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i Inductive reasoning: |I Plato and Aristotle’s influence " Define... | ' Argument from motion: 1 ' Argument from contingency: 1 1 Leibniz — Principle of Sufficient Reason
| |I 1! Necessary: 1! ! i
i Al il | c ; !
I ! 1 1 i
| -1 |! 11 i 1 i .
N ;1 Contingent: i - - !
A posteriori: I - - re ! 1
-1 ! 1! 1 1 .
I . .- - 1 i
. 1 . .
| . i i 1! i
| |I Motion Criticisms: 1! Criticisms: P! -
| N . .
e e e e e e e o . 1.
e SN m Causation .
Simple cosmological argument: 1! Argument from causation: Contingency b
1. i -
< s 1.
1! | :
) ! ¥ i
' ¥ ¥ ¥
. - 1.
1 ! | U -
Therefore: |! !__._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._‘
3. 1! Criticisms: 1 1 Kalam argument
i 1
1! 1!
4. P P 1 ; |
1! il ' |
P i |- |
Therefore: I. . o1
5 1! 1! N |
i 1 [ |
_______________________________________ -_._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._._'i How is it different from other forms? I \
i ! " |
. . . |
 Strengths of the argument: : L e
) I I -------------------------------------------
: . . 1
i - i 1 ! ! William Lane Craig defended the Kalam argument — how? |
: i I'1 Strengths: -
- i '
| I! I I
| i '
: i X :
I T n e o R e R e R e R W R M 6 e R M R R R W R R F M 6 M R M A W R R F M 6 M R M R R R R M R R 6 M 6 M R R R R N R R e 6 e R M R R R R R M 6 e 6 M R R A R R e h e 6 e b e R e AqUInaS
| e L L L L L L L R R R I L R T T T R T T TSI DD s oo nin s
;! Hume’s criticisms: 1! Kant’s criticisms: 1! Russell’s criticisms: Kant
= . I I 1 i| Hume
| 1. . I
! i ! : ‘
' I g i ; ! General criticisms: |
- > 1 . Y |
| ! ! 1! 1 i |
| ! i ! e |
- 1 1 ! B ‘
| ! ! 1! 1 - - |
| ! i ! b |
, x ! i - |
| | I I I I! 1 - \
- M | il 1 I |
| I ' . 1
i 1 i ! - |
. . 1
' ! ! ! |
| e e e T T _




A priori:

Analytical:

Deductive:

Biblical basis for necessary existence:

Problems with necessary existence:

Counter-argument:

DESCARTES — God is perfect, existence is a perfection ! | Descartes argument 2:
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| Moore 1! RUSSELL'S criticisms
! i1 What is the linguistic mistake?
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i 'I What does he mean by existence being instantiated?
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: 11 Are Russell’s criticisms successful?
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1 Failure to exist in reality would not make God the greatest being — Existence as a predicate of God. - |
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Anselm

Existence is part of something’s perfection. A perfect thing must necessarily exist.

GUANILLO’S criticism:

Counter criticism:

Descartes

Russell

! KANT’S criticism:

Counter-criticism:

Criticisms from language (AYER)



Types of religious experience: !'| Theism: ! ; Monism: i 1 Buber — “I-thou” 1! Propositional revelation i Non-propositional revelation |
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| The link between appearances, how things

| seem, how things really are and conclusions
. drawn from experience about reality and

| existence !

Credulity — Swinburne says there’s only three

types of evidence that should be taken as !
' rendering someone’s testimony unreliable: !
1. |
| i
| i
i 2. I
| i
3, i

The value of role of testimony to religious
! experience:

! Strengths and weaknesses of religious experience as an
1 argument for the existence of God
| Religious context —

Sensory experience —

Complexity of interpretations —

I Issues of probability and proof —

Nature of God —

| Limitations of language —

+ I Lack of uniformity of experiences —

Response to the criticisms:

Swinburne, Hick,

Persinger, Dawkins

Criticisms of religious experience
Freud:

1 Marx:

Hume:

Dawkins:

I'1 Culturally specific:

' | Evaluation:

Influence of religious experience as

an argument for the existence of God

Can religious experience show that God exists?

YES

NO
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| Natural evil: 1 | Mackie’s inconsistent triad: 1 i Freewill defence I . Hume calls evil ‘the rock of atheism’, meaning... 1 1 The nature of evil and suffering in Judaism: |
| 1 i i ; Mackie asks how can this count as a solution to the ! 1 '
| i problem of evil, given that God created the ! i |
| . "1 freewilled creatures? ! - |
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. What is a theodicy? [ Misuse of freewill by humans — Augustine: 1! Significance of reconciliation: 1 Augustine and Iranaeus I What is process theodicy? (e.g. how ; ; Anthology: Mackie’s critiques of
_ i i i 1 does it solve the problem of evil?) v the theodicies
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| What s philosophy of language? !

What's the problem?

. What is cognitivist?

| What is non-cognitivist? 1

| What is via negativa? 1

......................... 1
Aquinas argued that religious i !
! language is analogous, meaning... !
1 .
i M
1 "

Context of logical positivism and the
Vienna circle on religious language:

| - Aproblem of verification:

1 - This led Ayer to the weak verification
principle, which is...

Analogy of proportionality: i

! Analogy of attribution:

Verification principle:

Analytic statements:

Synthetic statements:

Criticisms of verification:

i ! Hick’s criticism of Bliks: 1 !

Falsification — Blike — Hare: - | language games — ! Critique of picture theory: |
1 Phillips: ]

Language as functional: |

Religious Language
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. Weak atheism: P What is a functional explanation? : i Dawkins’ critique of religious belief: 1 ! What was the Deist Project? ! 1 Kant |
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| Strong atheism: ! 1! I ! |
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| ! What is a projection explanation? i 1 1! Explain the context of the Enlightenment: 1 |
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: " i . .« o . ! |
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! L 1 L ;! become the ‘era of philosophy of religion’? b |
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! Copleston’s argument from contingency: 1
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' What Leibniz’ principle of sufficient reason? !
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' How do Copleston and Russell disagree about the principle of l
- sufficient reason? 1

Copleston argues that it is possible to distinguish 1
! between a necessary and a contingent being. How 1
! does Russell respond? 1
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' Copleston argues that all things must have a cause !
1 for their existence and therefore there must be a !
| necessary being to provide a reason for all this !
 dependency. How does Russell respond? !
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I Copleston argues that the universe is the totality of
| the objects inside of it. How does Russell respond?

i Good Copleston quotes: i
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Good Russell quotes:

Russell’s criticism Copleston’s response

‘There is no reason why
everything needs to have
an explanation!

‘Everything could just hold
everything else together!’
‘Why should there be just
one explanation?’

‘It doesn’t have to be God
that holds everything
together.’

‘Why does this ultimate
being have to exist?’

Works of scholars: Copleston vs. Russell

i Copleston on religious experience: |
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i Russell’s criticism of Copleston’s points on religious i
| experience: 1
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Copleston appeals to three factors:

' |

How are these ideas applied to issues in religion
and belief?



| What is immortality of the soul?
!
|
|
|

Life after death

| What is rebirth?

| Strengths:

Weaknesses:

| What is reincarnation?

. Strengths:

| Weaknesses:
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I What is Replica theory (Hick)? ! | Plato’s first argument for dualism: 'l Strengths of dualism: ! , Features of near-death experiences: .
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Explain scientific methodologies:

Religion and Science

i Karl Popper ;
i What is the difference between science and .
i pseudoscience? :
| i
| i
| 1
| i
I i
| i
l 1
i ,
| What are miracles? ;
| i
| i
' Hume’s definition: 1!
: 1
| i
| 1 i
I . i P
| Mackie’s definition: ;
| 1 i
: 1
| How are the laws of nature violated? 1
: 1
! 1 i
| 1 i
| 1 i
| 1 i
| 1 i
| 1 i
! 1 i
| 1 i

! Is the transgression of natural law enough to call 1
I an event a miracle? 1

1 Religious significance of miracles
Swinburne: !

1 John Locke:

I Gareth Moore:

' Ray Holland - beneficial coincidence i

Aquinas’ view of miracles 1

I Hume’s criticisms of miracles — enlightenment it What is the Big Bang theory? 1
I context: i i
! ! ;
! . i
! ' ;
! ¥ i
] it ;
i m i m i Em i E i Em ittt .- - - .
e e e e m e  mt—— - - i
Hume’s criticisms of miracles: ! ! Evidence for the Big Bang: i

1 1! .
i i :
| ! E
1 1! .
i i :
i X :
i i L_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'.'_'. ''''' I
! I'1 What is steady state theory? !
1 11 1
i i i
I i i
i i i
g X i
T;T;T;T;T;T;T;T;T;T;T;T;T;T;T;T;T; | 1
; Responses to Hume: i i
i X i
i i ! 1
i I ! 1
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: 1 1 What s the theory of evolution? !
i !

P !

T !

Other argument against miracles: ! i !

1 1. 1
i i i
i i i
; P! , ;
; P! Analysis: ;
i 0! i
i 0! i

| Whatis intelligent design? I
i |
i |
i |

| Strengths: |

I Weaknesses:

What is irreducible complexity? |

What is creationism? |

What is cosmological constant?



