



[image: ]








WJEC/Eduqas Religious Studies for A level & AS Philosophy of Religion Revised Edition: Boost eBook

Boost eBooks are interactive, accessible and flexible. They use the latest research and technology to provide the very best experience for students and teachers.

●Personalise. Easily navigate the eBook with search, zoom and an image gallery. Make it your own with notes, bookmarks and highlights.

●Revise. Select key facts and definitions in the text and save them as flash cards for revision.

●Listen. Use text-to-speech to make the content more accessible to students and to improve comprehension and pronunciation.

●Switch. Seamlessly move between the printed view for front-of-class teaching and the interactive view for independent study.

●Download. Access the eBook offline on any device – in school, at home or on the move – with the Boost eBooks app (available on Android and iOS).

To subscribe or register for a free trial, visit
hachettelearning.com/boost-learning









[image: ]








WJEC Eduqas bears no responsibility for the sample answer provided, any commentary or marks awarded.

The teaching content of this resource is endorsed by WJEC Eduqas to support AS and A Level Religious Studies.

This resource has been reviewed against WJEC Eduqas’ endorsement criteria. As this resource belongs to a third party, there may be occasions where a specification may be updated and that update will not be reflected in the third party resource. Users should always refer to WJEC Eduqas’ specification and Sample Assessment Materials to ensure that learners are studying the most up to date course.

It is recommended that teachers use a range of resources to fully prepare their learners for the exam and not rely solely on one textbook or digital resource.

WJEC, nor anyone employed by WJEC has been paid for the endorsement of this resource, nor does WJEC receive any royalties from its sale.



WJEC Eduqas bears no responsibility for the sample answers provided, any commentary or marks awarded.

Although every effort has been made to ensure that website addresses are correct at time of going to press, Hachette Learning cannot be held responsible for the content of any website mentioned in this book. It is sometimes possible to find a relocated web page by typing in the address of the home page for a website in the URL window of your browser.

Hachette UK’s policy is to use papers that are natural, renewable and recyclable products and made from wood grown in well-managed forests and other controlled sources. The logging and manufacturing processes are expected to conform to the environmental regulations of the country of origin.

To order, please visit www.HachetteLearning.com or contact Customer Service at education@hachette.co.uk / +44 (0)1235 827827.

ISBN: 978 1 0360 0492 7

eISBN 978 1 3983 7304 4

Ó Richard Gray and Karl Lawson 2025

First published in 2020

This edition published in 2025 by 

Hachette Learning,

An Hachette UK Company 

Carmelite House

50 Victoria Embankment

London EC4Y 0DZ

www.HachetteLearning.com

The authorised representative in the EEA is Hachette Ireland, 8 Castlecourt Centre, Castleknock Road, Castleknock, Dublin 15, D15 YF6A, Ireland

Impression number  5  4  3  2  1

Year        2029  2028  2027  2026  2025

All rights reserved. Apart from any use permitted under UK copyright law, no part of this publication may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopying and recording, or held within any information storage and retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publisher or under licence from the Copyright Licensing Agency Limited. Further details of such licences (for reprographic reproduction) may be obtained from the Copyright Licensing Agency Limited, www.cla.co.uk

Cover photo © sborisov – stock.adobe.com

Illustrations by Integra Software Services

Typeset in India

Printed in the UK

A catalogue record for this title is available from the British Library.

[image: ]








About this book



With the A Level in Religious Studies, there is a lot to cover in preparation for the examinations at the end of the course. The aim of these books is to provide enough support for you to achieve success at A Level, whether as a teacher or a learner.

This series of books is skills-based in its approach to learning, which means it aims to combine covering the content of the specification with examination preparation from the start. In other words, it aims to help you get through the course while at the same time developing some important skills needed for the examinations.

To help you study, there are clearly defined sections for each of the AO1 and AO2 areas of the specification. These are arranged according to the specification themes and use, as far as is possible, specification headings to help you see that the content has been covered.

The AO1 content is detailed but precise, with the benefit of providing you with references to both religious/philosophical works and to the views of scholars. The AO2 responds to the issues raised in the specification and provides you with ideas for further debate, to help you develop your own evaluation skills.

Ways to use this book

In considering the different ways in which you may teach or learn, it was decided that the books needed to have an inbuilt flexibility to adapt. As a result, they can be used for classroom learning, for independent work by individuals, as homework, and they are even suitable for the purposes of ‘flip learning’ if your school or college does this.

You may be well aware that learning time is so valuable at A Level and so we have also taken this into consideration by creating flexible features and activities, again to save you the time of painstaking research and preparation, either as teacher or learner.

Features of the books

The books all contain the following features that appear in the margins, or are highlighted in the main body of the text, in order to support teaching and learning.

Key terms of technical, religious and philosophical words or phrases.


[image: ] Key terms

Holy Spirit: God as spiritually active in the world



Key quotes either from religious and philosophical works and/or the works of scholars.


“Key quote”

I … decided, after investigating everything carefully from the very first, to write an orderly account.

(Luke 1:3)



Key person boxes summarise essential figures.


[image: ] Key person

Rudolf Bultmann (1884–1976): a German theologian who called for the ‘demythologisation’ of the New Testament



AO1 activities that serve the purpose of focusing on identification, presentation and explanation, and developing the skills of knowledge and understanding required for the examination.


AO1 Activity

a   Using bullet points, outline the key ideas in both the classical and modern forms of the problem of evil.

This helps with presenting a thorough and extensive knowledge and understanding of the topic area.



AO2 activities that serve the purpose of focusing on conclusions, as a basis for thinking about the issues, developing critical analysis and the evaluation skills required for the examination.


AO2 Activity Possible lines of argument

Listed below are some conclusions that could be drawn from the AO2 reasoning in the accompanying text:



Specification content boxes highlight exactly what is being covered in each section and how it connects to the specification.


Specification content

The extent to which the classical form of the problem of evil is a problem.



Glossary of all the key terms for quick reference.

AO2 skills: critical analysis and evaluation

A good way to prepare yourself for an AO2 part (b) evaluation answer is to consider the different ways to approach this. Sometimes writing frames or anacronyms may be suggested. Whilst these are useful, they are meant as ‘scaffolding’ or support for an answer, but the danger is that they end up restricting more natural and personal evaluation.

One useful approach is to think about some different styles of writing and relate these to ‘characters’ that are easily remembered.

Strong evaluative characters

We can look at what are considered strong evaluative character styles that display all the qualities that avoid the pitfalls above. By this we mean different aspects, elements or ingredients of an effective critical analysis and evaluation.

If we look at the table below, we can see 7 characters, each of which has a specific strength and quality that display skills of critical analysis and/or evaluation. The strength of each character forms a part of a strong evaluation. In a full AO2 answer it may be useful to vary the characters in terms of depth and breadth.

The characters can be used as a checklist not a structured plan or rigid writing frame. The best way to use them is to consider the different styles and skills before writing an answer and then measure your answer by checking that the critical analysis and evaluation elements are there.

Examples of this can be seen in the sample answer we provide. In these sample answers you may notice that not all the character styles have been used in the same order, detail or combination; however, generally, most are often covered.

In the table below, we have attempted to demonstrate how each character may fulfil the criteria for a band 5 evaluation using the descriptors it presents. These are highlighted in blue in the third column.









	
Character


	
Strength


	
Application and AO2 Band descriptor link
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	●  The tennis player deals with specific lines of arguments (often from either named scholars or schools of thought) and returns counter arguments.


	●  The tennis player manages arguments and counter arguments, making sure there is consideration of several lines of argument in response to the statement in the question.


	●  This is sometimes understood as ‘for’ or in support of an argument and ‘against’; however, this does not necessarily always have to be done in an even or balanced way since some answers may wish to argue effectively towards a conclusion that is supported by several lines of reasoning, evidence and argument that support each other.





	

	●  The tennis player ensures that thorough, sustained and clear views are given in an answer.


	●  The tennis player also ensures that the views of scholars/schools of thought are used extensively.
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	●  The detective has a forensic ability to examine, collate and clarify evidence and provide examples. The detective makes sure that the argument presented is substantial in that it is based in evidence and examples to support the reasoning presented.


	●  The detective selects details that are accurate and relevant in a thorough way. They make sure that there is correct reference to specialist language in the correct context.





	

	●  The views of scholars/schools of thought are used appropriately and in context.


	●  There is a thorough and accurate use of specialist language and vocabulary in context.
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	●  The philosopher likes to raise and ask interesting and relevant questions.


	●  The philosopher often indicates that there may be problems or challenges to a specific approach and likes to suggest a solution.


	●  When an argument or analysis is in ‘full flow’ we may think of questions that we would like to raise in response to views analysed. The philosopher loves to do this.





	

	●  The philosopher character is typical of perceptive evaluation.


	●  The philosopher successfully identifies the issues raised by the question set.
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	●  The news reporter provides perspective, clarity, an overview of the debate. Commentary is vital in an AO2 answer as it demonstrates that the student is engaging with the debate that the statement presents. It is an easy way to demonstrate that you are thinking about the issues.


	●  The best way to provide yourself with an opportunity to develop a more personalised approach is to practice pausing and reflecting upon points made, developing them with evidence and examples and commenting on the qualities a line of argument possesses.





	

	●  Using a news reporter style ensures that a response thoroughly addresses the issues raised by the question set.
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	●  The explorer likes to suggest some alternative ways of answering a question. Sometimes it feels as though a debate needs a different angle, approach or perspective. The explorer often suggests new ways of attempting to arrive at a solution to the debate.


	●  This can often be your own response in considering a given statement including a new suggestion or perhaps a question you would like to raise.


	●  You can even try to bring in other strands and evidence beyond the immediate topic from other areas of the course.





	

	●  This ensures that there is confident and perceptive analysis of the nature of connections between the various elements of the approaches studied.
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	●  The critical thinker points out more technical aspects of an argument. The critical thinker is often concerned with how an argument ‘works’ and ‘flows’.


	●  The critical thinker sometimes challenges more forensic aspects of an argument.


	●  The critical thinker checks for coherence and consistency. Does the evidence support the conclusion? Is there a counter argument?





	

	●  The critical thinker ensures that there is extensive, detailed reasoning in an answer.
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Makes an overall ruling and concludes matters. The judge in some ways is the most vital character. They cannot stand alone and rely upon others and their contributions to make a final decision. This can be in favour or against the statement, or, it may be that the statement itself is questionable.

Often an overall judgement ends an answer; however, sometimes an overall conclusion may start the answer and then discuss, analyse and reason why this may be the case.

Strong evaluative answers often have several judgments or mini-conclusions throughout the answer.


	

	●  The judge is the final voice of an answer. They may appear anywhere in an answer but usually summarises at the end. The judge should be clear evidence of confident critical analysis.











Summary of a strong evaluative answer


	●  Offers clear, sustained and varied lines of argument (view) like the exchanges of a tennis player.


	●  The varied evidence of scholarly views and schools of thought are precisely examined and coherently presented like the report of a detective.


	●  Issues are identified to focus on, and questions may be raised like a philosopher.


	●  Engages with a debate by offering commentary and reflection upon the points presented like a news reporter.


	●  May explore some new ways of answering the question and possible refer to other elements of the course like an explorer.


	●  Contains reasoning that is detailed, ordered, coherent and effective like a critical thinker.


	●  Ensures there is an overall judgment made that clearly links to the reasoning and evidence contained in the answer like a judge.











T1



Arguments for the existence of God – inductive


This section covers AO1 content and skills




Specification content

Inductive proofs; the concept of a posteriori




A: Inductive arguments – cosmological



Imagine that you are trying to solve a murder mystery. You know where the crime took place, you know roughly when it took place and you think you know who was at the scene of the crime. However, you did not actually witness it first-hand, so how can you prove what happened? How do you solve the crime?

The only way to do so is to gather evidence. So, you begin your search for clues. After some time, you have managed to gather witness statements, you have photographs of the murder scene, you have examined the body, you have had forensics experts reporting back to you and, finally, you are ready to reveal who the murderer is and why he or she committed the crime.
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Looking for clues





Inductive proofs

What you have just done is to induct a judgement, based on evidence and experience that has led to a possible conclusion. In philosophical terms, you have reached your conclusion via inductive proof. Such proof is the only type available to us in many circumstances – particularly when we are not available to gather direct proof: that is, we were not present at the time of the event to witness it empirically. Equally, we cannot use pure logical reasoning to come up with a conclusion because neither the circumstances nor the events allow this to happen.


[image: ] Key terms

inductive proof: argument constructed on evidence and/or experience that puts forward a possible conclusion based on these

empirically: using knowledge gained through the experiences of any of the five senses




The concept of a posteriori


Inductive proofs are a posteriori because they need evidence and/or experience for them to make sense. In the philosophy of religion, any argument that is constructed on evidence and/or experience is an a posteriori, inductive, argument.


[image: ] Key term

a posteriori: based on actual observation, evidence, experimental data or experience – relates to inductive reasoning




Specification content

Cosmological argument; St Thomas Aquinas’ first Three Ways (motion or change; cause and effect; contingency and necessity)



Cosmological argument: St Thomas Aquinas’ first Three Ways

First Way

St Thomas Aquinas’ First Way is often referred to as ‘motion’ or ‘change’. Essentially, Aquinas says that when we observe the universe, we notice that things tend to be in a state of change or motion. From this observation, Aquinas notes that things do not do this of their own accord, but are instead ‘moved’ (or ‘changed’) by something else (here Aquinas is restating what Aristotle said).


“Key quote”

It is certain, and evident to our senses, that in the world some things are in motion. Now whatever is in motion is put in motion by another, for nothing can be in motion except it is in potentiality to that towards which it is in motion; whereas a thing moves inasmuch as it is in act. For motion is nothing else than the reduction of something from potentiality to actuality. But nothing can be reduced from potentiality to actuality, except by something in a state of actuality.

(Aquinas, Summa Theologica)



The Unmoved Mover

Aquinas says that if we look back down this sequence of movements or changes, we will eventually have to come to something that started off the whole sequence. Now, as all things in the universe (that are observable) are either moving or movers, we need to find a point that started these things. That has to mean looking outside of the universe: that is, to something that has not been moved by anything else and is, in fact, incapable of being moved or changed by anything else, but is responsible for starting the whole sequence of movement or change.

The Ancient Greek philosopher Aristotle named this the Prime Mover, and Aquinas developed this into the Unmoved Mover: ‘that which all men call God’.

The efficient cause

To illustrate this point further, Aquinas builds on Aristotle’s examples and explanations. Aristotle speaks of things moving from a state of potentiality (that is, a situation where it has a possibility of moving or changing into something else) towards a state of actuality (where it actually achieves or reaches its potential).


[image: ] Key terms

potentiality: the ability to become something else

actuality: when something is in its fully realised state



However, both Aristotle and Aquinas note that this change could happen only if something that already possessed a state of actuality acted on something that was in its state of potentiality. This third party is known as the efficient cause.


[image: ] Key term

efficient cause: the ‘third party’ that moves potentiality to actuality



Aquinas uses the example of wood becoming hot, via fire, to illustrate this point.

[image: ]
Fire is the efficient cause that makes wood hot





“Key quote”

Thus that which is actually hot, as fire, makes wood, which is potentially hot, to be actually hot, and thereby moves and changes it. Now it is not possible that the same thing should be at once in actuality and potentiality in the same respect, but only in different respects. For what is actually hot cannot simultaneously be potentially hot; but it is simultaneously potentially cold. It is therefore impossible that in the same respect and in the same way a thing should be both mover and moved, i.e. that it should move itself.

(Aquinas, Summa Theologica)



Aquinas is stating that the fire that makes wood hot must already have the property of hotness to make the wood hot. If it had any other state (e.g., coldness), then it would be impossible to make the wood hot.

Second Way


“Key quote”

Now in efficient causes it is not possible to go on to infinity, because in all efficient causes following in order, the first is the cause of the intermediate cause, and the intermediate is the cause of the ultimate cause, whether the intermediate cause be several, or only one. Now to take away the cause is to take away the effect. Therefore, if there be no first cause among efficient causes, there will be no ultimate, nor any intermediate cause.

(Aquinas, Summa Theologica)



Aquinas’ Second Way deals with the concept of cause and effect. Aquinas believed that everything observable in nature is subject to this law. He also believed that it was impossible for this chain of cause and effect to go back infinitely. This led Aquinas to ask the question: ‘What was the first cause?’ and, for him, the answer was ‘God’.

Aquinas states here not only the idea that cause and effect is a simple, undeniable law of the universe, but also that it is impossible for anything within the universe to cause itself. (It would be like you being your own parent – you cannot exist before you exist; you need something else to bring you into existence.)
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Cause and effect





Third Way

Aquinas’ Third Way deals with the concept of contingency and necessity. Again, Aquinas notes that everything that exists has the possibility of not existing (that is, it is contingent). He concludes that if this is true of everything in existence, then nothing would ever have come into existence. This is because for contingent beings to exist, there has to be a non-contingent (that is, necessary) being that brought everything else into existence. For Aquinas, this necessary being is ‘God’.


[image: ] Key terms

contingent: anything that depends on something else; in the case of a contingent being, it is contingent upon another being for its existence (e.g. a child is contingent upon its parent)

necessary being: Aquinas’ contention that a non-contingent being is necessary for contingent beings to exist; it is this necessary being that is the source of all existence for all other contingent beings




“Key quote”

The third way is taken from possibility and necessity, and runs thus. We find in nature things that are possible to be and not to be, since they are found to be generated, and to corrupt, and consequently, they are possible to be and not to be. But it is impossible for these always to exist, for that which is possible not to be at some time is not. Therefore, if everything is possible not to be, then at one time there could have been nothing in existence … it would have been impossible for anything to have begun to exist; and thus even now nothing would be in existence … which is absurd.

(Aquinas, Summa Theologica)



Aquinas states that all things in nature are limited in their existence. They all have beginnings and endings. Following this idea to its logical conclusion, Aquinas notes that this means at one point in history nothing existed and that without a necessary being, even now, nothing would exist – which is plainly not the case.

A way of thinking of this idea is to consider the relationship of the parent and the child. Without the existence of the parent, the child cannot come into existence. Or, to put it another way, the child is contingent on the parent for its existence.


Specification content

The Kalam cosmological argument with reference to William Lane Craig (rejection of actual infinities and concept of a personal creator)



The Kalam cosmological argument

From the Arabic word Kalam, meaning ‘to argue or discuss’, the Kalam cosmological argument traces its origins to the work of Islamic scholars in the ninth and eleventh centuries ad. It has been modernised and championed by Christian apologist William Lane Craig.


[image: ] Key term

apologist: a person who promotes and explains a specific point of view or cause, often in the context of responding to opposition to that view or cause



Craig outlined his argument as follows:


	1  Everything that begins to exist has a cause of its existence.


	2  The universe began to exist.


	3  Therefore, the universe has a cause of its existence.


	4  Since no scientific explanation (in terms of physical laws) can provide a causal account of the origin of the universe, the cause must be personal (explanation is given in terms of a personal agent).




This is a (relatively) straightforward and easy-to-follow argument. However, to answer challenges to the idea that the universe might be considered infinite, Craig developed the following defence to his second point:


	a  An actual infinite cannot exist.


	b  A beginningless temporal series of events is an actual infinite.


	c  Therefore, a beginningless temporal series of events cannot exist.





[image: ] Key term

actual infinite: a concept that suggests things can exist in time and space yet be never ending; this idea was classically rejected by Aristotle and is also rejected by Craig in his Kalam argument



The example of the infinite library

The example of a library is often used to explain an actual infinite. Imagine a library with an actually infinite number of books. Suppose that the library also contains an infinite number of red and an infinite number of black books. You would have to conclude logically that the infinite number of red books was equal to the total number of books in the library (that is, both red and black books), but that conclusion makes no sense. This conclusion shows that infinities make no sense either, and so can’t exist in the physical universe.

Potential v. actual infinity

However, critics point out that this is ignoring that there are two types of infinity recognised in standard mathematics: actual and potential. Craig refers only to the impossibility of the first, not the second, in his initial argument. Craig’s response to this criticism forms the second part of his argument: if an actual infinite is recognised as impossible, a potential infinite confirms that the universe had a beginning.


[image: ] Key term

potential infinite: the potential infinite is something that could continue, were effort to be applied (e.g. it would be possible always to continue a number line if we wanted to, as we could always come up with a bigger number)



The influence of Craig’s Kalam cosmological argument 

Craig’s Kalam cosmological  argument is often seen as very confusing, not least because it depends on an understanding of the concepts of infinity, which are, in themselves, difficult to grasp. However, in its simplest form, it is straightforward and appealing; to such a degree that it has had significant influence in philosophical debates against atheism. This is especially true in the fundamentalist Christian churches of the USA.


Summary


	★  Inductive arguments use evidence or experience as their basis.


	★  The cosmological argument is an a posteriori inductive argument for the existence of God.


	★  Aquinas supports this argument with the first three of his Five Ways: change, cause and contingency.


	★  William Lane Craig has developed the argument in recent times; it is known as the Kalam cosmological argument.







AO1 Activity


	
a  Explain Craig’s Kalam argument as two separate arguments:


	 i   that the universe had a beginning


	ii    that the beginning of the universe was due to the deliberate choice of a personal creator.






	This helps with presenting a thorough and extensive knowledge and understanding of the topic area.


	b  Select the five most important ideas presented by Aquinas and Craig, and explain why they are important to our understanding of the cosmological argument.


	This helps develop skills of organisation by selecting and ordering evidence and examples.







This section covers AO2 content and skills




Specification content

The extent to which the Kalam cosmological argument is convincing




Issues for analysis and evaluation

The extent to which the Kalam cosmological argument is convincing








	
Possible line of argument


	
Critical analysis and evaluation





	
Craig’s Kalam cosmological argument benefits from being able to draw on the widely accepted scientific view that the universe had a beginning


	
Craig’s Kalam cosmological argument would seem to benefit from being written in the modern scientific age. He has access to contemporary scientific information about the universe: the Big Bang theory, cosmological background radiation, etc. These all provide straightforward, scientifically validated evidence that the universe is finite and thus had a beginning. This provides an extremely useful evidence base for any argument attempting to demonstrate that a beginning of the universe is required.





	
The first part of Craig’s Kalam cosmological argument is scientifically valid and therefore convincing


	
In a sense, this renders the need for Craig to prove the universe is finite as meaningless. Why argue for something that most of the scientific world supports? The concept that all things in our experience – including the universe itself – have beginnings, lends itself nicely to the first part of Craig’s argument. Craig’s work here, it would seem, is done – the Kalam cosmological argument for God’s existence appears to be entirely convincing.





	
Craig’s  Kalam cosmological argument is potentially weakened when he suggests the universe has a specific cause


	
However, Craig’s argument moves from demonstrating that the universe had a beginning to the suggestion that this beginning had a cause, external to the universe – which Craig eventually asserts as being God. The question of how convincing the argument is now rests on how far the individual is willing to accept the next steps in Craig’s argument.





	
The universe cannot be explained in terms of physical laws


	
Effectively, Craig suggests that the cause of the universe must be through the deliberate choice of a personal being, as the physical laws of the universe, which cause everything within the universe to work, did not themselves exist until the universe existed. Therefore, the cause of the universe could not be explained in terms of them.





	
The cause of the universe must be personal


	
The only other viable explanation for Craig is that the cause is personal. For Craig, the only viable personal agent capable of existing outside of the universe and having the will, power and ability to create the universe is God.





	
The appeal for theists of the argument


	
For the theist, there is much that is attractive about this argument. It involves modern cosmology, appears entirely rational and fits with traditional theistic interpretations regarding creation. In this sense, it is a convincing argument.





	
The issue for non-theists


	
For those not predisposed to the position of the theist, however, the argument does not have the same power to convince. Why should God be the answer? Why not something else entirely?





	
The Kalam cosmological argument is not convincing because it contradicts itself


	
Craig states in his Kalam cosmological argument that infinity is impossible, which is why the universe must have a beginning. However, later in the argument, he refers to a personal creator that is infinite. As an argument, this is self-contradictory and is one of the key reasons for non-theists to reject the Kalam cosmological argument for God’s existence.










AO2 Activity


	a    Analyse three possible conclusions that could be drawn from the critical analysis and evaluation of the cosmological argument. What are their strengths and weaknesses? Which conclusion is strongest?


	b    Using the strongest conclusion, select three lines of argument that you would use to support this conclusion. Try to explain why you have selected these three lines.







Specification content

Whether inductive arguments for God’s existence are persuasive




Exam practice

Sample question

Evaluate whether inductive arguments for God’s existence are persuasive.

Sample answer

One of the key strengths of inductive arguments for God’s existence lies in its ability to establish probability – gathering evidence, such as the existence of the universe, and suggesting the most likely conclusion, i.e. that it was deliberately created by an all-powerful being, based on this evidence. Evidence-based arguments are often more persuasive than arguments not based on evidence. Inductive arguments are a posteriori and synthetic (true in relation to how they relate to the world) as they depend on experience and/or evidence. This provides them with credibility and makes them more likely to be persuasive. Inductive arguments rely on experience that may be universal and testable – allowing them to be widely used. For many people, this is extremely important as it makes the argument more understandable and accessible and, therefore, persuasive. This is particularly relevant for the theist, in showing that, based on inductive criteria, God’s existence can be proved.

[image: ]
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A good introduction that outlines how inductive arguments work and also indicates how the evaluation may proceed, in respect to the existence of God – a good overview. It is also grounded in accurate terminology that the writer correctly understands.

Another key strength is that the argument recognises there may be more than one correct answer – the evidence used can support more than one probable conclusion, which is particularly useful if an individual is not entirely certain what the conclusion should be. This means the argument can be persuasive precisely because it has flexibility. This also allows for the possibility of error, which means changes can be made to elements of the reasoning without undermining the process (or conclusion) as a whole. This provides the theist with a suitable response should God not be the conclusion reached by other forms of inductive reasoning.

[image: ]

This response highlights one of the main reasons that inductive arguments can be effective and points out that it’s the very flexibility of this approach that gives it its strength.

Furthermore, inductive arguments are the basis of the vast majority of scientifically accepted theories, and these have a wide appeal in the twenty-first-century world. People readily accept such theories as valid precisely because of the inductive and evidence-based approaches that led to these theories being formed. Does this mean that any philosophical or theological reasoning that mirrors the work of science must surely have a similar claim to both validity and persuasiveness – unlike any reasoning that has not been based on such foundations?

[image: ]
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The answer explores the impact that inductive-based theories have in the contemporary world in their scientific context. It then raises interesting questions as to possible use as a reason to confirm validity in both a philosophical and theological context.

However, some may argue that inductive arguments are not persuasive – often for the same reasons as others would claim they are. For instance, one of the significant weaknesses of inductive arguments is that we can accuse them of having limited effectiveness as ‘undeniable proofs’. Their very flexibility means that we could consider them weak arguments and, because of this, not persuasive.

[image: ]

This argument delivers a direct counterpoint to the previous one, demonstrating that the greatest strength of inductive arguments may also be their greatest weakness.

It is also true to state that we can readily challenge inductive arguments if alternative evidence, which is equally likely to be true, is provided – thereby undermining the persuasiveness of the argument. An extension to this is that it is also equally possible to accept all the evidence but to deny the conclusion without contradiction. If we accept this, then it suggests that there can be no persuasiveness in the argument as this limits its effectiveness, particularly in terms of attempting to establish the existence of a divine being with specific characteristics: for example, the God of classical theism as the designer of the universe.

[image: ]
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The answer revisits the theme of flexibility and provides an overview of the debate. It then develops the reasoning in the argument to show the key flaw in this approach as one of trying to ‘prove’ definitively the existence of God.

Perhaps most important to consider is that the premises, while supporting the conclusion, do not make it definite – for many, this means that inductive arguments are not persuasive enough to support a basis for a belief in the existence of God.

[image: ]

The conclusion the candidate draws follows the inevitable line of reasoning in the second part of the answer and points out the mechanics of inductive arguments as fundamentally undermining the power of a persuasive argument.

Evaluation

This is a very good answer. There is a clear and well-developed line of reasoning, considering the strengths and then the weaknesses within the argument, leading to a clear conclusion. The candidate shows how the same characteristic of inductive arguments can be used both for and against it and acknowledges that, while flexibility of approach is useful in a scientific context, it provides a challenge when attempting to reach a definitive conclusion.

Over to you

For this first task, try using the framework/writing frame provided to help you practise the AO2 skills needed to answer the question below.

As the units in each section of the book develop, the amount of support will gradually reduce to encourage you to be independent and to perfect your AO2 skills.

Question

‘Inductive arguments for God’s existence are persuasive.’ Evaluate this view.

(Q3b, Component 2: Philosophy of Religion, WJEC, Summer 2024) 

Writing frame

The issue for debate here is whether arguments such as the cosmological and teleological arguments can show that God exists, which they attempt to do by …

The following evidence supports the contention …

We could, however, reject the contention by considering the following points …

It is my view that … and I base this argument on the following reasons: …










B: Inductive arguments – teleological




This section covers AO1 content and skills




Specification content

St Thomas Aquinas’ Fifth Way – concept of governance; archer and arrow analogy



St Thomas Aquinas’ Fifth Way

Aquinas’ teleological argument can be found in the fifth of his Five Ways in the Summa Theologica. Here, in explaining the concept of governance (how God ‘governs’ the universe), Aquinas states that something that lacks intelligence cannot move towards fulfilling a useful end, unless something with intelligence moves it.


“Key quote”

The Fifth Way is taken from the governance of the world. We see that things which lack knowledge, such as natural bodies, act for an end, and this is evident from their acting always, or nearly always, in the same way, so as to obtain the best result. Hence it is plain that they achieve their end, not fortuitously, but designedly.

Now whatever lacks knowledge cannot move towards an end, unless it be directed by some being endowed with knowledge and intelligence; as the arrow is directed by the archer. Therefore, some intelligent being exists by whom all natural things are directed to their end; and this being we call God.

(Aquinas, Summa Theologica)



Imagine, for example, that you need to write your essay with a pen. The pen itself is non-intelligent and cannot (however much you may wish it!) write your essay for you. The only way that it will do this is if you (as an intelligent being) pick up the pen; hold it in a way that is appropriate for writing; and then apply it to the paper, moving it to make the shapes (writing) to communicate your ideas.

Aquinas’ own example was that of the arrow and the archer. Archery was a well-known activity in his day, both as a sport and as a way of killing other people in war; therefore, his analogy would have made sense to his audience.

Guiding intelligence

Aquinas stated that the arrow cannot, by itself, reach the target. The archer needs to fire it for this to happen. He then relates this to how the universe works. He states that everything in the universe follows natural laws, even if it possesses no intelligence: for example, the regular movement of the stars in the sky – for which, in Aquinas’ time, people had no rational ‘scientific’ explanation.

That these things also tend to follow natural laws and, in doing so, fulfil some purpose or end goal (their telos), yet don’t have the ability to ‘think’ for themselves, suggests that (like the arrow) they have been ‘guided’ by something else. For Aquinas, the only possible explanation was that this something else, this ‘guiding intelligence’, was God.


[image: ] Key term

telos: this term can have a number of meanings, but it generally refers to the ‘end’ (as in the final destination), ‘goal’ or ‘purpose’ of something – the term is frequently found in Aristotle’s philosophy




[image: ]
Aquinas’ Fifth Way uses the example of the arrow and archer to demonstrate guiding intelligence






Specification content

Paley’s watchmaker – analogy of complex design




Paley’s watchmaker

Analogy of complex design

William Paley, the eighteenth-century Archdeacon of Carlisle, is widely credited with proposing the design argument in its popular modern form. He proposed his version in his Natural Theology, which was published at the beginning of the nineteenth century. His basic argument is that, if we discovered a stone while out walking, we might ask how it came to be. By considering natural events, we might conclude how it was formed. However, if we discovered a watch, we would not come to the same conclusions. Paley was interested in pointing out why this was the case.


“Key quote”

In crossing a heath, suppose I pitched my foot against a stone, and were asked how the stone came to be there; I might possibly answer, that, for anything I knew to the contrary, it had lain there forever: nor would it perhaps be very easy to show the absurdity of this answer. But suppose I had found a watch upon the ground, and it should be inquired how the watch happened to be in that place; I should hardly think of the answer I had before given, that for anything I knew, the watch might have always been there. ... There must have existed, at some time, and at 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 works of nature; with the difference, on the side of nature, of being greater or more, and that in a degree which exceeds all computation.

William Paley, Natural Theology (1802)



[image: ]
Workings of a watch



Paley’s watch/watchmaker analogy

Watches in the 1800s consisted of a watch-face with numerals on it and hands that pointed towards the time. The inner workings of the watch would reveal a very complicated system of cogs, springs and gears that enabled the hands to move in a way that measured the passage of time. The very complexity of these mechanisms would lead to a conclusion that this watch had been designed by a being of intelligence, and was not the result of random chance.

Paley states that we could draw this conclusion even if we were unaware of the purpose of the watch, if the watch went wrong, or even if we didn’t understand what some of the parts of the watch actually did. In summary, the watch, with all its complexities, needs an intelligent watchmaker to explain how it came into being. Paley then states that the universe (and using the natural world as evidence) is likewise complex and therefore also points towards a designer. For Paley this was a divine designer, i.e. God.

Paley’s examples from nature (showing complex design)

In his writing, Paley spends a large amount of time detailing the workings of the human eye – from the way that it sees objects, to the function of the secretions that keep the eyeball moving, as well as the eyelids that protect the eye. He suggests that the incredible complexity of this unit within the human body alone is evidence for a designing intelligence.

Paley also details how other examples in nature seem to point towards the same conclusion: 


	●  The instincts of birds ensure that they sit on their eggs while the young are growing inside them, thereby providing the perfect incubating environment.


	●  Moths and butterflies lay their eggs on precisely the sort of plant that their larvae need to feed on to survive and grow to maturity.


	●  The structure of a beetle’s exoskeleton allows the beetle to squeeze through narrow holes, while also having sufficient protection to prevent its wings from damage.





Specification content

F.R. Tennant’s anthropic and aesthetic arguments – the universe specifically designed for intelligent human life



F.R. Tennant’s anthropic and aesthetic arguments

The anthropic principle

The anthropic principle (literally the ‘humankind principle’) suggests that there is strong evidence within the universe that it was deliberately designed for human life. In other words, this argument tries to show that God must exist and has deliberately gone about designing a universe that would eventually lead to the creation of his ultimate creation – human beings.

One of the more famous philosophers that developed this idea was F.R. Tennant. While not using the specific term anthropic principle, in his 1928 work Philosophical Theology, Tennant developed a set of evidences that are widely recognised as anthropic principles today.


[image: ] Key term

anthropic: related to being human



Tennant’s evidence for the anthropic principle


	●  The natural world where we live provides precisely the things that are necessary to sustain life: for example, air to breathe, water to drink and so on.


	●  We can analyse the natural world where we live so that we know how it works: for example, the water cycle, photosynthesis and so on.


	●  The process of evolution, through natural selection, has led to the development of intelligent human life – to the degree that this intelligent life can observe and analyse the universe that it exists in.





[image: ] Key term

natural world: the world of nature, comprising all objects (organic and inorganic)





[image: ]
Tennant stated that the theory of evolution supported the idea of an intelligent designer



The aesthetic argument

Tennant’s aesthetic argument relates to the natural appreciation that human beings have for things that are ‘beautiful’, and asks why we have such an appreciation as part of our nature. When looking at the rest of the natural world, there appears to be no other species that reacts to its surroundings in this way.


[image: ] Key term

aesthetic: related to the concept and appreciation of beauty



In fact, this can be extended to the appreciation that humans have for music, art, poetry and other forms of literature, as well as an appreciation for such areas as fashion and cosmetics, which are said to enhance human beauty.

If a purely rational approach is taken towards human beings as a species, then only those things that are essential for our survival are necessary for us to have in the world around us. Our scientific understanding of the natural world tells us that living organisms operate on a ‘survival of the fittest’ mechanism, and that a species quickly rejects anything that does not aid its evolution as it develops over time. Why then do we, as human beings, have an appreciation of beauty? Why are aesthetics so important to us?

Tennant’s response was to claim that this appreciation of beauty (aesthetics) is a direct result of a loving God, who not only wants his human creation to live in the world, but also to enjoy living in it. For Tennant, it was through this appreciation of beauty that human beings would be led, by way of revelation, to discovering the fact of God’s existence for themselves.


Summary


	★  The teleological argument is an a posteriori inductive argument for the existence of God.


	★  Aquinas supported this argument with the fifth of his Five Ways.


	★  William Paley and his watch/watchmaker analogy also support this argument.


	★  In the twentieth century, Frederick Tennant further developed the argument with what has become known as his anthropic principle and aesthetic argument.







AO1 Activity


	a  Explain what is meant by a divine designer. Choose one example of this from each of Aquinas, Paley and Tennant.


	This helps consolidate your learning by developing the skill of selecting relevant examples and explaining how they illustrate the question focus.


	b  Draw a table of two columns and four rows. List Aquinas, Paley, Anthropic and Aesthetic in the left-hand column and then write two or three bullet points for each in the right-hand column.


	This helps develop skills of organisation by selecting and ordering evidence and examples.







This section covers AO2 content and skills




Specification content

The effectiveness of the teleological argument for God’s existence




Issues for analysis and evaluation

The effectiveness of the teleological argument for God’s existence








	
Possible line of argument


	
Critical analysis and evaluation





	
The concept of a divine designer was rooted in widely respected classical Greek philosophy


	
When Plato spoke of a ‘craftsman’ over 2500 years ago, it makes us wonder why he would come to such a conclusion when considering why the world we live in is the way that it is. His ideas laid the foundations for Judeo-Christian philosophy to claim that the world we live in is the result of a divine designer.





	
The argument’s effectiveness is directly related to the evidence of complexity in the universe


	
The effectiveness of the argument is said to be in its a posteriori, inductive form. Based on evidence of design obvious to the casual observer, the sheer complexity of our universe, with its many life forms and complex, interconnected systems that support life on the planet, point clearly towards deliberate design from some almighty mind.





	
Paley’s proposal that complexity was not down to random chance strengthens the effectiveness of the argument 


	
The analogical evidence Paley provides is effective in pointing out that, just like a complex machine, our complex universe could not be the result of chance. It is down to an intelligent designing creator.





	
Tennant’s evidence further supports the effectiveness of the argument 


	
Furthermore, the contribution of Tennant, with both his anthropic and aesthetic arguments, surely proves beyond reasonable doubt that this is a universe deliberately designed for intelligent human life. We live in a world that provides everything we need – not only for our survival, but also for our enjoyment.





	
However, the analogies used to support the argument are weak


	
However, when we look at the teleological argument more closely, it starts to show signs of weakness. The use of analogy is suspect at best as no human machine can ever adequately compare to the complex universe we inhabit. Therefore, how could we put forward the idea of an intelligent designer based purely on this?





	
There are too many unanswered questions about the design of the universe, even if we accept that it was designed


	
Even if we did accept the analogy as valid, what about the times when things go wrong in the universe? Is the designer therefore inept? Or, as is the case for many machines, is it the case that there was more than one designer? Did they leave when they had finished putting our universe together? How do we even know that this is a good universe? What have we got to compare it to?





	
The evidence from science offers a more rational and understandable view of how the universe, and all its complexities, came to be


	
There are those who suggest that to assert a divine designer that fits into the theistic model of religion is an arrogant claim. Proposing such an idea and asking others to accept it as true flies in the face of the evidence of the scientific age – modern-day evolutionary scientists such as Richard Dawkins point out that to hold such a view of a divine designer is ‘unhelpful’, ‘childish’ and ‘superstitious nonsense’ – in that it prevents people from properly engaging with a ‘grown-up’ view of the world as a place governed by the laws of nature, not the laws of some god.





	
The teleological argument is not effective because there are too many evidence-based criticisms


	
Despite the initial attractiveness of the teleological argument, the criticisms of it are simply too devastating and too wide ranging ever to accept that it is an effective argument for God’s existence.










AO2 Activity


	a    Select three lines of argument from the critical analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of the teleological argument. Find three references from scholars, schools of thought or religious and philosophical texts that would support those arguments.


	b    Using the strongest line of argument, try to identify three key quotations that might be used – they could be from scholars, religious texts or schools of thought.







Specification content

Whether cosmological arguments for God’s existence are persuasive in the twenty-first century




Exam practice

Sample question

Evaluate whether cosmological arguments for God’s existence are persuasive in the twenty-first century.

Sample answer

The twenty-first century is home to the modern scientific age. With computing technology and the ability to communicate via the internet, human beings are able to share information like never before. In doing so, we have access to all sorts of information about ourselves and the universe we live in. This includes ideas such as the Big Bang theory, oscillating universe, multi-verses and quantum mechanics. These ideas are fascinating and, for many, persuasive, in terms of providing an answer to the age-old question of ‘How did the universe begin?’

[image: ]

This is a good introduction that explains that people turn to scientific explanations to understand the workings of the universe and the origins of humankind.

Equally, detractors of traditional theistic arguments, such as the cosmological argument, considerably undermine its claims to persuasiveness by pointing out that Aquinas’ arguments are flawed by an incorrect understanding of agreed scientific principle. Newton’s First Law of Motion, for example, points out that the idea that nothing can move unless moved by another ignores the principle of inertia and is therefore wrong – things can move themselves. Anthony Kenny famously declared this observation as ‘wrecking the First Way’.

[image: ]

This response provides additional information, from a different perspective, to develop the opening argument further.

With all this in mind, it would seem that the cosmological arguments, first put forward over 2500 years ago by Ancient Greek philosophers, and then developed by medieval Christian monks, have little relevance in today’s scientific world. As such, we can consider them to lack any power to persuade people.

[image: ]

The information here presents an early summary of the evidence and forms a conclusion in relation to the question.

However, we should bear in mind that the cosmological argument is based on the fact that there is a universe. This is an a posteriori observation: that is, a scientific method. In which case, the fundamentals of the argument are based on the same assumptions as that of scientific theories. This would suggest that the cosmological arguments are persuasive in the twenty-first century.

[image: ]

This argument delivers a direct counterpoint to the previous ones, highlighting the shared methodology of science and the cosmological argument in adopting an inductive approach.

We should also consider that, while science can quite effectively explain how the universe works and the way it works (and therefore how it started), what it can’t do is answer why the universe started. The cosmological argument can. In fact, Craig’s Kalam cosmological argument convincingly demonstrates that the universe was the result of a deliberate choice from a personal creator.

[image: ]

The candidate develops the argument further and suggests that Craig’s form of the argument demonstrates a superior approach to that of science.

The cosmological arguments are clearly based on cause-and-effect arguments; and so is science. For this reason alone, we should not discount them. For the religious believer, the additional faith dimension provides the important element of hope and comfort, rather than just cold, hard scientific fact. The twenty-first century, with all its modern-day wonders, still has room in it to accept that the cosmological arguments for God’s existence are persuasive.

[image: ]

The conclusion the candidate draws follows the inevitable line of reasoning in the second part of the answer and shows how theistic arguments can still offer valid and persuasive views even in the face of supposed scientific ‘fact’.

Evaluation

This is a very good answer. There is a clear and well-developed line of reasoning, where the points that are often used to discredit the cosmological argument are first presented and then undermined by the evidence from the theistic arguments. The candidate even makes an appeal to emotion, contrasting science as ‘hard and cold’ whereas religion provides ‘hope and comfort’ – an effective tool when trying to ‘persuade’ others to your point of view.

Over to you

For this task, select six key points from the ten listed, which are relevant to the evaluation question below. Put your selection into the order that you would use to address the question.

If you explain why you have chosen these six to answer the question, you will find that you are developing a process of reasoning. This helps you to develop an argument to decide whether or not scientific arguments are more persuasive than teleological arguments in explaining the universe.

Question

‘Scientific arguments are more persuasive than teleological arguments in explaining the universe.’ Evaluate this view.

(Q4b, Component 2: Philosophy of Religion, WJEC, Summer 2018)

Evaluation statements


	  1  Scientifically evidenced arguments will always be more effective than philosophical religious arguments.


	  2  Religion relies too heavily on a ‘God of the gaps’ approach to explaining the universe’s existence – scientific explanations are far more persuasive.


	  3  The lack of clear evidence from science undermines how persuasive scientific explanations for the universe’s existence are in the face of philosophical explanations from religion.


	  4  Science is based on empiricism and rational knowledge acquired through the use of the five senses.


	  5  The philosophical arguments for God as the starting point of the universe are much older than the scientific ones.


	  6  Science uses evidence-based rational thought to demonstrate how the universe works: that is, why things are the way that they are.


	  7  Paley’s watchmaker analogy is too simplistic to be effective.


	  8  It is our interpretation of patterns in the workings of the universe that makes us see design – in other words, design is only apparent, not real.


	  9  If a complex machine requires an intelligent designer, then surely it is entirely rational to suggest that a complex universe also implies an intelligent designer.


	10  Inductive arguments only offer possibilities, not conclusive proofs.













C: Challenges to inductive arguments





This section covers AO1 content and skills





Overview: challenges to the cosmological argument

Having existed for over 2500 years, the cosmological argument has attracted not only supporters but also critics. Scientific developments, particularly in the last hundred years, have taken our traditional understanding of a cause-and-effect universe and turned it on its head. Quantum physics, chaos theory and similar radical progressions in our understanding of the workings of the universe have all played a role in weakening the claims of supporters of the cosmological argument. However, these criticisms are not always wholly successful. Indeed, some scientific theories, including most notably the Big Bang theory, have even been used to support parts of the cosmological argument – not least in demonstrating that the universe had a starting point.

[image: ]
Scientific developments in the last hundred years have taken our traditional understanding of a cause-and-effect universe and turned it on its head




Specification content

David Hume – empirical objections and critique of causes (cosmological)



David Hume: challenges to the cosmological argument

The empirical philosopher David Hume was uncomfortable with the reasoning behind the cosmological argument. He had particular issues with its arguments about causes.


[image: ] Key person

David Hume (1711–76): Scottish enlightenment philosopher who, as an empiricist, demonstrated a number of the flaws in the main theistic arguments for God’s existence; the most significant work in relation to this is his Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion



Hume presents four major challenges:


	1  Just because we observe cause and effect in the universe does not mean that this rule applies to the universe itself. (Russell used the example ‘Just because every human has a mother does not mean the whole of humanity has a mother.’) This is often called the fallacy of composition.


	2  While we can talk about things that we have experience of with some certainty, we have no experience of creating a universe and therefore cannot talk meaningfully about that.


	3  There is not enough evidence to say whether the universe had a cause, and definitely not enough to conclude what the cause might have been.


	4  Even if ‘God’ could be accepted as the cause of the universe, there is no way to determine what sort of God this would be and certainly no way of determining whether it was the God of classical theism.





[image: ] Key term

fallacy of composition: philosophical notion that what is true of the parts is not necessarily true of the whole (i.e. atoms are colourless but this does not mean that a cat, which is made of atoms, is colourless)




Specification content

David Hume – problems with analogies; rejection of traditional theistic claims; designer not necessarily God of classical theism; apprentice god; plurality of gods; absent god (teleological)




Overview: challenges to the teleological argument

Tracing its origins to the earliest of Western civilisation’s greatest thinkers, the design or teleological argument represents one of the most commonly called-upon defences for those who believe in God. The idea that the universe is far too complex, contains purpose for all things within it and has produced a life-form capable of observing, analysing and even philosophising about it, and that none of these things seems likely to have happened by chance, all point towards the existence of God; or so religious believers would like to claim. However, like the cosmological argument, this too has those who claim it is not an effective argument. The counterarguments all need serious consideration:


	●  We lack sufficient experience to make such claims about a grand design.


	●  The analogies do not hold up to scrutiny.


	●  If the universe is designed, why does it have so many flaws?


	●  Scientific enquiry proposes alternative solutions.




Hume’s house and universe example

Hume criticises human analogies to demonstrate that the universe is designed. He used the example of a house and an architect or builder and said that, just because we know how a house is designed or built, it does not mean that we can infer from this how the universe is designed or built. The house and the universe are just too different to draw that comparison, no matter the other ways they may be similar.

Problem with analogies

Analogies normally work on the following basis:


	1  X and Y are similar.


	2  X has the characteristic Z.


	3  Therefore, Y has the characteristic Z.




However, to claim what is true of Y based purely on a similarity to X is only as strong as the point at which X and Y are similar. If the similarity between them is weak, then the conclusion the analogy draws is likewise weak.

Hume concludes that, as the universe is unique, no analogy is sufficient to explain its origins. This would be used to devastating effect as a criticism when, years later, Paley constructed his analogy of the watchmaker.

Limitations of human experience

Any analogy human beings make is necessarily based on the experience that human beings have. If we lack experience of the thing that the analogy is being used to ‘prove’, then how can we be certain that the analogy is sound? As human beings have no experience of how the universe was designed, any analogy put forward to try to prove this matter is ultimately futile.

The universe as organic construct

The suggestion that the universe is comparable to some artificial construct, such as a house or a machine, is also rejected. The universe demonstrates greater similarities to the living organisms within the natural world than it does to a static artificial construct.

And does not a plant or animal, which springs from vegetation or generation, bear a stronger resemblance to the world, than does any artificial machine, which arises from reason and design? (Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion)


Fallacy of apparent design (the Epicurean hypothesis)

In his Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, Hume suggests there is fallacy (false belief) in assuming that the universe is designed just because it seems so. He makes the distinction between what is deliberately designed and apparent design. Deliberate design is the classical theist’s claim – that God is responsible for the design of the universe. However, in apparent design, what we have is an appearance of design where none actually exists.

Apparent design is a belief, which Epicurus stated, that the current so-called order in the universe that exists is nothing more than the random association of atoms that had previously been in a chaotic state but, through the principal nature of the universe (which is change), these atoms reorganise themselves infinitely, and occasionally do so in a way that resembles order (and, thereby, design).

Problems of comparison

Even if we assume that the universe has a designer, as we have no universes to compare this one to, how do we know that it has been designed well? It may be that, if we were able to make such a comparison, we would find the designer of this one to be lacking in skill. Hume makes the comparison with a shipbuilder. If we saw a ship for the first time, we might assume that the shipbuilder was a genius to have made such a thing. However, if we were to investigate further, we might find that the ship we are observing is nothing more than an imitation of other ships and, in comparison, it’s not even that good.


[image: ]

Hume uses the example of a shipbuilder to strengthen his argument





Rejection of traditional theistic claims

(i) Designer not necessarily God of classical theism

Even were we to accept the idea that the universe had a designer, there exists no proof of who or what was responsible for designing it. Therefore, drawing a conclusion that the designer was the God of classical theism is suspect at best, not least because any number of other suggestions as to the identity of a designer could be put forward with equal validity.

(ii) The apprentice god

If we saw a ship for the first time, we would not take into account the various other ships that this shipbuilder might have tried to make along the way, in perfecting their art. Relating this to the work of a god in designing the universe, Hume observes that there may be better universes out there and that, in practising their art, the apprentice god has produced a series of worlds and universes that have been ‘botched and bungled, throughout an eternity, ere this system was struck out’ (Hume, Dialogues).

(iii) Plurality of gods

After referring to the ship/shipbuilder analogy, Hume suggests that, as a house or ship has many builders, surely it makes sense to say that there were many builders involved in constructing the universe. In making this argument, Hume is demonstrating that using human analogies is a double-edged sword for those theists who rely on them to show the likelihood of the existence of a designing creator God.


Specification content

Alternative scientific explanations including the Big Bang theory and Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural selection



(iv) The absent god (teleological)

Furthermore, after shipbuilders or housebuilders have completed their task, they move on. Perhaps this is also true of the supposed designer of the universe? This designer may well have left the universe to its own devices or perhaps may even have died. There is no necessity for such a designer to have to exist for eternity, just because the design does.


Alternative scientific explanations

The Big Bang theory

The Big Bang theory is often used as a ‘proof’ that it was a random action that caused the beginning of the universe, not God. (However, many theists suggest that this action was not random but caused by God.) The Big Bang theory can be summarised by referring to an event that happened nearly 14 billion years ago, when a singularity appeared. A singularity is a scientific concept referring to a point in space–time that defies our current understanding of the laws of physics, but where infinity exists. This singularity inflated, expanded and cooled to give us the universe we have today.

Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution by natural selection 

In his On the Origin of Species, Charles Darwin notes that it was random chance that organised life in the universe, according to the principles of evolution and natural selection. The reason for species being so well suited to their environment is not, as had been previously thought, due to a benevolent designer. It is because of their ability to adapt to their surroundings and to pass on the favourable characteristics that allow this adaptation to be successful.


[image: ] Key person

Charles Darwin (1809–82): English naturalist who revolutionised the Western world’s understanding of how life developed; his most famous work, On the Origin of Species, published in 1859, put forward the idea that life on Earth had developed through processes of natural selection and evolution



This is the concept of ‘natural selection’ and demonstrates that what happens in the universe, in terms of life, is down to what Herbert Spencer, the 19th century philosopher and biologist, termed ‘the survival of the fittest’. Following his reading of Darwin’s work he pointed out that there was no overall purpose to the way in which life was organised itself other than that the strongest tended to survive.


[image: ]

Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution challenged traditional understandings of the development of human life






Summary


	★  There are several philosophical and scientific challenges to both the cosmological and teleological arguments.


	★  Many of these arguments are based on our lack of direct experience of how the universe came to be.


	★  Hume critiques the teleological argument based on issues with analogy and experience.


	★  Modern scientific theories challenge the cosmological and teleological arguments based on empirically verifiable evidence.







AO1 Activity


	a  Outline each of Hume’s specific challenges to the teleological argument.


	This helps consolidate your learning by developing the skill of selecting relevant examples and explaining how they illustrate the question focus.


	b  Draw a two-column table. In the right-hand column, write a one- or two-sentence summary of each of Hume’s challenges. In the left-hand column, further summarise the challenge in one or two words.


	This helps with presenting a thorough and extensive knowledge and understanding of the topic area.









This section covers AO2 content and skills




Specification content

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



Issues for analysis and evaluation

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








	
Possible line of argument


	
Critical analysis and evaluation





	
Hume believed that no analogy or empirical evidence could be used to support the existence of God


	
Hume was adamant that the teleological argument for the existence of a designing God is at best flawed and at worst entirely ineffective. Hume considers it implausible to use human experience to conjure up analogies relating to a cosmic entity beyond human experience – there is no empirical evidence that can conclusively point towards the existence of such a being.
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