AQA AS Philosophy Revision Notes – God and the World

AQA Specification - 

Key Definitions 

Teleology – referring to an end or purpose.

Analogy – a comparison of two or more things to show how they are similar.

Anthropic argument – nature planning in advance for the needs of humans.

Darwinism – the theory of natural selection to account for changes in nature

Recap

· The cosmological argument infers God’s existence from the fact that the universe exists and it could not cause itself to exist. It does not have sufficient reason for its own existence. We need an explanation of why there is something rather than nothing. This is God. 

· The teleological argument infers God’s existence from the design, regularity and perfection of nature and order of the world. It concludes that God must be the source of that design. It is derived from the Greek word ‘telos’, which means end or purpose. It’s popularly referred to as the argument for design. 

· Design arguments are a posteriori – explaining something after it has happened. There are different types of these arguments called different things by different philosophers, for instance Swinburne and Tennant call their version of this argument the ‘Anthropic’ argument. They say that nature obviously provides for the needs of intelligent beings. This therefore requires an independent intelligence. This intelligence is called God.

I. The Argument from Design (often called the Teleological Argument from the Greek word ‘telos – purpose/end’.)

Arguments for Design:

· The universe and the amazement of life inspires a sense of awe – everything’s so complex and intricate

· One should be amazed that we can understand anything at all – the world could have been a complete incoherent shambles, with nothing constant 

· However, the world is full of order, predictability and it is consistent. In living creatures, different parts work together and it fits neatly into its environment – why?

Life

· The way that living things work requires a huge co-ordination of lots of tiny bits, with each bit doing their specific job
· This is hugely complex, and this complex process suggests planning – a plan that follows a purpose
· Acting on a plan guided by a purpose is design
· If living creatures are designed, then, by definition, there must be a designer
· This is the next step in an argument for the existence of God – an argument from design
Evolution by Natural Selection

· Just because we’re so complex doesn’t mean that we were designed, so we may look at another explanation

· Another, more scientific and testable theory is Darwin’s theory of natural selection.

· Millions of alterations randomly take place in a creature

· Traits that coincidentally help a creature to survive spreads, because the creature is better suited to its environment, and so can reproduce easier.

· As a result, more creatures end up with the specific trait, as those without it will die due to not being as ‘genetically advanced’ or adapted to their environment

· What appears to be designed is just evidence of good functioning

· So what appears to be designed are just product of coincidence that happens over a great time span

· Using Occam’s razor, this is a simpler solution, and thus a better explanation, as we aren’t inferring the existence of something we can’t be sure exists.

The ‘Fine Tuning’ Argument

· If we accept Darwinism, we can ask the question: ‘What makes Darwinism occur in nature?’

· Perhaps the universe was organized and designed so that life evolves by natural selection

· Cosmologists state that the conditions needed for life to come into existence are incredibly improbable

· Life needs planets, and planets need stars – but the universe needn’t have had stars

· If anything at the Big Bang was even slightly different, then the universe would be completely different – stars wouldn’t exist, and neither would planets and neither would we!

· For life to form on planets and in the universe is extremely improbable – the fact that everything is adjusted so that life exists is a staggering coincidence 

· An alternative viewpoint to life in the universe being a staggering coincidence is that there was a designer that created the universe and the laws of nature to allow life to evolve.

Arguments from Design:

· We have so far given argument for evidence of design in nature

· Arguments from design start from the evidence of design and infer the existence of a designer – a mind that can order things for a purpose

The Argument from Analogy – St Thomas Aquinas

· The argument from analogy states that nature is like human inventions in the way it displays purpose (e.g. the heart pumping blood) 

· Therefore, nature must have a similar cause to human inventions – a mind that intended to create such design

Aquinas has this as the fifth of his five ways. Central to his argument was that the world is full of non-intelligent material things which produce beneficial order. He said that for these non-intelligent things to do this, they require an intelligent being to bring this action about. This is God.

Aquinas distinguishes between Design qua regularity (there is order and regularity in the universe and such order implies an architect) and Design qua purpose. This is the evidence of purpose seen in organs such as the eye, which appear to be ‘designed’ in such a way as to fulfill the purpose of enabling sight. This design is so complex that it is reasonable to assume a designer of some sort. 

Paley and design-like properties

· William Paley proposed an argument for design in his work ‘NATURAL THEOLOGY’:

· If one were walking in a field, and found a stone, one would think that that stone had always been there

· However, if I found a watch, I could not say the same thing

· I would have to infer that the watch had a designer

· Paley then needed to ask what properties of a watch are direct evidence of a designer

· Even if we do not know the designer of the watch, Paley argues that by the general organization of the parts put together and resulting in the watch implies that this had to be done by a conscious being – a designer

· He then makes the next step to say that the same properties occur with the universe

· The universe and natural things have the same property of order, so they must therefore have a designer

Objections to the Argument from Analogy

· David Hume argues strongly against the analogy:

Hume’s dialogues were published in 1779. Paley wrote his book called ‘Natural Theology’ in 1802, and it was thought that he wrote this book in response to Hume’s criticisms of the teleological argument. (NOT THE OTHER WAY ROUND AS SO MANY STUDENTS MISTAKE IN THEIR ESSAYS!) 

Paley is remembered for his analogy of the watch, but it wasn’t uniquely his own idea. He said that when you come across a watch that is a lying on the ground, even if you have never seen a watch before you would know that it didn’t just happen by chance. You would know that it has a designer and that it has an intelligent mind behind it, likewise the universe.

David Hume - 1711-1776

He wrote a book called ‘Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion’. There are three characters in this book who discuss theological and philosophical questions. Two of these characters put across the views for the design argument [the teleological argument]. The third character, named Philo, criticises the design argument. Philo’s argument was said to be Hume’s own opinions, but he does try and put across a well balanced debate. He said that if we see the design of nature we tend to liken it to the design of humans. Man designs things on a small scale. As the universe is so big it requires a designer on a much larger scale, which philosophers who agree with the teleological argument say is God. If you use this analogy of designers you would say that nature resembles the machines made by man. This analogy was particularly appealing to 18th century thinkers who were being introduced at the same time to scientific knowledge. 

Scientific knowledge was being developed in the following ideas:

· In the West in the 18th century the solar system was being discovered and described, with Newton’s Gravitational Theory. He discovered that the world is being pulled towards the sun and that we are being held in orbit. The posh name for this is the ‘geocentric’ theory. Before this they thought that the solar system orbited around the Earth.

· They were finding out about how different bodily organs worked, especially the eye, and how complex they are. This also included plants and animals. The sheer complexity of the world was becoming apparent.

· They were discovering how much we rely on every detail of nature. The posh phrase for this is the ‘providential arrangement’ of things on earth.

· The pocket watch had also just been invented.

In dialogue five, Hume uses the examples of houses and watches, which clearly have human designers. He said that his two characters who support the teleological argument argue that as the house and watch have designers; the universe should also have a designer.

· Hume’s objections to the Design Argument

· It was an un-sound analogy.

· He said that the strength of the teleological argument depends on the strength of the analogy. A good analogy is a good argument. But Hume said that a machine is mechanical, whereas the universe is organic. He said that the whole analogy is flawed. He also said that we assume that a house or a machine must have a designer because they are in themselves unnatural. But the world is natural, therefore the analogy is flawed. We have seen these things being constructed, so we know that they have been designed, but we have not seen the universe being constructed. It takes a team of builders to build a house, so does that means that we have a team of Gods who built the world?

· Similar effects do not necessarily imply similar causes. He said something can be caused by a variety of methods, yet the outcome can still be the same. For instance, having a baby can come about in different ways, e.g. intercourse, test tube, etc. Hume said that just because a mechanical watch has a designer, it doesn’t mean that a mechanical universe has a designer.

· Other possible analogies: Hume said that intelligence is caused by generation, something that occurs over a period of time. Hume was writing before Darwin’s theory of evolution, but he would have been excited about it. Hume said that the survival of the fittest, natural selection, etc. create order or the illusion of order. Hume said that order or the illusion of order can naturally occur over a period of time.

· The analogy makes God more human than divine. He said that when you talk of a designer, you are giving God human attributes. [But we are told in Genesis that humans were created in the image of God, so it is actually the other way around. Humans have attributes of God. Does this mean that even the evil bits of humans are an image of God?] Hume said that there is so many imperfections in the world that the designer has clearly made mistakes, therefore he is not as skilled as we thought he was.

· The analogy leads to an immoral God. In the world we see earthquakes, war, disease, etc. How is the planning for these the plans of a just and good God? Hume said that work men are judged by the quality of their work. He said that either God has no moral character, or there are two forces at work – good and evil.

Is the Designer God?

· Even if we could infer that the universe was designed, what makes this designer God?

· If we’re relying on analogy, this extra step from designer to God faces extra difficulties

· Using the analogy between human inventions and the universe, we should note that in the human case, the designer is not always also the creator

· We therefore can’t infer that the designer of the universe also created the universe

· The scale of the design reflects the powers of the designer

· Watches aren’t infinite, and neither are the minds that make them

· The universe isn’t infinite, so we can’t infer that the designer is infinite; only that whoever designed the universe had sufficient power and intelligence to do that – but God is said to be infinite

· The quality of what is designed reflects the abilities of the designer

· Designers need to be trained, and their first designs will be poor and could be improved.

· We can argue that since the purpose of the universe is life, then the universe shows poor design, as there are things that wipe out life, e.g. volcanoes and comets hitting planets wipe out life 

· The aforementioned example would show that the designer made mistakes – but God is said to not make mistakes

· As is demonstrated; if the argument from design completely rests on analogy, then the argument faces many problems

· It follows that we’d need to remove the appeal to analogy...

Modern Design Arguments

· As has been previously mentioned, we want to avoid appealing to analogy when inferring the existence of a designer

· Instead, we inferred a designer’s existence based on the probability of the universe being how it is

· This is an inductive argument from the existence of God

Swinburne’s Argument

· Swinburne says that God is the only satisfactory way that we can explain the fact that the universe allows life to evolve

· He says that science cannot possibly give us this answer, because all scientific explanations presuppose laws

· For example, science explains why water boils when you heat it in terms of effects of heat on the particles, and then the sub atomic particles inside these, which suppose other laws and properties

· As a result, scientific laws are ‘brute’ – they have no explanation unless we can find some other kind of explanation for them

· However, even if you accept that there is a designer, David Hume pointed out that you can’t show that this designer is God

· This is because the argument doesn’t show that there is only one cause of the universe

· Or that the cause is perfect – omniscient and Omni benevolent, etc. or a being that cares about people

The Limits of Explanation

· If we explain design in terms of God, we would have to ask ‘What explains God?’

· This seems even more puzzling than ‘What explains scientific laws?’

· If we cannot explain this, then we have failed to make progress

· Swinburne claims that it is progress, and science does it all the time

· E.g. introducing sub atomic particles to explain something that happens in nuclear accelerators.

· This is progress, as you’re explaining one more thing

· As a result, we can still say that God’s a good explanation for scientific laws even if we can’t explain God

· But if we always have something we can’t explain, then why invoke God? Wouldn’t it be the same to say we can’t explain scientific laws?

· This is because we, as humans/scientists/philosophers should always try to explain as much as we can, and scientific laws leave fewer things unexplained, and is therefore the best result for finding higher ‘truths’ and ‘meanings’

· If you give up on finding these, then you give up on pursuing these forms of thought.

Does the Universe Need Explaining?

· Some things that appear to be coincidence or ‘luck’ are in fact inevitable

· For example, winning the lottery is highly unlikely, but someone has to

· Just because there’s a minute possibility of someone winning and they do win, doesn’t mean we need a special explanation for it (e.g. ‘It was rigged’)

· So suppose millions of universes existed, with different scientific laws that didn’t allow the universe to continue to exist.

· As soon as it begins, it would end.

· Some universes might be made with no life in them

· One must therefore thing that given all the possible variations in scientific laws, a universe such as ours would eventually come to exist – so it doesn’t need any special explanation – it had to happen!

· ‘Our’ universe had to be the right one because we wouldn’t be here to question it if it wasn’t! It goes back to Descartes!

· We can object to this argument, saying that it assumes the existence of a huge number of universes, which we have no evidence 

· Swinburne argues that it’s simpler, and more evidential that the existence of one universe designed by God is a better evidence

· A man called AJ Ayer said that we can’t say the world is designed because we don’t know what an un-designed world would look like. A man called Tennant said that we have no certain reason to believe that the universe will continue to behave in an orderly way. Richard Dawkins says that science has found that random changes can lead to order, and that complex systems can be self arranging. A man called Peter Atkins wrote ‘Far from being the terminus of the quest for intelligibility and explanation in the universe, God is the terminal illness of reason.’

The Problem of Evil

The epistemic question posed by evil is whether the world contains undesirable states of affairs that provide the basis for an argument that makes it unreasonable for anyone to believe in the existence of God.

“Evil is a perpetual burden of doubt for the believer and an obstacle to commitment for the unbeliever.”  Hick

“If the theist does not have a satisfactory answer to it, then his belief in God is less than rational, and there is no reason the atheist should share it.” Swinburne
Relevant Concepts of God

The term “God” is used with a wide variety of different meanings. These tend to fall, however, into two main groups. 

On the one hand, there are metaphysical interpretations of the term: God is a prime mover, or a first cause, or a necessary being that has its necessity of itself. Or God is not one being among other beings,  — even a supremely great being — but, instead, being itself. Or God is an ultimate reality to which no concepts truly apply.

On the other hand, there are interpretations that connect up in a clear and relatively straightforward way with religious attitudes, such as those of worship, and with very important human desires, such as the desire that, at least in the end, good will triumph and justice be done. This God is personal and can answer prayer and intervene in the world. This is the God of the Jews, Christian and Muslims – the classical God. 

The Argument

It can be summed up by the Inconsistent Triad (used by Mackie and earlier Hume yet borrowed from Cicero) – if God is omnipotent, and Omni benevolent, then why does evil exist?


1. If God exists, then God is omnipotent, omniscient, and morally perfect.

2. If God is omnipotent, then God has the power to eliminate all evil.

3. If God is omniscient, then God knows when evil exists.

4. If God is morally perfect, then God has the desire to eliminate all evil.

5. Evil exists.

6. If evil exists and God exists, then either God doesn't have the power to eliminate all evil, or doesn't know when evil exists, or doesn't have the desire to eliminate all evil.

7. Therefore, God doesn't exist.

This leads to a variety of responses – 

Whether the argument is sound is good question, for it may be that one of more of the premises is false. The point here, however, is simply that when one conceives of God as unlimited with respect to power, knowledge, and moral goodness, the existence of evil quickly gives rise to potentially serious arguments against the existence of God.
1. Logical Arguments (God cannot exist) e.g. Epicurus, Mackie – a priori, deductive. We can deduce from the inconsistent triad that evil and God cannot co-exist. 

2. Evidential arguments (improbable that God exists) – gratuitous evils probably exist (e.g. Rowe a fawn dying in a forest fire), inconsistent with God, so God probably doesn’t exist.

OT – seems God causes/allows evil but has good reason for it; test of faith, reward will be in heaven. (Job). 

NT – Suffering is part of human experience, Jesus is the perfect man, he suffered to show us how we ought to live & thereby be reconciled to God (coming back to God, living in harmony with him “I consider that our present sufferings are not worth comparing with the glory that will be revealed in us.” says St Paul in Romans). 

The resurrection indicates that good triumphs over evil, Jesus shows that suffering can be coped with. 

David Hume – there are 3 solutions

God is not Omni benevolent (OB) OR not Omnipotent (OP) OR evil doesn’t exist. 

Experience tells us that evil does exist, so God is not OB and/or OP – this is not the God of classical theism, so THIS God doesn’t exist.

The Logical Problem

The logical problem of evil claims that the mere existence of evil is logically incompatible with the existence of a God with the aforementioned qualities. It understands the problem of evil deductively. God, being good, has the desire to eliminate all evil, as he’s omnibenevolent. Evil clearly exists hence, God cannot. 

However, this isn’t true if some evil is necessary for a greater good. For example, if, when we put our hand in a fire, we didn’t feel pain, then we would leave our hand in the fire and our whole hand would become dysfunctional. Or what would love be without the sadness that we endure when we lose a loved one? “’Tis better to have loved and lost, than never to have loved at all” We cannot appreciate what is good unless we experienced something evil to contrast it with. So some evil is necessary to make the world as good a place as it is.

Because God’s good, he doesn’t want to eliminate all evil, as by doing so, he’d be eliminating a lot of good. Therefore, the existence of evil isn’t logically incompatible with God.

The Evidential Problem

The evidential problem of evil claims that the amount and distribution of evil that exists is good evidence that an omnipotent, good God does not exist. The evidential problem of evil understands the problem inductively. The way evil exists is good evidence for thinking that God doesn’t exist. 

For example, some children can die because of terrible diseases, or they can be brutally treated. Isn’t this the kind of thing that an omnipotent and omnibenevolent God would want to cease? Moreover, evil is unfairly distributed. Even if it is necessary for certain goods, is so much evil necessary? This is the version of the problem that needs further discussion

Moral and Natural Evil

· To further understand the argument, we need to know what ‘evil’ means.

· Moral evil refers to morally wrong actions or motives of human beings

· Hitler was morally evil for trying to eradicate the Jews

· Ethnic cleansing is a morally evil policy

· Natural evil refers to suffering caused by natural events and processes 
· The suffering caused by earthquakes is natural evil
· The Tsunami that devastated the lives of islanders is natural evil
· We need to keep both types of evil in mind when looking at responses to the problem of evil. Some responses may solve the problem of moral evil, but don’t answer the problem of natural evil. 
Theodicy

The response to this is a theodicy.  They are ‘justifications for God's righteousness.’ 

There are several criteria for a successful theodicy.

· It must be internally coherent (i.e. make sense!) within itself and to the reader.
· It must be done within the context of natural theology (don’t rely on belief)

· It must cohere with other theology (so can’t limit God’s power or goodness, or say suffering is insignificant because Jesus died and suffered for us etc.).

· It must be personally convincing and give us reason to believe that God is more likely to believe than not, alongside evil’s apparent existence.

The Augustinian Theodicy (Classical)

(quotations from Confessions)
· Perfect Creation

For Augustine, the world was created perfectly – indeed Creation is the “perfect emanation of God’s creative plenitude”. 

Quotation: “God saw all that he had made, and indeed, it was very good.” Genesis 1.31 

All things within this creation are also perfect and without ‘evil’, and can be deemed good.

Quotation: “Taken singly all things are good, but taken together they are very good.” 
· Evil is privatio boni (a privation of good)

Evil is the result of a malfunctioning or corrupting of something that itself ought to be (and ultimately is) good. Evil is not a force, but a lack of goodness resulting from Free Will.

Quotation: “…[Evil] is nothing but the corruption of natural measure, form or order. What is called an evil nature is a corrupt nature…It is bad only so far as it has been corrupted.”

Evil comes from the fact that in the garden of Eden (Genesis 2), the very knowledge of good and evil came about: The fruit was taken (i.e Adam and Eve used their free will badly), and the rest is history!


· The result of Evil

· Natural Evil - is the loss of order in nature after expulsion from perfect Eden.

· Moral Evil - comes from man’s knowledge of good and evil being acted upon

Both of these forms of evil are in many ways a punishment for man, since all are ‘seminally present in Adam’ – Original Sin. Augustine suggested that this justified the fact that God appears not to put and end to suffering/intervene in the world to prevent it.
· Soul-Deciding

Salvation is promised owing to the sacrifice of Christ and so (if Christ is accepted by the believer) all this apparent suffering will pale in comparison to the glory of heaven/ or one will go to hell. Humanity’s fate is decided by the offer of salvation as a result of Adam’s Sin.

Criticisms of the Augustinian Theodicy

· Moral/Theological

The omnibenevolent God who permitted even the possibility of evil and existence of Hell raises a few eyebrows to say the least. Why even allow the knowledge of good and evil??

Counter: God cannot contradict man’s freedom – Love cannot be programmed. Plantinga
· Logical/Philosophical

It is a logical contradiction to suggest that a perfect world could go wrong, as Schleiermacher (19th Century) suggests. Either the world wasn’t perfect or God causes evil.
· Scientific

i) The suggestion the world was made perfect and then ‘damaged’ is contrary to evolution.

ii) ‘Seminally present in Adam’ is far from a biologically accurate assertion.

· Semantics (Words…)

Augustine’s assertion that evil is simply a ‘privation of good’ is missing the issue. Evil exists and is a huge challenge to the belief in the loving and powerful God whatever you call it!

Process Theodicy

A radical, modern theodicy which gives an alternate view of God, Evil and the Universe.

“God is the fellow sufferer who understands.” Whitehead

· God and Man

- God is not the omnipotent creator of the universe. (This however does not compromise the fact that he is omniscient and omnibenevolent). He is simply a part of the creation and is in constant creative struggle with the universe (i.e. process) He is limited by basic laws and forces of the universe and has to act in persuasion to attract man to him.

- Man is a result of the evolutionary process emerging from the battle with chaos.

· The God of Process Theodicy and Evil

God is essentially unable to stop evil as he lacks the power to change natural processes. Evil is merely an inevitable aspect of the processes which take place and must be fought.

Quotation:  “God is responsible for evil in the sense of having urged the creation forward to those states in which discordant feelings could be felt with greater intensity”. Griffin
· The universe

Evil may well exist, both making man struggle and belief in God hard, but:

· This universe has produced enough good to outweigh evil (apparently).

· Having this universe is surely better than none at all! A risk worth taking?

Man stands and looks on at the universe’s processes, 

knowing that God suffers too…

· Why does the Process Theodicy Appeal?

· It accounts for and explains the existence of evil while God exists. God is merely involved in bringing about creation but cannot necessarily prevent all the pain and suffering.

· It makes God accessible in that, he is the ‘fellow sufferer’, thus allowing suffering humans to identify with Him better and understand his ways and character.

· It is in accordance with the Biblical picture of the Suffering God in Jesus Christ.

· Evolution is no longer an obstacle as it is simply part of the process of the universe.

· Believers become encouraged to fight along the side of God against evil.

· Criticisms of Process Theodicy

· It is not a theodicy. A successful theodicy must marry the God of Classical Theism with the existence of Evil. By saying that God is not omnipotent, one is qualifying the nature of God. 

· Since this God is apparently so limited and evil is pronounced as both inevitable, and necessary to accommodate, is he worthy of worship?

· Can this God and Process Theodicy itself really be a comfort for the sufferer? There appears to be no promise of heaven, and saying ‘Don’t worry God is suffering too!’ carries little to aid one enduring the ‘deepest evil’ (Phillips).

Ireanean Theodicy

· Evil exists as a result of the misuse of free will, beginning with Adam. God allows this because he wants people to love him genuinely and true love can only be free. This is a SOUL MAKING Theodicy. 

His position is less orthodox and does accept that God is partly to blame for evil. 

1. Genesis makes it clear (whether you take a literal or non literal interpretation of events) that humans were created in the image and likeness of God. 

2. The imago dei, (freedom, morality we have from birth but humans are imperfect and have to become God-like. 

3. We were made in the image and likeness of God. We need to work towards becoming like God. Evil and suffering is the inevitable by product of this process. Without evil we could not experience change, ambition, love and joy as we would have nothing to compare them with. 

Evil is necessary to achieve God’s purpose (teleological), for man to develop a noble soul (see link with Aristotle, Virtue Ethics) 

Quotation:  The world is a “vale of soul-making” (Keats). 

Christ sets an example for us to follow.

Other points relating to Theodicies

Free Will defence

The concept of free will has featured in the other theodicies we have looked at.

The free will defence claims that if this world is the ‘logically necessary environment for man to survive, there must of course be real choices which man can make.

Hence, we as humans who can make choices are accountable for suffering as we commit evil acts. We have to have the ability to do this. (Plantinga)

Quotation: “The less he [God] allows men to bring about large scale horrors, the less freedom and responsibility he gives them.” Swinburne

Hick and Soul Making

One very important type of theodicy, championed especially by John Hick, involves the idea that the evils that the world contains can be seen to be justified if one views the world as designed by God as an environment in which people, through their free choices can undergo spiritual growth that will ultimately fit them for communion with God:

The value-judgement that is implicitly being invoked here is that one who has attained to goodness by meeting and eventually mastering temptation, and thus by rightly making responsibly choices in concrete situations, is good in a richer and more valuable sense than would be one created ab initio in a state either of innocence or of virtue. In the former case, which is that of the actual moral achievements of mankind, the individual's goodness has within it the strength of temptations overcome, a stability based upon an accumulation of right choices, and a positive and responsible character that comes from the investment of costly personal effort. (1977, 255-6) 

Hick's basic suggestion, then, is that soul-making is a great good, that God would therefore be justified in designing a world with that purpose in mind, that our world is very well designed in that regard, and thus that, if one views evil as a problem, it is because one mistakenly thinks that the world ought, instead, to be a hedonistic paradise.

Is this theodicy satisfactory? 

There are a number of reasons for holding that it is not. 

First, what about the horrendous suffering that people undergo, either at the hands of others — as in the Holocaust — or because of terminal illnesses such as cancer? One writer — Eleonore Stump — has suggested that the terrible suffering that many people undergo at the end of their lives, in cases where it cannot be alleviated, is to be viewed as suffering that has been ordained by God for the spiritual health of the individual in question. (1993b, 349). But, given that it does not seem to be true that terrible terminal illnesses more commonly fall upon those in bad spiritual health than upon those of good character, let alone that they fall only upon the former, this ‘spiritual chemotherapy’ view seems quite hopeless. More generally, there seems to be no reason at all why a world must contain horrendous suffering if it is to provide a good environment for the development of character in response to challenges and temptations.

Secondly, and is illustrated by the weakness of Hick's own discussion (1977, 309-17), a soul-making theodicy provides no justification for the existence of any animal pain, let alone for a world where predation is not only present but a major feature of non-human animal life. The world could perfectly well have contained only human persons, or only human person plus herbivores.

Thirdly, the soul-making theodicy provides no account either of the suffering that young, innocent children endure, either because of terrible diseases, or at the hands of adults. For here, as in the case of animals, there is no soul-making purpose that is served.

Finally, if one's purpose were to create a world that would be a good place for soul-making, would our earth count as a job well done? It is very hard to see that it would. Some people die young, before they have had any chance at all to master temptations, to respond to challenges, and to develop morally. Others endure suffering so great that it is virtually impossible for them to develop those moral traits that involve relationships with others. Still others enjoy lives of ease and luxury where there is virtually nothing that challenges them to undergo moral growth.

Other FWD problems

Mackie  – God is omniscient therefore should only allow people to come into existence who he knows will always freely choose the right thing. However: - Plantinga “transworld depravity”, it is part of our essence to do evil (Satan infected the world with evil), “hence it was not within God’s power to create a world in which E’s instantiation is significantly free but always does what it right.” Can’t have moral good without the potential for evil. Personalist God can’t see the future, but if God is pure actuality he can’t choose.

Hick “we are his mindless puppets” epistemic distance makes it better when we choose the right thing, Swinburne “like an overprotective parent” evil is necessary to make a free choice.

However Dostoevsky – extent of evil makes it not worth it “hand back my ticket” Doesn’t explain dysteleological evil. Doesn’t seem like a loving God. Owen – hypothetical, doesn’t help the victim.

Leibniz – God is able to select our universe from all possible universes that he could create, so the one he chooses to create must be the best one possible. If pain and suffering were any different the world would be worse off. But Schopenhauer argues God created possibility so he should have created the possibility of a better world than this one. Could also be argued in other direction.

Process Theology (Whitehead & Hartshorne) 

God and the world exist together in a continuous process of becoming and changing. God doesn’t have unlimited power, acts in the restrictions of reality as we experience it. Each moment is a creative entity, and failure to find harmony is evil. Evil is essential and in the nature of the universe, and there is nothing God can do about this, but we should act of his side to try and reduce it – surrenders God’s omnipotence. God is “the great companion – the fellow sufferer who understands.” Is this God really worthy of worship? Can’t just change the definition of God – Flew “dies the death of a thousand qualifications.”

Nietzsche – the innocent suffer because that is just the way life is. Suffering is inevitable; the key issue is how we deal with it – “turning troubles to your advantage.” We should not be looking for happiness, but for fulfillment, and this is gained through abandoning comfort.

The Best of all Possible Worlds

· If God was all Omni benevolent and omnipotent, than surely he would make the best possible world for us to live in?

· Considering this world is obviously not the best possible worlds (evil, etc.), then an omnipotent and Omni benevolent God doesn’t exist.

· We could respond and say that this is the best possible world

· We know that the world is better with free will and evil than without either

· This is because it is apparently good for our souls to develop spiritually and morally.

· A world without no evil would essentially bring about a world with no morals

· Obviously, with no evil combined with no morals, this doesn’t have much of an implication

· We can also pick out specific events which we think the world would be better off without

· For example, Hitler and the holocaust

· We say such examples are bad things, but we do not know what would happen if such events didn’t take place.

· As a result, we can’t know that this isn’t the best of all possible worlds

The Laws of Nature

· The best way for us to imagine something changing is for something extraordinary to happen

· For example, Hitler could’ve been struck down by a bolt of lightning by God

· This would be intervening with events that are in accordance with the laws of nature

· However, the laws of nature themselves are a great good, as for us to do anything at all, things need to happen in a regular way, which the laws of nature do.

· As a result, this give rise to natural evil or moral evil

· However, it is far better for there to be regular laws of nature that give rise to this kind of evil than to have a world where nothing is regular.

Objections
· We could object, and say that God could intervene sometimes to prevent the very worst evils from happening

· However, we wouldn’t know what the causes of this event not happening would be

· Also, if we claim that the world needs a certain amount of evil for soul-making to occur, then God would have to allow another evil to ‘balance’ it out, enabling us to grow spiritually.

· Another ‘problem’ with our world, when trying to justify God with regards to evil and the current Laws of Nature is that why has God created these laws of nature that allow natural evil to occur?

· Couldn’t an Omni benevolent and omnipotent God create laws of nature that don’t create natural evil?

The Standard for the ‘best possible world’

· We use the happiness of us when judging whether the world could be better

· However, we cannot take the feelings of humans as the standard for determining if this universe is the best possible

· For example, Aliens could exist on far away planets that are completely happy with everything, and everything is perfect for them.

· Just because we’re not completely happy doesn’t mean this world isn’t the best possible

· Our unhappiness on earth could be very small in comparison

· In the end, we could still object that we have no good reason to think that this is the best of all worlds

· We also have good reason to think it isn’t

· So surely if there is doubt, there must be some kind of ‘problem’ with God?

The Afterlife

· This theodicy argues that evil in this life is irrelevant

· Instead, the most important thing is the afterlife

· If you’re treated badly in this life, God will make it up to you in the afterlife

· On balance, everyone gets what they deserve in the end

· The problem with this approach is that it offers no moral justification for evil

· If I hit someone, and give them £20, this would not make it just. If anything, it would be mere compensation

· So by the same logic, if God rewards those who deserve it by eternal life in heaven, this is just compensation for unjust suffering they experienced in life.

· It does not make it morally good or justifiable that they suffered. 

· A loving God would not act this way

· Furthermore, if we want to bring about good, but know that it harms someone innocent, we should ask that person first for their permission

· If they consent, then perhaps the act and the compensation is justified

· If God has created this world in which evil is unfairly distributed between people, but it’s necessary for a greater good, then God is just using people as a means to an end – despite the compensation.

· The afterlife cannot seem to offer a moral justification for how an Omni benevolent God would allow such evil in the first place.

II. The Religious Point of View

Different Perspectives (‘seeing-as’)

· The arguments about God’s existence so far operate as though we don’t actually experience God, so we can’t easily prove he exists using standard ways; like how we would a mars bar.

· For example, you would believe that a book was red if you couldn’t see it; whereas if you could see it, you would simply say it was red.
· So what about religious experience?

· It is important to note that religious experience doesn’t imply mean things like ‘communicating’ with God

· Religious experience is a way of perceiving the world differently 

· Events which can be experienced as having a purely natural significance are experienced by the religious mind as having religious significance

Perceptual experiencing-as

· Hick develops the analogy between perception and experience of God

· Perception is not simply registering what is ‘out there’ neutrally

· For example, with the Necker cube, one set of lines can be seen in two different ways

· We can also see patterns in natural objects, like animals in clouds

· We don’t just see; we ‘see-as’ or ‘see-in’.

· We see the lines as a cube facing us, or the face in the cloud.

· One can argue that all seeing involves seeing-as

· For example, we see a book as a book

· However, someone from a completely different culture won’t have the concept ‘book’

· As a result, they’d see something different – maybe a clump of paper

· The same principle applies to smells

· Perception on this account always involved recognition – it’s never neutral and our concepts are always involved

Religious Experience

· Hick therefore argues that religious experience is a kind of experiencing-as.

· The religious person experiences life as an encounter with God, as well as experiencing the physical world and other people

· It is a different layer of experiencing-as – a perspective on life and the world that the non-religious person doesn’t have.

· But is religious experience really analogous to perceptual experiencing-as?

· Is it not simply a subjective projection of religious meaning onto natural events?

· Hick admits that there are disanalogies

· For example, religious experience isn’t sensory perception and we aren’t perceiving types of object but the significance of events

· There is, however, an important continuity:

· Firstly, perception involves making sense of what we see – how we respond to it

· For example, when one sees an object as a fork, it involves an appropriate response to how we are disposed to act in relation to it

· We know a fork is an everyday mundane object used to eat with

· To contrast, if we saw a bear, we’d act in a different way, based on our dispositions

· We shouldn’t think, therefore, that we can contrast religious experience as a projection with ‘neutral’ perceptual experience, as no experience is neutral.

· Secondly, we don’t recognize objects – we recognize situations; as shown by our immediate appropriate responses to them

· Seeing someone hang off of a cliff instigates a moral response – to help them – this is a situation of moral significance

· Religious experience is a matter of recognizing the religious significance of events or situations – how we respond to them.

· For example, having a sense of God when observing the beauty of the natural world

· This involves a change in how we’re disposed to act

· The ‘religious response’ is not an optional extra, just like how we don’t ‘choose’ to see the bear as dangerous.

· It is the same for a religious person to experience the world in this way as it is a non religious person experiences a fork

· We can object that the analogy still doesn’t work

· Hick is right in stating that all recognition involves applying concepts to experience.

· However, we don’t need to accept that all recognition is similar to perceptual recognition

· If recognizing the religious significance of an event was similar to recognizing a fork, then we can ask what sense we use when we detect this apparent religious significance.

The Status of the Religious ‘Hypothesis’
· A hypothesis is ‘a proposal that needs to be tested by experience’

· The religious hypothesis is that ‘God Exists’

· But is this a hypothesis – can it be tested by experience?

· For it to be a hypothesis, we would have to imagine the conditions under which we would say that it was not a fact

· For example, the theory of evolution by natural selection would be given up if aliens came to earth and shown that they had planted fossils that they had made

· John Hick argues that it’s not a hypothesis because we experience god directly – Human life itself is an encounter with God

· He claims that it is no more a hypothesis than the claim that ‘This is a fork’

· However, we can object and say the same argument still applies

· We can imagine situations that would lead us to say ‘This is not a fork’

· If, for instance, we were to find out that the fork was a hologram or an illusion.

· By the same logic, what would lead us to say that human life isn’t an encounter with God?

· There is nothing present that means one has to withdraw one’s claim about encountering God through life.

· This suggests that ‘God exists’ is not something we know directly from experience

· This argument assumes that for ‘God exists’ to state a fact, we have to know how to test whether that fact is true or false against experience

· Alternatively, we could argue that the meaning of ‘God exists’ is related to and secured by the very process of making sense of facts

· In this case, ‘God exists’ is a hypothesis, but not a scientific hypothesis, since we use philosophy, and not science to test it

· However, we could argue that ‘God exists’ gains its meaning not from philosophical arguments, but from how people experience human life, and so it’s not a hypothesis – more of a subjective opinion

Religious ‘Belief’ Mirrors Attitudes Rather than Facts

· All the arguments so far have understood ‘God exists’ to be a statement of fact

· However, we know that we cannot test this against empirical evidence, and religious belief is not purely intellectual as there’s no ‘truth’ one can work out to knowing ‘God exists’ – so how can it be a statement of fact?

· When someone converts to a religion, what changes isn’t their intellectual beliefs, but their will; what they value; how they choose to live

· A person doesn’t suddenly change their views on science and what they know to be true – it just has a different scale of importance

· We can therefore argue that religious ‘belief’ isn’t a form of belief at all - So what is it?

· Religion isn’t just about feelings, it’s about how to live one’s life – it offers guidance

· We can therefore say that religious ‘beliefs’ are expressions of the attitudes and commitments of one’s religion, in order to mature spiritually

· The core of accepting a religious faith, on this view, is the intention to follow the way of life prescribed by that religion

· Religious beliefs aren’t about specific actions, unlike moral beliefs, such as ‘abortion is wrong’

· Religious beliefs are always a whole set of beliefs, and the set as a whole indicates a whole way of life

Objections

· One can say that there is more to religious beliefs than a commitment to a way of life

· If commitment to a way of life is all that matters, then why does it matter at all what one believes? And what supports that commitment - or is it arbitrary?

· Religious beliefs relate to specific stories or myths

· We can say that this makes religious belief about facts, but the stories don’t need to be believed to be true – one just needs to get the moral message from them

· But when asking how one should live their life, this still doesn’t really explain the difference between religion and morality, as one can ask the question: ‘Why should you live like that?’

· For example, if you ask a child why he wants to become a detective when he’s older, and he tells a Sherlock Holmes story, this is fine, as it’s not a ‘big’ question

· However, if a Christian, in response to ‘Why love your enemy as yourself’ tells a story about Jesus, is this valid?

· If religious ‘beliefs’ are just commitments to a way of life supported by stories, then they seem to be very subjective

III. The Religious Point of View

Different Perspectives (‘seeing-as’) II

· Hick wants to emphasize the contrast between something experiential and beliefs that we form by argument or inference

· To see a fork disposes us to use it to eat with – we don’t infer this

· Hick therefore argues that the religious person doesn’t infer that God exists, but experiences life as an encounter with God

· It is immediate, like perception; but not inferred, like theoretical beliefs.

· However, we can object to this.

· Everyone experiences the natural world, whereas religious experience is much less common, and far more subjective

· If god was ‘there’ in the same sense that a fork is, we would all have the same religious experience; just as how we have roughly the same perceptual experience

· Therefore, religious experience, to a man like Hick, may feel immediate, but differences in religious experience suggest that it’s actually inferred

· We could counter this counter-argument by saying that it takes a too simplistic approach to our perception

· An expert in birds will see or hear hawks, eagles, chuffs, etc. Whereas an amateur would just see a bird

· The expert doesn’t have some perceptual experience we could all share and then ‘infer’ the species

· Once one has learned to recognize an object, one recognizes it immediately

· Hick uses this to argues that not everyone recognizes events as an encounter with God 

· Also, if God made himself as recognizable as the natural world – things like forks – then this would completely deny religious faith

· Therefore, God gave us ‘cognitive freedom’ in being able to recognize life as an encounter with him or not.

· Could we not argue that a religious person is therefore like a mad person who thinks he’s being telepathically manipulated by aliens?

· Hick responds  that this is not the case, as nearly all religious people are perfectly ‘normal’, and psychologically secure

· As a result, we have yet to think that experiencing the world religiously is irrational

· With this argument, Hick isn’t trying to prove the existence of God, he’s only saying that this way of experiencing things is legitimate

· For someone who has this experience, it’s rational for them to believe in God

· For someone who doesn’t they are unaffected by the argument. They need different experiences

· In accepting Hick’s argument, one must accept that there are different ways of ‘experiencing’ God.

· For example, religious thought, and certain accepted religions change over time, as their justifications change.

· Who’s to say that one’s right one minute, and wrong the next?

Religious ‘Belief’, Hypothesis and Attitudes

Religious Belief

· Religious language must be understood as a part of religious life

· Wittgenstein argued that religious language has a ‘depth grammar’ quite distinct from its ‘surface grammar’ – it’s saying one thing but meaning another – perlocutionary act

· Its surface grammar can look empirical, as if it’s talking about things and events.

· Wittgenstein says that this is misleading.

· Wittgenstein – on the statement of ‘God exists’ – argues that it’s not a statement of fact

· It’s not a thing or an object that exists as part of the world, or a claim about an entity at all

· The statement is not used as a description, as when used, it expresses the people who use and believe it.

· Instead, it’s used to express a form of commitment.

· D Z Phillips backs this up, arguing that if someone thinks that a prayer is a means to obtaining something, they have misunderstood the nature of religion, and their belief has become superstition.

· Also, language in the bible corroborates what Wittgenstein says.

· The bible rarely states anything outright, and as a result can be interpreted in many ways

· However, it’s not the interpretation that’s important, but the commitment

· Religious language expresses emotions and attitudes that a person has.

· It is not a description of the way the world is

· Talk of God obviously only makes sense within religious practices

· The nature of religious faith and morality shows that these statements are not factual, but they’re an expression of commitment by individuals.

Discussion

· An important implication of the view that religious belief is not empirical, but attitudinal is that one can’t criticize or support religion via evidence.

· It can’t be criticized on being improbable or untrue, for this presupposes that it makes factual claims – and it does not.

· As a result, all proofs, such as the ontological argument and the problem of evil are irrelevant attempts to prove or disprove the existence of God.

· This does not mean that there are no grounds for accepting or rejecting religion

· Religion’s a part of human life; it gives us answers for certain questions that we’re not sure of, like death, joy, misery, despair, etc.

· If religious faith made no sense in light of such experiences, then we will rightly reject it

· Wittgenstein’s account is in conflict with what many believers think of their faith

· Wittgenstein’s argument is more like a reinterpretation, not an analysis of religions

· It also makes what you believe far less important, as it’s apparently about how one life.

· Many religious believers that hold different beliefs but similar values and act in similar ways would say there’s something very important about the different beliefs they hold.

· Religious authorities would also hold religious language to be fact-stating and true.

· Henry VIII got divorced because it said in Leviticus that a woman married to a man’s brother could not marry said man.

· We can say that Wittgenstein was right to point to the expressive use of religious language, but that he went too far in saying that they cannot also be empirical

· Why can’t they be both?

· After all, religious believers do think that they’re saying something factual when they say ‘God Exists’

Augustine of Hippo (354-430)
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Augustine’s Theodicy relies too much on theistic evidence and leaps of faith








