PHIL2-God and the World
The Religious Point of View
Overview
· Believers and non-believers look at the same facts
· They both see that the world has design and order in it
· They both see that wicked people go unpunished and that evil exists
· Yet in looking at the same facts, they interpret them differently
· People interpret these facts differently, pointing to God or not
Seeing-As
· Seeing is not a simple process of looking in front and registering it
· Instead it is complex and many illusions (duck-rabbit) play with our perception
· What determines if we see it as a duck or a rabbit? What determines if we see the world filled with God’s love or devoid of all meaning?
· Wittgenstein used the duck-rabbit to suggest that seeing is an interpretive act
· Whatever we see is determined, we all see the same image or the same picture of a staircase, it seems what we see is determined or at least, what we are expecting to see
· This implies that seeing is not the straightforward absorption of information, but instead that our observations are influenced by our surroundings and beliefs about the world
· Perhaps only once we know certain things, do we begin to see the full detail
· For example, in Da Vinci’s diagrams of the heart, the drawings show only three ventricles yet there are four
· How does Da Vinci not see them?
· Perhaps it is determined by our background assumptions
· Only once we recognised the heart to be a pump did we see it had four chambers
· Seeing-as means seeing and interpreting something, consciously or not
· There are many factors that can affect the way we see things such as;
· Prior expectations, beliefs we hold, emotional states, conceptual scheme
· But how does this impact on the religious point of view?
Wisdom’s Parable of the Gardener
· Wisdom looked at why there is a difference between the believer and the non-believer about the facts of matters
· He illustrates the following parable
· Two people return to their neglected garden, one person notices the flowers and organisation of the plants and takes this as evidence that someone has been caring for the garden
· The other notices the weeds and disorder and concludes that no one has been attending to it
· The second also points out that none of the neighbours saw a gardener, although the first says the gardener must come at night
· This goes back and forth, with each side pointing out different aspects
· Therefore Wisdom argues that although the two people get the same evidence, the perspectives are completely different
· One person sees the garden as neglected and the other as cared for
· An weightiest sees the universe as a place without God, but the believer sees it as a world with God
· The atheist points to evil, the believer points to soul making
· There is no further empirical evidence that can  be used to show which perspective is correct
· There is nothing that could verify the claims
· But in this case, their claims that there is or is not a God cannot be claims that are straightforwardly about the world
· Whether someone sees the world as a divine creation comes from their existing beliefs, expectations and so on
· However, Wisdom does not believe that this means both sides are reporting their feelings
· If they were there would not be a dispute as the concern is no longer the world but the emotional state of the two
· But, Wisdom says that they are both genuinely talking about the world and not their feelings
· He is arguing that both sides are not making empirical hypotheses that can be tested, they observe the same facts but make different conclusions
· But they are both making claims about the world and so a procedure for settling the issue is needed
· To determine what the procedure may be, Wisdom uses another example where the two look at a piece of art, one says it is beautiful the other says he doesn’t see it that way
· The two are seeing the same thing and disagreeing, but the debate can shift and peoples beliefs can change according to the power of different patterns and relationships with other things that can be brought to bear on the debate
· Our opinions about a work of art can be changed when someone shows connections not even or shows a relationship between a theory
· The procedure therefore will involve farther discussion between the two, with the aims of connecting and disconnecting their current observations to and from other beliefs and observations
Flew’s Rejection of the Religious Hypotheses
· Flew used the parable to conclude that religious claims about the world tell us nothing
· Ayer previously argiued for an empirical understanding of the word ‘meaningful’, if a statement cannot shown to be true or we cannot imagine the situations under which it may be true it is meaningless
· The religious hypotheses falls under this category as it is about the transcendent and refers to objects which lie beyond human experience, God and Heaven etc
· There are no experiments that could be carried out to prove them
· Thus they are not meaningful
· But the verification principle has been disregarded since
· Flew reworks the parable and states that the two spend a few days in the garden, the sceptic regards the claim that there is a gardner as a hypotheses that needs to be tested
· Since they experience no gardner, the sceptic concludes there is none
· Hwoever, the believer concludes one comes at night, so the two stay up all night hopin to see him but none appears, the sceptic uses this as evidence
· Hwoever, the believer says that the gardner must be invisible so they put up an electric fence around the garden and use sniffer dogs, but still no evidence
· The believer stills maintains the view that there is a gardener, but claims he is odourless and intangible, which shows why they have been unable to spot him
· The sceptic then concludes, how does your claim that there is an intangible, invisible and odourless Gardner differ from there being none at all?
· The believer holds the view that here is a gardener despite no evidence, and modifies the belief, it is this falsifiable
· Flew is arguing that such a statement as there is a Gardner is only meaningful if it is a genuine claim about the world, but it can only be this if the person making it can imagine it being wrong, if there is the possibility of the statement being falsified
· This is because someone who refuses to give up their belief, is not really talking about the world at all
· They move the goal posts to accommodate the new evidence each time it is presented
· This may be illustrated with the idea of creation, traditionally it was believed that God created the world in six days, and that he made humans out of earth
· Cosmology has seriously doubted these claims and now the belief has been qualified to accommodate these new advances, God now made humans by design
· But to Flew, if one repeatedly qualifies tier belief in the light of new evidence to avoid giving up, this is a death by a thousand qualifications
· Through constant qualification and amendment the original statement is shown to be falsifiable and not about the world therefore, and thus not meaningful
· Celebrity stalking example-add new claims each time rejected and will not give up belief
· Flew claims that if the belief simply keeps on being changed in light of new evidence so it cannot be falsified, the belief is not sensitive for the facts, this suggests the belief is not about the world at all
· If it is not about the facts, it is meaningless
· Flew argues that believers hold onto the hypotheses no matter what, he points to the all loving God, then evil, then how religious believers say God’s love is mysterious
· Nothing will ever make the believers give up their belief in God
· Foe flew, if nothing counts against the belief, if it is unclassifiable, then the religious hypotheses should be rejected
· The theist may qualify their belief, but they won’t ever give it up no matter what evidence is presented
· If the believer does accept the facts, then Flew claims they should give up their believer (if they accept the facts of suffering, should accept no loving God exists)
Mitchell and Hare’s Criticisms of Flew
· Tried to show that even though religious claims were not claims about the world, they were still meaningful
· They take the starting point that we can see things from different perspectives
· Hare responded with his own parable to help us understand the nature of religious statements which is called the parable of the Paranoid Student
· A certain lunatic is convinced that all the dons want to kill him, his friends introduce him to the mildest and most respectable of all dons you can find, and after each of them has retired you say “see he doesn’t want to murder you, are you convinced?”, but the lunatic replies, yet but that was his cunning, he was plotting against me the whole time like the rest of them”, no matter how many kind dons are produced, the reaction is the same
· Like the person who believes in the invisible gardener, the paranoid student cannot image being wrong, his statement is falsifiable
· And yet, Hare argues that this belief is meaningful
· After all, it has a deep influence on how the student approaches the world, how they form eyelids and how they live their life
· It is true that it operates within his belief system and that it cannot be falsified and that evidence is twisted to fir the believer, but the centrality of the belief means it is deeply meaningful
· Hare argues that it is possible to assent to a proposition which is not falsifiable but which is none the less meaningful, and such beliefs are not confined to the unusual case of paranoia
· According to Hare, we are all like the student, we all have fundamental beliefs or principles which we base our actions and which we never give up
· These thoughts form the basis of our other beliefs, and they are both unverifiable and falsifiable
· For example, most believe all events have a cause, imagine that the sceptic tried to falsify this belief, they might point to events which no case could be observed, such as the unexpected disappearance of your cat
· We can suppose that you spend months trying to find out how or why the cat disappeared, but found nothing
· Would you accept such failure as evidence that he events happened without cause
· Probably not, for what would you try to do instead  is hold onto your belief and explain your failure to find anything 
· You do this for all events that seem to have no cause
· Hare thinks that beliefs such as this are meaningful, even though they are falsifiable
· He invented the word big to refer to such foundational thoughts and principles and argued that many religious beliefs fall into this category
· God exists is a bilk, it is a belief that informs their perspective on the world and in terms of which they interpret their whole lives
· They may never be prepared to give it up, but the fundamental nature of the belief makes it important to them
· So if all bilks have meaning it is an error or suppose that all our meaningful beliefs are falsifiable
· Mitchell beliefs that religious beliefs are not bilks
· Sometimes believers doubt their faith in the face of evil and sometimes people lose their face
· Therefore, people do not just shrug off the evidence and at the end of our lives, the truth will be revealed
· God exists is meaningful as it is verifiable and falsifiable
Hick’s Revival of the Hypotheses
· Hick responded to the criticism that what believer say is meaningless as nothing will change their minds by reviving the idea of verification
· He acknowledged the ambiguous nature of the world, and that observations appear to support both sides of the claim
· But he tries to show that the ambiguity ultimately disappears, and that in the afterlife religious statements can be verified and therefore the religious hypotheses is genuine
· Verification
· Hick agrees that statements that make claims about the world are meaningful and that factual significance is judged by whether the statement the truth or falsity of an assertion makes a difference to our experience of the world
· For ex- whether the statement there is an invisible, odourless and intangible something in this something is true or false makes no difference to our experience
· Therefore, the statement is not factually significant, it tells us nothing about the world and  like Ayer, Hick proposes that the factual significance of an assertion is best assessed by whether it can be verified
· Hock goes on to say that verifiability should be judged by whether it is possible to remove the grounds for rational doubt about the truth of the claim in question
· For ex- claiming that there is a family of foxes living at the bottom of the garden can be verified if you keep finding mutilated squirrels at the bottom of opt and see a red tail sticking out from under the shed
· Such evidence would remove any doubts about the matter
· Hick accepts that religious propositions cannot be falsified, they cannot be because if there is no God, then after we die we will just be dead and won’t be able to say there is no God and believers are wrong
· His argument is that although religious statements may never be falsified, they can in a sense be verified, in the sense that rational doubt can be removed about their truth
· The potential verifiability of the statements makes the meaningful
· Celestial City
· Two men are traveling down a road together, one believes it leads to the Celestial City and the other says that it leads nowhere, but since is the only road there is both must travel it, along the journey they meet with moments of refreshment and delight, and with moments of hardship and dangers, all the time one of them things this is pilgrimage to the Celestial City, he interprets the pleasant parts of the journey as encouragements and the obstacles as trials of his purpose, the other however feels none of this, he has no choice in the matter and so enjoys the good and endures the bad, when they do turn the last corner it will become apparent one of them was right all the time and the other wrong
· This parable points to the possibility of eschatological verification, that is verification after our death in the next life
· Hick is arguing that many religious statements rest on the claim that there is an afterlife and that they are meaningful as they can be verified in the afterlife
· I can verify if there is a heaven or not if, after I die, I find myself in Heaven
· For hick, such experience would remove grounds of rational doubt
· Hick recognises that the possibility of eschatological variation relies on the possibility of my retaining my personal identity through the process of death, but there are difficulties such as people quickly decomposing
· How if the body of which you were made from disappeared, can you be thought of surviving?
· How can a body if I become resurrected still be thought of as me?
· Hick uses three thought experiments to show how a person appearing in the afterlife can be meaningfully considered the same person who had died in life
· 1-Hick asks us to imagine person X, disappearing in America, while at the same moment, someone who is the exact double of X appears in Australia, if this happened would you consider the person in Australia as X-Hick=YES
· 2-Imagine that person X, instead of disappearing dies in America, at the same moment their double appears, wouldn’t we say they were the same person, hick says that if we accept it is the same person in the fist we do the same here
· 3-imagine the person dies in America but their double appears in Heave, hick thinks if we accept scenarios 1 and 2 we must accept three, if we accept it is the same person we are accepting it makes sense to survive personal identity after death
· These experiments show resurrection is at least possible
· And if we are resurrected, we will be in no doubt that we are in Heaven
· For Hick, there are two facts that will remove all rational doubt that we are in Heaven, firstly, our understanding of the purpose and destiny given to us by God, secondly our encounter our saviour Christ, hick states only some, the believers can verify this but if it is some that can then the claim God exists is meaningful
· Criticisms
· We can question the thought experiments conclusions, each scenario really produces a duplicate in a new location and is not the same person who died
· To see this, consider altering the scenarios slightly so that the person who died now remains alongside the double appearing in Australia or heaven, in such cases we would be inclined to think the double was a different to the original
· However, this alteration has not changed the status of the doubt itself, and so the double cannot be the same as the original
· God could create a duplicate of me in heaven, but this is not me
· For my personal identity to survive death, there must be some form of bodily continuity
· Simply rebuilding is not resurrecting
· Also, can we verify through our post-mortem experience the various claim in question
· Consider God and Heaven exist, to know that we are in Heaven we need to be able to recognise this vision in front of us is Haven
· However, there is a difficulty in the subjective nature of religious experiences; it may not be possible to recognise something we have never seen before and that lies beyond our understanding
· God may be beyond our comprehension and perhaps we will not be able to recognise or verify the heaven in front of us
Is Religion a Hypothesis at All?
· A hypotheses is a proposed solution to a   problem, an event that needs explaining but requires further evidence
· The religious hypotheses is the claim that God exists and is the best explanation for the existence and special properties of the world
· The best examples  of this are found in arguments from design
· They bring a number of features that need explaining and conclude that God is the best explanation
· Laplace says the universe can be explained without introducing the idea of God
· James says that we cannot verify the hypotheses at that we do not have time to wait for the evidence, we are standing on a mountain pass, surrounded by swirling snow and if we stand still we will freeze to death
· We are forced to have faith in God or reject it
· But are religious statements making claims about the world?
· Perhaps they are not and are something else and thus not a hypotheses at all
Wittgenstein and the Rejection of the Religious Hypotheses
· Wittgenstein concluded that religious claims about the world are not claimsa bout he world in the same way scientific ones are
· To treat religious claims as a hypotheses is to seriously misunderstand religious language
· Wittgenstein put forward two distinct theories of language, he believed that at the heart of philosophy lay the study of language and that by studying language we could clear up disputes in philosophy and maybe make it no longer necessary
· Wittgenstein’s early theory was a picture theory, arguing that language as a way of representing facts, for example ‘the cat is on the mat’ is meaningful as it represents some state of affairs in the world
· Wittgenstein argues that when we attempt to use language to do anything other than say things about the world we are in the realm of nonsense
· However, the later Wittgenstein was one of the foremost critics of this simplest view mainly held by logical positicists
· He argud that it failed to catch the complexity of language
· Wittgenstein realised our language was much richer and varied, it was a mistake for philosophers to rule out language as it couldn’t be true or false
· For ex, when we talk about beauty or love we understand what is being said yet we would supposedly be talking nonsense
· Therefore there must be a new way of understanding the nature of meaning
· Words do not have a single meaning
· There are many different meanings of the word down, over twenty if you include colloquial uses
· Wittgenstein argued that there was no such thing as the meaning of a word or sentence, since there are many different ways in which language can be meaningful
· He rejected the idea that a single theory of meaning was possible
· What we need to do is to be alive to the vagueness of words, to the great variety of different meanings they can have and to the many ways they can be used
· Understanding the meaning of a word is not a matter of catching hold of some abstract idea which is the meaning, but a practical matter of being able to use the word appropriately in a  variety of contexts
· You know the word down as you can use it, but this doesn’t mean that there is one thing, the word’s meaning that you have in your head
· Wittgenstein’s later theory denied that the meaning of language referred to how it pictured the world
· This may be one function of language but it is not the only one
· Language can be used to do so many more things than this, and some of these examples show its complexity; telling a joke, asking, cursing, praying and so on
· All of these are legitimate, so if we wish to know the meaning of a word we should look for how it is used and this is condensed into the phrase ‘meaning is use’
· The different uses of language are actives that take place in different social contexts, which Wittgenstein termed language games
· He did not mean game in a competitive sense, but in the sense that it is governed by rules and that these rules vary from context to context
· For example, the rules governing the use of the word ‘experience’ in science are very different from those governing this word in a religious context
· But Wittgenstein argued it was a mistake to think that one use of a word was better than another
· Instead of statin that a word is meaningful if it refers to the world, Wittgenstein is arguing that statements are meaningful so long as they are understood by other language users in a specific context
· He thinks therefore that morality, art and so on are all meaningful as they are language games
· Now, religious statements are meaningful because they form a part of the religious language game
· Believers are users of the language, they are immersed in the practice of following its rules and, and if we consider meaning to be quoted with use, then such a language is meaningful to whoever is able to use the language appropriately-aka players in the game
· So, to understand religious language, we need to be part of the religious language game, Wittgenstein proposed that we need to be immersed in the religious form of life
· If we are not immersed in that way of living, if we do not share thoise beleifs, then we cannot understand religious statements
· Others claimed that to be meaningful a word has to describe the world, and so the mistake is to real statements from one language game, as if they come from another
· For example, to treat religious language as if it were a hypotheses
· Wittgenstein believes that science and religion are two different language games, they are not in competition with one another, nor are they solving each other’s issues
· Scientific words and statements are hypotheses that need to be verified, religious claims about God and so on are not and not subjected to the rules of scientific claims
· When a believer says ‘The creator exists’ they are not using exists in the same way a scientist would say ‘the heart exists’
· For when a believer is talking about the creator, they are being reverential, expressing their faith and their understanding of the purpose of life
· Atheists just don’t get these claims, and they can’t unless they become part of a religious way of life, and are involved in these language games
· Criticisms
· The most fundamental problem that arise from this theory is that because a meaningful statement no longer has to be connected to the world, it no longer has to be true or false
· So we can imagine a group of religious language users who can talk meaningful about the existence of goblins, so long as they have a consistent set of rules governing their concepts
· The fact that there aren’t any such creatures is irrelevant to the meaningfulness of the language game
· This view about the nature of language, that it doesn’t refer to the world, is termed anti-realism
· However, being anti-realist doesn’t sit well with most believers when they talk about God
· Making religious statements does appear to involve claims about what exists in reality
· So there is a problem in supposing that religion is no more than a  game played with words and deeds by a community of people
· The religious language game includes a set of substantive metaphysical claims, regarding the existence of God, Jesus, Heaven and so on
· So many believers would disagree with Wittgenstein’s point that religion is different from science
· For believers, the creator is real and not just a piece in a game
Religious Belief as a Moral Commitment
· Braithwaite was influenced by Wittgenstein’s theory 
· He rejected a theory of meaning, which tied the meaningfulness of a statement to whether it was true or false
· Like Wittgenstein, he argued that the meaning of statements was determined by their use
· He presupposed that religious statements are used by believers to express a commitment to a certain way of life, to a certain morality
· Braithwaite argues that we must consider the empirical use of a statement, as well as its verifiability, when looking at its meaning
· Braithwaite believes that empiricism, through observing how religious statements can be used, can uncover their meaning
· His argument is that religious statements work in the same way as moral ones, when we look at how moral statements are used we find that they are expressions of an attitude towards life, of a certain way of behaving
· So when I say, ‘killing animals is wrong’ I am saying that I will never kill and animal and will discourage others from doing so
· Religious statements are also expressions of a commitment to a certain way of life
· So for example, ‘God is love’ means ‘ I will act in an agapeistic way’
· He recognises that there may be a number of religions which recommended similar ways of living, but this does not make them identical
· What separates them is not just the actions of the believers, but also the set of stories that are embedded
· These stories such as the great flood distinguish religious statements from moral ones, as moral ones have no attached stories
· Criticisms
· This does not account for what most believers think they are talking about when they make claims about God and so on
· They do not simply think that their beliefs are a type of morality that is embedded in myths, nor do they think that when they say ‘ God is love’ they are describing a course of action
· Most believers would hold that they are talking in a literal way about the universe, a literal God
· In some way, it belittles religious language to reduce it to the ‘intention to carry out a certain behaviour policy’
Religious Belief as an Attitude
· Some philosophers view religious faith as a special kind of belief as it does not require any evidence
· They offer propositional accounts of religious faith, ex-the belief that the propulsion God exists is true
· On this view,  religious belief enables us to plug the gaps in the evidence, and so we can agree that God exists is true
· But there is another account of religious belief that makes more of an effort to understand the attitudes to faith that ordinary believers posses
· This account focuses on the existential concern of what living faith is like, and is more about an attitude to God rather than the belief that God exists
· The Protestant Reformation marked a switch away from a relationship with God mediated through the church to an emphasis on the direct and personal relationship believers have with God
· In this new tradition, faith was not about assenting to certain propositions, but instead was a way of expediting and being in a relationship with God
· To understand the difference between this new understanding of faith and the ‘propositional’ interpretation that sees religious belief as a scientific hypotheses, there is a need to draw a distinction between two kinds of belief
· Believing that and believing in
· For example, I believe  Aretha Franklin is the greatest soul singer ever
· This means- I believe that the proposition ‘Aretha Franklin is the greatest soul singer ever’ is true
· Most of the time when we are talking about belief in Philosophy, we are talking about this kind of propositional belief
· On this view, religious beliefs are simply beliefs about certain kinds of propositions about certain supernatural facts, such as Christ rose from the dead
· The other way in which we use belief is believing in something
· But can statements about believing in be translated to believing that?
· Sometimes this is hard without changing the meaning of the sentence
· Price argues that there are two different senses of  belief
· First, there is a factual sense, and sentences that use belief in, in this way can be translated into belief that without any real loss of meaning
· So when someone says they belief in ghosts, what they man is they believe that ghosts exist
· It may be the case that talking about believing in God actually means you are talking about believing that God exists
· Or believing that the proposition ‘God exists’ is true
· However, there is another sense of belief in, which Price calls the evaluative sense, that cannot be translated into belief that
· So people say they believe in an institution, or a theory 
· Price argues that this sense captures an attitude of trust, commitment and belief in the value of the institution or theory
· We also take about believing in a specific person, and this sense is being use evaluative too
· For example, the statement Gary believes in the prime minister might mean that in his  heart, Gary trusts and values the prime minister
· However, it does not clearly mean that he believes the prime minister exists
· So when we all about belief in a person, we are talking about a particular kind of attitude we have to that person, and the question of their existence doesn’t come into it, it is assumed
· To believe in someone means to trust them and to rely on them
· Price says that it is the evaluative sense of belief in that people use when they say I believe in God
· And this means more than simply I believe God exists
· To someone with religious faith, the existence of God is a given
· God I as given because to the believer, God is part of their way of seeing the world, within which their other beliefs have meaning and take place
· On this account then, religious faith goes beyond discussions about God’s existence, and instead encompasses an attitude towards a being, who is already present in a believers life
· So religious faith describes the experience believers have of God, and the spectrum of emotions that accompany this experience
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