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My revision planner

WJEC/Eduqas mapping table

Theme 1: Arguments for the existence of God

1A Inductive arguments: Cosmological

1B Inductive arguments: Teleological

1C Challenges to inductive arguments

Issues for analysis and evaluation

1D Deductive arguments: Origins of the ontological argument

1E Deductive arguments: Developments of the ontological argument

1F Challenges to the ontological argument

Issues for analysis and evaluation

Theme 2: Challenges to religious belief

2A The problem of evil and suffering

2B Religious responses to the problem of evil: (i)

2C Religious responses to the problem of evil: (ii)

Issues for analysis and evaluation

2D Religious belief as a product of the human mind: Freud

2E Religious belief as a product of the human mind: Jung

2F Issues relating to the rejection of religion: Atheism

Issues for analysis and evaluation

Theme 3: Religious experience

3A The nature of religious experience

3B Mystical experience

3C Challenges to the objectivity and authenticity of religious experience

Issues for analysis and evaluation

3D The influence of religious experience on religious practice and faith

3E The definitions of miracles

3F A comparative study of two key scholars from within and outside the Christian tradition and their contrasting views on the possibility of miracles

Issues for analysis and evaluation

Theme 4: Religious language

4A Inherent problems of religious language

4B Religious language as cognitive (traditional religious view) but meaningless (Logical Positivist view)

4C Religious language as non-cognitive and analogical

Issues for analysis and evaluation

4D Religious language as non-cognitive and symbolic

4E Religious language as non-cognitive and mythical

4F Religious language as a language game

Issues for analysis and evaluation

Glossary


WJEC/Eduqas mapping table

The content of the Philosophy of Religion specification does not differ between WJEC and Eduqas, although the codes for each unit are different. In this book, the codes used are those for Eduqas; please refer to the WJEC specification for the codes for this syllabus.

The structure of examination papers differs slightly, and so the table indicates the significant similarities and differences.



	WJEC
	Eduqas



	AS
	AS



	One paper for An Introduction to Religion and Ethics and the Philosophy of Religion
	Two separate papers for An Introduction to Religion and Ethics and An Introduction to Philosophy of Religion



	The paper takes 1 hr 45 mins
	The paper takes 1 hr 30 mins



	Section A has two questions and Section B has two questions
	Section A has two questions and Section B has three questions



	You must answer one question from each section
	You must answer one question from each section



	Each question is split into part a (AO1) and part b (AO2)
	Each question is split into part a (AO1) and part b (AO2)



	Each part is worth 30 marks
	Each part is worth 25 marks



	Part a (AO1) tests knowledge and understanding; part b (AO2) tests analysis and evaluation
	Part a (AO1) tests knowledge and understanding; part b (AO2) tests analysis and evaluation



	A level
	A level



	Two separate papers for Religion and Ethics and Philosophy of Religion
	Two separate papers for Religion and Ethics and Philosophy of Religion



	Each paper takes 1 hr 30 mins
	Each paper takes 2 hrs



	Each paper is split into two halves
	Each paper is split into two halves



	Section A has two question and Section B has four questions
	Section A has two questions and Section B has three questions



	You must answer one question from Section A and two from Section B
	You must answer one question from each section



	There is no split of the questions into parts
	Each question is split into part a (AO1) and part b (AO2)



	Each question is worth 30 marks
	Part a is worth 20 marks and part b is worth 30 marks



	Section A (AO1) of the paper tests knowledge and understanding; Section B (AO2) tests analysis and evaluation
	Part a (AO1) tests knowledge and understanding; part b (AO2) tests analysis and evaluation





Theme 1 Arguments for the existence of God

The word philosophy comes from the Greek ‘philo’ and ‘sophos’, which mean love and wisdom. Philosophy is the academic search for truth, reality and the nature of existence. The philosophy of religion analyses the central concepts, beliefs and teachings relating to religion.

Philosophical arguments consist of a series of premises that lead towards a conclusion. To be successful, the premises and the conclusion need to be both valid and sound (see box).



	Valid
	The conclusion logically follows from the preceding premises without any gaps in reasoning during the premises or any unexplained new information in the conclusion.



	Sound
	The information in the premises must be accurate, and the logical process must be a valid one.
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Revision tip

Identify areas where each argument for the existence of God is either not valid or not sound. This can be used in part b evaluation.
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	Argument 1: Valid and sound
	Argument 2: Not valid or sound



	
P  I was born in Littlehampton.

P  Littlehampton is on the Sussex coast.

C  Therefore, I was born on the Sussex coast.



	
P  I was born in Littlehampton.

P  Littlehampton is on the Scottish coast.

C  Therefore, my birth certificate says Scotland on it.







In argument 1, the premises are accurate and the conclusion follows logically. In argument 2, the second premise is faulty, so the argument is not sound. It also introduces information into the conclusion that is not supported in the premises, so the argument is not valid.
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1A Inductive arguments: Cosmological

The cosmological argument for the existence of God is a philosophical proof for the existence of God. A ‘proof’ in this context means evidence or argument. Evidence can be either empirical or rational in form.

Inductive proofs

The cosmological and teleological (see page 10) arguments are both inductive proofs for God’s existence. This means they offer arguments that may be both valid and sound yet do not give an indisputable conclusion.

An inductive argument gives a conclusion that is one of several possibilities. For example, ‘I sneezed, therefore I have a cold’ is inductive. It is reasonable to assume that my sneeze could be caused by a cold, but there are other possible causes such as hay fever, other allergies or flu.

The concept of a posteriori

The cosmological and teleological arguments are both a posteriori proofs. This means that they arrive at their conclusions after having evaluated empirical data. The cosmological argument relies upon the empirical data of the cosmos and the phenomena within it to come to its conclusions.
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Typical mistake

A posteriori is Latin. ‘A’ means ‘from the’. Don’t miss out the ‘a’ when using this phrase.
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Now test yourself


1  What does empirical mean?

2  Why does an argument need to be valid?

3  Give an example of an inductive argument.
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Cosmological argument: St Thomas Aquinas’ first three Ways
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Who was St Thomas Aquinas?

Aquinas (c.1225–74) was an Italian, Roman Catholic, Dominican monk. He was impressed by the work of the ancient Greek scholar Aristotle, and applied his empiricist style of reason to Christianity.
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Aquinas’ Five Ways from his work Summa Theologica were logical arguments regarding the existence of God. The first three Ways offer an a posteriori cosmological argument for God’s existence, drawing upon Aristotelian reasoning.

Motion or change

Aquinas’ First Way concerns motion. By motion, Aquinas means the process of change from one state (actuality) to another state (potentiality) (see box).
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In Aquinas’ example, the actuality of wood is to be cold, but its potentiality is to become hot. To achieve its potentiality, it is moved by something else that is actually hot. Fire moves the wood towards its potentiality, which becomes its actuality once it is burning. This is the process of motion.
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The First Way


•  Some things in the world are in motion.

•  A thing in motion must be moved by something else (a mover).

•  The chain of movement cannot infinitely go back in time (infinite regress).

•  Therefore, there must be a first mover, unmoved by anything else (a prime mover or unmoved mover).



Cause and effect

Aquinas’ Second Way is similar but more concerned with cause and effect. This is different because it concerns how things come into existence rather than how they change states and acquire different properties.

The Second Way


•  Everything that exists has been created – it has an efficient cause.

•  Nothing can cause itself.

•  There is no such thing as infinite regress.

•  Therefore, there must be an uncaused first causer.



At this stage, the prime mover or causer need not be the God of classical theism with its belief in the existence of one supreme deity. The argument only proves logically that there must be an initial uncaused causer or unmoved mover.

Contingency and necessity

Aquinas’ Third Way has a priori elements because it talks about the nature of existence and relies less on empirical knowledge.

The Third Way


•  There are contingent items.

•  If everything were contingent then nothing would exist at all, as contingent things need a cause.

•  Infinite regress of contingent items is impossible.

•  Therefore, not all things are contingent.

•  There must be a necessary being to start off the chain of contingency.

•  That necessary being is God.



Everything in this world is contingent because it is all dependent upon something else to be here. We cannot witness a necessary being, but logically Aquinas shows that there must be one.
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Revision activity

Draw a memorable picture for each of Aquinas’ Ways (e.g. a wood fire), then write out beside it the bullet point summary of Aquinas’ arguments. Get a friend to test you.
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Now test yourself


1  What example could show what Aquinas meant by motion?

2  How is the Second Way different from the First Way?

3  Define the words contingent and necessary.
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The Kalam cosmological argument

The Kalam argument is also Aristotelian. It was developed by Islamic scholars from around the ninth century CE and popularised by William Lane Craig in 1979. Kalam is an Arabic word that means ‘argue’ or ‘discuss’.

The Kalam argument states that:


•  Things that begin to exist have a cause.

•  The universe began to exist.

•  The universe must have a cause.



However, this begs the question of whether the universe did begin to exist. Couldn’t it be infinite and have existed forever? Craig’s argument comes in two stages and attempts to prove that the universe is not infinite, and the first cause must be a personal God.
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Who is William Lane Craig?

William Lane Craig (1949–present) is an American, Christian theologian and analytic philosopher. He has publicly debated Sam Harris and Christopher Hitchens. Craig argues that it is not possible that the universe is infinite, because infinity is not logically possible.
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Part one of the Kalam argument: Whatever begins to exist has a cause


•  An actual infinite universe cannot consist of a series of consecutive events; this is not infinite.

•  An actual infinite universe would never reach the present moment because the preceding events would be infinite.

•  The present moment does exist because of a series of consecutive events.

•  The universe is not infinite, so it must be finite.

•  Finite things begin, and everything that begins is caused to do so (nothing can cause itself).

•  The universe was caused to exist.



Rejection of actual infinities

Set theory studies the classification of items into groups or sets. For example, a set of books would contain all books within it. A set of sets would contain within it all sets. We could then count how many sets there are.

Set theory asks if there could be an infinite set? An infinite set would need to contain an infinite number of items, but this leads to many logical problems:


•  To add to or subtract from an infinite set would mean it isn’t infinite.

•  Half an infinite set is equal to the whole, so it cannot be subdivided.



So, some mathematicians and philosophers have suggested actual infinites are illogical and thus impossible.

Consecutively adding items to a set with the potential to carry on forever is called successive addition. A set formed through successive addition is known as a potential infinite. A potential infinite is not actually infinite.

Part two of the Kalam argument: Concept of a personal creator


•  The universe was caused to exist.

•  It was either caused deliberately or by mindless laws of nature.

•  The laws of nature cannot have caused the universe as they belong to it and didn’t exist before it began.

•  The universe must have been caused deliberately.

•  Deliberate action requires a personal being with a will.

•  If the universe was created from nothing, then the beginning of the universe was the beginning of time.

•  Therefore, a personal being exists outside of the universe and time as the first cause of it all.



Here we have a being who has many of the qualities of the theistic God – this being must be transcendent, the cause of the universe, powerful, sentient and intelligent.
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Apply your knowledge

How valid or sound are the arguments from Aquinas and Lane Craig? Consider the following:


1  Is Aquinas correct that there is no such thing as infinite regress?

2  If there can be no actual infinite, what problems does this cause God?

3  Could the universe have been formed from pre-existent matter?
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Typical mistake

Students often spend so much time on the first stage of the Kalam argument that they forget to deal with the proof of a personal God. Ensure you include both.
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Exam checklist

Can you:


•  define the terms a posteriori and inductive?

•  explain Aquinas’ first three Ways?

•  give an example to illustrate each of Aquinas’ first three Ways?

•  define Kalam and actual infinity?

•  explain both parts of Lane Craig’s Kalam argument?
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1B Inductive arguments: Teleological

The teleological argument or design argument for the existence of God is based upon the root of the Greek word telos meaning ‘end’ or ‘purpose’. The argument states that there is evidence of regularity and purpose in the universe, and everything within it, and thus evidence of a designer. This is a posteriori reasoning, as it is based upon empirical evidence. It is also inductive, as it brings us to a conclusion that is one possibility among many. It is an analogical argument, meaning that a comparison is made between manmade things and natural things.

St Thomas Aquinas’ Fifth Way

The fifth of Aquinas’ Five Ways is a version of the teleological argument. It states that non-intelligent items or ‘natural bodies’ appear to act in a regular way that is beneficial. This cannot come about without a guiding intelligence. In summary:


•  Inanimate objects act in a predictable, regular way to achieve an end.

•  Regularity for an end cannot happen by chance.

•  Regularity for an end points to a guiding intelligence that inanimate objects do not have.

•  There must be an intelligent being to direct inanimate objects.

•  This intelligent being is God.



Concept of governance

This type of argument is design qua regularity (see page 12). The idea is that there is evidence within nature of all things being directed towards an ‘end’ or a purpose. Aquinas looked at the orbit of the natural bodies (stars and planets) as an example. They do not move randomly, but instead orbit in a regular and organised manner. The whole of the universe obeys laws of nature and is predictable and orderly. This suggests that there is a governing intelligence that oversees the whole and ensures that each thing behaves as it should.

Archer and arrow analogy

Aquinas supports this argument with the example of an arrow. It does not fly to its target by accident, but only because it is directed to it by a skilled archer. The arrow cannot fly by itself and it will not hit anything, much
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1  What does qua mean?

2  To what did Aquinas compare the universe?

3  What evidence does Aquinas give for a designer?
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William Paley’s Watchmaker


[image: ]



[image: ]



Analogy of complex design


Design qua purpose
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	Pocket watch
	Human eye



	Complexity
	Cogs, springs, gears, hands
	Retina, iris, cornea, optic nerve, lens



	Order
	Measures regular units of time
	Interprets light and sends information to the brain



	Fitting together of parts
	Springs force gears to turn the cogs that move the hands
	The pupil lets in light through the lens to the retina. The optic nerve interprets the light and communicates to the brain



	Purpose
	To tell the time
	To see





Design qua regularity
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1  Name four features of the world that are used as evidence for design.

2  What human-made item does Paley compare to features within the world?

3  What were Paley’s two types of argument?
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F.R. Tennant’s anthropic and aesthetic arguments
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The universe specifically designed for intelligent human life


The anthropic principle



1  The universe can be understood rationally.

2  The world contains all we need for survival (gravity at the right force, electrons at the right charge, etc.).

3  Evolution via natural selection led to the existence of beings capable of rationality and survival.



The aesthetic principle
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1  Can something ordered happen by accident?

2  Are there any ways that the natural world is not like a human-made machine?

3  Is Tennant correct that our appreciation of beauty is superfluous to survival?
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•  explain Aquinas’ Fifth Way?

•  retell the archer and arrow analogy?

•  explain Paley’s two arguments?

•  retell the pocket watch analogy and compare it with the eye?

•  explain what is meant by design qua purpose and design qua regularity?

•  explain Tennant’s two arguments?

•  explain how Tennant’s arguments relate to evolutionary theory?
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1C Challenges to inductive arguments

David Hume’s challenges
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Empirical objections and critique of causes (cosmological)




	 
	Cosmological claim
	Hume’s challenge



	1
	Every effect has a cause
	Cause and effect may be an assumption, not a reality.



	2
	The universe must have a cause
	What is true of the parts need not be true of the whole.



	3
	The cause is God
	This need not be the God of theism.



	4
	There is evidence that God exists
	We cannot know how/whether the universe began.




1 Every effect has a cause



[image: ]



[image: ]



2 The universe must have a cause



3 The cause is God
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4 There is evidence that God exists
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1  What example does Hume give to illustrate the illusion of cause and effect?

2  What is the fallacy of composition?

3  If God didn’t start the universe, what other options does Hume suggest?



[image: ]



Problems with analogies (teleological)



Rejection of traditional theistic claims


Designer not necessarily the God of classical theism


Malevolent god


Apprentice god


Plurality of gods


Absent God
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1  Why is it better to compare the universe with something other than a machine?

2  What do theists claim God is like?

3  Why does Hume suggest the designer would have to be absent, malevolent or an apprentice?
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Alternative scientific explanations

The Big Bang Theory



•  The possibility of an expanding universe was originally proposed by the Belgian, Roman Catholic priest, physicist and astronomer Georges Lemaître in 1927.

•  Visual evidence was produced by Edwin Hubble in 1926. He observed that distant galaxies exhibit red shift, evidence that they are moving away from us and that the universe is expanding.

•  By measuring the Cosmic Microwave Background Radiation (CMBR) in the universe, scientists traced a chain of cause and effect to a central point of expansion approximately 13.8 billion years ago. This is consistent with a huge explosion that would have caused space/time to emerge from a singularity. This appears to be the first cause of everything.

•  Physicist Stephen Hawking pointed out that to ask what happened before the Big Bang is a nonsense question since there was no before. The Big Bang was the beginning of time, the universe and everything, meaning there is no need to consider God as a first cause.



Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural selection



•  Evolutionary theory claims that, over millions of years, single-celled organisms produced tiny random variations, some of which were beneficial to survival and thus reproduction, and some of which were not.

•  Natural selection meant that those that were not well-adapted for survival died out. Gradually this led to a diverse range of species, ultimately including humans who were well-adapted to their environment.

•  This mindless mechanism does not require an intelligent designer, it can operate alone.

•  Richard Dawkins exemplified this process through his computer simulation, the Weasel Program, which is described in his book The Blind Watchmaker. This simulation selected random combinations of letters and retained those that were best adapted, with the goal for the simulation to end up with the correct order of letters to make the phrase from Shakespeare’s Hamlet, ‘Me thinks it is like a weasel’. It succeeded.

•  With no need for a designer God, random variation and cumulative selection led to order and complexity.
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1  What caused the Big Bang?

2  Can an infinite point (singularity) change or begin to grow?

3  Where did the single-celled organisms originate?

4  Who designed the Weasel Program?
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•  explain Hume’s four objections to the cosmological argument?

•  define the fallacy of composition?

•  explain Hume’s objections to the teleological argument?

•  explain what is meant by the Big Bang Theory?

•  explain what is meant by evolutionary theory?

•  use correct vocabulary, including natural selection and random variation?
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Issues for analysis and evaluation


Whether inductive arguments for God’s existence are persuasive



	Inductive arguments are convincing
	Inductive arguments are not convincing
	Inductive arguments have some convincing elements



	These arguments provide a logically possible conclusion based on clear premises.
	The conclusion is possible, but not definite. There are many other possibilities.
	The conclusion is possible, which makes it worth consideration.



	Correct premises and logical flaws provide good reason to accept the conclusion.
	There are so many possibilities that inductive arguments do not really prove anything.
	Inductive evidence can be used cumulatively together with other sources.



	As inductive arguments rely on empirical evidence, this can be witnessed by all.
	Empirical evidence can be misinterpreted in the light of what you want to believe.
	The evidence does not inevitably lead to God, but it does allow that God is possible.



	Inductive arguments allow for adjustment in the light of new information.
	Inductive arguments are easily challenged in the light of new information.
	Inductive arguments lead to a possible first cause or designer if not to the God of classical theism.




The extent to which the Kalam cosmological argument is convincing



	The Kalam argument is very convincing
	The Kalam argument is not at all convincing
	The Kalam argument has some convincing elements



	The Kalam argument leads us to a personal God more clearly than any other version.
	The Kalam argument does not prove a personal God, it only makes it logically possible.
	God is not proven but there are no clear reasons to reject the possibility.



	The use of mathematics in the Kalam argument makes it more convincing and trustworthy.
	Set theory rejects actual infinites, which makes an infinite God impossible.
	Set theory is mathematical but is not the sole mathematical opinion on infinity.



	This argument leads naturally to a personal God much more consistent with theism.
	The conclusion of a personal God seems to ignore other possibilities for a first cause.
	Through elimination of some possibilities, we can see that a personal God is possible.



	The Kalam argument uses scientific knowledge that Aquinas did not possess.
	Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle shows that not all things are caused.
	Causality is a general rule of the universe. This is consistent with general observation.




The effectiveness of the cosmological (CA) and teleological (TA) arguments for God’s existence



	The arguments are very effective
	The arguments are not effective at all
	The arguments have some effective elements



	The CA is consistent with scientific suggestion that there must be a first cause.
	All the CA proves is a first cause, not God.
	The CA shows that a first cause is a probable explanation even if it doesn’t prove God.



	God is the only explanation for the universe that requires no further explanation.
	To conclude that God exists shows our limited imagination regarding other possible first causes.
	Unlike the TA, it does not rely upon weak analogies but on real factual evidence.



	The TA is effective because it provides clear empirical evidence.
	The empirical evidence provided by the TA is open to interpretation.
	The TA can withstand evolutionary theory as a challenge.



	Modern developments include evaluation of God’s method to make humanity.
	Author Douglas Adams parodies the TA with a puddle that claims the hole it sits in was made to fit its shape.
	Many analogies can show comparisons between the world and machines.




Whether cosmological (CA) and teleological (TA) arguments for God’s existence are persuasive in the twenty-first century



	The arguments are persuasive in the twenty-first century
	The arguments are no longer persuasive in the twenty-first century
	The arguments persuade some in the twenty-first century



	Twenty-first-century humans require empirical evidence to support truth claims.
	Modern methodology requires testable conclusions. God is an untestable hypothesis.
	Some are drawn to explanations that give meaning or purpose to life.



	There has been a resurgence of the TA through the intelligent design movement.
	The intelligent design movement is ridiculed by much of the modern world.
	The intelligent design movement attempts rational support for those with faith.



	Experiences of cause, effect, purpose and complexity are universal throughout time.
	Cause, effect and purpose are not universally true, as shown by quantum physics.
	Some perceive chaos and lack of purpose in the world, while others see it differently.



	The theories of the Big Bang and evolution can support the thesis of God and do not conflict with it.
	God is an unnecessary explanation since the Big Bang and evolution do not require it.
	Religious people and atheists interpret data according to their pre-existent faith perspective.




The effectiveness of the challenges to the cosmological (CA) and teleological (TA) arguments for God’s existence



	The challenges to these arguments are very effective
	The challenges to these arguments are not effective
	There are some effective features of the challenges



	The Big Bang Theory can explain the first cause without need for God.
	Empirical explanations are not a sufficient reason for the universe.
	God is unnecessary, if not impossible.



	Hume’s challenges are thorough. It seems impossible for the TA to withstand them.
	Hume’s challenge of the analogy does not make God an impossible explanation.
	If the analogy is weak, this makes the whole argument less probable.



	Scientific methodology is thorough and evidence-based, designed to eradicate doubt.
	Scientific theory is not set in stone and works on refining ideas about the Big Bang.
	The conclusion of God cannot be confirmed. The Big Bang and evolution are testable.



	The CA/TA are ‘God of the gaps’ arguments, putting God where knowledge is lacking.
	Knowledge about science is not the same as knowledge of a lack of God.
	The challenges highlight the range of other possibilities we should consider.




Whether scientific explanations are more persuasive than philosophical explanations for the universe’s existence



	Scientific explanations are more persuasive
	Philosophical explanations are more persuasive
	One is not more persuasive than the other



	Empirical evidence is always more persuasive because we can all perceive it ourselves.
	Philosophy helps us consider a range of possible interpretations for evidence.
	Which you will find more persuasive depends on your outlook on life.



	Science is supported by the repeated experiences of millions of people.
	Philosophical and religious explanations have historical precedent and authority.
	Those with prior faith will find religious explanations more persuasive.



	Science adds to our appreciation of awe and wonder at the world.
	The universe is too vast and amazing to have simply occurred by accident.
	There is no reason why both explanations cannot be accepted together.



	Science moves from evidence to conclusions. The CA and TA begin with the conclusion.
	Science is a complex solution that raises more questions than it solves.
	Science answers how the universe came to be; philosophy tries to solve why.




Specimen exam questions
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1  Outline the cosmological argument for the existence of God with reference to Aquinas’ first three Ways. (AS only)

2  Compare Paley’s and Tennant’s teleological arguments for the existence of God.

3  Examine the Kalam argument for the existence of God.

4  Explain the anthropic and aesthetic arguments from F.R. Tennant.

5  Examine the challenges to inductive arguments with reference to David Hume.
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1  Evaluate the view that the teleological argument for the existence of God is not persuasive in the twenty-first century.

2  ‘The Big Bang is more convincing as an explanation for the existence of the universe than the cosmological argument.’ Evaluate this view.
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1D Deductive arguments: Origins of the ontological argument


Deductive proofs



1  The sun is a star.

2  All stars are balls of flaming gas.

C  Therefore, the sun is a ball of flaming gas.




The concept of a priori
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1  What makes an argument valid?

2  What kind of proof is rational proof?

3  What is ontology?
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St Anselm: God as the greatest possible being (Proslogion 2)
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1  God is that than which nothing greater can be conceived.

2  God exists in intellectu.

3  If God existed only in intellectu, we could imagine something greater that exists both in re and in intellectu.

4  That being would be greater than God.

C  Therefore, God must exist in re.
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1  Why is Psalm 14 significant to this argument?

2  List the four premises and conclusion of Anselm’s first form of the argument in the correct order.

3  Which part of the argument is reductio ad absurdum and why?
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St Anselm: God has necessary existence (Proslogion 3)




1  God is that than which nothing greater can be conceived.

2  It is greater to be a necessary being in reality than one that is not necessary.

3  By definition, if God exists within the mind, but is not necessary, we could conceive of a being greater than him.

4  It is logically impossible to imagine anything greater than God.

C  Therefore, if God exists in the mind then he must exist necessarily.
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1  Is reason a kind of proof? Why or why not?

2  Does Anselm’s argument appear to be valid and sound? Give a reason for your answer.

3  Can you think of any other circumstance when it would be acceptable to reject a conclusion that is supported by indisputable premises?
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•  define what is meant by the terms deductive and a priori?

•  state Psalm 14 and why it is relevant?

•  list the premises and conclusion of Anselm’s first form of the argument?

•  explain how Anselm uses reductio ad absurdum?

•  list the premises and conclusion of Anselm’s second form?

•  define necessary and contingent?

•  explain why Anselm’s second form was necessary?

•  define analytic existential proposition and say why this term is important?
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1E Deductive arguments: Developments of the ontological argument

René Descartes

Concept of God as supremely perfect being
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Part 1 of Descartes’ ontological argument



1  I exist.

2  I have an idea in my mind of a perfect being.

3  As an imperfect being myself, I could not have come up with the idea of a perfect being.

4  The concept of a perfect being must have originated from a perfect being.

5  A perfect being must exist to be perfect.

C  A perfect being exists.







Part 2 of Descartes’ ontological argument



1  The innate idea of God is of a supremely perfect being.

2  A supremely perfect being has all perfections.

3  Existence is a predicate of a supremely perfect being.

C  Therefore, God exists.





Analogies of triangles and mountains/valleys




	Triangles
	Mountains/valleys



	The idea of a triangle intrinsically involves three angles. It is a paradox to accept the concept of a triangle yet deny it has three angles.
	A mountain requires the concept of a valley. It would be a logical contradiction to accept one yet deny the other.
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1  What is a predicate?

2  Why must God have a predicate of perfect existence?

3  Why is it a paradox to say God does not exist?
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Norman Malcolm
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God as unlimited being


God’s existence as necessary rather than just possible



•  Necessity – Cannot not exist.

•  Possibility – Could logically exist or not exist.

•  Impossibility – Cannot logically exist.






1  God is that than which nothing greater can be conceived.

2  If He does not exist, He cannot begin to exist.

3  To begin to exist requires a cause or chance, and this is a limitation inconsistent with God.

4  Either God is impossible or He is necessary.

5  He is not impossible.

C  God exists necessarily.
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1  Are any of our ideas innate?

2  Is existence a quality you can have or lack?

3  Is God in any way logically absurd or paradoxical?
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1  What are the three modes of existence?

2  Why isn’t God simply possible?

3  Why would Malcolm have liked Anselm’s second form better?
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•  give Descartes’ definition of God?

•  describe Descartes’ two stages of argument?

•  explain his examples of triangles and mountains/valleys?

•  describe what is meant by modal logic?

•  explain Malcolm’s elimination of the two modes to make God necessary?
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1F Challenges to the ontological argument


Gaunilo’s reply to St Anselm
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Rejection of the idea of a greatest possible being that can be thought of as having separate existence outside of our minds


Analogy of the idea of the greatest island as a ridicule of St Anselm’s logic



1  I can conceive of a perfect island, than which no greater island can be conceived.

2  This island exists in intellectu.

3  If it existed in intellectu alone, I could conceive of an island that is greater that exists both in re and in intellectu.

4  This island would be greater than my island.

C  Therefore, the perfect island must exist in re.



Counter-challenges
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1  Why did Gaunilo entitle his essay ‘On Behalf of the Fool’?

2  Why is Anselm’s first form of the ontological argument invalid?

3  Retell the analogy of the island.
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Immanuel Kant’s objection
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Existence is not a determining predicate: it cannot be a property that an object can either possess or lack
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	Summary
	Explanation



	1
	Rejection of Descartes’ triangle analogy
	It is logical that the definition of a triangle means we must accept it has three angles. But what if we reject the definition and the three angles together? Similarly, if I reject the definition of God, I need not logically accept His existence.



	2
	Existence is not a predicate: 100 coins
	Imagine 100 gold coins and picture their features: markings, size, shape and weight. These are predicates. If you hold 100 coins in your hand, their predicates do not change. A predicate tells you about the coins. To say that the coins exist adds nothing to the concept.



	3
	Existence is not a predicate: paradox
	A predicate is a quality that an object can possess or lack. But it makes no sense to say that an item lacks the predicate of existence. That item would need to exist first to be able to lack the predicate, which is logically impossible.
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1  Is it reasonable to compare an island, a triangle or coins to God?

2  Do the coins gain anything by existing in reality?

3  Would Gaunilo’s and Kant’s challenges convince a believer to reject their faith?
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1  Explain why Kant can reject the triangle analogy.

2  Retell the example of the gold coins.

3  Give two reasons why existence cannot be considered a predicate.
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•  give the title of Gaunilo’s essay and state its significance?

•  explain his objection?

•  retell the island parody?

•  explain Kant’s three challenges to the ontological argument?

•  give Kant’s example of the 100 coins?
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Issues for analysis and evaluation


The extent to which a priori arguments for God’s existence are persuasive



	A priori arguments are very persuasive
	A priori arguments are not persuasive at all
	A priori arguments are a little persuasive



	These arguments are rational. It makes no sense to dismiss what reason shows to be true.
	Hume points out that the argument shows only that it is logical for God to exist.
	If reason shows that God could exist logically, it means that He is not impossible.



	It is not clear that existence is not a predicate. Kant’s 100 coins do change by existing.
	Existence is not a predicate. Kant, Aquinas and others have demonstrated this.
	If existence is a predicate, then God must possess it. We need to establish if it is or not.



	The definition of God entails certain characteristics such as moral virtue and power.
	It is a meaningless argument because it doesn’t tell us exactly what exists.
	The argument shows something exists. God’s character is a different issue.



	Even Bertrand Russell was convinced by the argument when he first heard it.
	It is word play, an exercise in semantics, not a proof of the reality of a being.
	It can support existing faith and show that it isn’t irrational to believe in God.




The extent to which different religious views on the nature of God impact on arguments for the existence of God



	Views on God’s nature have a great impact on arguments
	Views on God’s nature have no impact upon arguments
	Views of God’s nature have a little impact upon arguments



	Anselm’s definition is based upon a theistic understanding of God.
	A priori arguments are simply proving God exists, not what God is like.
	The definition of God implies some qualities such as power and control.



	Plantinga says that maximal greatness entails maximal excellence.
	All that is defined is a being of maximal greatness. Personal qualities are not entailed.
	We should take care not to impose human views of excellence on to God.



	The cosmological and teleological arguments require God to be powerful and/or intelligent.
	These arguments still work if the first cause or designer is not the theistic God.
	These arguments require only some of the theistic qualities. God need not be good.



	You must know what it is that you are arguing exists in reality for the arguments to work.
	They should not have impact. Evidence should lead us to a conclusion, not vice versa.
	The arguments must be logically consistent with issues such as the problem of evil.




The effectiveness of the ontological argument (OA) for God’s existence



	The ontological argument is very effective
	The ontological argument is not effective
	The ontological argument is partially effective



	It depends what ‘effective’ means. It succeeds in that it makes logical sense.
	It depends what ‘effective’ means. It is ineffective in removing doubt regarding God.
	It depends what ‘effective’ means. It was written as a prayer. It is effective worship.



	Russell claimed that every philosopher has a moment when the OA seems flawless.
	This argument will not convert an atheist to Christianity.
	It is not supposed to convert the atheist; it is a prayer to confirm that faith is rational.



	An effective argument is valid with no new information in the conclusion.
	It is not valid because it makes transitional errors by moving from definition to existence.
	It shows God is logically possible through modal logic, but not that He actually exists.



	It is an effective argument for theists as the definition of God is correct.
	The argument is unsound since the definition of God is incorrect for non-theists.
	For Russell it shows God exists in our minds, but existence in reality needs empirical proof.




Whether the ontological argument is more persuasive than the cosmological (CA) or teleological (TA) arguments for God’s existence



	The OA is more persuasive
	The CA/TA are more persuasive
	The arguments are equally persuasive



	There is only one possible conclusion to be deduced from the premises of the OA.
	The conclusion is that God is probable if we look at them as cumulative arguments.
	There is room for doubt in every argument for the existence of God.



	Rational evidence can surely not be misinterpreted. It is clear and distinct.
	The modern world values empirical evidence most highly.
	The combination of empirical and rational proofs is cumulatively substantial.



	A priori reasoning is apparent to every intelligent being.
	We can see the evidence for ourselves, even if we are not philosophers.
	Both types of argument can lead a person to consider that God is possible, but not certain.



	Science is fallible and open to constant adjustment. Reason can give certainty.
	Both arguments are supported by science and are not damaged by scientific findings.
	Both arguments are equally flawed, we only know God’s existence through faith.




The effectiveness of the challenges to the ontological argument for God’s existence



	The challenges to the OA are effective
	The challenges to the OA are not effective
	The challenges to the OA are partially effective



	Gaunilo’s point was valid. Definition is not enough to prove existence.
	Gaunilo’s argument was easily dismissed by Anselm and so was ineffective.
	People are atheists or Christians for reasons other than logic.



	Kant’s coin analogy is effective since there is no difference between the two sets of coins.
	The 100 coins do change by existing since they clearly have a reality. Kant is not effective.
	The modal form does not make the error of treating existence as a predicate.



	It is not unreasonable to reject the definition of God. Only theists would accept it.
	It is illogical to dismiss Descartes’ triangle; we know clearly and distinctly what a triangle is.
	Triangles and God are not comparable; triangles are contingent, God is necessary.



	Davies argues that even modal logic misuses language by using ‘is’ in two different ways.
	Neither Kant nor Gaunilo have prevented modern scholars using modal logic.
	Gaunilo shows definition does not prove reality. Defining a unicorn doesn’t make it real.




The extent to which objections to the ontological argument are persuasive



	The objections to the OA are persuasive
	The objections to the OA are not persuasive
	It doesn’t matter



	The objections demonstrate that the OA is not logically valid.
	Modal logic shows that the only logical option for a necessary being is existence.
	A believer’s faith does not rest solely on the logical sense of God’s existence.



	Kant is thorough, showing the paradox required to accept existence as a predicate.
	Kant does not deal with the issue of necessary existence, only predication.
	An impersonal argument cannot convince a believer to reject personal faith.



	Kant and Aquinas agree that we don’t have to share in the definition of God.
	Critics conflate maximal excellence with our cultural idea of God.
	The OA proves this definition exists. This is what is proven, not a cultural definition.



	Objections to the OA are consistent with our instinct that the argument is flawed.
	Not all share a mistrust of this argument; others instinctively feel it is right.
	An atheist is predisposed to accept the objections, whether they are persuasive or not.




Specimen exam questions
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1  Outline Anselm’s ontological argument for the existence of God. (AS only)

2  Examine the a priori features of the ontological argument from Anselm.

3  Explain the challenges to the ontological argument from Gaunilo and Kant.

4  Compare two different versions of the ontological argument for the existence of God.

5  Examine Immanuel Kant’s objections to the ontological argument for the existence of God.
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1  Evaluate the view that a priori arguments are more persuasive than a posteriori arguments.

2  ‘The challenges to the ontological argument are very effective.’ Evaluate this view.
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