facts and for the series of facts must lie outside of the series of contingent facts (from P1–P3).



	C3
	The ultimate reason for facts/things must be in a necessary substance which we call ‘God’ (from C2).
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Issues with cosmological arguments

The possibility of an infinite series




	Is an infinite series …



	a mathematical possibility?
	a scientific possibility?
	a logical possibility?




A mathematical possibility


A scientific possibility



•  The Big Bang/Big Crunch hypothesis: the universe expands but eventually collapses in on itself before another Big Bang, and so on for infinity.

•  The multiverse hypotheses: there are multiple universes, which exist in parallel, or as layers or membranes (branes). Many multiverse models assume the possibility of infinite time or space.
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A logical possibility



•  If motion/causation went back infinitely then there would be no start to the chain, and hence no motion/causation at all, which is evidently false.
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Hume’s objection to the causal principle


Hume’s fork
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Is the causal principle a matter of fact?




	P1
	If we see two types of event (X and Y) constantly connected/conjoined then our mind is led by the observation of one (X) to expect the other (Y).



	P2
	The sense of expectation provides our idea of a necessary connection between X and Y.



	C
	This idea of a necessary connection gives us our belief that X causes Y.







Is the causal principle a relation of ideas?




	P1
	If ‘every event has a cause’ can be known a priori, then denying it would lead to a contradiction.



	P2
	‘Not every event has a cause’ is not contradictory, as we can conceive of events that have no cause.



	C
	Therefore ‘every event has a cause’ cannot be known a priori.
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Fallacy of composition (Russell)

The fallacy outlined



•  There is a property (X) that is common to each individual member of a group.

•  A whole group is identified as composing of these individuals.

•  Therefore, this property (X) can be applied to the group as a whole.




Russell on the fallacy




	P1
	Every individual human who exists has a mother.



	P2
	The human species is composed of these individual humans.



	C
	Therefore the whole species must have a mother.







	P1
	Every event that has happened has a cause.



	P2
	The universe is composed of all these individual events.



	C
	Therefore the universe as a whole must have a cause.
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Edwards on the fallacy
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The impossibility of a necessary being (Hume and Russell)






	P1
	Nothing that is distinctly conceivable entails a contradiction.



	P2
	For any being that we can conceive of as existent, we can also distinctly conceive of that being as non-existent.



	C
	Therefore there is no being whose non-existence entails a contradiction.








	P1
	The concept of ‘necessary’ can only be applied to propositions, and in particular to propositions that are analytic.



	P2
	An analytic proposition is one that it is self-contradictory to deny.



	P3
	It is not self-contradictory to say ‘God does not exist’.



	C
	Therefore ‘God exists’ is not analytic and is not a necessary proposition.
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	You should be able to:
	✓



	Outline the differences and similarities between a cosmological argument from causation and a cosmological argument from contingency.
	 



	Outline the Kalām argument and explain why scholars have thought that an infinite regress is not possible.
	 



	Outline Aquinas’ first way and explain the role of potentiality and actuality in this argument.
	 



	Explain Aquinas’ second way and outline why an order of efficient causes cannot go on infinitely.
	 



	Explain Aquinas’ third way and outline why it concludes that a necessary being must exist.
	 



	Explain Descartes’ cosmological argument from causation.
	 



	Outline Leibniz’s Principle of Sufficient Reason and explain how this is used to show the existence of a necessary being (God).
	 



	Outline how an infinite series is possible and explain how this possibility undermines Aquinas’ three ways and the Kalām argument.
	 



	Explain Hume’s fork and show how this leads to his objection to the causal principle.
	 



	Outline how the fallacy of composition can be used to undermine cosmological arguments from causation and cosmological arguments from contingency.
	 



	Outline why Hume and Russell believe that a necessary being is impossible.
	 



	Evaluate how successful the cosmological argument is in proving the existence of God.
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The problem of evil

Can God’s attributes be reconciled with the existence of evil?




	Can these two sets of beliefs (A and B) be reconciled?



	A The belief that God possesses certain attributes:
	B The belief that the world contains certain properties:



	

•  Power

•  Intelligence

•  Goodness

•  Creator


	

•  Pain

•  Suffering

•  Absence of justice

•  Death





	A The God of the philosophers
	B Evil



	If they cannot be reconciled, then either A or B has to be abandoned (risking the conclusion that God does not exist).
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•  ‘strong’ theodicies, which give an explanation/justification for why God permits the existence of evil (for example, soul-making, see page 44)

•  ‘weak’ theodicies, which offer a defence of theism and aim to show why the existence of God is compatible with evil (for example, the free will defence, see page 43).



The nature of moral evil and natural evil




	Moral evil
	Natural evil



	Physical pain and mental suffering brought about by the deliberate actions, or neglect, of human beings.
	Pain and suffering that are not brought about by any human beings.







•  We are all capable of evil actions, as we all have certain natural impulses (aggression, fear, greed, power) that can harm others.

•  Evil is the absence of good – emerging from various failures:




    •  failing to live the positive life that we’re all capable of living

    •  failing to develop the virtues that control those natural impulses

    •  failing to control obsessive motives (pride, ambition, envy, desire) and so becoming the ‘instigators’ of acts of evil

    •  failing to challenge others and so becoming the ‘followers’ (for example, the bureaucrats working within the Nazi party who did not challenge the evils of Nazism).




•  But we are all capable of avoiding these failures: even though we exist within deterministic natural laws, and although we have these powerful natural motives/impulses, we are still agents possessing free will that enables us to direct these motives for the good. (Midgley is a compatibilist about free will and determinism.)
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•  Moral evil: In August 1945, the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki were destroyed by atomic bombs, killing 400,000 people.

•  Natural evil: In November 1755, the Portuguese city of Lisbon was destroyed by an earthquake and subsequent tsunami and firestorm that killed a third of its inhabitants, possibly 90,000 people.
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The connection between moral and natural evil




	Is moral evil a type of natural evil?
	Or is natural evil a type of moral evil?



	




	








The logical and evidential forms of the problem of evil




	Logical problem of evil
	Evidential problem of evil



	Deductive, a priori
	Inductive, a posteriori



	Based on the incompatibility of the existence of evil and the attributes of God
	Based on observations of the intensity of suffering in the world



	If correct, proves that God does not exist
	If correct, shows it is reasonable to believe that God does not exist




The logical problem of evil
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	P1
	God is omnipotent, supremely good and omniscient.



	P2
	An omnipotent being can eliminate evil completely.



	P3
	A supremely good being wants to eliminate evil completely.



	P4
	An omniscient being knows that evil exists.



	C1
	Therefore if God exists, then God will eliminate evil completely.



	P5
	Evil exists.



	C2
	Therefore a supremely good, omniscient, omnipotent God does not exist.
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The evidential problem of evil




	P1
	There is intense suffering in the world which could have been prevented by an omnipotent, omniscient, supremely good being, without losing some ‘greater good’.



	P2
	An omnipotent, omniscient, supremely good being will prevent pointless, intense suffering.



	C
	Therefore an omnipotent, omniscient, supremely good being does not exist.
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Issues arising and responses to these issues

The free will defence (including Alvin Plantinga)
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	Free will (metaphysical freedom)
	Causal determinism



	The capacity to choose an action or refrain from taking an action.
	Future events (such as our actions) are caused by, and are an inevitable consequence of, past events, conditions and physical laws.
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	P1
	It is logically possible for an omnipotent God to have created a universe in which we still have free will, but we always choose to do good.



	P2
	This alternative universe would be even better than the one we live in (which has so much pain and suffering in it).



	P3
	But this alternative universe does not exist.



	C
	Therefore either God is not omnipotent or God is not supremely good.
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	P1
	God (who is omnipotent, omniscient and supremely good) can create significantly free agents, but he cannot cause them to do what is morally right.



	P2
	A world with significantly free agents contains a greater good than a world containing no significantly free creatures at all.



	C1
	Therefore God created a world in which there exist significantly free agents capable of doing both what is morally right and what is morally evil.



	C2
	Therefore the existence of an omnipotent, omniscient, supremely good God is compatible with the existence of evil.
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The soul-making theodicy (including John Hick)
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	P1
	God (who is omnipotent, omniscient and supremely good) aims to create a world that will enable free agents to fully develop and grow, morally and spiritually.



	P2
	A world in which free agents are imperfect but grow spiritually and ethically is a greater good than a world that is a safe, pleasurable paradise.



	C1
	Responding to pain and suffering enables free agents to grow morally and spiritually.



	C2
	Therefore it is a greater good for God to create a world with pain and suffering (to enable free agents to grow).
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	You should be able to:
	✓



	Outline the differences and similarities between natural evil and moral evil.
	  



	Explain the logical problem of evil and outline what it aims to prove.
	  



	Explain the evidential problem of evil and outline what it aims to show.
	  



	Outline the free will defence and explain how it shows that God is compatible with the existence of evil.
	  



	Explain the soul-making theodicy and show how it accounts for the existence of both natural and moral evil in God’s creation.
	  



	Evaluate the claim that the existence of evil proves that God does not exist.
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Religious language

Introduction




	Issue with religious statements
	Example



	Can be contradictory or paradoxical
	




	Can contain metaphysical terms that lie beyond human experience
	




	Can appear figurative or metaphorical
	







•  descriptions of the world

•  verifiable

•  falsifiable

•  expressions of attitudes

•  meaningful at all.



The distinction between cognitivism and non-cognitivism about religious language




	Cognitivism
	Non-cognitivism



	Statements are meaningful in that they are expressions of our beliefs about the world (part of our cognitive system).
	Statements are meaningful in that they express some other type of mental state (non-cognitive), for example, emotions, commands, values, attitudes, ways of seeing, ‘bliks’, etc.



	Expressions of beliefs about the world can be true or false – they have a truth value/are ‘truth-apt’.
	Expressions of mental states are not making a claim about the world (and are neither true nor false).





Cognitivism




	P1
	Sentences are meaningful if they are statements (expressions of belief about the world).



	P2
	Expressions of belief about the world are true or false (can be verified/falsified).



	P3
	‘God exists’ is the claim that there is a God that exists independently in the world, and reasons can be given to support this claim (for example, it can be verified – see Hick, page 49).



	C
	Therefore ‘God exists’ is meaningful.
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Non-cognitivism




	P1
	Sentences are meaningful if they are expressions of a mental state, for example an attitude, emotion, value or way of seeing.



	P2
	Expressions of these non-cognitive mental states are neither true nor false (neither verifiable nor falsifiable).



	P3
	‘God exists’ or ‘God is supremely good’ are not claims about the world (neither verifiable nor falsifiable) but are an expression of non-cognitive mental states (for example, a fundamental attitude, the way in which we see the world – see Hare, page 53).



	C
	Therefore ‘God exists’ and ‘God is supremely good’ are meaningful.




The empiricist/logical positivist challenges to the status of religious language


The verification principle and verification/falsification (Ayer)




(a)  it is a tautology – it is true by definition

(b)  it can be shown to be true or false – it is verifiable.
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Ayer and the elimination of metaphysics




	P1
	Claims are meaningful if they are true by definition (analytic), or verifiable in principle (factually significant).



	P2
	Religious language makes claims that are not analytic/true by definition.



	P3
	Religious language makes claims about metaphysical entities (for example, God or Heaven).



	P4
	Metaphysical entities are beyond observation and experience and cannot be verified.



	C1
	Therefore religious claims are not factually significant because we do not know what conditions would need to be met for us to verify these claims as true/false.



	C2
	Therefore religious language makes claims like ‘God exists’ that are not meaningful, but are pseudo-statements.






1  Ayer argues that ‘we cannot deduce the existence of a god from a priori propositions’ (see page 15).

2  Ayer also argues that we cannot show God’s existence is even probable. If it were probable then it would be an empirical hypothesis, making predictions that we can test/verify a posteriori. But God’s existence makes no verifiable predictions, and so cannot be proved a posteriori.
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John Hick’s response to Ayer (eschatological verification)
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	P1
	Verification means we can describe a situation (in principle) in which rational doubt is removed.



	P2
	In principle, after someone dies, they will encounter and recognise God.



	C1
	Therefore, in principle, after someone dies the rational doubt that there is a God will be removed.



	C2
	Therefore the claim that ‘God exists’ can be verified in principle by at least one person.
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Issues arising from Hick’s eschatological verification
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The ‘University debate’

Antony Flew on falsification
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	P1
	A meaningful assertion is one that can be falsified; a meaningless assertion cannot be falsified.



	P2
	To falsify an assertion means describing what the world would be like if that statement were false.



	P3
	Atheists provide many examples of what the world would be like if the claims ‘God exists’ or ‘God loves us like a father’ were false (for example, pointless suffering in the world).



	P4
	Believers refuse to accept these examples as falsifying – instead they qualify or amend their claims to avoid them being falsified.



	P5
	Moreover, believers cannot conceive of any examples of what the world would look like if the claims ‘God exists’ and ‘God loves us’ were false.



	C
	Therefore believers’ claims that ‘God exists’ or ‘God loves us’ are unfalsifiable and meaningless.
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Basil Mitchell’s response to Flew



•  do recognise that pain/suffering counts against the existence of an omnipotent, omniscient, supremely good God

•  but will not allow pain/suffering (or anything) to count decisively against their belief because their faith commits them to finding an explanation for this pain/suffering, etc.
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	P1
	A meaningful assertion is one that can be falsified.



	P2
	To falsify an assertion means describing things that count against the assertion.



	P3
	Believers who claim that ‘God loves us’ recognise that the problem of evil/pain/suffering does count against their assertion.



	C1
	Therefore ‘God loves us’ is a genuine assertion.



	P4
	However, believers will not discard their belief, even if evidence counts against it.



	P5
	This is because of their faith in God – and they will always commit to finding an explanation for the counter evidence (for example, trying to solve the problem of evil).



	C2
	Therefore religious statements like ‘God loves us’ are genuine assertions but not conclusively falsifiable.
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Hare’s response to Flew
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	P1
	A blik is a foundational approach/attitude that we have to the world, and our beliefs are based on these.



	P2
	A blik cannot be falsified.



	P3
	Religious claims like ‘God loves us’ are expressions of fundamental approaches/attitudes to the world.



	P4
	Religious claims like ‘God loves us’ cannot be falsified.



	C
	Therefore religious claims like ‘God loves us’ are not assertions, they are expressions of a blik.
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	You should be able to:
	✓



	Outline a cognitivist approach to meaning and explain how this applies to religious language.
	  



	Outline the distinction between cognitivism and non-cognitivism.
	  



	Explain what a non-cognitivist would say about religious statements like ‘God exists’.
	  



	Explain the verification principle and outline how it applies to religious statements like ‘God exists’.
	  



	Outline eschatological verification and explain how it shows that religious language is meaningful.
	  



	Outline Flew’s parable of the gardener and explain why Flew thinks that religious statements are meaningless.
	  



	Explain Mitchell’s response to Flew and outline why Mitchell thinks religious statements are genuine assertions.
	  



	Explain what Hare means by the term ‘blik’ and outline how successful it is as a response to Flew’s criticism of religious language.
	  



	Evaluate the claim that religious language is meaningless.
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