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Topic 1
Influences forming Plato’s views of the world

1
Heraclitus said: ‘You cannot step into the same river twice.’

2
The main influence of the pre-Socratics, thinkers of the fifth and sixth centuries bce, on early Greek philosophy was to raise questions about the certainty of knowledge in a world that is forever changing. Understanding this helps explain why Plato sought the realm of the Forms.

3
The poet Meletus brought charges of impiety against Socrates. His indictment said ‘Socrates is guilty of refusing to recognise the gods recognised by the state and introducing other, new divinities. He is also guilty of corrupting the youth. The penalty demanded is death.’ There is also the sense that the Socratic Method itself led young people to question things that the leaders in Athens did not want them to question.

4
Plato asks his readers, in the voice of Socrates, to imagine several prisoners who have been chained up for their whole lives. All they can see is one wall of the cave. Behind them is a walkway and behind that a fire that casts shadows on the wall they can see. Along this walkway men carry objects, which the prisoners see as shadows on the wall. So the prisoners see the shadows as reality and hear the voices of the walkers bouncing off the wall of the cave. They therefore know nothing of the true nature of the objects carried.

In the analogy Socrates suggests that any prisoner who was freed would not recognise what the walkers carry as real but would instead continue to believe that the shadows were real. Socrates further suggests that, if the prisoner were made to look at the fire, he would be struck blind and want to return his gaze to the shadows. If he were dragged out of the cave, here too he would be blinded by the light and unable to see the nature of reality. After some time he would acclimatise to the light and come to know that ‘the Sun’ is the source of the seasons of the year and is the steward of all things in the visible place.

5
The prisoners have no real choice but to believe in their shadows as real because they have no experience of anything else. In philosophical terms they have no ‘empirical evidence’ for there being a natural world beyond the cave. Part of the game of guessing which shadow will be next emphasises the idea that their world is just their reality.

6
The prisoners could, in fact, argue that all they have experienced is real as they have no experience that would allow them to understand the nature of reality as anything else. Anyone coming from the world outside, or indeed the prisoner returning to the cave, would be seen as mad and, Plato suggests, possibly killed by those who can see the shadows better than those who have been outside and who are now the disorientated ones.

7
Plato believed that philosophical education is often resisted and that educational enlightenment is progressive. As with the prisoner being removed from the cave, the experience of a learner is painful and disorientating. The prisoner’s eyes, like the minds of students, have to adjust slowly to the new reality. Ultimately Plato points to the Form of the Good as the source of all others.

8
Clearly the prisoner is suffering not only from the oncoming light as he is dragged up the ramp but, to use modern parlance, he is also being taken out of his comfort zone. This is often true of students of philosophy who are forced to explore an uncomfortable world where things they thought had been certainties are much more nebulous than they could have imagined. This may make them feel that the foundation on which their understanding of reality stands is sand rather than rock.

9
Plato believed that parallel to the material world we all experience is the realm of Forms, which, unlike our realm of Appearances, is unchanging and permanent, a realm of souls. As this world did/does not decay, it was/is true reality. He believed that this realm of the Forms gave us a certainty and fixity that we will never find in this world. A classic example would be that we know a house cat, a lion, a puma or a tiger are all cats because they all share in the Form of a cat.

10
The ‘shadow world’ is understood by us because we are a mixture of temporary body and everlasting soul. Even as it exists in this shadow world, our soul, which for Plato is pure spirit, originally belonged in the realm of the Forms. The shadow of a chair is a chair only because it participates in the Form ‘Chair’. In fact, the better the chair, the closer it is to the Form.

11
This question is for you to discuss with others. It is clear that the nature of reality is not as fixed as many would believe and different cultures hold often conflicting views about why we are here and indeed where we are. For example, as explored in another part of the course, there are differences between those who hold fundamentalist views about religion and those who hold that there can be no knowledge beyond that which is empirically verifiable.

12
It is clear from the analogy that if the prisoner were to return to the cave, he would appear disorientated and possibly mad to those who still see the shadows as reality. It is important for Plato that those who govern have gone through the pain of education and become philosophers so that their decisions are governed by true knowledge and not shadow knowledge. In this there is no doubt a criticism of the Athenians for their treatment and execution of his teacher Socrates.

13
The examples of Forms used in textbooks are generally such things as chairs or cats. However, in the Republic, Plato is trying to explore how we come to ideas such as truth, justice or beauty. When we say someone or something is beautiful, what are we actually saying? Plato would say we are remembering our experience of the Form Beauty in the realm of the Forms. This is interesting to explore with others as, if we look at the history of art from Plato’s time until today, we find that the idea of beauty in the human form, male or female, has changed often over the millennia.

14
In our world, all life is dependent on the radiation from the Sun for warmth and light. In the same way as sight of things here depends on the Sun, so our mental powers need the spiritual realm to enable us to understand the truth that resides in the Forms. The supreme Form that enables the understanding of all other Forms is the Form of the Good.

15
A number of arguments you will study in this course depend on an understanding of the concept of infinite regress. Here is one of the first places you will come across it. Aristotle argues against the idea of Platonic Forms by saying that, if in order to understand what a man is you need to postulate the Form of Man as a perfect man itself, then a further form, the ‘third’ man, would be required in order to explain this, and so on ad infinitum. While Aristotle makes this neat argument, it is worth keeping in mind that Plato had already produced a similar argument in the Parmenides.

Exam-style question

Part (a)

You may take a number of approaches to a response. For example, you might begin by putting the analogy in the context of Plato responding to the Athenians’ treatment of his teacher and therefore imply that he felt that they were living in some kind of shadow world themselves. Then the bulk of your response should be given over to an explanation of the cave analogy including:

· The situation of the prisoners in the cave

· The walkers moving objects back and forward along the walkway and the noises they make that seem to come from the objects

· The freeing of the prisoner and his discomfort both from the fire and the light as he is dragged up the ramp

· How the prisoner slowly comprehends the true nature of reality

· How Plato is representing the world of appearance and the realm of the Forms

· What might happen if the prisoner tried to go back

· That Plato is trying to explain how we come to concepts such as truth, justice, eternity or beauty

In this answer you are just ‘explaining’ so there is no need to criticise or analyse what Plato is saying: this is what you are being asked to do in Part b.

Part (b)
This question is asking you to analyse the extent to which Plato is right to say that those who are not philosophers are living in a shadow world. There are many ways of doing this and you are free to choose whichever you prefer, provided you use evidence to support your views.
You could, for example:

· take a modern scientific approach and argue that Plato is wrong to suggest that we should postulate a realm for which there is no empirical evidence. A number of scholars might be used to support or oppose your view
· or use the critique of Aristotle in an evaluative way as long as you are careful not just to describe Aristotle’s views, as this would be AO1 material
· or argue that in a sense Plato is right, as we live in a world where many struggle just to survive and have no time for or interest in what brings about concepts such as truth or beauty
Topic 2
Aristotle: four causes and the unmoved mover
1
Socrates taught Plato, who taught Aristotle, who taught Alexander the Great.

2
Aristotle understands ‘cause’ in a number of ways. Hume is talking specifically about cause and effect. The closest to Hume’s understanding would be that of Aristotle’s efficient cause. Hume, however, suggests that causal necessity is something brought about in our minds by the constant conjunction of certain objects and the feeling that they have a necessary connection in our minds.

3
In Aristotle’s writings, unlike Plato’s, we find the concept of Form used in much the same way as we might today. They were not, as it were, in another dimension casting shadows that make up our world of appearances; they are the materials of all that we see around us.

4
Material cause: if you were looking at the statue known as the Pieta, it would be the marble of which it is composed. Any similar answer would demonstrate that you have thought about this issue and not just memorised what you have read in a textbook.
5
Here you might describe the image of the Blessed Virgin holding her dead son in her arms. This is what makes the statue a particular piece of art and not some Platonic Form casting a shadow from another dimension.

6
Following on from the above example, you could describe Michelangelo as the efficient cause for the Pieta; Heatherwick as the efficient cause of the Olympic cauldron or any efficient cause you can think of — check with your teacher after you have considered this.
7
There is a whole range of final causes for you to choose from: for example, the final cause of this book you are using is, I hope, to give you a better understanding of philosophy of religion and a better examination result. You could choose either or both. This question encourages you to think of a number of final causes and perhaps discuss them with other students.
8
Aristotle’s argument needs to be considered in the light of scientific knowledge in his age. You could argue that he might take a different view if he were a philosopher today. Alternatively, you could argue that in general he may believe that purpose helps us understand what a thing is for the most part; even that evolution may remove things that no longer have a purpose.

9
Clearly, as there is no evidence for a Platonic realm of Forms and as it is natural for us to believe what we see or feel, our natural instinct is to trust our senses, which would put Aristotle ahead in any attempt to understand reality. However, modern science and quantum theory ask us to trust in a science that we by definition cannot see, so you might explore the question of how much or little we actually know of the universe.

10
Some philosophers may look at Aristotle’s attempts to understand what makes a thing good and the extent to which a thing ceases to be what it is if it has no function. So, for example, an eye is no longer an eye if it is in a jar and not fulfilling its purpose. In this sort of debate those studying Religious Ethics can take a holistic approach and explore the need to understand purpose to hold natural law as an ethical theory.

11
Potentiality is the ‘possibility’ or ‘possibilities’ a thing might be said to have. Potentiality is linked to the material cause in Aristotelian philosophy, and actuality is linked to form. Actuality is more fundamental for Aristotle as he maintained that we cannot think of something as a potential without also thinking of the actuality it might become. Having linked actuality with form, which is in return related to substance, it is the most fundamental thing that there is.

12
For Aristotle, motion is more than someone throwing a rugby ball or running in a sports event; it includes the idea of change. For example: when a girl becomes a woman she has moved from one state to another; or a piece of wood in a fire moves from one state to another. An important distinction is that, unlike Aquinas, Aristotle believed that the universe is also eternal and God therefore is not involved in its creation. Aristotle’s unmoved mover works by attraction as a Final Cause, as a cat is attracted to a saucer of milk. 
Later, as you study Aquinas, you will see the importance of this concept for medieval philosophy.

Exam-style question

Part (a)

Students are regularly told that they should answer the question and not waste effort on unnecessary material. This kind of question can cause panic as you wonder how you can write for 25 minutes on one of Aristotle’s causes. However, you must in this kind of question place the idea of final cause both in the context of Aristotelian philosophy and explain, through all four causes, the meaning of the final cause. 

You may talk about cause in Aristotle’s writings, such as its development in his book the Physics but you will probably fairly quickly get down to the four causes you have studied on the course. So, using the examples you created for earlier questions, you should explain the material, formal and efficient causes and then explain how these led Aristotle to the idea of a final cause. At this point there is no need to evaluate his beliefs — save that material for Part b.

Part (b)
Some of the questions you will have answered earlier in this topic should help you with a response to this question. For example, you could assess the extent to which we can ever know what the purpose or final cause of anything is. Clearly if you are exploring, for example, your own life, you will have a wide range of potentialities, not all of which may be actualised. Also, does this idea, when applied to many things in our world, allow for their potential to change? Again there is no correct or model answer to this question. Examiners will look to see if your analysis is valid and if you justify your conclusions with valid philosophical evidence.

Topic 3
God as Creator
1
Here a definition of myth is useful. A myth is a story that is not literally true but which contains a truth. In this case the various writers were trying to communicate the idea that a Divine Being was responsible for the existence of our universe and humanity itself.

2
The first man is created from dust in the ground and the breath of God breathed into his nostrils. He is then placed in the Garden of Eden to work it and care for it. It was also man’s job to name everything in the garden. God saw that it was not good for man to be alone so he made a helper suitable for him. He created woman and the passage leaps to the idea that this is why man leaves his father and mother and is united with his wife as one flesh. The main message at this point seems to be one of stewardship.

3
It is interesting to explore the similarities between the creation stories in the Enuma Elish of the Babylonians and that of Genesis. For example, the Enuma Elish is written on seven tablets and the creation in Genesis is completed in seven days; water is divided into upper and lower vaults; man is created on the sixth tablet and on the sixth day. However, there are important differences: the Babylonians were a polytheistic nation and Genesis is clear that everything in creation is brought about by the fiat of one God.

4
While there is no one gnostic philosophy, there is a general gnostic view on the material world. Gnostics believed that our world, meaning the material cosmos, was brought about through a primordial error on the part of some supra-cosmic divine being, often called Sophia or Logos. Out of this comes the view that all material things are evil, and many early Christian writers, such as Augustine and Irenaeus, need to be read in the context of responding to these beliefs.

5
This philosophy is often known as radical dualism. It is a combination of elements of doctrines brought together by the prophet Mani, which include Buddhism, Gnosticism, Zoroastrianism and Christianity. It also includes doctrines of cosmic conflict between light and darkness, and the evilness of matter. Matter is intrinsically evil and the mind is intrinsically good.

6
Augustine was a Manichaean for 9 years and this clearly influenced his views on religion and the cosmos. It is in reacting against these philosophies that we begin to see a change in understanding the message of the writers of Genesis. If all material is evil then it cannot have been used by God to form the universe. God creates ex nihilo, out of nothing, and hence Augustine can go on to argue that everything God made was good and that evil is a privation of that good.

7
The key part of Genesis for this answer is right at the beginning where the text says: ‘In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth. Now the earth was formless and empty, darkness was over the surface of the deep, and the Spirit of God was hovering over the waters. And God said, “Let there be light,” and there was light.’ The implication is that the Jewish writers are not saying that God created ex nihilo.

8
‘…human artificer, forming one body from another, according to the discretion of his mind, which can in some way invest with such a form, as it seeth in itself by its inward eye. And whence should he be able to do this, unless Thou hast made that mind? and he invests with a form what already existed…For what is, but because Thou art? Therefore Thou spokest, and they were made, and in Thy Word Thou madest them.’
The middle of this paragraph can be found in Augustine’s Confessions, chapter 11:7:5. The key is to note the idea that God spoke and things came into being, not that God manipulated pre-existent material.

9
The council says: ‘God…creator of all visible and invisible things, of the spiritual and of the corporeal; who by His own omnipotent power at once from the beginning of time created each creature from nothing, spiritual and corporeal, angelic and mundane, and finally human, constituted as it were, alike of the spirit and the body.’ It is clear from this and other statements that, by the thirteenth century, the Christian Church firmly believed in creatio ex nihilo.

10
Augustine took a literal approach to the stories in Genesis, and the free decision that Adam and Eve made to eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil brought suffering upon humankind. Hence everything God created was good, and evil is the result of God’s giving us free will.

11
For the writers of the Jewish Scriptures, God was a daily reality who was fully involved in the lives of his chosen people. They had no question as to the existence of God: they were more interested in questions of what their God was like. Aristotle on the other hand believed in a god with the attribute of perfection and as such contemplates on himself as perfection. Hence this god cannot interact with the world or humanity.

12
As the idea of God as craftsman permeates the Jewish Scriptures, you could look into a number of books. For example, look at the imagery of a potter and his clay in the prophet Jeremiah. Alternatively, you could make use of several passages in Genesis.

13
This description of God demonstrates that being made into God’s people includes a refining process that may well be painful and may indicate that the relationship with God is one that develops over a lifetime. You can link this idea with the Genesis description that we are made in the image and likeness of God. Some philosophers will argue that, while you are born in the image of God, a process of overcoming obstacles, or suffering, is needed to become his likeness.

Exam-style question

Part (a)

You might begin by explaining that the phrase creatio ex nihilo points to the belief among many theists that God created the universe ‘out of nothing’. This means that, before the act of creation, there was nothing, no material, from which to form a universe. You might also explain that this is not a view found in the book of Genesis, though others may explain that it may be inferred from it. 
You could go on to point out that the idea came about as a reaction to a form of Gnosticism that saw all matter and material as evil. There was a great deal of philosophical debate around these ideas during the second and third centuries. A clearer statement was put forward by Augustine of Hippo in the late fourth century. He argued that, since God alone is Being, he was able to will to exist what had not existed formerly. Some would argue that this did not become the formal teaching of the Christian Church until the fourth of the Lateran Councils. This council stated:

We firmly believe and openly confess that there is only one true God, eternal and immense, omnipotent, unchangeable, incomprehensible, and ineffable…Creator of all things invisible and visible, spiritual and corporeal, who from the beginning of time and by His omnipotent power made from nothing creatures both spiritual and corporeal, angelic, namely, and mundane, and then human, as it were, common, composed of spirit and body.
Part (b)
You may come down on either side of this debate or neither. For example you might argue that, since this creative act included free will, a situation is brought about where judgement is a just thing both in terms of reward and in terms of punishment. Alternatively, you may want to use arguments, such as those of determinism, to say that no blame or praise may be attached to human actions.
Topic 4
Attributes of God, including God as good and as judge
1
The description of the God of classical theism is generally taken to mean the Christian God, who is believed to be omnipotent (all-powerful), omniscient (all-knowing), omnibenevolent (all-loving) and omnipresent (everywhere).

2
613.
3
The first sin was Adam and Eve’s defying God and eating from the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil. As a punishment, God said to the woman: ‘I will make your pains in childbearing very severe; with painful labour you will give birth to children. Your desire will be for your husband, and he will rule over you.’ To Adam he said: 
Because you listened to your wife and ate fruit from the tree about which I commanded you, ‘You must not eat from it’, cursed is the ground because of you; through painful toil you will eat food from it all the days of your life. It will produce thorns and thistles for you and you will eat the plants of the field. By the sweat of your brow you will eat your food until you return to the ground, since from it you were taken; for dust you are and to dust you will return.
4
The 613 laws in the Torah were similar to the laws of our state, meaning that ignorance is not an excuse. So telling a police officer who catches you speeding that you did not know the law will not change the fine or the points on your licence. Sin on the other hand can be committed by a Christian only if he or she knows what they are doing is sinful. This is sometimes described as ‘deliberately turning one’s back on God’.
5
For the Jewish writers there was no Euthyphro Dilemma; they describe a belief in a God who is not only good, but also morally perfect and from whom all their own goodness and ethical behaviour flowed.

6
By this term Christians mean that God is everywhere, in all that we see and in all that we do.

7
This attribute of God can have two very different interpretations. The common one is that he is everlasting, having no beginning and no end. Alternatively, eternity can be described as being outside time. Each description has major implications for our understanding of the nature of God.

8
One of the issues to be clear about when looking at scriptural evidence is the kind of literature you are using. Books that are historical carry a different authority from those that are poetry or proverbs. Those stories that are myth may contain some authority but not the same as accounts of actual events.

9
The Jewish Scriptures continually emphasise that judgement ultimately belongs to God alone. For example, in Ecclesiastes we read God is the one who ‘will judge the righteous and the wicked’. St Paul tells the Romans ‘On that final day, the Lord will judge’.

10
The Jewish belief in the morally perfect nature of their God led Jews to believe that the source of all their good moral behaviour came from God. Because of their belief in there being only one God, this also meant that there could be only one morality and the answer to moral questions could be found in God’s revelation — their Scriptures.

11
This is the beginning of an issue that runs through both philosophy and religious ethics. The God of the Old Testament is described as a judge and throughout the history of salvation he is often a harsh judge. On the one hand you can explore the implications of humanity having been gifted with free will and the implications of this for God’s power. Alternatively, can God judge the behaviour of people he has created?

At this point an awareness of the issues is more important than an answer.

12
If the timescale put forward in the Jewish Scriptures is believed and the universe was created in 6 days, then there would be very little reconciliation between science and religion. However, if the centre of the creation myth is not taken literally and God’s action is what is important, then there is no reason why science could not be seen us uncovering the creative actions of God on a different timescale.

13
A myth such as that of creation can be fairly easily seen and interpreted in the light of our more sophisticated understanding of the universe. However, a story with mythological elements such as Beowulf or the Arthurian myths needs more study. You may find, for example, that the Beowulf story was told at a time when the people needed to aspire to be heroes whereas in the Arthurian myths it is chivalry that needs to be encouraged. So with all myths you need to look for the meaning or agenda behind the story being told.

Exam-style question

Part (a)

You may take a number of approaches to this question. You could, for example, explore the material in your answers to the above questions, looking at the relationship between the Jewish people and their God, starting with the idea implanted in Genesis that after each day of creation ‘God saw that it was good’. You might explain the teachings on goodness found in the Book of Job, the Song of Songs or in some of the psalms.

You might also focus on the idea that Jewish writers would have had to question about the goodness of God in their minds. This led them to the idea that everything good about themselves, including any good ethical decisions they made, came from God. You could also explore the problems using a word like ‘good’ about God. Some of these were raised and explored by philosophers such as Thomas Aquinas. He, for example, talks about our ability to be good by resisting temptation, which is not a sense that could be applied to God.

Part (b)
This question will lead you to a quick definition of the Euthyphro Dilemma and explanation of the question of whether goodness comes from God’s commands. You might then analyse the idea of Divine Command Theory, where you can explore the question of whether or not God can command things which from a human perspective might seem to be evil; for example the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah, where it was unlikely that everyone was evil.

Topic 5
The Ontological Argument and criticisms
1
Credo ut intelligam — I believe that I may understand.

2
There are various ways to express the versions of this argument. One straightforward one might be:
· We all have an idea of God.
· We can define this as a being greater than which cannot be conceived.
· Either this being exists in our mind alone or it exists in reality as well.
· If this being exists only in our mind then it is not a being greater than which cannot be conceived for a being that exists in reality must be greater than a being that exists only in our mind.

· It would be absurd to say this being exists only in our mind (reductio ad absurdum).
· Therefore God exists.
3
This is a mode of argumentation that seeks to establish a contention by deriving an absurdity from its denial, thus arguing that a thesis must be accepted because its rejection would be untenable. It is central to Anselm’s argument.

4
An example of a tautology would be to say ‘all wet things are wet’. In the same way, Anselm believes that the word ‘God’ contains the meaning ‘exists’. So, for Anselm, ‘God exists’ is a tautology.

5
Gaunilo of Marmoutiers set out to produce a parallel argument aimed at demonstrating that the existence of any perfect thing could be constructed. 

· He suggested that his readers think of the greatest, or most perfect, conceivable island.
· As a matter of fact, such an island is unlikely to exist.
· However, he goes on to say that we are not thinking of the greatest conceivable island, because it would exist, having all desirable qualities.
· Since we can conceive of this greatest or most perfect island, then it must exist.
6
Something that has contingent existence by definition depends on something else for its existence. So in terms of this, an island depends on all sorts of things that make its existence contingent.

7
Anselm’s second argument has at its heart the philosophical understanding of ‘necessary existence’. In this context necessary means ‘cannot not be’ as opposed to contingent, meaning ‘can cease to exist’. He argues:

· We define God as a being than which none greater can be imagined.
· A being that necessarily exists in reality is greater than one that does not necessarily exist.

· By definition, then, if God exists as an idea in the mind but does not necessarily exist in reality, we can think of something that is greater than God.
· But we cannot think of something that is greater than God.
· Thus, as God exists in the mind as an idea, then God necessarily exists in reality.
· Therefore God necessarily exists in reality.
8
‘…is in itself self-evident, because God is his own essence.…because we do not know the essence of God the proposition is not self-evident to us, but must be demonstrated by things that are known more to us, though less evident in themselves — namely by his effects.’

9
Again there are a number of ways to answer this question. One straightforward one is:
· God is the most perfect being conceivable.
· It is more perfect to exist than not to exist.
· Therefore God must exist.
10
I think therefore I am.
11
Descartes explored a number of arguments for universal doubt:

· The dream argument

· The deceiving God argument

· The argument for our existence

· He then talks of things of which he can be certain, starting with ‘I am certain that I exist as a thinking thing’

12
One of the main criticisms of the Ontological Argument comes from Kant and his belief that existence is not a predicate. A predicate is the part of a sentence that gives information about the subject of a sentence. Kant argues that we cannot go round adding existence as a property of God, or anything else, in order to define God or anything else into existence. To say something exists does not add a description as a predicate does. It says that in the real world there exists a being that corresponds to the concept.
13
There is no model answer to this question. Whether you think Kant was successful or not you will be examined on your ability to justify your view. You could, for example, say that philosophers who agree with Anselm or Descartes are entitled to argue that God is a special case and then say why you think so or you could simply agree with Kant and explain what you see as the strengths of his arguments.

14
At its most basic, Malcolm’s argument says:

· God is, as a conceptual matter (that is a matter of definition) an unlimited being.
· The existence of an unlimited being is either logically necessary or logically impossible.
· The existence of an unlimited being is not logically impossible.
· Therefore the existence of God is logically necessary.
15
Plantinga argues:

· A being has maximal excellence in a given possible world W if and only if it is omnipotent, omniscient and wholly good in W; and

· a being has maximal greatness if it has maximal excellence in every possible world.
· It is possible that a being has maximal greatness;
· therefore, possibly, it is necessarily true that an omniscient, omnipotent, and perfectly good being exists;
· therefore, it is necessarily true that an omniscient, omnipotent and perfectly good being exists;
· therefore, an omniscient, omnipotent and perfectly good God exists.
16
Syllogistic logic is a form of logic where conclusions are inferred from premises.

17
Analytic statements are those whose truth seems to be knowable by knowing the meaning of the constituent words alone, whereas synthetic statements need you to know something about the world as well as the meaning of the words.

18
This question is simply a place for you to record an aide-memoire to your studies of this argument and record an explanation of how it might be considered to work best or not from your own beliefs.

Exam-style question

Part (a)

You might begin this response by explaining that this question is considering an a priori proof for the existence of God. You could explain that, for Anselm, merely understanding the statement ‘God exists’ properly would mean that you should accept it as a statement of truth. You could then outline one or more versions of the argument moving, for example, from the idea of a being greater than which cannot be conceived through the reductio ad absurdum to the conclusion that God must exist in reality as well as in the mind.

Alternatively you could explain the use of logically necessary existential propositions and their relationship to factually necessary existential propositions, exploring why Anselm sought to find a proof for God’s existence that was prior to and not dependent on existence.

You might also put your explanation in the context of Anselm’s own thinking in terms of seeking to see if his faith is rational and would fit into a logical argument. He did not himself need a proof for the existence of God.

Part (b)
Here you are being asked to assess the extent to which Anselm was successful in his assertion that belief in God was a logical necessity. You could evaluate the extent to which the reductio ad absurdum is a valid move in this argument, assessing whether or not it is more than some sort of philosophical sleight of hand. 

Alternatively, you might explore the extent to which the argument seems to be valid, in logical terms, but is not true as one or other of its premises is false.

Topic 6
The Cosmological Argument and criticisms
1
This a posteriori argument puts forward the idea that the universe has a First Cause, often known as an Uncaused Cause.

2
The Kalam Argument has its roots in medieval Arabic philosophy and theology. An outline of the argument might go:

· The universe either had (a) a beginning or (b) no beginning.
· If it had a beginning, the beginning was either (a) caused or (b) uncaused.
· If it had a cause, the cause was either (a) personal or (b) not personal.
3
Again there are a number of approaches you might take, which might include:

· The proof from motion says: whatever is in motion was at rest until moved by something else, and that by something else, and so on. Unless we are to get involved in an infinite regress we must accept that there must have been a First Mover that itself is unmoved. This First Mover we call God.

· The proof from efficient cause argues that everything in the universe has an efficient cause that we could call its maker. Unless we are to get involved in an infinite regress, we must accept that there must have been a First Maker that itself is uncaused. This First Maker we call God.
· The argument from contingency looks at the idea we might not have been. If everything were merely possible, there would have been a time when nothing yet had come to be. Nothing comes from nothing, so in that case there would be nothing now. However there is something now — the world and everything in it — so there must be at least one necessary being. This necessary being we call God.

4

· Aquinas listed objections to his views first.

· Here he gives arguments that others might have given against his objections.

· Here Aquinas develops his own position, which is the body of the argument, beginning with ‘I answer that…’.
· Simply as stated replies to the above objections.

It is important to understand this process otherwise you can end up saying that Aquinas believed something to which he was actually objecting.

5
Hume maintained that we take the notion of cause and effect for granted. He said that, when we have two events that are constantly conjoined, we become convinced that A will bring about B. He says that, because of their constant conjunction, we are psychologically certain that B will follow A, which gives us a very weak notion of necessity. Hume holds that it is not reasonable to make any inference about the world based on this tenuous conjunction.

6
Hume’s views on causation do raise issues for the Kalam Argument. He not only undermines the idea that every effect must have a cause, he also raises problems for a conclusion that the universe was brought about by a divine being. Even if you accept a cause, the cause does not need to be still existing, nor does the cause need to be one being rather than a committee of beings.

7
William Lane Craig’s version of the Kalam Argument is:

· Everything that begins to exist has a cause for its existence.
· The universe began to exist.
· Therefore the universe has a cause for its existence.
Among other things, Craig makes use of our knowledge of the thermodynamic properties of the universe and its expansion to provide evidence in support of the second premise.

8
Here we are exploring the difference between what we learn from empirical evidence of the world and what we know from the meaning of words in an analytic sense. Anselm is postulating a logically necessary existence for God. As we have already seen, ‘God exists’ is, for Anselm, a tautology: if you understand the words, you cannot deny the existence of God. This topic has looked at factually necessary existential propositions, in other words working from what we can observe around us to the postulation of a divine cause.

9
By this, Temple meant that something is unthinkable if we cannot hold the concept without contradiction. The idea of an irresistible force meeting an immovable object is inconceivable because the two concepts contradict each other. However, he points out that ‘infinite’ does not contradict ‘regress’. While we cannot imagine infinity, we can think of it, we know what it means and we understand the idea.

10
Hume raised the idea that, as easily as postulating a divine Creator, we could postulate an infant deity who made this rather flawed universe, much like a child’s plaything that he has left in a corner while he goes off to play with something else. Alternatively, a group of beings may have been involved in the creation of the universe and again there is no evidence that they are interested in the outcome of their work.

11
There is no model version of a response here. You can choose from the many modern attempts to produce an updated cosmological argument, such as William Lane Craig’s, above, and produce an explanation to help you reflect on the issues surrounding this area of the specification.

12
A deductive argument is one in which it is impossible for the premises to be true but the conclusion to be false. Therefore a conclusion, in a deductive argument, necessarily follows from the premises and inferences. For example: All women are mortal; Mary is a woman; Mary is mortal.

An inductive argument is one in which the premises are supposed to support the conclusion in such a way that, if the premises are true, it is improbable that the conclusion would be false. For example, all swans seem to be white worked well for centuries until someone discovered a black swan.

13

This is not a question that is likely to appear in the examination, but a reflection on this topic will help with other questions. Ultimately it is a question that has no answer. For many, faith will always be what guides their lives and no argument will undermine their beliefs. The A2 course introduces you to philosophers and scientists who will accuse religious belief of dying the death of a thousand qualifications as believers refuse to listen to their logical arguments. On the other hand, many believers who are philosophers are looking exactly for logical arguments to support their faith.

Exam-style question

Part (a)

Start with an explanation, without too much detail, of the fact that the first three of Aquinas’ Five Ways are versions of the Cosmological Argument. In the approximately 28 minutes you have to write this answer it would be impossible to write an in-depth answer to all three versions, so after an outline it would be best to concentrate on one.

If you started with Way 1 you could approach it from the point of an attempt to respond to the often-asked question about where the universe came from if there is no God. Then, despite what Hume says, the normal understanding of cause and effect, namely that there is no effect without a cause, is not only a strong belief among most people but you can put together philosophical arguments in its favour.

Part (b)
While the Cosmological Argument could be seen as a foundation for evaluation here, you could also use knowledge from other parts of the course. An analysis of the critique of philosophers such as Hume and Russell would be a perfectly good answer provided that you evaluate their views and do not just describe them.
Alternatively, you could use knowledge of modern science, which has a whole new understanding of the universe, particularly at the quantum level. There are arguments that may imply that some things in our universe could appear out of nothing and have no perceivable cause. Again, this could be a great evaluation provided you critique the issues.

Topic 7
The Copleston and Russell radio debate (1947)
1
…there has to be a sufficient reason for God’s choice…
2
Leibniz tried to avoid the problem of infinite regress by moving away from a possible series of events to a series of explanations. The Principle of Sufficient Reason states that, in the case of any positive truth, there is some reason for it, i.e. there is some sort of explanation, known or unknown, for everything. The world does not seem to contain within itself the reason for its own existence. Therefore God exists.

3
He was a Jesuit priest, philosopher and lecturer who took part in the famous radio debate discussed in this topic. He was also responsible for the writing of a comprehensive history of philosophy.

4
He was an aristocrat and a philosopher. He was also a logician, mathematician, historian and social critic, though he may well be best remembered as a pacifist who was arrested several times protesting against Britain’s nuclear arsenal. Like Copleston, he had an enormous influence on twentieth-century British philosophy.

5
Copleston makes use of Leibniz’s Principle of Sufficient Reason to explore the idea that in this world there are beings that do not contain in themselves the reason for their existence. Second, claims Copleston, the world is simply the real or imagined totality or aggregate of individual objects, none of which contains in itself alone the reason for its existence. We have then to look outside this world for a being that does not have to look for an explanation outside itself for its being. It is here that Copleston reaches the same problem with infinite regress as other versions of the Cosmological Argument. He speaks of a being that contains within itself the reason for its own existence, that is to say, which cannot not exist.

6
Russell famously replied that the universe is just there, and that’s all, which is often paraphrased as, the universe is a brute fact and does not need explaining. Behind what he is saying, though, is the ‘fallacy of composition’. This is based around the idea that it is a mistake to think that, if something is true of the parts, it is true of the whole. Russell’s example is that, just because all humankind has a mother, it is absurd to assume that the universe has a mother.

7
Russell challenges Copleston about his use of reason and explanation rather than cause. Copleston replied that ‘by sufficient reason in the full sense I mean an explanation adequate for the existence of some particular being…An adequate explanation must ultimately be a total explanation, to which nothing further can be added.’ Here we see him using the idea that scientists find the universe to be explicable and therefore it is fair to assume that the whole universe has an explanation. It is in a sense what scientists like Stephen Hawking mean by their search for a Grand Unification Theory.

8
This is the idea that, when science does not have an answer to a question, then some religious believers say this is where God comes in. The problem with this kind of philosophy is that, as scientists discover more and more about the universe, the ‘god who filled the gap’ gets smaller and smaller. It is this thinking that led the Oxford scientist Peter Atkins to say that it was the last refuge of the desperate to find God in the Big Bang.

9
Throughout the ages, scientists have sought to understand both where we are and why we are here. Often one answer leads to more questions. You might, for example, like the definition of the God of classical theism, but if all those attributes are true, how can God allow such suffering? In science, Newtonian mechanics seemed to explain how the universe functioned but, the closer scientists look at the tiny in the universe, the more questions they find and the less reliable Newton’s mechanics are. Often contradictory evidence can be found if we ask different kinds of questions, which is why philosophers spend so long researching the right kind of question. To say, as Intelligent Design creationists might, that God did this, is clearly never going to answer why and often does not begin to answer how.

10
Edwards attacks Copleston’s argument on a number of levels, but his most famous is probably the five Eskimos example, which is a direct challenge to the idea of sufficient reason. Edwards asks us to imagine an Eskimo deciding to move to New York because it has warmer weather. The second moves because he wants to be with the first one, who is his wife. The third is the child of Eskimos 1 and 2. The fourth one sees an advert for a post on TV and moves to New York to take up the position. The fifth is a hired private detective employed to watch Eskimo 4. Edwards argues that, if you ask each Eskimo why they are in New York, they will provide sufficient reason why they are there and there is no need to look for one sufficient reason why the whole group is there. So there is no need to look for an entire causal chain of events, because sufficient reason can be given for each individual event.

Exam-style question

Part (a)

Your answer could begin with a brief account of the context for this debate. It was on the radio in 1947 between two greats of their day. However, since the question is specifically on Copleston’s position in the debate, no credit is likely to be given for any of Russell’s response until you respond to Part b. In Part a, you might outline the four stages to Copleston’s argument:
· There are some things that need not exist, i.e. they are contingent, looking beyond themselves for the reason for their existence.
· The world is the sum total of all objects. None of these objects contains in itself the reason for its own existence.
· If everything within the world requires something else to exist, the cause of the entire universe must be external to the universe.

· This explanation must be a being that exists, but which contains within itself the cause of its existence. Its existence is ‘self-explanatory’.

You could explain the aim of any of these parts as you go along or you could write an overall explanation at the end.

Part (b)
This is one of those evaluation questions where some AO1 material (knowledge and understanding) will be needed in order to assess Russell’s response. So you should make a quick statement of his response in terms of denying the validity of Copleston’s terminology, stating that the universe is neither contingent nor non-contingent. Hence the chess-game comments in the radio debate. Then you could evaluate the success or otherwise of the use of the fallacy of composition. Again, your own justified reflection on this is required; there is no ‘correct’ answer. 
Topic 8
The Teleological (Design) Argument and criticisms
1
As with the Cosmological Arguments, this is an a posteriori argument, and is a postulation of Aquinas and not a certainty. Teleology is the study of purpose or ends. A simple version of the argument might say:

· All things have an order or arrangement, and work towards an end.
· The order of the universe cannot be explained by chance.
· Design and purpose are a product of intelligence.
· Therefore nature is directed by a Divine Intelligence or Great Designer.
2
Isaac Newton spoke of the impressive stability of the universe to demonstrate that the universe as a whole shows intelligent design. It could be said that Newton refashioned the world governed by an interventionist God into a world crafted by a God that is designed along rational and universal principles. These principles were available for everyone to discover, allowed man to pursue his own aims fruitfully in this life, not the next, and to perfect himself with his own rational powers.

3
This argument says that, if you observe the world in much the way an empirical scientist would, then you will notice that anything that is designed needs a designer; this designer gives to his design not only order but purpose. The universe is the most complex thing we can observe and so we should not think of it as an accident but as the product of a designing intelligence. It does not ask us to believe that this intelligence is the God of classical theism.

4
Paley starts his analogy by imagining pitching his foot against a stone and believing that it had lain there for ever. But then he imagines that he has found a watch on the ground and that he is asked how the watch happened to be in this place. This time he might answer a questioner that ‘there must have existed, at some time, and in some place or other, an artificer or artificers, who formed [the watch] for the purpose which we find it actually to answer; who comprehended its construction, and designed its use…Every indication of contrivance, every manifestation of design, which existed in the watch, exists in the work of nature; with the difference, on the side of nature, of being greater or more, and in that degree which exceeds all computation.’
5
This is one of the two strands of the Design Argument. This one is pointing to the regularity we find in the universe and there are a number of things you can use in your description, such as animals who hibernate every year, the movement of the galaxies and stars we see in our skies, the seasons of the year, as well as many others.

6
Again, looking at the world around us, we can see a number of natural things that can be interpreted as evidence of purpose. Philosophers often point to the human eye or photosynthesis. In Darwin’s theory, there are the various types of beaks on finches in the different Galapagos Islands, which have developed for slightly different purposes.

7
Aristotle was struck with wonder by the majestic sweep of the glittering host across the night sky of ancient Greece. He goes on to say that philosophy begins with this sense of wonder about the world. Looking at the slow but irresistible turn of the cosmos, replete with planets, stars and familiar constellations, Aristotle concluded that that the cause was divine intelligence.

8
There are a number of principles with this name but at its most basic it is an answer to the question why the universe is just right for life and for our existence in particular. This principle seems to postulate that the universe is fine-tuned for the existence of life. Paul Davies refers to this as the Goldilocks’ enigma. The universe is not too hot or too cold, etc. If this is held to be true, then it would support the idea of there being a divine designer.

9
a
Writers during the Enlightenment tended to think about the universe in a machine-like way that clearly affected their arguments. Hume suggested that, while machines have designers and watches are machines, we may need to think about the universe another way. He used the example of a cabbage, which is a complex and nutritious plant. If we found a cabbage we would not necessarily infer that there is a cabbage maker. Hume suggests that, if we choose a machine as an example, we have seriously affected the answer we will find. 
b
Hume also made use of the Greek philosopher Epicurus, who put forward the idea of infinite time. He suggested that in this infinite time a huge but finite number of particles freely moving about would go through every possible combination. One combination would be a stable order where everything fits together well; this would give it the appearance of design without the need for a designer.

c
Hume gives a number of examples using the idea of an old-fashioned set of scales where the viewer can see only one pan. As the pan we can see is in the air, we know the other pan is heavier but we do not know by how much. The other side could be a ton of steel or something only slightly heavier. He wants to say that the watch might lead us to a watchmaker but not to the infinite, all-loving, all-powerful, all-knowing God Christian religious believers of his day wanted to prove existed. Here we find his famous examples that this world may be the discarded remains of the work of an infant deity or the work of a committee of gods.

10
‘…once good and omnipotent.’
11
Mill questioned the assumption that nature is good, given its apparent cruelty. This led him to say that ‘Either there is no God or there exists an incompetent or immoral God’. In River out of Eden Richard Dawkins supports this view by using the example of a female digger wasp that not only lays her eggs in a caterpillar so that her larvae can feed on it but she carefully guides her sting into the prey’s central nervous system to paralyse it and not kill it.

12
Some might say that the idea that nature commits crimes is to anthropomorphise nature in a questionable manner. Human beings have ‘intent’ when they commit criminal acts, which is not something we would say of nature. Also Mill is really only limiting his criticism of the Designer to the idea that this designer is benevolent, which, even if he is not, would not undermine his existence. Leibniz’s idea of the ‘best of all possible worlds’ raises other questions about what we perceive to be evil.

13
Nightfall preceding 23 October 4004 bce.

14
Ussher used dates he knew such as the deaths of Alexander, Julius Caesar and the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar. Beyond these he looked at other considerations, such as the Masoretic version of history, which claimed an unbroken history of careful transcription dating back centuries. He deemed this more reliable than the inconsistent dates found in the Torah. He believed that his choice was confirmed by the date placing creation exactly 4,000 years before the supposed birth of Christ. He also calculated Solomon’s Temple as having been completed in the year 3,000, counting from creation, so that gave him 1,000 years from Solomon’s Temple to Christ, the fulfilment of the Temple. When judging his calculations, it is worth keeping in mind that he died in 1656, at the age of 75, long before anyone realised that the universe was in fact billions of years old.
15
Creationists believe that the earth/universe was entirely the creation of God and if we look at Genesis we find the story attempts to demonstrate how and where God created. Looking back from the creation that we see around us, a number of philosophers and theologians have attempted to prove the existence of God by seeing design in the universe that points to a divine hand behind this design. Darwin’s theory of evolution and particularly the survival of the fittest would suggest that the universe is much more random, with no evidence of divine design. The idea that creatures evolve, some of which are a genetic dead end and others thrive, is, for Darwin, more to do with nature cruel in tooth and claw than with a benevolent Creator working to a design.
Exam-style question

Part (a)

Begin by explaining what the Teleological Argument says, through the writings of either Aquinas or Paley. You might describe the view that in some circles this remains a popular argument — for many, the most successful for the existence of God. On the other hand, it is strongly disliked by a number of religious philosophers. Or you might go straight into a description of the views held by John Stuart Mill, who pointed to the amount of evil in the world as a fundamental objection to design. 

You might argue that Mill’s criticism, while tied to the problem of evil, is directed to the idea that, from a flawed universe, the most we can infer is a flawed Creator. There is real evil, not merely the result of people’s free choices but also, and more significantly, natural evil; that is, deaths from illness, plague, volcanoes, earthquakes, fog at sea, and so on, which seem part of the structure of the world. If these were designed, it seems a very faulty sort of design, and by a designer whose motives we may doubt. 

You might use Anthony Kenny’s development of this thought where he says that this type of argument ‘leads to a God which is no more the source of good than the source of evil. The God to which this argument of rational theology leads is not supreme goodness: it is a being which is beyond good and evil.’

Part (b) 
You might begin by turning this question on its head and pointing out that it is ludicrous to suggest that this argument has resisted all criticisms. This would allow you to go on to explore the various criticisms that have successfully undermined the force of the Design Arguments.

You might then assess the extent to which either of or both the arguments described in Part (a) can be held to be successful critiques of the view that there is evidence of design or purpose in the universe. If you decide to agree with the sentiment in the question, you should consider Teleological Arguments and not just assert religious positions and beliefs.

Topic 9
The Moral Argument
1
An action we are obliged to perform out of respect for the moral law.

2
Kant describes immortality and the existence of God as ‘postulates’ to distinguish them from the ‘ideas’ of the soul and of God that rationalist metaphysics had made objects of theoretical proofs. These ‘postulates of practical reason’ are fundamental components in what Kant calls ‘moral faith’.
3
Kant famously said ‘Nothing in the world — indeed nothing even beyond the world — can positively be conceived which could be called good without qualification, except the good will.’ Here Kant is proposing that the only thing that is good in and of itself is the good will. The good will, then, is free from subjective needs or desires.
4
By this kind of imperative, Kant means that a command or maxim is applied conditionally. A classic example would be the maxim ‘If I want to lose weight, I must eat less.’ The only non-hypothetical imperatives are ones that tell you to do something no matter who you are or what you want, because the thing is good in itself.

5
In Kantian ethics, there is an unconditional moral law that applies to all rational beings and is independent of any personal motive or desire. This is why Kant’s concept of duty is important as it is through duty that we determine moral principles. It can also be expressed as the rule that one’s actions should be capable of serving as the basis of universal law.

6
Kant said ‘Two things fill the mind with ever new increasing admiration and awe…the starry heavens above me and the moral law within me.’ By this Kant is implying that, contained within every rational being, is a moral awareness with which we are born. It is innate and does not come from any outside agent.

7
In the first formulation of Kant’s categorical imperative he states, ‘act only in accordance with that maxim which you can at the same time will that it become a universal law of nature’. This can be seen as a summary of a decision process for moral reasoning.

8
a
First, Kant suggests that a person describes an intended moral action through a maxim. That might be ‘I will never lie’ or ‘When it suits me I will lie’. At this stage we are still to find out whether or not it can become a universal law of nature.
b
Here Kant wants the person making the moral decision to ask themselves what would happen if everyone did what they were planning, e.g. never tell a lie or lie when it suits them.

c
Here we see whether or not it can become a law of nature by seeing what happens when it is universalised. Lying when it suits one can never be universalised, as communication would break down as no one would believe anything anyone else said. However, a world where no one ever lied could lead to a universal law of nature. 

(Note: There are clearly problems for ethicists with this whole theory but for now you just need the basics in order to understand the Moral Argument.)
9
The second formulation of the categorical imperative says: ‘Act in such a way that you treat humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any other, never merely as a means to an end, but always at the same time as an end.’ This as a basic rule can be applied in all sorts of ways. It is obviously an argument against slavery at one extreme but consider also how many employers may see employees simply as a means to profits and not as people in themselves.
10
If we follow our duty worked out through the categorical imperative, then we should be rewarded for our actions. The summum bonum is that place where our happiness and virtue come together. Clearly in this lifetime we do not see these things happening so Kant postulates that the summum bonum can come about only in the afterlife and through the power of a deity.

11
Here we see an assumption in Kant brought about by his religious views that, in a strict empirical sense, cannot be justified. Either view on this question is acceptable. Many scientists, for example, would say that the universe is a harsh environment where nature is red in tooth and claw, which would lead to a conclusion that justice has little to do with the universe. Alternatively, you could look to different religious writers and support a view that, for example, Jesus coming back from the dead having saved us from sin is all about a just afterlife. Your evidence is more important that your opinion.

12
Here again there is no right or wrong answer to this question but you need to be clear about what the question is asking, namely whether it is reasonable for Kant to postulate the existence of God. You are not answering about whether or not God exists or what evidence you would need to believe in God or not. Here you have to address the reasonableness of Kant’s position. When he lived, and given the importance of ‘reason’ in his philosophy, is there enough evidence for him to postulate the existence of God?
13
Humanists might strongly disagree with the tone of this question as it might be read as suggesting that they have no morality. However, it might be approached from a sociological angle that might suggest morality is a necessity for the smooth running of society and has nothing to do with God. Given the number of religions and denominations that rely on the existence of God for their sense of morality, a case can be made for either opinion.

14
Sigmund Freud used the term Oedipus Complex in his theory of psychosexual stages of development to suggest that a boy has feelings of desire for his mother and anger rooted in jealousy for his father. That is, he is suggesting that a boy feels in competition with his father for the possession of his mother. The Electra Complex would be the female version of this where girls feel desire for their fathers and jealousy towards their mothers.

15
This id is the only component of human personality that Freud believed was present from birth. Essentially, this aspect of human personality is entirely unconscious and includes our instinctual and primitive behaviours. The ego, on the other hand, is that aspect of our personality that helps us deal with reality. He believed the ego develops from the id and stops the id’s impulses from making us act inappropriately in the real world. The id, in Freudian terms, functions in the conscious, preconscious and unconscious mind. Finally the superego is that aspect of our personality that holds all our internalised moral standards and ideals that have developed in us owing to the influences of parents, peers, school and society at large.

Exam-style question

Part (a)

As this question is specifically on Kant and not the moral arguments in general, you could begin your answer by explaining his understanding of the categorical imperative. As this is a philosophy answer and not an ethics one, there is no need to compare it with the hypothetical: just focus on the parts of Kant’s argument that lead towards the postulation of God’s existence. So you will need to explain Kant’s belief in the rationality of morality and that, if a maxim is irrational, then it is immoral. This might lead you to the summum bonum and the fact that this belief itself is irrational given the state of the world, unless we are immortal and in the afterlife you postulate a God who brings about justice and happiness. Be clear that for Kant this is not a proof of God’s existence but rather something he postulates.

Part (b)
Here you may have to introduce some AO1 material to develop your answer, e.g. you could describe what Freud or other atheists believe about the source of moral awareness in order to critique the statement in the question. As you describe these views it is helpful to evaluate as you go along, so for example, it is better to say that ‘Freud is right or wrong when he says x or y because…’. The assessment of your answer will be based on your evaluation, not on your knowledge of Freud or others. Equally you could argue that, without a belief in some sort of divinity, there would be no morality.

Topic 10
The problem of evil: St Augustine
1
You may in your answer refer to Epicurus and write something like: ‘If God is all-powerful, if God is all-loving, if God is all-knowing, why does suffering exist?’

2
Augustine spent 9 years as a ‘hearer’ among the Manicheans. Though there is a little in his writings from this period, it clearly influenced many of his later writings as he attacked their beliefs. The Manicheans believed in a mythical solution to the problem of evil involving the struggle between co-eternal principles of Light and Darkness. Augustine began his drift away from this sect when he started to believe that their cosmology did not stand up to serious academic scrutiny. There is no account of which books of the Platonists brought him to Christianity under the influence of Ambrose of Milan. This is an important period of Augustine’s life, as the teachings of Mani arguably continued to influence his understanding and presentation of Christian and Neo-Platonic philosophy and theology.

3
This is the kind of evil found/caused by nature itself, and over which humankind has no control: suffering brought about by events such as earthquakes, tsunamis, volcanoes or viruses for example. 

4
Moral evil is suffering brought about by the free choices of human beings. So the evils of war, murder, sexual abuse and all sorts of moral weakness come under this heading. It is an important distinction to keep in mind as it influences the kind of theodicy believers would want to use.

5
This is a distinction made by some scholars and is found, for example, in the Book of Job. They suggest that things such as prisons or a hangover can be seen as merited suffering whereas suffering brought about by things over which one has no control is unmerited suffering.

6
This comes from the Greek theos dike and is a term meaning the justification of God. This was first used in philosophy by Leibniz to argue against the Epicurean triad and thus prove the goodness of God in the face of evil.

7
Coming from his Neo-Platonic understanding, Augustine maintains that evil is not a thing in itself but exists only as a privation of good, often written as privatio boni. Added to this, we see his literal acceptance of Scripture and tradition. So, in The City of God, he speaks of the angelic battle in heaven and the fall to eternal darkness for those angels who side with Satan against God. Then Satan, the Father of Lies and the Tempter, seduces Eve into disobeying God and leading Adam into the same disobedience. This, for Augustine, meant that Adam condemned humankind, his descendants, to a mortal life of suffering.

8
A soul-deciding theodicy suggests that all human beings have a chance to turn back to God through accepting the salvation brought about by the sacrifice of Jesus.

9
Augustine argued that all humans deserve punishment because they are ‘seminally present in the loins of Adam’. Therefore we all suffer because of that original sin. In the culture of Augustine’s time, the idea of descendants of criminals paying for the sins of their ancestors was commonplace and would not, therefore, have appeared strange in his philosophy. Arguably this is one of the reasons for the belief in Mary’s Immaculate Conception.

10
This defence argues that evils exist in this world because of the free bad choices made by human beings and, in Augustine’s world view, other fallen beings such as angels. Thus we can argue that God is not responsible for the evils in the world and the existence of such evils does not disprove the existence of God.

11
This modern term, from the nineteenth century, describes the period of Platonic philosophy starting with the work of Plotinus and going through to the end of the Platonic Academy in 529 ce. A good description can be found in the writings of Fr Copleston, where he describes Neo-Platonism as ‘the intellectualist reply to the…yearning for personal salvation’.

12
‘…better than the one which does not sin because it has no free will.’

13
He put together an argument based on the idea that we all know people who, as well as having free will, always do the right. He claims they are reliable even though they could choose to do otherwise. This led Mackie to ask why could God not make creatures with free will who, because of their character, always chose to do the right thing.

14
The ancient theory about homunculi was clearly based on mistaken biology of a primitive people. In Augustine’s time, some believed that a man’s loins were populated with little people and that successful intercourse meant the planting of this little person in the womb.

15
This belief about homunculi is what led Augustine to believe in the possibility of pre-existence, since in a sense we already existed before being implanted in a womb.
16
Augustine believed that getting into heaven was entirely dependent on the grace of God and something over which we have no control, hence we are predestined and free will ceases to be a good argument for his theodicy. This confusion comes about because of his challenge to Pelagianism.

17
Pelagius taught a very strict morality that emphasised the natural, innate human ability and autonomy to attain salvation. This led him to believe in the moral sphere that ‘anything you can do, you must do’. So there was no need to ask for God’s help nor should we need it in order to be saved. This was the antithesis of Augustine’s position that it is only through the grace of God that we can receive salvation.

Exam-style question

Part (a)

You might begin by pointing out that, in his struggles with the problem of evil, Augustine argues that:

· the fact that there are things of varying goodness makes for a greater goodness of things as a whole than if there were not such variety
· evil is not something fully real but only something dependent on that which is more real, as disease (which is an evil) can exist only in a body (which is a good)
This may lead you to an explanation of privatio boni, which underlies Augustine’s belief that everything God created is good. Natural evil is also seen as the result of the fall of angels and man. Again it would be important to explain how Augustine comes to this belief but not to evaluate his position at this stage; leave that for Part b.

Part (b)
You could decide to agree with this statement and argue that there is no such being as the Christian God and make use of any area of philosophy you have studied in order to evaluate the statement and come to some sort of conclusion. Alternatively, you might challenge the idea that ‘natural evil’ exists at all and use the philosophical writers who hold this position to argue for their view. It is important that you do not just state their views; you must attempt some philosophical justification for them.

Topic 11
The problem of evil: Irenaean theodicy
1
A second-century philosopher and Bishop of Lyon. He is probably best remembered for his theodicy and his major work Against Heresies.

2
The key text in this theodicy is Genesis 1.26, where God is described as making man in his own image and likeness. From this Irenaeus develops the idea that human beings are born in the image of God but it is only through living and growing that they can become his likeness.

3
This allows Irenaeus to move away from saying that everything God creates is good to the argument that God has deliberately put obstacles in our path so that by overcoming the challenges we become his likeness. Adam and Eve are now immature and in need of help to become the likeness of God.

4
This means that our character is not fixed and we become the people God wants us to be through a free decision to grow through the pain and suffering we find in this ‘vale of tears’. As a minor analogy, your parents could do all your homework for you but you would never learn anything and have no chance of passing A-levels. Of course, if all your homework is a joy and you never suffer to learn something, then this analogy would not work.

5
As the clay is moist and mouldable in the hands of the potter so Irenaeus thinks we should offer our hearts to God in a soft and mouldable state, preserving the form in which the Creator made us. If we become hardened, then Irenaeus believes we are rejecting the work of his skilled hands.

6
It should, therefore, be clear that it would undermine God’s plan if he were to interfere and stop evil in people’s lives. Also, we do not see things from God’s perspective and do not know what other evil might ensue if God stepped in to change something about our lives.

7
If God were too close to humanity, people would be unable to make free choices and would then not grow in the way Irenaeus believes they should. Hence John Hick argues that we are born at an epistemic distance from God — a distance of knowledge. We cannot know God directly or it would limit our freedom.

8
John Hick was a British philosopher who developed his own version of the Irenaean theodicy.

9
He argues that the only relationship worth having is one that is freely chosen. This means that real consequences have to be available. If a person cannot be hurt, then others are not free to hurt them. Inversely, if everything in the world is perfect, then I cannot choose to help you.

10
Here Hick departs from Irenaeus. While they both believe that this growing will continue into the next life, Irenaeus is in no doubt that some will suffer in damnation and hell whereas Hick believes that eventually everyone will enter heaven, hence universal salvation.
11
‘…may crush the character and wrest from it whatever virtues it possessed.’
12
Dysteleology is the philosophical view that there is no final cause or purposeful design to existence. Evil, which has no purpose since the universe has no purpose, clearly undermines Hick’s position.

13
He is against any theodicy that sees a utility in evil. In the same way that we would not want to justify torture in the name of some greater good, we should not try to justify God by seeing usefulness in evil. He says ‘…I am opposed to instrumentalism in ethics. To rescue sufferings from degradation by employing cost benefit analysis, is like rescuing a prostitute from degradation by telling her to charge a higher price.’

14
This question is to help you reflect on your reading in this topic. Any thoughts you have that challenge Hick or Irenaeus will probably be worth exploring. You might, for example, explore the idea of cot deaths. No growth is possible for the child who dies, at least this side of death, and it seems incredibly cruel to suggest any kind of benevolent God might so help a mother with her soul-making.

15
There are a number of areas you might explore here. You may, for example, look at the fact it is rooted in Scripture and can be seen reflected in a number of books of the Bible. Alternatively you might look at specific instances where people’s lives have been changed for the better by some act that has made them or their friends suffer.

Exam-style question

Part (a)

You might begin by expressing the idea that, for Irenaeus, evil is meant to serve a purpose. It is key to understanding Irenaeus that his theodicy can be described as ‘soul-making’ rather than the ‘soul-deciding’ theodicy of Augustine. You could point to Irenaeus’ use of Genesis 1:26, where God is described as wanting to make man in him own ‘image and likeness’. This means that we may be born in the image of God but we must grow, throughout history, into his likeness. Irenaeus would argue that God intended humans to mature over a lengthy time, sending his own Son as a part of this learning process. Evil is therefore sent as part of this maturing of humanity; without evils such as death and other pains, we would not learn the need for goodness and repentance.

For Irenaeus, humanity needs to be patient, much like the clay in the hand of a potter, one of his favourite images. However the clay that is humanity needs to work with the potter and not harden to the work and be discarded. The idea that everyone will eventually be saved seems to be a later interpretation that is not found in Irenaeus’ own writings. 

Part (b)
This question is at the root of all theodicies and therefore you could evaluate any in your response. Many students studying this course will focus their response on either the Irenaean or Hickian versions and this is fine but you do not need to be limited. If you want to argue a benevolent God exists, then you need to assess whether or not our experience of evil can be explained by any philosophy. Make sure you do not just write out some theodicies, but accurately assess their success in justifying a good God.

Topic 12
Creationists and the Big Bang theory
1
Here are four options. You may of course choose others.

Flat-Earth creationists take a very literal view of the Judaeo-Christian Scriptures and the description of the world. They believe, as the name suggests, that the Earth is flat and covered with a firmament or solid dome.

Young-Earth creationists believe that the Earth is between 6,000 and 10,000 years old, again as described in Genesis. Most believe that the universe is the same age as the Earth though some admit it may be older.

Day-Age creationists hold the view that the ‘six-days’ of the Book of Genesis are not ordinary 24-hour days but instead are periods of time that could be the equivalent of millions of years.

Neo-Creationists aim to move away from the other forms and hope to find a formula that is more palatable to the general public. They aim to re-frame the debate about the beginnings of life in non-religious terms and without appeals to Scripture. 

2
He was controversial in his lifetime for his championing of heliocentrism rather than geocentricism. This caused controversy among astronomers and not just church scholars. In his writing Dialogue Concerning the Two Chief World Systems he seemed to be attacking Pope Urban VIII, which brought him once again to the attention of the Inquisition. Their finding of him as ‘vehemently suspect of heresy’ led to his house arrest.

3
One of the problems scholars had with his work was that his idea about orbits did not place the stars on maps as accurately as the writings of Ptolemy, which allowed people to navigate. This was because he thought orbits were circular, which made all his predictive positioning wrong.

4
He resolved this issue by recognising that planetary orbits are elliptical and not circular.

5
This is a controversial claim among both scientists and philosophers. Some, however, would say that scientists explain how the universe works and philosophers explore why we are here.

6
As black holes cannot be seen, scientists came to understand that they existed by watching what happens around them. This led them to the conclusion that a black hole is a region of space-time from which gravity prevents anything from escaping. Black holes were originally considered a mathematical curiosity until scientists in the 1960s showed that they were a generic prediction of general relativity.

7
This theory, whose most famous proponent was Sir Fred Hoyle, argued that matter is continuously created at a rate that keeps the average density of the universe the same as it expands. As a discredited theory, its only importance today is that the research pushed Big Bang supporters to back up their theory with evidence.

8
According to this theory, the universe began approximately 13.8 billion years ago when infinitely dense matter at the centre of a singularity exploded. This cosmological model is generally accepted by scientists today as best fitting the available data. As a result of this explosion, the universe is still expanding, which can be seen from the distance between galaxies becoming greater.

9
This atheist scientist is attacking those who work from a ‘god of the gaps’ model that postulates that God’s creative activity explains anything scientists cannot explain. This led him to suggest that believers who ‘find God in the Big Bang’ are desperate. This does not mean that the Big Bang could not have been part of God’s creative plan.

10
There is a sense in which the Big Bang theory is neutral in terms of being evidence for either side of this debate. The fact that this theory is the best fit for the available data at the moment does not in any way undermine the beliefs of those religious people, many of whom are scientists, who look to the universe to see the hand of God. Equally, atheist scientists can interpret the Big Bang in a way that would support their theories.

11
There are many kinds of creationist who try to reconcile Scripture and scientific evidence in a variety of ways. Neo-Creationists, for example, find it much easier to reconcile their own views with those of science. However, the views of Flat-Earth creationists are irreconcilable with those of science.

12
Many philosophers take a view that, while there is plenty to discuss between science and religion, there should be no real conflict. A good place to develop an understanding of this area is the work of scientists who have found science as a route to religion, such as John Polkinghorne. To fully answer this question though you will need to reflect on the challenges of scientists such as Richard Dawkins and Peter Atkins. Perhaps you could assess the views of evolutionary biologist Michael Ruse, whose issues with religious belief are not so much about scientific evidence but his thoughts on the Problem of Evil.

13
Polkinghorne considers questions about the existence of God to be the most important that humankind faces. Questions such as Leibniz’s ‘Why is there something rather than nothing?’ for Polkinghorne find their answer ultimately in God. He explores evidence such as the intelligibility of the universe and the anthropic fine-tuning of the universe. His works, as a scientist and Anglican priest, present some of the richest discussions for reflecting on in this part of the specification.
14
Alister McGrath is directly challenging Dawkins’ book The God Delusion. Like Polkinghorne, he is a scientist as well as a minister and challenges Dawkins’ interpretations of science as well as religion. His scientific background makes this short book a very useful tool for evaluating the views written in Dawkins’ many books.
Exam-style question

Part (a)

As this is a very wide question, you should start by limiting your response to a manageable size in your introduction. For example: ‘The best way to describe these religious responses is to look at the work of Polkinghorne…Swinburne…McGrath…Davies.’ Use one or two of these philosophers but not all. You might describe the writings that explore the fine-tuning of the universe that Polkinghorne seems to suggest was waiting for humanity, or the biological challenges from McGrath to Dawkins. Make sure you choose a route that allows you to construct a thorough answer in approximately 25–28 minutes.

Part (b)
Here you are free to answer the question from any point of view. You might, for example, take the statement in the question apart and assess the idea that religious people understand the world at all; evaluating the writings of those who think they have successfully challenged science but in your view have failed. Alternatively, you could assess the view from the perspective of religious believers being successful in their endeavour. You could even conclude that there is not enough evidence on either side to come to a decision on this debate.

Topic 13
Darwin and evolutionary theory
1
Charles Darwin of Shrewsbury, England, was a naturalist scientist who laid the foundation for the theory of evolution and the survival of the fittest, which most scientists would hold today. He worked on his theory for 20 years before publishing his book On the Origin of Species by means of natural selection.

2
Erasmus Darwin was a philosophical radical influenced by the French Enlightenment, which gave him ideas about human equality and liberty that also included the liberty to think freely about the existence of God and the natural origins of Earth’s creatures. This would have influenced Charles’s own thinking and intellectual interests.

3
As the latter half of Darwin’s life was spent mainly within his family, Huxley became the public face of evolutionary theory and described himself as Darwin’s bulldog. The most famous example of Huxley’s work was his debate with Bishop Wilberforce during the British Association meeting at the Oxford University Museum on 30 June 1860.

4
As well as reading Lyell’s book Principles of Geology, Darwin made meticulous notes on the species he encountered. These led him to the conclusion that species gradually change to fit into their environment. This view of gradual change led him to believe that the spectacular variety of life found on this planet had been brought about through causal changes.

5
· Species are made up of individuals that change ever so slightly from each other in a wide number of traits.

· These species increase in size over generations at an exponential rate.

· Predators, disease and limited resources bring about a continual battle for survival within species.

· Nature seems to give some members within species slight advantages over others, which allow some, for example, to resist disease better than others or to run faster than their predators.

· These members of the species not only survive but are able to take care of their offspring.

· Those who survive better, pass on the traits, which make them survivors to their offspring.

· This is why Darwin gave the name ‘natural selection’ to the process of passing on these favourable traits.

· Over a long period, this natural selection will tend to make the nature of a species change.

· It is this process that ultimately brings about new species with different classifications. The processes also weed out changes or mutations that do not strengthen life. This theory not only explains the variety of species but predicts the need for continued changes, both positive and negative, among species.

6
When on this group of islands, Darwin noticed that the finches on the different islands, while being fundamentally similar to each other, showed wide variations in their size, beaks and claws. He saw, for example, that the beaks were different depending on the local food source. As these islands are nearly 1,000 kilometres from the nearest mainland, the finches had arrived there in the past and changed over time to suit the available resources on the different islands.

7
This phrase is really a quick way of referring to the whole process of natural selection. In any given environment, those species that are most suited, or fittest, will be the ones that thrive.

8
‘…simple enough to be stated in a sentence, the theory of natural selection is a masterpiece.’
9
The University of Oxford’s Professor for the Public Understanding of Science.

10
This theory might be used to suggest that natural selection is not a random process but our existence points to a guiding, possibly divine, hand behind what Darwin saw as merely nature.

11
This law states that the entropy of the universe always increases in the course of every spontaneous change. This would suggest that things tend to fall apart rather than improve over time, which could, depending on one’s interpretation, be used to suggest that the improvement in species over a long period is unlikely.
Exam-style question

Part (a)

Darwin was a nineteenth-century scientist who revolutionised our understanding of the place of humanity in nature. His work was controversial as it could be seen to challenge the religious view that human beings were the centre of God’s creation. In doing so he also raised more doubts about many of the so-called proofs for God’s existence.

This paragraph immediately starts answering the question with no redundant – ‘In this answer I am going to…’
Darwin’s conclusions were influenced by and drawn from a number of sources. His grandfather had been a follower of the French Enlightenment, which helped his grandson to move away from the straitjacket of traditional religious doctrine, allowing him to question both the existence of God and humanity’s place in nature. He also made meticulous notes on all sorts of species during his 5-year voyage on HMS Beagle. 

This places the response in context without a long discussion on the voyage, which, while interesting, would not actually answer the question about Darwin’s evolutionary theory.

One of the easiest ways to understand Darwin’s conclusions is to look at his studies of finches on the Galapagos Islands. These islands are over a thousand kilometres from the nearest land mass and the finches found on the islands all have small differences in size and types of beak. Darwin’s studies led him to the conclusion that the birds on different islands had changed, evolved, to be best suited to the environment on the island. Their beaks may be the best way to explain Darwin’s discovery. Thin, sharp beaks prevailed where the main food source was insects and grubs; large claw-shaped beaks prevailed where the diet was predominantly buds fruit and nut. 

While these findings were key to Darwin’s conclusions, it was much later that he drew his conclusions. Many textbooks are confused about this but credit would still be given to candidates who follow this line.

Darwin proposed that these differences had come about over a long period, a period where survival traits were passed on from the most suited parents to their offspring until the only kind of finch on each island was one that fitted that environment. Hence he came up with the phrase ‘survival of the fittest’. This theory also explains how some species die out when the environment no longer suits them; it also explains why some seeming mutations in species lead to an improvement in their survival while others are an evolutionary dead-end. Ultimately this process will bring about new species. As a theory it not only explains the variety of species but predicts the need for continual changes both positive and negative among species.

This theory, for Darwin, made sense not only of his findings from the 5-year voyage but of his questions about man’s place in nature; though he did not publish these finding for a very long time due to his realisation that the theory would undermine much of what most scholars and religious believers thought about themselves.

This response, while having a few flaws, would be comfortably a level 5 answer, giving it a mark of 22/25.
Part (b)
Many would argue, not necessarily successfully, that while evolutionary theory has helped scholars and scientists to understand the world better it is a simplistic explanation which does not encompass a full understanding of our very complex universe. The Intelligent Design movement, for example, has attempted unsuccessfully to argue that there is evidence of complexity within human cells which show no sign of having evolved. Michael Behe famously argues that the cilium is an organic machine which clearly has not evolved but without which a cell will not function properly. I say unsuccessfully as I believe that his mousetrap analogy which he used in support of his argument is flawed as it is a category error to compare organic functions with a mechanical machine. Also while these organic machines may, under our present understanding of science, show no sign of having evolved, this may be a gap in our biological understanding rather than proof that Darwin’s black box has been truly discovered.

It could also be argued, from a more positive perspective, that evolutionary theory is a discovery of part of an ongoing process. The universe is indeed complex and humanity has much to learn about how it all works and understanding that there is much more to this theory still to be discovered may be important to the Grand Unification Theory that scientists seek. So it would be premature to dismiss evolutionary theory as too simplistic.

This response is again well focused on the question. It gives an evaluation of more than one point of view and is a critique and not just a description. So a likely mark, again in level 5, would be 10/10.

Topic 14
Intelligent Design and irreducible complexity
1
Intelligent Design is sometimes described as a modern form of creationism. Fundamentally it is the idea that certain kinds of design can be found in the universe that point to an Intelligent Designer. This is different from the traditional argument from design as it looks to solve the question raised by Darwin’s black box, among other philosophical challenges. It is not another attempt to reinstitute Paley’s argument.

2
In On the Origin of Species Darwin said: ‘If it could be demonstrated that any complex organ existed, which could not possibly have been formed by numerous, successive, slight modifications, my theory would absolutely break down. But I can find no such case.’ This is the challenge known as Darwin’s black box.

3
Irreducible complexity is the alleged finding that some religious scientists believe themselves to have made, which opened this black box. At the bio-molecular level, they believe that there are machines that exist in cells which are complex and could not have evolved. They are therefore described as ‘irreducibly complex’.
4
Behe explains: ‘The function of the cilium is to be a motorised paddle. In order to achieve this function microtubules, nexin linkers, and motor proteins all have to be ordered in a precise function. They have to recognise each other intimately, and interact exactly. The function is not present if any of the components is missing. Furthermore, many more factors besides those listed are required to make the system useful for a living cell; the cilium has to be positioned in the right place, oriented correctly, and turned on and off according to the needs of the cell.’
Behe argues that this kind of function is both essential to the proper functioning of a cell and has no sign of having evolved from simpler machines.

5
To try to make the above example clearer to a non-biologist, Behe uses the example of a mousetrap. To function properly a mousetrap needs to be built on a solid base and contain four other parts. It needs a hammer that clamps down on the mouse, a spring which gives the hammer the necessary power, a bar to hold the now energised hammer in position, and a catch to which the holding bar is secured, holding the hammer in coiled tension. If any of the five parts of the mousetrap were to be taken away it would bring about the complete breakdown of its functionality. The implication of this is that it would be impossible to build a mousetrap through Darwinian natural selection.

6
Dembski uses the argument of specified complexity to promote the idea of Intelligent Design. For Dembski, a specified pattern is one that admits short descriptions, whereas a complex pattern is one that is unlikely to occur by chance. He argues that it is impossible for specified complexity to exist in patterns displayed by configurations by unguided processes. This leads Dembski to the belief that the fact of specified complex patterns being found in living things indicates some sort of guidance in their formation, which indicates a divine hand.

7
Dawkins was most concerned about the teaching of Intelligent Design in schools and about this he said: ‘It is quite simple — intelligent design creationism is not science — is not accepted as science by the scientific community and, as such, cannot be taught as science in schools.’ 

8
This answer is in three parts:
· Christian apologists have over the last two centuries bowed to an essentially Humean agenda, attempting to find quasi-scientific answers to secularist challenges — he thinks Swinburne an especially bad case for this response.

· A Wittgensteinian analysis suggests that religion is a quite different form of life from the scientific and historical philosophy of religion (pre-Humean) that concentrated on contemplation of the meaning of faith. 

· In the experience of faith we do not find our belief through science — we don’t believe because we are convinced by quasi-scientific arguments such as Swinburne on probability theory or Behe on Irreducible Complexity, and any quasi-scientific explanation that is used to justify faith we have come to in other ways.

9
There is no right or wrong answer to this question. The idea is that you reflect on this issue and use any evidence you have learned to come to an answer. You could, for example, point to the fact that Phillips’ approach could be considered one of common sense. Most people do not have a faith epiphany because of a scientific discovery but are either brought up in a faith or have a conversion experience, not an academic thought process. However, there is no reason why some people should not look to science to see if their faith is reasonable.

10
Here your response will very much depend on which philosophers/scientists you think are most convincing. Whichever side you come down on, make sure you have justified your position. Also, if you think science and religion are complementary to each other rather than in conflict, remember to explain why you hold this position.

Exam-style question

Part (a)

Intelligent Design is a modern attempt to revive the design argument in direct challenge to the ideas raised by evolutionary theory. It is based around the idea that at the molecular level organic machines exist which could not have evolved. If this can be proved to be true then Darwin’s famous black box would have been opened and there would be evidence both that evolutionary theory has flaws and of the existence of a creating divine hand in the universe.

This movement could be described as scientific creationism as it is scientists who are behind this form of creationism. To put this idea another way, they have produced a ‘God Hypothesis’ as a satisfactory rational explanation of both our existence and the existence of the universe. There are many who have attempted this but I want to look at two of the more popular in this essay. 

First, Michael Behe, a molecular biologist, in his book Darwin’s Black Box claims to have discovered the evidence which Darwin said would undermine his whole theory. In a human cell he found a cilium, which is a tiny organic machine whose function he explained as follows:

The function of the cilium is to be a motorised paddle. In order to achieve this function microtubules, nexin linkers, and motor proteins all have to be ordered in a precise function. They have to recognise each other intimately, and interact exactly. The function is not present if any of the components is missing. Furthermore, many more factors besides those listed are required to make the system useful for a living cell; the cilium has to be positioned in the right place, oriented correctly, and turned on and off according to the needs of the cell. 

This, he claimed, is an organic machine that could not have evolved from anything simpler. To explain this conclusion he uses the example of a mousetrap, which is a machine that will work only if all the five parts that make it up are present and functioning properly. He claims it is a machine which, like the cilium, is irreducibly complex. If the cilium has not evolved then it must have been made and therefore there must be some sort of divinity. As with the proofs for the existence of God produced in medieval times, this does not have to be the God of classical theism but it is some kind of God. 

Second, there is the work of Dembski, which is a more mathematical approach to Intelligent Design. He uses the argument of specified complexity to promote this idea. For Dembski, a specified pattern is one that admits short descriptions, whereas a complex pattern is one that is unlikely to occur by chance. In other words, to comprehend fully how life arose from nonlife, we need to know not only how biological information was concentrated, but also how biologically useful information came to be specified.

In many ways these ideas can raise as many questions as they seem to answer and I will explore their strengths and weakness in my response to the Part b question.

This response contains more accurate quotations than you might manage in the examination. However, this range of material and demonstrated depth of understanding would achieve full marks even with the quotations paraphrased.

Part (b)
I disagree with the sentiment in the question as I think the argument makes perfect sense. However, that does not mean that I agree with the Intelligent Design argument. By making sense I mean that their arguments are comprehensible to scholars. Perhaps the examiner is really trying to ask if they are coherent given the present understanding of scientific data, in which case they might be challenged with the question as to whether their scientific research obeys all the rules of science. Are they not rather jumping to the conclusion they want from data that might be explained in other more ‘natural’ ways given sufficient time and more data from newer, more sophisticated, technology.

There are those, however, who would hold that Behe is on to something in that there would seem to be nothing that fully explains the existence of the cilium or of blood clotting, for example. They are therefore likely to say that they have a right to postulate the existence of an Intelligent Design in the micro universe that God put there for humankind to find and that for those who have eyes to see, they should see; an argument going back to the times of Jesus himself.

In conclusion, it can be argued that there is not enough evidence for or against the Intelligent Design argument given the present state of scientific evidence and that verification of either position will have to wait for another time.

This part is not quite as good and would probably achieve 8/10. Good points are made, but they are not developed. In terms of the levels of response OCR uses, it ‘considers’ more than one point of view, but does not have the ‘understanding and critical analysis’ or ‘range’ needed to be credited a level 5 mark.
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