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1. INTRODUCTION AND tutor’s GUIDE

INTRODUCTION

From our contemporary perspective, the universe can be conceived of and experienced in both religious and naturalistic (or non-religious) ways.  This ambiguity has only become apparent since the rise of modern science in the 17th - 19th centuries.  In earlier times the reality of the transcendent (God) was generally accepted as fact and a religious understanding of the world developed from generation to generation without difficulty.  But with the Enlightenment in the 18th century and the rise of modern science, a scepticism began to develop and the old religious ‘certainties’ began to crumble.  As a result of this the universe came to be seen as religiously ambiguous - open to both religious and non- religious interpretations. Whereas traditional cultures had been theistic in outlook, modern understanding had become atheistic.  The rational defensibility of these different modes of experience/interpretation of the world has resulted in a situation of dispute and debate. There are those who maintain that the existence of God can be established as certain, or at least more probable than the alternative position.  On the other hand, there are those who argue that developments in our modern knowledge and understanding of the world make it unlikely that there is such a reality called God responsible for the origin and development of the universe.  Thus, from both a theistic and naturalistic point of view the issue is by no means clear-cut or beyond dispute.  This situation, and the issues it raises, are the focus of this unit and illustrations of the present state of the debate will be drawn from a consideration of three of the main arguments and counter arguments: 

· The First Cause (Cosmological) Argument

· The Design (Teleological) Argument

· The Moral Argument.

1.1 Outcomes of the unit

There are three outcomes and in the first outcome, students must be able to describe accurately and in some detail, the three arguments for the existence of God and three of the relevant counter arguments.  For example, they may describe the First Cause or Cosmological argument or they may describe the Design or Teleological argument and, in relation to this, the counter argument of the existence of evil and suffering; or they may describe the Moral argument and, in relation to this, the counter argument that God is not the source of morality in human life.  Reference should be made to both traditional and modern forms of these selected arguments.  In the First Cause and Design arguments, significant developments have been made in relation to modern scientific evidence about the creation and evolution of the universe.  It would be expected that students make reference to these developments.  

In the second outcome, students are expected to deal with each of the arguments from Outcome 1 and analyse it in the light of the relevant counter argument which is proposed.  Each of the arguments (for and against) may be looked at separately but should also be considered in relation to each other so that a valid critical analysis can take place. 

In the third outcome, students must be able to evaluate the arguments for and against the existence of God from a contemporary perspective.  Some attention should be given to whether these are logical or rational arguments - for example the extent to which they are successful in convincing us of the certainty as opposed to the probability of their claims. 

Some consideration should also be given to the change of status of such arguments from ‘proof’ to inferential evidence - even within the traditions out of which they have emerged.  In other words, the idea that, while God cannot be proved to exist as a result of such arguments, whether the existence of God can be inferred as a reasonable conclusion from the arguments as they now stand.  The counter arguments in this inference should also be considered.  Students will also be expected to refer to the implications these arguments and counter arguments have on the status and role of religious belief in the contemporary world.  To what extent do these arguments contribute to a rational basis of the search for meaning and purpose in human life?  Is theism the most satisfactory solution to the big questions of life or are there at least equal or better alternatives?

1.2 Learning and teaching approaches

While there are comprehensive notes on all aspects of the issues to be considered, students should be encouraged to explore some of the recommended texts which are listed in the bibliography at the end of the support notes.  A number of good, accessible books have been produced in the last few years, many of which are ‘student- friendly’ and will repay study by the students concerned.  The bibliography has concentrated on the more recent texts to a large degree. 

Ideally, the Advanced Higher would be best dealt with in a class where there are sufficient numbers for discussion, debate and peer and tutor critical analysis, but it is also realised that many students (and centres) throughout the country may have to consider a degree of supported self-study in their approach.  A number of the books listed in the bibliography are particularly suitable for students - and tutors -who may find themselves in such a situation.  These are marked with an asterisk.  If students were to have a first level access to some, or all, of these books, this would familiarise them with a good summary of the main arguments and counter arguments.  This accrued knowledge could then be supplemented with the more detailed material provided in the support notes. The use of the recommended texts for individual work should make this learning situation easier for both tutor and students and these texts, along with the support notes, should ensure that more than enough material is readily available for study and assessment purposes. 

It is likely that most students who embark on the Advanced Higher Course will already be familiar with some of the material presented here – albeit at a less advanced level.  Wherever possible, tutors should link this unit to previous topics, and show its evolution from these e.g. the units relating to Christianity: Critiques and Challenges (H).  This should make the process of study, at least in this unit, more familiar to students. Given that this is the compulsory unit in the course, it should be reasonably accessible as a first unit to students. 

2. STUDENT INTRODUCTION AND OUTCOMES

2.1 Outcomes of the unit

By the end of this unit you should be able to:

· demonstrate a detailed understanding of both traditional and modern forms of the First cause, Design and Moral arguments for the existence of God and the counter arguments which have been put forward against them

· analyse both sides of these arguments in significant detail by comparing and contrasting the different viewpoints which have been proposed

· demonstrate your ability to evaluate the validity and significance of these arguments and to be able to present a coherent and balanced conclusion about them.

2.2 What the Unit is about

This unit deals with the way in which human beings (particularly philosophers – both religious and non-religious – and scientists) have considered the existence of the universe, the development of life – especially human life – within it, and the moral values which human beings have developed. 

As will become clear in your study, these questions and issues have been reflected upon in considerable depth and ‘answers’ have been suggested which reflect both religious and non-religious viewpoints.  The information and arguments you will consider are a fair summary of the debate which has taken place over the past 700 years or so, but particularly in recent times and up to the present day. 

In earlier times it was widely accepted that God (or some kind of transcendent reality) was responsible for the world being as it is, but since the rise of modern science in the 17th - 19th centuries, a scepticism or sense of doubt began to develop and the old religious ‘certainties’ began to crumble.  As a result of this, the universe came to be seen as religiously ambiguous - open to both religious and non- religious interpretations.  Whereas traditional cultures had been theistic (believing in God) in outlook, modern understanding had often become atheistic (based on non-religious explanations).  The present state of the debate will form a significant part of the unit. 

The rational debate of these different ways of experiencing/interpreting the world is the focus of this unit.  In the 21st century there are those who still maintain that the existence of God can be established as certain, or at least is more probable than not.  On the other hand, there are those who argue that developments in our modern knowledge and understanding of the world make it unlikely that there is such a reality called God responsible for the origin and development of the universe.  Thus, from both a theistic and naturalistic point of view, the issue is by no means clear-cut or beyond dispute.  The issues which arise from this debate form the content of the Philosophy of Religion unit.  It deals with the issues by means of three major arguments for the existence of God.  

By the time you complete this unit, you will have a detailed understanding of the main aspects of the debate and will be in a position to evaluate the validity and significance of the arguments put forward on both sides of the issues. 

3. THE FIRST CAUSE (COSMOLOGICAL) ARGUMENT

3.1 Introduction

The Cosmological argument moves from the observed world (or cosmos) to an eternal and self-existent creator providing the ultimate explanation for the existence of the universe. The main thrust of this argument is that we live as part of a continuous flow of events, no single one of which, or all of them together, is self-explanatory.  The occurrence of each one is explained by reference to other earlier or simultaneous events.  These go back in an endless regression of events which is either infinite or must end in a reality – a cause – that requires no further explanation.  The unending regress is ruled out because the universe would then lack any rational character and, since we are committed in science, philosophy and the general conduct of life to the principle of rationality, we must prefer a rational explanation if one is available.  The Cosmological argument states that the only possible explanation is that the universe is the product of a creative intelligence or will which is eternal, uncaused and not dependent for its existence on any other reality beyond itself.  This explanation ‘answers’ such questions as: 

· when did this being begin? – (because it is eternal); 

· what caused or created it? – (because it is uncaused), 

· on what does it depend? – (because it is independent). 

Such a being is the ultimate, unconditioned and eternal reality that provides an explanation for the existence of everything else.

Why do we not accept the physical universe as the ultimate unexplained reality?  It may well turn out to be a beginningless procession of events which is eternal, uncaused and not dependent upon anything beyond itself.  The theistic explanation is based on an analogy with ourselves as conscious beings.  Surely, as conscious beings ourselves we must depend on an ultimate conscious Being instead of on a complex form of matter which is without beginning, uncaused and unexplained? As conscious beings we can think of an ultimate conscious reality as the source of the existence of the universe, compared to the idea that the universe is ultimately the only reality.  We still cannot stop wondering at the reason why it is as it is, and why it exhibits particular regularities in an ordered way.  The idea of a creative divine Mind is seen to provide more intelligibility than a series of random material forces and movements.  We are then faced with the ultimate choice of accepting the existence of God as the explanation for the universe or of the universe as unintelligible and mysterious brute fact. 

Both options are possible and the aim of the Cosmological argument is not to prove the existence of such a reality (for that cannot be done with complete certainty) but to suggest that this is the more plausible explanation.

3.2 Historical background

The Cosmological or First Cause argument has a long history. Almost all of the great classical philosophers: Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, Leibnitz, Spinoza, Kant, Hegel, Locke and Berkeley, saw the origin of the universe as the result of a transcendent reality called God. These philosophers may have had different specific ideas of the nature of this reality and different ways of understanding it, but the one thing they all accepted was that the universe was not self-explanatory and required some explanation for its existence beyond itself. In the Timaeus, Plato argues that every created thing must be created by some cause and this is also found in the work of Aristotle. In his book Theodicy (1710) Leibnitz stated that the main principle of the cosmological argument was that ‘nothing takes place without sufficient reason.’ 

3.3 The basis of the First Cause (Cosmological argument)

The First Cause argument is based on the idea that there is a first or initial cause behind the existence of the universe. The argument is based on the idea of contingency (something which depends for its existence on something else) and its main points are:

· things come into existence because something has caused them to do so

· these things do not have to exist (their existence is not necessary) but they actually do

· there is a chain of causes for everything that exists which goes back to an initial cause which is at the beginning of time

· time began when the universe was created

· there must have been a first cause which is responsible for the existence of everything else, including the universe

· the first cause must have necessary existence to cause the contingent existence of anything else

· only God has necessary existence

· therefore God is the first cause of the contingent universe’s existence.

There are a variety of forms of the cosmological argument but each version of it concentrates on the existence of things in the world, and even the world itself. It aims to answer three basic questions:

· how did the universe begin?

· why was the universe created?

· who or what created the universe?

Various terms have been used over the centuries for the first cause of the universe. Some philosophers refer to the ‘Creator’, others to a ‘necessary being’ or a ‘self-existent being’. For many this is what is meant by the word ‘God.’

One of the earliest forms of the argument came from Plato, who argued that the power to produce movement comes before the power to pass it on. In order for movement to occur in the first place, there must be an uncaused cause which he called ‘The First Cause’ or ‘The First Mover.’ He identified this as God. 

3.4 The First Cause argument of Thomas Aquinas

One of the best known examples of the  First Cause argument was developed by Thomas Aquinas in the thirteenth century in his book ‘Summa Theologica’. Aquinas argued that everything that exists must have a cause or reason for its existence. One of the main points of Aquinas’ argument is that things which exist do not necessarily have to exist – it is possible that they might not have existed at all. But the fact that they do exist is important, they must have a cause.

For example, we might consider our own existence. We exist because our parents existed and they existed because their parents existed and so on. But this is not a complete explanation; it is quite sensible to go back through a long chain of events right back to the beginning of human beings, of life and eventually of time. Alternatively, as another example, we might consider the existence of the printed page in front of you. This page depends on the prior existence of trees, lumberjacks, transport workers, paper manufacturers, publishers, printers, author and others as well as the operation of a great number of physical and chemical laws etc. Everything which exists in this chain of events depends on something else for its existence or continuity. 

The point of Aquinas’ argument is that you cannot keep going back forever, there must be a point where the chain of causes ends as he did not accept that these causes could go on forever. Aquinas argued that there must be a First Cause which  is responsible for everything else existing. There must be some being which necessarily exists and this is what we call God. The First Cause or Cosmological argument is an attempt to demonstrate the existence of God based on the existence of the world. Aquinas argued that everything that exists must have a cause or reason for its existence. In his book ‘Summa Theologica’ Aquinas talks about an efficient cause. He says that ‘nothing can be the cause of itself so there must be a prior (or efficient) cause.’  As you cannot go back to infinity then there must be a first efficient cause to which we give the name ‘God’. 

‘The second way is from the nature of efficient cause. In the world of sensible things we find there is an order of efficient causes. There is no case known (nor is it possible) in which a thing is found to be the efficient cause of itself; for so it would be prior to itself, which is impossible. 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.  Therefore, it is necessary to admit a first efficient cause, to which everyone gives the name God.’ (Summa Theologica)

3.5 Criticisms of the First Cause argument

· Some philosophers have argued that Aquinas’ arguments rest on assumptions which are no longer widely held. Early mediaeval science did think in terms of a gradation or hierarchy of causes which is different to modern day thinking. For example, the idea that one thing can only be brought about by another thing does not always follow. Two cold objects rubbed together can cause heat so the nature of the cold objects can produce something other than their own conditions.

· Why is infinity impossible? Why can’t the universe go on forever? Many philosophers argue that Aquinas was contradicting himself when he rejected the possibility of infinite regression. Aquinas denies the infinite and yet argues that God is infinite. (However it would also be true to say that other philosophers would argue that God is unique and the laws of nature as we understand them do not necessarily apply to God.) 

· Why does there have to be a single first cause? Independent occurrences might lead back to independent causes. Therefore, there would not be a single First Cause but a plurality of them.

· The First Cause argument reasons that either there is a necessary being (God) or that the universe is ultimately unintelligible. The First Cause argument can only stand if the unintelligibility of the universe can be ruled out altogether. But this is not the case as it is this unintelligibility of the universe which is the sceptic’s position. In other words, why can’t the universe just be a brute fact with no ultimate explanation? The First Cause argument has to clearly prove that the universe is not unintelligible and it has failed to do this so far. 

One counter argument which has been recently put forward by those who argue for the existence of God is that if everything in the universe is contingent, everything could cease to exist at the same time. If this were the case then the universe would also cease to exist. But if the universe could cease existing, then it must be contingent. Recent theories in Physics have also questioned whether matter could always have existed. Many physicists think it may not be eternal. 

David Hume 

There have been various arguments put forward against the First Cause argument. One of the most important was put forward by David Hume in his book ‘Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion’ (1779) published posthumously. Hume asks whether it makes sense to say that a being i.e. God, has existence which is necessary. If the existence of a necessary being can be considered then there is no logical reason why the non-existence of such a being cannot also be considered to be correct. It is equally logical to assume the non-existence of a necessary being as it is to assume this being’s necessary existence. 

A second point which Hume makes is why any necessary being should be called ‘God.’ Why can’t we think of the physical or material world itself as necessarily existing? Such a universe would then be the cause of its own existence. In other words Hume was arguing that it is a random decision to identify the cause of the universe as God. This is just a convenient way for theists of moving from the existence of the universe to the cause of the existence of the universe to God as the cause of the universe’s existence. This does not necessarily follow. 

A third point is why should we think that the universe had to have a beginning? If the universe has always existed (which is still a possibility even though most scientists accept that the Big Bang was the actual starting point of the universe), then how can anything which has existed from eternity have a cause? In modern times, scientists have said that Aquinas’ argument rests on an assumption which is no longer held i.e. that everything in the universe must have a cause. In sub-atomic Physics, for example, scientists argue that particles like electrons may come into existence without any particular cause. There is not necessarily a hard and fast rule in modern quantum Physics that all events have causes, especially at the sub-atomic level, and this was the initial condition of the origin of the universe. This is called the Principle of Indeterminacy. 

Hume’s views were also supported by Bertrand Russell who argued that just because we see individual things as having a cause, this does not mean that the whole world process has a cause. He argued that while every human being has a mother this does not mean that the whole human race must also have a mother. There is no contradiction in saying the universe is just there and that is the end of the matter. It does not need to have a final cause. 

In his book ‘Why I am not a Christian’ (1957) Russell says that ‘the universe is just there, and that’s all there is to say.’ In other words Russell regarded the universe a just a brute fact which had to be accepted without necessarily looking for any cause for its existence. 

Against these counter arguments, it does not seem illogical to ask why the universe is here rather than not here. It does not seem useless or inconsistent to ask the question ‘Why?’ The theist assumes that the universe is intelligible and ultimately needs some kind of explanation for its existence. One philosopher of religion, Frederick Copleston, likened Russell’s approach of denying the problem as being like a person who refuses to sit down and play a game of chess and who therefore has no chance of being checkmated. 

3.6 Modern developments in the First Cause argument

The rise of the natural sciences during the 17th century changed to a significant extent the intellectual attitude to the origin and development of the universe, and of life.  Through the discoveries of modern science the universe is now seen as a vast expanse containing millions of galaxies and governed by universal laws which can be mathematically described and ordered into one coherent system. In addition, in the 20th century, the structure of the atom has been discovered allowing scientists to probe even more deeply into the nature of reality. In Biology, the structure of the nucleic acids which form the basis of life has been decoded and we can now see the mechanism of heredity in some detail. The human brain is being continually mapped and we now understand a great deal more about the processes of perception and thought. As time goes by, we understand more about the physical basis of our existence and of the world we inhabit. Humanity, in the words of early Greek thought, has more and deeper understanding of the measure of all things. 

In the modern world this argument has been developed in relation to scientific discoveries about the origin of the universe: the Big Bang theory. This theory implies that the universe has a finite past history and also a finite time on the basis that time as well as space came into existence at the Big Bang. This was the main conclusion of Einstein’s Theory of Relativity. The question which this raises is: could the Big Bang have happened on its own or was it actually caused by something else? Why did the universe begin? Why did it develop in the way that it did? The main debate seems to centre around whether or not the universe had a beginning. 

Paul Davies

One of the leading advocates of the view that the universe needs some kind of explanation for its existence is Paul Davies. Davies is first and foremost a mathematical and particle physicist but many of his writings argue for an explanation of the universe (God) which are very close to the metaphysical and philosophical ideas found in traditional religion, even although Davies would not call himself a religious believer in the conventional sense. 

Davies argues that for the first time in history, scientists are close to providing a unified description of the origin and development of the universe called the Grand Unified Theory (GUT) or the Theory Of Everything (TOE). This is a theory which aims to combine the four fundamental forces of the universe: gravity, electro-magnetism, the strong and the weak nuclear forces along with the fundamental particles of the universe (developed in Quantum Physics) and the forces of space and time. Davies believes that some kind of superforce is responsible for the integration of these realities and modern science will fairly soon discover what this is. 

In order to develop his theory, Davies suggests that there had to be in existence laws of nature which transcend the universe in order to control the origin and development of it. These laws of nature exist independently of the actual physical structure of the universe and were responsible for the Big Bang which is generally accepted to be the event which brought the universe into existence. 

However, it is argued by other scientists e.g. Newton-Smith that laws of nature are just descriptions of what we have discovered about the behaviour of particles in the world. They are only descriptions and they do not suggest why the laws of nature are there or what their origins are. Another point which he makes is why can’t the laws of nature which operate at certain levels not just be explained by other laws of nature at a deeper levels and so on? Does there have to be an explanation for the laws of nature? Why wasn’t the Big Bang also the origin of the laws of nature?  

Davies replies that it is perfectly legitimate to ask what the origin of these regularities and laws of nature are. The laws of nature can apply to space and time and not just matter. All reality is inter-connected in this way. He says that there was no void prior to the origin of the universe, no time or space which already existed before the universe actually got started. The Big Bang was the beginning of everything. However, if there were not laws of nature which were independent of the actual physical structure or reality of the universe then it would be impossible to explain why the universe was actually created in the first place. 

As the main task of science is to explain as much of reality as possible then if there were no independent laws of nature to explain things then you couldn’t have a scientific explanation of the universe. If there were laws of nature in existence before the Big Bang, then the universe can be explained in relation to these laws. So Davies argues that the Big Bang is not the ultimate cause of the universe; there must have been pre-existing scientific laws to cause the Big Bang to happen in the first place. 

Davies uses the example of Quantum Physics. Quantum Physics can be applied to the atoms and molecules present in the universe before the level of the general laws of Physics which were discovered by Newton. In other words the laws which govern the regular behaviour of matter at the developed level e.g. in the physical world we experience. At the atomic and sub-atomic level atoms are simply fleeting, vibrating energy not solid particles at all. The common sense type of Physics just does not apply at the quantum level as there is an uncertainty or indeterminacy in their movements. The laws of Quantum Physics are statistical laws which are probabilities at best. An example of statistical laws at the human level would be that while we know the various causes of death for the human race we cannot accurately predict which people will die from which specific causes. Davies’ point is that the laws of Quantum Physics already exist and were able to control the process of the universe coming into existence. This was likely to be more of a ‘whimper’ than a ‘big bang’ as it would have been a gradual process not necessarily an explosive, instantaneous one. 

Some scientists suggest to Davies that the first uncaused event must therefore have been a probability rather than a certainty. They also ask why the laws of nature could not have existed from eternity. Why did they have to have a beginning? 

Davies replies that these laws could not have existed from eternity because we now still experience the physical world. If the universe had been infinite (did not have a beginning) then everything would have disappeared by now into black holes. As this has not happened, then the universe must be finite and therefore have a beginning.  

One of the problems, says Davies, which people have with the origin of the universe is to understand that space and time are not two different or distinct aspects of reality but are different aspects of the same reality. They should really be called space-time. In other words, if time turns into space at the very beginning there can be no first event called the origin of the universe as an event is something which happens in time. This is also true for matter and energy. They are also different aspects of the same thing. Matter is a form of energy and the two are interchangeable. You must have space-time to get matter and energy so all the basic constituents of reality are all inter-dependent. So the initial conditions for the origin of the universe are important and this is what recent science is now investigating. 

Davies regards it as quite a probable explanation that God is the cause of these laws of nature. God can be regarded as ‘creator’ of the world as being the power or force necessary to explain why things exist. According to Davies, God underpins or lies behind the laws of both Quantum Physics and ordinary Physics.  People conclude that, if this is the case, then God must exist. Davies argues that some selection of the laws of nature has taken place to produce both the kind of universe in which we live and the kind of conscious and self-conscious life which has evolved in this universe.

(It should be noted at this point that this is the only aspect of God with which Davies deals. This is what is called the metaphysical, philosophical aspect of God. In religion in general, God is thought of in a variety of different ways which are related to the everyday moral and spiritual lives of the followers of religions. The point that Davies is making is that it is perfectly reasonable and appropriate to look for some kind of ultimate or final explanation for why things are as they are. God seems to be a reasonable assumption to make in this case.) 

Opponents of Davies’ view often ask what is being added to a scientific theory about the origin and development of the universe by the idea or concept of God. Does the idea of God actually explain anything more than the laws of nature can explain? 

Davies replies that in many ways it boils down to a matter of choice. On the one hand, people can accept the universe and life in it as being purely the result of the laws of nature – a brute fact which needs no further explanation. On the other, it may be thought that something is needed to explain the laws of nature in the first place. Something is needed to give a rational explanation to the world as we understand it. This ‘something’ can be referred to as ‘God the Creator.’ 

One final point may be made. Opponents of Davies e.g. Richard Gregory and Richard Dawkins suggest that you can have intelligence and design and organisation in the world without necessarily believing that this is caused by God. Davies agrees with this. These opponents also argue that it might also be acceptable to argue that this may not be the only universe in existence but merely the only one of which we are aware. If there were many universes it could be argued that in these other universes different conditions would apply and life may be quite different in these parallel universes. 

Davies responds that it comes down to a final choice. Do you accept that there is a variety of unseen universes of which we can have no direct knowledge or do you accept that there is only one universe and one unseen God? Davies believes that the one unseen God is a more complete explanation than many unseen universes. His opponents are inclined to differ. 

Richard Swinburne

Swinburne argues that when we explain things or events in life we develop two different kinds of explanation. First of all we think of inanimate causes, the kinds of causes which are the result of the power or capacity of an object. For example, gunpowder explodes because it has the properties and the power to do so under certain conditions when it is ignited at a certain temperature and pressure. There are also intentional causes e.g. a terrorist ignited it because he knew it had the power to do so and the ability to cause death and destruction. He chose to cause the ignition although he could have chosen otherwise. The latter is called  personal explanation by Swinburne. The point he wishes to make is that certain events happen in life because that’s just the way things are, but other things happen because of a purposive explanation – people want it to happen for this or that reason. In general we find that Physics and Chemistry provide inanimate explanations for the way things happen in life and History, Psychology, Sociology, Morality and Religion provide personal explanations. In general, Science tends to find the most simple and straightforward explanation for the way things are or the way they happen and try to express these is general rules which we call scientific laws. Psychologists and sociologists, on the other hand, have been less successful in finding generalisations about human actions and behaviour because it is much more complex. Scientists try to find some general laws of nature from which the lesser laws follow (these may apply only in approximate ways or in special circumstances). 

The simplicity of a scientific theory is a matter of having as few scientific laws as possible to explain it. If a scientific theory suggests the workings of objects or properties beyond which we can observe e.g. atoms, electrons, quarks or quasars, then the simpler this can be expressed the more easily it is understood. The general rule is that complex explanations should be avoided if the theory can be explained in simpler terms. This is what is called Ockham’s Razor. In addition, the law or theory should not be self-contradictory and it must be coherent (make sense). 

The laws of scientific theories are simply regularities in the ways that things work or behave in the world, for example, the laws which govern the movement of planets around the sun.  Scientists seek the simplest account of these laws which will enable them to make successful predictions in the future. 

Things that happen in the world are often the result of the interaction between inanimate and personal explanations. Science may explain that a ball dropped from a height of 20 metres takes 2 seconds to reach the ground but it may also be legitimate to ask why the ball was dropped in the first place. Human powers, beliefs and actions are often caused by inanimate factors e.g. light rays on your eyes or sound waves on your ears may result in certain beliefs about what you saw and heard. But the light rays or sound waves themselves do not cause you to have certain beliefs – these are caused by what is going on in your brain or mind at the time. Physical movements of your arms or legs will often be the result of a decision you have made. Scientific laws may explain the physical movements but it needs some other personal explanation to find out the purpose of the movement of your limbs. 

So how does all this apply to ultimate or final explanations about the world? One explanation about how things happen in the world is called materialism. This means that everything which happens in the world, including the actions and behaviour of human beings, is the result of an inanimate sequence of factors – it’s just the way the physical laws control the body and brain. In other words the personal and mental aspects of our behaviour, although distinct from the physical, are fully caused by the physical. 

A second theory to explain personal behaviour can be called a mixed, or dual aspect theory. This means that human behaviour cannot be explained fully in inanimate terms nor can it be explained fully in purely personal terms but is a mixture of the two. 

A third possibility which Swinburne suggests is that the existence and operation of aspects involved in inanimate explanation are themselves to be explained in personal terms. These persons include, not just human beings, but also in terms of a personal being, God. This is what Swinburne calls traditional theism. The idea here is that God keeps in existence the material objects of the universe, including ourselves, with their powers and capabilities to act. God thus keeps the laws of nature operating and, if the universe had a beginning, then God created the first material objects i.e. sub-atomic particles and has guided their development ever since. God thus permits human beings to form aims and purposes as they do but does not compel them to act one way or another. This gives them an element of choice which is called freewill. 

When we are looking for an ultimate theory to explain which of the above theories is the best or most accurate one, the criteria which are followed should be the simplest ones which fit or predict the observable situation. Swinburne argues that materialism is not a simple hypothesis and that the dual aspect theory also has problems. He opts for traditional theism as the simplest and therefore the best theory to explain all aspects of the universe and life. 

Swinburne then returns to the concept of persons by saying that persons are objects with intentional powers, purposes and beliefs. If the action of a person is to explain the existence and operation of the universe, this will need to be a very powerful person. It is a simpler hypothesis to accept that this power is infinite rather than just very great. This suggests that God’s power is infinite and that there are no causal influences outside God. God is the final infinite explanation of the existence of the universe. Swinburne says that it is simpler to suppose that God exists eternally than if God came into existence at a certain moment in time. If the latter were the case, there would have been an earlier moment in time when something happened which had nothing to do with God. This would have meant that other forces would have been at work and it would have depended on them. This would lead inevitably to a more complex explanation to explain how the world is because it would have to postulate other forces causing the world or God to exist. Theism, argues Swinburne, provides the simplest kind of personal explanation for the existence of the universe. God chooses to create the universe for certain reasons  and brings it about for specific good purposes.

Swinburne argues that it is extraordinary why anything should exist at all. Surely the most natural state of affairs is that nothing exists, not even God. But there is something! He says that perhaps chance could have thrown up the odd electron but why so many particles? The whole of the scientific enterprise and all intellectual enquiry demands that we suggest the minimum number of brute facts. The fact that everything behaves in the same way, the same laws govern objects in distant time and space and also the way in which our own bodies work, would be extraordinary if there was no cause to explain this – too extraordinary, claims Swinburne, for a rational person to believe.

On the other hand, if objects behaved totally erratically, we would never be able to choose to control the world or our own lives in any way. Science cannot explain why every object has the same capabilities and powers; it may explain why particular ones have certain powers and this may take us to a Grand Unified Theory (GUT) but it must stop there. It cannot, as Science, explain why things are the way we have discovered them to be. So, to seek an explanation as to why all material objects have the powers and capabilities they do, we should seek an explanation why there are such objects with such capabilities. This needs to be explained from outwith conventional science. He says, ‘I am claiming that it is not a rational conclusion to suppose that explanation stops where science does. And so we should look for a personal explanation of the existence of the existence, conformity to law and evolutionary potential of the universe. I am suggesting God to explain what science explains; I do not deny that science explains but I am suggesting God to explain what science explains.’

For a final and simple explanation as to why things are as they are, Swinburne argues that it is quite rational to propose that there is a God who has a reason to create a world governed by natural laws and to give human beings the opportunities of living in such a world.

The argument to God from the world and its regularity is a natural and rational reaction developed by philosophers. Human beings see the comprehensibility of the world as evidence of a creator – the way things have been ordered and organised to produce conscious, intelligent, and self-conscious life. Swinburne quotes the fifth of Aquinas’ five ways:

‘ The fifth way is based on the guidedness of things. We see that  certain things lacking awareness e.g. natural bodies move so as to attain a goal… and do not merely hit by accident. The arrow, for example, requires an archer. Everything in nature is directed to its goal by someone with understanding and this we call ‘God.’  

(Summa Theologica 1a 2.3)

Swinburne argues that theism is thus a simple hypothesis which leads us to expect the phenomena we actually find in the world. No other hypothesis does this. By contrast on the purely materialist hypothesis, it is a mere coincidence that material objects, including ourselves, have the same powers as each other. But this is not a simple stopping point for an explanation. Theism satisfies the criteria in a much more comprehensive and rational way.  

3.7 Modern counter-arguments 

Stephen Hawking

One of the main arguments against the existence of God in relation to the cosmological argument comes from Stephen Hawking in his book, ‘A Brief History of Time’. Hawking is dealing with the idea of whether space and time are closed and finite or whether they are boundless. He says:

‘The idea that space and time may form a closed surface without boundary has profound implications for the role of God in the affairs of the universe. With the success of scientific theories in describing events, most people have come to believe that God allows the universe to evolve according to a set of laws and does not intervene in the universe to break these laws. However, the laws do not tell us what the universe should have looked like when it started. It would be up to God to wind up the clockwork and choose how to start it off. So long as the universe had a beginning, we could suppose that it had a creator. But if the universe is really completely self-contained, having no boundary or edge, it would have neither beginning nor end; it would simply be. What place, then, for a creator?’ (A Brief History of Time 140-141)

What Hawking appears to be arguing here is that, at best, the argument for God is a deist one. In other words, the idea or concept of God may be necessary to explain why the world initially got started – that some kind of God was necessary to light the blue touch paper – but does not explain the continuing involvement of God in the development and existence of the world as many religious people would still claim. It makes God into some kind of scientific hypothesis rather than the religious reality which is accepted and worshipped by people today. On the other hand, Hawking argues that if the world is self-contained, if it has no boundary or edge, if it has no beginning, then the idea of God would be redundant as the universe would be seen simply as a brute fact with no need to explain why it is here in the first place. 

These arguments are further developed in the book when Hawking argues that ‘One may say that time had a beginning at the Big Bang in the sense that earlier times would not be defined but this is not a beginning in the way that people usually think. In an unchanging universe a beginning in time has to be imposed by some being outside the universe. There is no physical necessity for a beginning. One can imagine that God created the universe at literally any time in the past. On the other hand, if the universe is expanding, there may be purely physical reasons why there has to be a beginning. While an expanding universe does not preclude a creator, it does place limits on when he might have carried out his job.’ 

Hawking seems to be arguing that the idea of a beginning (in the way we normally understand beginnings to the universe) is not physically necessary as far as the universe is concerned. What we know from modern scientific developments might suggest that the universe is a changing, developing and evolving system and therefore the control which any God might have on such a system is limited. By implication Hawking seems to reject the idea of God as an all-powerful, all-knowing and all-present being. This would not be the kind of God which has traditionally been suggested by religious believers. 

John Hick 

Another argument which is put forward against the Cosmological argument is by the philosopher of religion, John Hick. Hick argues that we are committed in Science and Philosophy to prefer a rational explanation to something if this is possible or available. On the one hand the religious approach to the existence of the universe is that it is the result of a creative will or intelligence (God) which is eternal, uncaused, not dependent on any reality other than itself for its existence. This excludes questions such as: when did this being begin (as it is eternal), what caused or created it (because it is uncaused)?  Such a being (God) is the ultimate and final explanation for the existence of the world. 

However, as Russell has earlier argued, why do we not take the physical universe as the ultimate unexplained reality? It may be a beginningless procession of events which is eternal, uncaused and not dependent upon anything beyond itself. This argument may say more about the way our minds work in the sense that we may want some kind of solution to a problem rather than an unexplained situation. This may simply be an illusion which we create for ourselves – a point which Freud has already made in some of his writings.

It is further argued that when we look for some kind of explanation for the existence of the universe by proposing a reality beyond it, we are into the realm of infinity and we can always imagine some other kind of reality beyond the ‘beyond.’ In other words why should an explanation of the universe stop at God? We can always imagine something more. Our ability to conceive or understand such a reality must be limited and we must therefore be careful that we do not limit explanation to what we ourselves can imagine. 

‘God’ is a concept which has suffered throughout the ages from being too visually weighted (we have particular and often limited ‘views’ of what God is) and ‘God’ is therefore regarded as part of the universe in a way which is not always appropriate. It may well be that thinking about an uncaused cause beyond the world is something that our finite human minds are not able to do. It was the philosopher Kant who argued that the idea of cause and effect (which is at the heart of the Cosmological argument) was one of the ways (along with space and time) in which our minds interpret the world. Kant argued that we cannot help but impose the idea of cause and effect on our experiences because that is just the way our minds work. If Kant is correct in his view, then the idea of an uncaused cause (and therefore God) is a mental impossibility. 

With regard to David Hume, if people also consider sense experiences or impressions as the basis of all knowledge (in other words if people only accept things for which their senses provide evidence) then any arguments such as the cosmological one cannot be accepted as giving proof of any kind of God outside the world which is known through the senses. 

3.8 Summary

In summary, it may be said that while the cosmological arguments do not prove that there is a God who is the First Cause of the universe, the argument may point to some kind of reality that  religious people are thinking about when they use the word ‘God.’  People may still not be able to stop wondering at the reason why the world is as it is and why it exhibits particular regularities in an ordered way. The idea of a creative divine Mind or God is seen to provide a kind of intelligibility in the universe rather than a series of random material forces and movements. On the other hand, it is also argued that any kind of final explanation may be beyond the power of human reason (as Hume and Kant have argued). We are then faced with the ultimate choice of accepting the existence of God as the explanation for the universe as a reality which sustains everything in existence or of the universe as unintelligible and mysterious brute fact. At the end of the day human choice and preference may be the final judge.

3.9 Assessment activities and essay questions

	1.
	Make up a table headed the First Cause argument. Divide it into two columns, one headed ‘Arguments in favour’ the other headed ‘Arguments against’. As you work through this part of the unit, complete the table accordingly with a brief summary of as many arguments as you can.


	2.
	As you work through resource books and information in the support notes, write down, in your own words, the main arguments put forward by:

	
	

	
	a) Thomas Aquinas    b) David Hume    c) Paul Davies    d) Richard Swinburne

	
	

	
	e) Stephen Hawking   f) Bertrand Russell   g) John Hick

	
	

	3.
	In what ways have modern developments in science and cosmology contributed to the debate about the First Cause argument?

	
	

	
	To what extent has this changed the nature of the debate in comparison to Aquinas and Hume?

	
	

	4.
	Assess the contribution of Paul Davies’ arguments for a creator of the universe.

	
	

	5.
	To what extent do you agree with Richard Swinburne that the simplest explanation for the existence of the universe is the existence of God?

	
	

	6.
	‘The universe is there and that’s all there is to say.’ Bertrand Russell.

	
	

	
	Is this an intellectually acceptable view to have? Why/why not?

	
	

	7.
	How convincing are Hume’s criticisms of the First Cause argument?

	
	

	8.
	Hume argued that the cause of the universe did not have to be God. 

	
	

	
	What alternative arguments could be put in God’s place?

	
	


	9.
	‘You can’t get something from nothing.’ 

	
	

	
	To what extent does the above quotation support the First Cause argument for the existence of God?

	
	

	10.
	Have modern developments in science contributed more to the support or denial of the existence of God?

	
	

	11.
	Einstein said: ‘God does not play dice with the universe.’

	
	

	
	How far would modern developments in science justify Einstein’s view?

	
	

	12.
	What are the strengths and weaknesses of the First Cause argument?

	
	


4. THE DESIGN (TELEOLOGICAL) ARGUMENT

4.1 Introduction

The Design or Teleological argument (from the Greek word telos meaning ‘end’ or ‘purpose’) infers the existence of God from a particular aspect or state of the world: the presence of order, regularity and purpose. The design argument is based on a set of comprehensive and internally complex probability arguments. It is not just a matter of the coherence and unity of nature in which the solar system works like a vast machine with each plant and animal wonderfully adapted to its function within nature. It has been broadened to refer to the coincidental presence of a variety of cosmic circumstances as being pre-conditions to an orderly universe producing animal and personal human life. It also relates to the fact that this universe is knowable and understandable and intelligible to the human mind. From a philosophical point of view, design arguments are a posteriori arguments. In other words they are based on conclusions drawn from people’s experiences of the natural world as a result of the use of their senses and intelligence. 

4.2 Historical background

The first mention of the beginnings of the argument which came to be known as the Design argument appear in the writings of the Greek philosopher Socrates (470-399 BC) and Aquinas (1224-1274) used a form of it in the fifth of his Five Ways in his book, Summa Theologica. The first fairly modern Design argument was developed by William Paley in his book Natural Theology and the first major critic of the argument was David Hume in his Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (1739).  As a result of the rise of modern science and the work of Charles Darwin on evolution, the Design argument has been presented in an updated form by people such as FR Tennant (1930) via the Anthropic Principle, Richard Swinburne (1979), Hugh Montefiore (1985) and has been criticised by Richard Dawkins and Peter Atkins in the 1980s and 1990s. It would seem that there is still a great deal of life in this debate at the beginning of the 21st century.

4.3 The basis of the Design (or Teleological) argument

The basic argument from design indicates that:

· The universe has order, regularity and purpose

· It is sufficiently complex to show evidence of design

· This kind of design implies a designer

· The designer of the universe is God.

The design argument makes the basic assumption that there is order and design in the universe and that everything operates toward a specific purpose. For example, the changing of the seasons, the existence of certain features in both animal and human life, the orbiting of the planets round the sun, the suitability of the earth to develop and sustain life, the intricacy of animal bodies (including human ones) to achieve particular ends are all used as examples to illustrate this basic design feature in the world. 

The argument from design has two main parts:

· Design relating to regularity

· Design relating to purpose.

Design relating to regularity

Philosophers who support this argument consider that the order and regularity to be found in the universe is evidence of some kind of designer at work. Just as a cared for garden shows evidence of a gardener at work – a lack of weeds, a set of laid out flower beds and vegetable patches – so there is evidence of order and regularity in the universe e.g. the rotation of planets and natural laws. Many philosophers conclude that this could not have happened by chance. 

Design relating to purpose

Philosophers who support this aspect of the argument look at evidence of design in the way that different parts of the universe appear to fit together for some purpose. The universe is compared to a hand-made machine in which a designer has fitted all the parts together for a specific function, for example, the way that different parts of a car engine are organised to allow the car to run properly. If these parts were fitted together in a random manner, then the car would not work. Similarly, the complex arrangements within nature have been fitted together by a designer for certain special purposes. 

4.4. The Design argument of William Paley

In its traditional form the Design or Teleological argument for the existence of God was put forward by William Paley in his book Natural Theology in 1802. He considered a situation in which someone in a desert place might come across a rock and ask how it had come into existence. The shape or material of the rock could be attributed to the chance natural forces such as wind, heat, weathering etc. and that would be a suitable explanation. If, however, the same person were to come across a watch in a forest they would see it in quite a different way. A watch is a complex structure of wheels, cogs, springs working together, and the impression he would get would be that the watch had not come about by chance like the rock but showed evidence of being designed. It must have a watchmaker. Finally, Paley considered a human being and the way in which many parts e.g. eyes, nose, ears were perfectly adapted to suit the purposes they had. It would not be unreasonable to assume that the human body had been designed that way and therefore had a designer. This designer is God. So Paley suggested that from the complexity of watches, the human body, the adaptation of animals to their environment it was reasonable to assume that God existed.

The first part of Paley’s argument concentrated on the design in relation to its purpose. The analogy of the watch and the workings of such intricate mechanisms as the human body, especially the eye, suggested that these could only have come about as the result of an intelligent designer i.e. God. 

The second part of Paley’s argument focused on the design in relation to its regularity. He put forward evidence from astronomy and Newton’s laws of motion and gravity by referring to the way the rotation of planets in the solar system obey universal laws and the way gravity operates on them and argued that these could not have come about by chance. He concluded that an external agent must have imposed order on the universe both as a whole and in its various parts. This must be God. 

‘While the possible laws of variations were infinite, the laws compatible with the whole system lie within narrow limits. If the attracting forces had varied, great destruction and confusion would have taken place.’ (Natural Theology 1802)

4.5 Criticisms of Paley’s argument

David Hume

In his book Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (1739), Hume presents a number of arguments against the Design argument. He begins by promoting a fair argument for design via one of the characters who is presented as a religious believer, Cleanthes:

‘Look around the world and contemplate every whole and every part of it. You will find it to be nothing but one great machine, subdivided into an infinite number of lesser machines. All these machines and all their various parts are adjusted to one another with an accuracy which is the result of human contrivance – design, thought, wisdom and intelligence. By this we may conclude that the Author of nature is somewhat similar to the mind of man though possessed with larger faculties, proportional to the grandeur of the work which he executed. By this argument we do prove at once the existence of a Deity and his similarity to the human mind and intelligence.’

He then sets out to argue against this via another character, Philo:

Any universe would have the appearance of being designed – no universe is possible if the parts were not adapted to each other. The existence of any form of life in a relatively fixed environment presupposes order and organisation which may suggest design but could also have come about by something other than conscious planning

Hume suggested that the universe was a self sustaining order and might have come about through the random movements of atoms (or the ultimate constituents of matter) passing in unlimited time through every possible permutation. Secondly, even if one does see the signs of mind behind nature, the mind may not be the God of Christian belief - for we cannot, in a finite and imperfect world, validly infer an infinite and perfect source. 

· Hume suggested as an alternative that universe was made up of a finite number of particles in random motion which, in unlimited time, will produce every possible combination and thus eventually what we actually now have.

· Humans do not have sufficient knowledge or experience of the created world to conclude that there is only one designer. They only have experience of the things that they themselves design or create. This limited experience is not enough to draw conclusions about the design and creation of the universe.

· Even if the human experience of design was valid, the design argument may prove that the universe had a designer but not that the designer was God. For example, the design could have been the work of several powers or forces – or gods. 

‘This world may be faulty and imperfect compared to a superior standard. It may have been only the first rude attempt of some infant deity who afterwards abandoned it.’ 

(Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion)

· It is not appropriate to compare the universe to a vast machine where all the parts work together to achieve a particular purpose. It is more usual for a machine to be made by many people rather than just one. Just as a machine may not have one designer so this could equally apply to the universe

· It may be more appropriate to compare the universe to an organism like a vegetable or an inert animal rather than a machine. The universe is something which grows and develops of its own accord

· Even if Designer argument is accepted, it need not be God – a wise, good and powerful designer. We cannot infer an infinite designer/creator from a finite world. Why only one God and not many? Why a good God – so much evil/suffering in world? Is the world a faulty design? 

In relation to this point there are a number of arguments which have been put forward against a benevolent designer of the universe and one of the main ones is the existence of evil and suffering. Every day and throughout history many people have suffered from natural disasters like earthquakes or famines, volcanic eruptions and disease as well as at the hands of evil people. Why, asks David Hume in ‘Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion’ if God is the creator and designer of the world, does all this happen? Couldn’t God have organised things better or prevented all this suffering and evil? Is God simply a bad designer, cruel, or not such a powerful figure as religion would have us believe? Even by ordinary human standards you could argue that if the designer of the world existed, that designer would be a very immoral one allowing so many aspects of the world to develop with so much physical suffering and evil consequences. There seems to be so much evidence of a botched job. 

Another point which Hume made was that there may not be only one force or power behind the world; there might be two – one good and one evil. Perhaps the evil power is responsible for the evil and suffering in the world  and could not be controlled by the good power, God. This would mean that God was not all-powerful or all good as God was unable to control this evil power. 

Darwinism

Between the debates relating to Paley’s Design argument and Hume’s responses and modern 20th century approaches, there was to be another significant development in the debate relating to the design argument and that was the theory of evolution as proposed by Charles Darwin (1809-1882). 

Until the publication of Darwin’s work, many Christians relied on the Design argument for the existence of God and to support the Genesis picture of a whole series of ‘special creations’ by a purposeful and benevolent deity. The Design argument appealed to the variety and intricacy of the natural world and to a God who was responsible for its creation. 

However, Darwin’s theory of natural selection proposed in his book, On the Origin of Species (1859), challenged the argument from design as it revolutionised thinking about the way in which species, including human beings, had developed. Darwin had attempted to show that organic adaptation to environment results from a continuous process of natural selection where characteristics, resulting from chance genetic mutations, could produce a slow, cumulative development in the stream of life. 

Darwin’s theory provided an alternative explanation for the design of the world without specific reference to creation by God. Darwin offered a natural and mechanical theory as to how species had evolved and adapted to environmental conditions over millions of years – the pressure towards a more perfect adaptation of life culminating in humans, random variation and the struggle for survival. Herbert Spencer coined the phrase ‘survival of the fittest’ to explain why certain species had developed and others had become extinct. Darwin argued that random variations in species development produced by a variety of conditions gave the best advantage to a plant or animal in the struggle for survival, and resulted in the survival of the fittest member of that species. 

‘In order to make it clear how natural selection acts, let us take the case of a wolf, which preys on different animals, securing some by craft, some by strength and some by fleetness. And let us suppose a particular prey, say a deer, had increased or decreased in numbers during a time when the wolf was hard pressed for food. Under such circumstances the swiftest or slimmest wolves  would have the best chance of survival and so be preserved or selected, provided they had enough strength to master their prey. I see no more reasons to doubt that man should be able to improve the fleetness of his greyhounds by careful and methodical selection.’ 

(On the Origin of Species 1859)

Darwin’s theory presented an alternative explanation of how life on earth had come about and The Origin of Species led many people to claim that belief in God was no longer necessary to explain how the natural world and life had developed. It was a purely natural process. Accidental chance mutations rather than the purposeful work of an intelligent Being lay behind the existence of life. The Theory of Evolution was also a challenge to the view that life had any meaning or purpose. Evolution by natural selection appeared to replace God’s creative activity with a wholly impersonal chance process. 

For many Christians it became difficult to argue that human beings had a special place in the scheme of things or that there was some kind of divine plan behind the existence of the world. It was also felt to be a challenge to the dignity of human life. Christian faith had focused on the belief that human beings had been created ‘in the image of God’ and many people understood this to mean that humans were like God in some way. This likeness to God was illustrated in the belief that it was the souls of human beings which gave them this quality. Darwin’s theory raised the question: at what stage in this evolutionary process did human souls evolve?  If human beings had emerged from a process of evolution rather than special creation, then how could they be special or unique?

As a result of the many debates which went on many Christians left their churches because they believed it was no longer possible to believe in God. However, as a result of various responses from Christians and other religious people who are also scientists, a majority of Christians accept natural selection and do not see it as being incompatible with belief in God. It is argued by many Christians that natural selection can be the mechanism by which God brings about his purposes on earth. However, even Darwin himself recognised that natural selection did not explain everything. For example, human beings’ moral and aesthetic qualities and the non-scientific aspects of human life did not come under the influence of evolution in the same way. 

4.6 Neo-Darwinism

Jacques Monod

In his book Chance and Necessity (1972) Monod said that ‘ pure chance, absolutely free but blind, is at the very root of evolution.’ Consequently, Monod said that there was no need to consider any kind of external intelligence to account for this. His main reasons were:

· in a complex world, where everything is connected, each thing comes about because of the practically infinite number of chances

· if any one aspect were to be different, then everything else would be different

· in retrospect, everything seems very improbable, but equally, everything seems absolutely necessary and unpredictable.

Monod goes on to argue that two aspects are involved in evolution:

· the copying of DNA molecules which carry the genetic code (which passes characteristics on to the next generation)

· chance changes in the DNA code which may or may not give an individual organism a slightly higher chance of successful reproduction.

Monod believed that the process was just like a vast lottery in which natural selection has blindly picked the winners from the numbers drawn at random. There is no built-in purpose to the universe. When people fail to find the complex path of this process they suggest an ‘external designer.’ But no external designer is controlling the lottery balls!

Richard Dawkins

In contrast to Paley’s ‘Watchmaker/Designer’ analogy, Dawkins proposed that natural selection was a ‘Blind Watchmaker’ in his book of the same name. Darwin, said Dawkins, had done God out of a job! Dawkins argued that the process of natural selection and chance in evolution takes billions of years but now that we know the approximate age of the world (a fact which Paley and his contemporaries did not) we can now accept that this was sufficient time for evolution to have taken place. 

Modern genetic theory has shown that random variations and natural selection of genetic material can lead to the necessary changes in evolution and in Climbing Mount Improbable (1996) Dawkins examined the apparent improbability of how scattered atoms and molecules (at the foot of the mountain) could be formed into complex organisms well adapted to their environments. With computer simulations, he showed how it was possible, using only a few variables, to produce a system which made the idea of a designing God redundant. The implication of Climbing Mount Improbable is that life is creative and is capable of adapting to different circumstances; it is not a heap of lifeless matter waiting for some kind of spark to get it going. Life has the creative potential within itself and takes the opportunity afforded by genetic mutation to actualise this potential. The fact that this random process has produced complex life forms like ourselves who are conscious and transcendent to the process just happens to be the way things are. But no underlying force or power such as God is needed to explain this. It is self-explanatory. 

4.7 Responses to Neo-Darwinism

Teilhard de Chardin

In a variety of books, Teilhard de Chardin combined a religious outlook with the Theory of Evolution. Describing the process leading from atoms to molecules to cells to simple life forms and finally to human life, he noted the increasing development of consciousness; the more complex the organism the more conscious it became in character, emotion and thought. As he looked to the future he saw human beings converging with a growing network of communications spreading and deepening over the planet. Being a Christian, Teilhard de Chardin claimed that eventually things would converge on a single point in the future which he called the Omega Point. This he identified with the Biblical image of the cosmic Christ – the final point of the Christian religion. 

Far from seeing the evolution of life as inconsistent with Christian faith, he saw the theory of evolution being the way in which science and religion could be unified and so encourage dialogue between religion and science rather than separation and division. While he had many critics, who argued that this could not be done, he was prepared to tread in an area which was a significant one in the subsequent development of the two areas of knowledge which has led in more recent times to a much more fruitful dialogue between the two. 

Arthur Peacocke

Peacocke was a biologist and a biochemist who, in his book, Science and the Christian Experiment, argued that when we look at the world we find that it has produced unexpected forms and levels of organisation of matter. One of the most significant developments in this process of evolution has been the way in which it has become aware of itself through human beings. The self-consciousness and mind which has developed shows that evolution has a sense of purpose and direction. This suggests that there is something operating in and through this process for which a suitable name is God. The fact that human beings are at the highest level of development and that human mind and personality is the pinnacle of this process so far, means that this intelligent, conscious and self-conscious process cannot simply be cast aside as a purely random and chance one – even although there has been a great deal of randomness and genetic mutation in the development of life. On the basis that something has to be explained in terms of its more complex and developed form, the process we call life is no exception. 

Peacocke argues that the world cannot be seen simply as a blind, random process but one where there is order, organisation, development and emergence of mind. In human beings he calls this transcendence and it is this reality which is closest to the meaning of the word ‘God’. For Peacocke God is the creative force or power present in the universe and this is identified, in its most developed form, in the mind and consciousness of human beings. 

4.8 The Anthropic principle

F R Tennant

In his book Philosophical Theology (1930) Tennant developed what is called the Anthropic Principle. The argument claims that the cosmos is constructed in such a way for the development of intelligent life. If there had been just minute changes in the values of the forces which were responsible for developing the world and life then it would have been unlikely that anything would have developed at all. 

Tennant believed that there were three types of natural evidence in the world which favoured a divine designer (God):

· The fact that the world can be analysed in a rational way

· The way in which the inorganic world has provided the basic conditions required to sustain life

· The progress of evolution towards the emergence of intelligent human life.

Tennant argued that it would be possible to imagine a chaotic universe in which no rules applied. However, the universe as we experience it is not like that. It appears to be designed in such a way as to create an environment in which intelligent life could exist. This is because of the pre-planning and action of God. 

Tennant believed that this Anthropic Principle took full account of Darwin’s Theory of Evolution and that the whole evolutionary process can be seen to be the work of God. 

Tennant also develops an aesthetic argument based on the presence of beauty in the world. Beauty, music and the appreciation of art cannot be shown to have a useful part to play in the evolution of, or survival of, the fittest. He says:

‘Nature is not just beautiful in places – it is saturated with beauty. Our scientific knowledge brings us no nearer to understanding the beauty of music. From an intelligibility point of view, beauty seems to be superfluous and to have little survival value.’ (Philosophical Theology 1930) 

Tennant also referred to the existence of moral ideals and conscience, the aesthetic values of nature and the area of religious experience as aspects of reality which need more explanation than science alone can give. 

Recent developments in the Anthropic Principle

Einstein remarked that the most incomprehensible thing about the universe is that it is comprehensible. The fact that the universe is knowable by us and intelligible to us supports the theistic hypothesis. Tennant (and later Polkinghorne) referred to the universe being cosmos rather than chaos as significant evidence for the theistic interpretation. The concept of the rationality of the universe - as reflecting a rational creator - is also suggested as being significant. But again the naturalistic interpretation of the universe as a given fact with an orderly structure cannot be ruled out. Atheism is still a valid option for those who regard the universe in this way. But both theism  and atheism presuppose the orderly universe which has produced life and intelligence; otherwise human minds would not exist to consider the question. When such a question is considered, each is able to come to each of the contrary conclusions. 

However, the existence of human consciousness has been seen by some as a vital clue as to the real nature of the universe. The Anthropic Principle has been developed because of this. It exists in several forms: 

	The weak Anthropic Principle:
	‘What we can expect to observe must be restricted by the conditions necessary for our existence as observers so that our location in the universe is necessarily privileged to the extent of being compatible with our existence as observers’

	
	

	The strong anthropic principle:
	‘The universe possesses many of its extraordinary properties because they are necessary for the existence of life and observers. The universe must therefore be such as to admit the creation of observers within it at some stage.  Because we are here the universe had to be such as to be able to produce us.’


Recent philosophers of religion and scientists have referred to developments in the Anthropic Principle.

Hugh Montefiore

During the last 20 years or so, the probability type of theistic argument has enlarged its scope from the solar system and the earth to the universe as a whole. Various cosmologists, physicists and astronomers have identified a number of special conditions which had to be fulfilled in the structure and evolution of the universe if human life were one day to exist within it. One such theistic interpretation has been put forward by Hugh Montefiore in his book, The Probability of God (1985), a summary of which appears below. Montefiore argues, from the apparent special conditions of the world and the fine tuning which appears to have taken place, that there is a greater power which has controlled this development. The way the universe developed after the Big Bang, the origin and development of life seem to suggest that more than chance was involved. There must be some kind of Mind or organising power behind it all and this is what we mean by God. Montefiore argues that looking at the evidence from nature it is quite probable that God exists as a designing power and the Anthropic Principle would suggest there is a reason or purpose behind the creation and development of human life, consciousness and self-awareness. We’re meant to be here. 

 ‘The distribution of gas in the universe from the big bang onwards had to be delicately balanced if it was to produce galaxies neither so big that they imploded into themselves, nor so small that the galaxies would not form at all. Without this fine balance, there would have been no galaxies, no stars, no planets, no life. 

The distribution of gases needed to be uniform. The alteration of even a tiny fraction (one part in 1040) would have caused an alteration of temperature which would not have formed the galaxies and thus life would not have developed. 

The initial heat of the big bang was so finely adjusted that it has enabled the formation of galaxies and stars. If the heat had been slightly different, we could not now have a life system based on oxygen. If things had been a little colder, there would have been insufficient turbulence for galaxies to form. 

The weight of neutrinos (particular kinds of sub-atomic particles) is so finely tuned that it permits the orderly expansion of the universe and the rotation of galaxies and clusters. A very small increase in weight would mean that the universe would contract instead of expand. This contraction would mean that the conditions would not be suitable for the emergence of life.

The strong nuclear force is so finely tuned that it makes possible the existence of life on earth. Had it been a little weaker there would have been no deuterium which is needed to enable a nuclear process to occur in the stars. Had it also been a little weaker, there would have been little hydrogen in the universe – in either case no life would have emerged as we know it. 

The interior of hot stars provides just the right temperature for the manufacture of large supplies of carbon, which is vital for living systems as we know them. Without this carbon there would have been no life on earth.’  (The Probability of God 1985)

Russell Stannard. 

A more recent version still of this approach has been developed by the physicist, Russell Stannard. Again he argues that the laws of physics are so finely tuned that it is impossible or unlikely that they have developed by chance. He imagines that someone sits down and tries to work out the conditions which would be necessary to produce such a world as ours in the mind of its creator. 

The first aspect he considers is the explosive power of the Big Bang. If the initial explosion had been slightly less violent than it was, the result would have been quite different. The universe would have expanded at a certain rate but, in the 12 billion years of its existence, it would have collapsed in on itself and ended up in the Big Crunch before it had time to produce what it has produced. There would have been no universe in existence as we now experience it.  On the other hand, had the initial explosion been slightly more violent than it was, the universe would have expanded too quickly, the gases produced would have dispersed at a faster rate and would not have developed in the way that they did to produce the galaxies we see around us. This, in turn, would not have produced the stars whose chemicals were responsible for producing life and eventually human beings. 

The second feature about the universe which Stannard deals with is the strength of gravity. Had the force of gravity been a little less strong than it was, only small amounts of gases would have been produced and there would not have been sufficient power to ignite the stars which were responsible for such aspects as our solar system and hence the life which has developed within it. On the other hand, had the force of gravity been a bit stronger then the temperature would have risen so much that this would have ignited the gases too quickly. This would have caused stars to burn out in about one million years and so not be around long enough to produce the kind of life we experience. Gravity had to be exactly right. 

Stannard therefore argues that the window of opportunity to produce the kind of universe we now experience is very narrow and, to get it right, these initial conditions had to be more or less as they turned out.

4.9 Arguments against the Anthropic Principle

Neo-Darwinists such as Richard Dawkins and Peter Atkins have argued against such an interpretation. 

There are two types of arguments which are used by philosophers to illustrate their points:

1. Deductive: where the conclusion to an argument logically lies in its premises. For example, a deductive argument would be:

	Premise 
	Felix is a cat 

	Premise 2
	All cats have four legs

	Conclusion
	Therefore Felix has four legs


2. Inductive: where data is collected and a likely conclusion is inferred from this. For example, an inductive argument in connection with this issue would be:

	Premise 1
	Living organisms are well ordered and adapted to their environment

	Premise 2
	Where there is order something must have imposed this order

	Conclusion
	There must be a God to impose this order on the world


The argument goes that Darwin’s theory of natural selection denies the second premise of this argument and states that there is no need for something or someone to have imposed order on the world. The process of gradual evolution of organisms could be just as satisfactory and appropriate an explanation. 

Peter Atkins

For example, Peter Atkins argues that it was just good luck that things turned out as they did - and this is just as likely an explanation as any God hypothesis. Secondly, he argues that this could be one of many universes - other ones being quite different from this one. Some of these universes just happen to have the right mix of conditions to produce life as we experience it. We happen to be in one such universe and, while we should be grateful for this (that we are alive in such a universe) there is no need to look to God to explain why we are here. We just are. 

It appears that we are left with two competing theories. On the one hand, we face the multi-universe theory where we just happen to be in one universe fortunate enough to produce life; on the other, the possibility of God as the creator and designer of this one universe, with conditions which are well set up to produce life such as we experience it. So which is the better hypothesis?

4.10 Analysing the issue

When scientists consider various theories they look for the matching of three criteria:

1. Any hypothesis should lead us to expect the evidence we can see.

2. If the hypothesis is not true we should not expect to see such evidence.

3. The hypothesis must be the simplest available. (This is often called Ockham’s Razor. This states that if a simple explanation to a theory is possible then this should be preferred to any more complex ones).

In relation to the above approach, Stannard argues that you cannot prove the many universes theory as we could never reach them or verify their existence. The many universes theory is therefore a theory based on faith and not science. It appears to be a straight option; a religious theory (God) which is based on faith or a scientific theory (many universes) which is also based on faith. Which of these two theories gives a better, more complete explanation not only from a factual point of view but also from a human point of view?

Richard Swinburne says that if we accept a many universes theory, this is a very complicated explanation. [For example, if you toss a coin millions of times then on many occasions it will fall down heads. It cannot be explained why on particular occasions the coin falls down heads instead of tails – this happens because it is one of the infinite possibilities of coin tossing.]  In the same way, if we accept an infinite number of worlds, then it is quite likely that one of them will produce the kind of world which we have and inhabit. The problem is that it’s too complicated a theory – it does not fit the Ockham’s Razor hypothesis. On the other hand the alternative hypothesis suggests one entity (God) to explain the existence of the universe. It is a straight forward, simple theory – and fits the idea of Ockham’s Razor very well. He therefore prefers it to the many universes theory.

However, Peter Atkins responds that it is impossible to test a religious theory or hypothesis. People who accept the idea of God usually do so despite what the evidence may be. This is because their belief in God is a stronger one than their belief in evidence or argument. He says that this is not a rational belief to have. He also argues that belief in a designer God is an easy way out of solving a difficult problem. It doesn’t actually say what happened, it does not explain things fully and is a stopper in the process of trying to find out why the universe and life actually exists. 

The problem is that neither the God hypothesis nor any alternative one is directly testable at the present time. This means that it is an open possibility as neither side can either prove or disprove their theory to the satisfaction of the other side. The question is how do we explain the circumstances which led to the creation of the universe and life? 

The Teleological or Design argument says that the order and apparent design of the world is unlikely without belief in a designer God. Counter arguments say that if we consider the speed of light as being 300,000 km/sec. it might be surprising but it had to be some speed so why not that?  We don’t have to suggest that someone designed light to go at this speed and this speed only. It might be considered unlikely that the universe would produce life but it did. We should just accept this and not necessarily look for some explanation for it.

So does life need an explanation?  

Dawkins argues that the big assumption is that the laws of Physics could have been different given a different kind of universe to the one we now have. When we do understand more about the world we might learn that there was only one possibility and nothing actually existed e.g. God to produce the laws of nature as we know them. Even if we accept the possibility of God would it be one God or many? What kind of qualities would God have? (Different religions describe God in different ways). If there is a God, what is the explanation for the existence of this God? Religious belief, says Dawkins, is not a reasoned or rational view of the world; there is no proof of God. Atkins argues that belief in God is a stopping point which prevents people probing further to discover a rational explanation for the existence of the universe. 

Swinburne and other philosophers of religion would argue that this is not the case. They would argue that from these ‘coincidences’ and ‘fine tunings’ the new scientific theists propose that a divine power must have been at work controlling the universe as it seems overwhelmingly improbable that such a complex process could have come about by chance. These processes are not separate and unrelated conditions but they all flow at various levels from the state of the primal fireball after its explosion. The idea being that the original fireball was so constituted that it was inevitably going to expand into the universe that exists today. 

But, even from all this, we cannot validly infer God beyond any shadow of doubt. Philosopher of Religion, John Hick, believes that from a religious point of view, we can infer that the universe can be seen as a creation or emanation of the divine. There are two alternative views of the relation between the material universe and the supposed transcendent Reality of which religion speaks. One is the naturalistic conception that the physical universe is prior and that God or the Real are ideas formed in the consciousness of human beings some 15 billion years after it all began; the other is the religious conception of God being prior to the physical universe and that the physical universe is therefore secondary and derived. The fact that the universe exists and has its particular character is because it is the creation of the divine Reality. 

There is only one universe. It is what it is and we find it a particularly complex process to our finite minds. It is immense, it has developed by a process of exploding stars and galaxies, life in it is fleeting - but yet is it probable or improbable, a priori, for it to exist? Which explanation is the right one - or can either of the two be shown to be more or less probable than the other? At the end of the day perhaps it is down to our own preferences and perception as the evidence does not point clearly one way or the other.

But what about other or parallel universes as some scientists suggest? Paul Davies (1983) suggested that there might be any number of universes all inaccessible to the others. If true, the more universes there are, the more likely one of them is going to be like the one we inhabit and experience and thus a naturalistic explanation might be favoured. If so, it remains no less likely, according to Hick, that all such universes are of divine creation. The fact that we exist at all as part of this universe has odds which are highly naturalistically improbable. Hick compares this to the vast chain of improbabilities which produced us:

‘In the case of millions of formations of sperm cells, through the complex process of cell division, a partial reshuffling of parental genes takes place producing unpredictable results. A degree of randomness is produced in the process so that each of the 400 million sperm cells caries a different genetic code But only one of these 400 million cells can win the race to the ovum. Approximately half of the 400 million will carry the Y chromosome which will produce a male embryo and the other half will carry an X chromosome which will produce a female. Each of the 200 million males and 200 million females is unique, differing from its potential brothers and sisters in a number of ways. But from  this ‘family’ of 400 million potential children, only one will be conceived, it is really a family of half-children as the other half are potentially present in the female ovum or egg which will be fertilised by the male sperm. Each of the female eggs contains its own unique arrangement of chromosomes and so there is a vast multiplication of the possibilities out of which a particular genetic code is selected to produce the child to be conceived and born. The probability of one individual being born, out of all the possibilities, is astronomical That we are lucky to be alive is a massive understatement.’ 

(Death and Eternal Life p36-37)

The fact that we have come to exist in such a universe as this one is, one the one hand, apparently a risky and insecure process, but, on the other, suggestive of a gratitude and responsibility in the face of our existence. These ideas are expressed in various scriptures and writings of the world religions: e.g. Psalm 139: 4 - 6  ‘ I will praise thee for I am fearfully and wonderfully made ...’

Shankara (the Hindu philosopher) speaks about the rare privilege to have been born into this world rather than any other realms of existence (but this could refer to reincarnation too) and the Buddha said that those who are born as humans in this world, rather than in some other form or sphere of existence, are like a speck of dust in comparison with the whole earth. The religious significance of our existence cannot be proved from the facts of cosmology and evolution, and we can be conscious of the improbability of our own existence and feel privileged to be alive, without interpreting our existence religiously. Nevertheless, the mystery of the universe and the sense of awe and wonder that it evokes in our minds, can be expressed in a religious or mystical way. 

An important factor about human thought is that it appears to have developed far beyond biological necessity - to survive - in such developments as art, philosophy, literature, religious belief etc. These things may suggest some kind of purpose being fulfilled beyond mere survival. The degree of brain complexity, the mental life which accompanies this, the results of what this has created, are significant developments. The downside of this is that this apparent superfluity of things have kept people busy, or given us useful fantasies to separate us from the biological realities and anxieties of life to which we are vulnerable. Perhaps, in the long run, the development of such aspects will lead to the extinction of the human species through its creation of divisive ideologies and nuclear weapons which will ultimately destroy us. There can be naturalistic as well as theistic interpretations of our cognitive powers and mental activities and so this is still ambiguous as proof/evidence of something beyond. Nature’s aesthetic values and beauty are similar but many apologists have suggested that the creation of Nature’s beauty and the world’s intelligibility and its being a theatre for moral life strengthens the case for theism (Tennant).

This complex process is still not fully understood - and details need to be revised in the light of new information such as, for example, that the process may not have been uniform but subject to periods of rapid change followed by longer periods of stability. Although there are gaps and missing links along the line, it is generally accepted that life has gradually developed on earth from the simplest unicellular organisms to the most complex mammals i.e. ourselves. This can be understood religiously in that it seems seem plausible to believe that, at certain specific times, the divine power has worked upon the process from outside to cause certain events to occur that were not linked by natural law to the previous states of the universe.

4.11 The Design Argument and the Problem of Suffering and Evil

There are a number of arguments which have been put forward against a benevolent designer of the universe and one of the main ones is the existence of evil and suffering. Every day and throughout history many people have suffered from natural disasters like earthquakes or famines, volcanic eruptions and disease as well as at the hands of evil people. Why, asks David Hume in ‘Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion’ if God is the creator and designer of the world, does all this happen? Couldn’t God have organised  things better or prevented all this suffering and evil? Is God simply a bad designer, cruel, or not such a powerful figure as religion would have us believe? Even by ordinary human standards you could argue that if the designer of the world existed, it would be a very immoral one allowing so many aspects of the world to develop with so much physical suffering and evil consequences. There seems to be so much evidence of a botched job. Another point which Hume made was that there may not be only one force or power behind the world; there might be two – one good and one evil. Perhaps the evil power is responsible for the evil and suffering in the world and could not be controlled by the good power, God. This would mean that God was not all-powerful or all good as God was unable to control this evil power. 

This seems to be a very strong argument against belief in God as the designer of the world. However, in more recent times, the philosopher John Hick has provided an argument in response to this criticism. He accepts that the reality of suffering and evil creates significant problems for those who believe in a loving God who has designed the world and all life and accepts that much of the suffering and evil is hard to justify. Nevertheless, he argues that suffering and evil are part of the way the world is and the price we have to pay for the freedom and possibilities we have in life to develop as individuals – although he accepts that those in the poor parts of the world suffer a great deal more than the rich. He says that God has designed a world where we have self-consciousness and the opportunity to develop both spiritually and morally.  He says that human consciousness is a unique aspect of life and gives us the possibility to develop as persons. He also says that death is not the end and what is not achieved by human beings during this life will be fulfilled after death. 

Hick accepts that the reality or extent of evil in the world is a strong argument against the existence of a (good) God and is the most serious challenge to theistic faith. The afflictions from which millions suffer every day – physical pain, disease, hunger, disabilities, as well as all the emotional pain and suffering – cause people to think seriously about whether there can be an omnipotent being or creator motivated by limitless love (at least one  traditional understanding of what we mean by God). In a traditional way of expressing this point: ‘If God cannot control suffering and evil then God is not omnipotent; if God will not control it God is not all loving.’

The defence of this situation is called theodicy.  The only defence which Hick sees as adequate is to regard the existence of human life on this planet as part of a longer process through which personal, spiritual life is being gradually brought to perfection by a process of freedom that will retrospectively justify the evils which are part of this creative process. This argument goes back to Irenaeus (second century) who wrote about God creating humanity in two stages with significantly different characters. In modern terms we could say that God brings human beings into existence, first of all through the long evolutionary process as intelligent animals who are both social and ethical, and also capable of response to the Transcendent.  They are not formed, as Augustine suggested, as perfect creatures living in an ideal relationship to God in the Garden of Eden, but as imperfect creatures brought into being at an epistemic distance (distance of knowledge) from their Maker, having genuine freedom in relation to that Maker. At this stage, according to Irenaeus, they are in the ‘image’ of God, but are moving, through their own freedom and development, towards an individual and corporate perfection, which Irenaeus called, using the terminology of Genesis 1:26, the ‘likeness’ of God.  

We are in the second stage of creation - as morally and spiritually immature and developing creatures. We are genetically programmed for self-preservation and basically see and value our environment from our own point of view as its perceiving centre. This self-centredness, operating in varying degrees throughout life, is what is called moral evil (or sin). But we also have the capacity for self-transcendence and can come to realise more fully our higher human potential by responding to the divine. We have the opportunity to grow towards perfection in a challenging world, through problems and difficulties, success, failure, disaster, triumph and tragedy. A paradise which did not have such opportunities would not have the person-making possibilities of our world. We have to have the opportunities to make moral decisions so as to develop growth and maturity. Pain and suffering are built into this process and structure of nature and the challenges we face give us the opportunities for self development and for compassionate and self-sacrificing responses to the situations of others. The idea that suffering is the cost of person-making says Hick is illustrated in the fact that the heights of love, compassion and self-giving for others could not be attained were the circumstances of the world different from what they are. 

However, it is also true that often the extent of suffering is often excessive in relation to the character forming possibilities which can develop out of it. These break people both mentally and morally and leave them as human wrecks and demoralised individuals. This requires, therefore, a more wide ranging time frame than this life. The Iranean theodicy states that this earthly life is only a small part of a much greater and longer creative process leading towards an end-state whose purpose has to be fulfilled. This will vindicate the process through which life has had to go. It is a teleological theodicy which regards suffering and moral evil as part of the price of human, finite freedom. This final destiny is part of the creative and ultimate sovereignty of God. Theism, at least, is not incompatible with this view of reality (although it does not prove it). 

There is another aspect of the universe known to us which seems to support a naturalistic conclusion. This is the sheer size of the universe compared to humanity’s minute place in it. When we think of the age of the universe as being approximately 15 billion years and the number of galaxies and the number of stars in the galaxies, the collective span of conscious life in our universe – of which we are aware – seems like a millisecond. If the human race does not manage to destroy itself, the eventual state of the planets and solar systems may become uninhabitable because of heat or cold. Is it not ludicrous to imagine that the whole process exists for the purpose of producing us human beings? On the face of it, says Hick, it may seem to support a naturalistic point of view, but the process as we understand it is not incompatible with a religious interpretation. Consciousness, although frail and fleeting, is qualitatively unique. Pascal said: ‘Man is but a reed, the most feeble thing in nature, but he is a thinking reed. Because he knows that he dies and has the advantage as the universe knows nothing of this.’

There is at least some plausibility to the view that the universe exists to produce consciousness; this is by no means impossible. But, ultimately, the universe maintains is baffling ambiguity and mystery. 

4.12 Summary

The evidence both for and against theistic and atheistic conclusions about the issue is not decisive either way. The evidence has considered viewpoints to both theistic and naturalistic interpretations. Taken on their own, each argument is inconclusive, says Hick. Religious experience may point to there being a God but the reality of suffering and evil may suggest otherwise: the aspect of design, along with our moral, aesthetic and cognitive experiences could point towards a theistic conclusion, while the reality of evil and the relative insignificance of human life in the vast universe may suggest the opposite conclusion. 

So does one side outweigh the other in the balance sheet? Hick does not think so as any conclusion in favour of one side or the other may be arbitrary and subjective. On the theistic side some will regard religious experience or revelation as decisive while others may regard the order and beauty of the world or the moral nature of humanity as convincing. On the atheistic side, some will regard the problem of suffering as decisive while others may see the sociological or psychological interpretations of religion or the evils caused by religion in human history as crucial. It is extremely difficult to compare the two sides of the argument in any objective way - or even the relative value of two arguments on the same side. What would be the criteria for such a comparison? Yet the actual differences between the theist and the atheist are precisely differences between the comparative weightings of the arguments/evidence. 

The universe seems to have an inscrutable ambiguity, permitting both a religious and a naturalistic interpretation. In each case the opposite conclusion cannot be easily excluded and this gives rise to the whole ambiguity of the situation as we experience it.  

Overall the case is not proven one way or the other and the world remains, on this evidence, religiously ambiguous. 

4.13 Assessment activities and essay questions

	1.
	Make up a table headed the Design argument. Divide it into two columns, one headed ‘Arguments in favour’ the other headed ‘Arguments against’. As you work through this part of the unit, complete the table accordingly with a brief summary of as many arguments as you can.

	
	

	2.
	As you work through resource books and information in the support notes, write down, in your own words, the main arguments put forward by:

	
	

	
	a) William Paley    b) David Hume    c) Charles Darwin    d) Jacques Monod   

	
	

	
	e) Richard Dawkins   f)  Teilhard de Chardin   g) Arthur Peacocke

	
	

	3.
	Outline in some detail what is meant by the Anthropic Principle.

	
	

	4.
	In what ways have modern developments in science contributed to the Anthropic Principle debate?

	
	

	
	What are the main arguments for and against the Anthropic Principle?

	
	

	
	Make reference to the arguments put forward by Montefiore, Swinburne, Tennant, Stannard, Atkins and Dawkins

	
	

	5.
	If the universe has a designer, does the designer have to be God?

	
	

	6.
	What do you consider to be the strengths and weaknesses of:

	
	

	
	a)
	The Design argument in general

	
	b)
	The anthropic principle

	
	

	7.
	In what ways does the existence of suffering and evil provide evidence of the existence of God?

	
	

	8.
	How successful has the Design argument been in defending the existence of God when challenged by the existence of suffering and evil? 

	
	

	9.
	Assess the claim that the Design argument has been strengthened by the developments which have been made in modern science.

	
	

	10.
	To what extent is belief in the existence of God a matter of personal choice rather than rational argument?


5. THE MORAL ARGUMENT 

5.1 Introduction

Moral arguments try to prove the existence of God on the evidence of morality in the world. The basis of the Moral argument is that most people experience moral obligation/morality/conscience in relation to their behaviour and most are broadly similar in their understanding of right and wrong despite cultural differences e.g. incest is seen to be wrong in most societies. The Moral argument rests on the assumption that no adequate explanation (except God) can account for people’s sense of moral obligation. 

There are generally three views which have been developed in relation to morality:

· Morality comes from God via our conscience or by objective rules/laws which God has built into us (Owen and Newman). The existence of God related to the existence of consciousness and moral obligation which only make sense if there is a divine law giver who has sovereign claims. God is required for morality to achieve its end. (Kant)

· Morality stems from objective appraisal of the world – certain goals/values are to be aimed at and upheld. Certain actions are seen as good, others as bad. Morality comes from demands placed on humans living in society. Rules and laws meet needs and facilitate human development in particular contexts. Morality is built into the way the world is. (Natural Law)

· Morality needs no reference to God and moral rules and values can and do change according to the situations and contexts in which humans find themselves.

In this section of the unit we will be looking at these different views about morality and assessing their contribution and validity in relation to the existence of God.

5.2 Different views about morality

Morality is based on the existence of God.

Those who take this view of morality argue that in moral experience, God must be assumed from:

· The universal experience of right and wrong – all cultures may not exactly agree about what is right/wrong but all appeal to some moral authority, not just pragmatism.

· Right and wrong have meaning independent of our judgments of them – there are objective moral values and morality is not just our own perceptions or ideas.

· The belief  that anything goes if there is no God. If there is no ultimate sanction against evil then there appears to be no reason to behave in a good way but instead to act in one’s own interests all the time. So purely humanist or non-religious suppositions would be inconsistent with praising qualities like self-sacrifice as it would be unreasonable to act against one’s own interests and in the interests of others. How could such acts be justified if God does not exist? 

The basis of the Moral Argument for the existence of God is in human ethical experience and moral obligation or duty. A human being is a rational, practical individual who is under a moral obligation. It is therefore necessary to accept the reality of God as the Ground or Source of this moral obligation. The basis of this approach is that it is unreasonable to try to achieve moral ideals in a universe such as this one if there is no final or ultimate source of these ideals. A rational, moral agent must therefore believe that a moral reality lies behind the natural order. This is what Kant called the Categorical Imperative, an absolute claim on our moral values and behaviour. 

Kant

Kant argued that, in a perfect world, behaving morally should lead to happiness since happiness should be the reward of virtue. As this rarely happens, there must be another answer - something else which motivates people to behave morally other than reward or immediate happiness. There must be an objective sense of obligation regardless of the consequences. There must be rationally discoverable laws which we are duty bound to follow. Kant calls these categorical imperatives: laws or rules which are binding in all situations regardless of the context e.g. treat others as you would want them to treat you. 

We cannot prove that we ought to do something by analysing it since we can never have enough evidence. Ideas of moral obligation come from within ourselves and we experience them as categorical imperatives. A categorical imperative is what we do on the basis that it is a universal law – applies to all people at all times in all contexts e.g. treat people equally. Reason is the guide and good acts are obligatory because it is rational to do so.

Kant considered what conclusions could be drawn from discovering that morality is involved in applying rational thought to discover the categorical imperatives. If someone experiences a sense of objective obligation what must be accepted along with this? 

For Kant it was three postulates (ideas):

· Freedom – An obligation to achieve something suggests that it is possible to do so - otherwise there can be no obligation for the summum bonum if we feel obliged to fulfil certain duties we must have the freedom to do so. Morality demands that we aim for the highest good, the summum bonum. 

· God – Our moral experience and obligation is to achieve the highest standard possible but we cannot attain this without the assistance of God so God must exist to ensure that we achieve what we are duty bound to do. Since we are not the cause of the world or nature, we do not have the power on our own to bring this about, so we need God to do this.

· Immortality – True virtue should be rewarded by happiness so it would not be a rationally satisfying state of affairs if this were not to happen. While humans can achieve virtue it is outside their power to ensure that this is rewarded or coincides with happiness, there is a need to postulate the existence of God as the one who has the power to bring virtue and happiness into harmony. As this does not always take place before death, Kant argued that there must be life after death as the highest good must be possible. We need immortality to do so. As God is the cause of the whole of nature then he has the necessary power to bring this about. God is the highest good, the Ground of the Moral Law so it is necessary to assume the existence of God.

Kant did not argue that morality was invalid if God’s existence is denied as for Kant the duty or obligation to do something is enough. However, he thought that God was demanded if the goal of morality was to be realised.

Other theists, following Kant’s thought, have argued that morality must derive its authority from a source outside human beings; the source itself must be ethical in character and that the source is part of what we mean by God. However, an important question is how we are to understand this relationship. There appear to be two possibilities: 

· it is a matter of external divine commands 

· it is a matter of God having created us as moral beings capable of feeling for ourselves the intrinsic authority of moral values and of responding to them.

These two points are rooted in traditional religion and morality (right or wrong behaviour) has often been described as obedience to God, or disobedience or sin against God, respectively. Thus:

· The voice of conscience is the voice of God

· Moral laws imply a Law-giver. Objectively binding moral laws suggest this i.e. a personal God.

The moral argument may be set out as follows:

· Unless there is a God, there cannot be objective, binding moral obligations

· But there are objective, binding moral obligations

· Therefore there is a God.

5.3 Criticisms of the Moral argument in relation to God

Opponents of the Moral argument put forward by Kant present a number of points to counter these arguments:

· Morality can be explained without reference to God. Inconsistencies, clashes of opinion on moral situations/issues support this. Different views, perspectives, values cause this to count against all forms of the argument

· The concept of objective law is vigorously challenged e.g. how could this be established in any objective way given that we see everything from a human and limited point of view

· God may not be the answer even if the existence of objective law could be established

· Proof of the existence of God is beyond the scope of all versions of the moral argument. The most they could come up with would be a being who makes laws. Would this be God – or could it be something else?

A number of arguments have been put forward about morality from a non-religious perspective:

· Morality is a social control to help meet the needs of society. Conscience is produced by the brain, activated by living in close proximity to others. Kant’s ‘objective duty’ is a product of social conditioning and human nature e.g. Freud - conscience is a product of the unconscious mind or super ego which continues the work begun by parents in limiting the behaviour of the child and is conditioned by the growing individual and society. If conscience was the voice of God this should lead to consistency but this is not the case. People do terrible things in the name of conscience, inner voices or God. They are suffering from delusions. In objective law no one can establish the exact rules so this would suggest a human rather than divine origin for them. 

· Morality is more than obeying objective duty e.g. situation ethics in any moral dilemma where the only reliable principle for action is to act in the most loving way. There are no absolute rules so that how people act always depends on the situation. At least the consequences of an action need to be taken into account. If laws are objective there is no room for any manoeuvre and this would go against the unconditional binding aspect of duty. If there is no longer a binding duty then there is no need for God to underpin it or to help people attain the highest good. 

· Kant’s moral argument only works if we accept his world view which contains an a priori objective moral law. Jung said it was impossible for a human being to know anything about objective reality as human thoughts are necessarily limited to the subjective world of the human mind. Any idea of objective law could simply be an idea dressed up/projected by the human mind. 

· Even if we accept that morality points to a belief in a Lawgiver and a source for our conscience, this would not necessarily be God. It could be something else. 

The Moral argument cannot be used to prove the existence of God. For those who already believe in God or objective laws it may provide grounds for strengthening aspects of this belief i.e. the existence of morally objective laws/ experience of morality leads to the belief in God as involved in this process. But not for non-believers. The argument can be seen to be based on a logical error – while the existence of God may suggest the existence of moral laws, the existence of moral laws does not logically suggest the existence of God. 

5.4 Other arguments about the origin of morality

Cultural relativity

One of the most popular views of morality is cultural relativity. Every society approves/disapproves of particular actions – and expresses that approval/disapproval by teaching or training the young to think of those actions as right or wrong. These views differ from culture to culture as each culture has a different moral code.  For example, the fact that in some societies governments torture, imprison and kill their members for opposing them while other societies have democratic elections is just different – you cannot say that one is right and the other wrong. Morality is therefore a product of human culture and any kind of universal truths or ideas of right and wrong are invalid. The different customs in different societies are all that exist and these customs cannot be ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’ for this implies that there is some kind of independent standard of right and wrong by which they may be judged. But there is no such standard as every standard is culture-bound. There are no objective moral obligations and no need to suggest that there is a God to explain these values of right and wrong. People feel guilt because of this process of socialisation. The moral code of a society determines what is right and wrong within that society and it would be arrogant of any culture or society to judge the behaviour of any other. We should therefore adopt an attitude of tolerance towards the practices of other cultures. 

The basis of the cultural relativity argument is:

1.
Different cultures have different moral codes

2.
Therefore there is no objective truth in morality as right and wrong are only matters of opinion and opinion varies from culture to culture.

Criticisms of cultural relativity

While this view might be persuasive it is not sound! This is because the conclusion (2) above does not follow from the premise (1). The premise states that while people may believe different things in different cultures, this does not necessarily mean that there can be no objective truth in morality. So the argument is not a valid one logically! If we look at the moral standards of one culture compared to another, we may genuinely conclude than one moral standard was objectively right (or wrong) – or that they were both wrong or mistaken. It does not follow that, because people disagree on an issue, that there is no objective truth in the matter. 

However, there are a number of arguments put forward against cultural relativism. If cultural relativity were true:

· We could no longer say that the customs or values in one society were better or worse than those in another. We would have to stop condemning societies who were different. But suppose one country invaded another for the purpose of capturing its citizens and turning them into slaves, we could not condemn this action as it was just ‘up to them.’ The failure to condemn such an action – or the Nazi persecution of the Jews – would not seem right. But if we accepted cultural relativity, this criticism (and action to do something about it) would be inappropriate

· The idea of moral progress could not easily happen. We normally accept that at least some changes in society are for the better e.g. the rights of women, racial equality. Most people would accept that such changes are an improvement on what happened before – that we have made progress. But cultural relativity would not allow this; it would say that it was just different or a reflection of different cultural standards. However, it would be difficult to argue that such standards were not better – even from a single society’s point of view

· No social reform could take place as it would not be appropriate to challenge the views or standards of a society. The ideals of a society could not be changed or improved as there would be no standards to compare one perspective against another. Thus reformers such as Martin Luther King could not have challenged the inequality of black people in relation to white as these would just be the values of that culture. But King did, and was successful, which brings into question the cultural relativity idea. 

· There are some rules that all societies will have in common because these rules are necessary for society to exist. Two examples are rules against lying and murder. We do find these rules in operation in all developed cultures. There may be legitimate differences in what cultures regard as exceptions to these rules, but the rules are fairly universal. Not every moral rule will vary from culture to culture

Emotivism

This argument states that when people say an act is wrong they are not stating a fact but are expressing their individual emotions, attitudes or feelings of approval or disapproval at good or bad actions. What is right or wrong is whatever the individual accepts as being right or wrong for him or her. For this reason emotivism is sometimes called the ‘Boo! Hurrah!’ theory - ‘hurrah’ if someone approved of what was being said and ‘boo’ if they did not. If someone says something is good or right, there is no objective evidence to prove or disprove whether that view is correct. So, if someone says that murder is wrong that does not mean that murders take place (this could be proved quite easily) but means that the speaker disapproves of murder. This is a personal evaluation or choice in the situation. You cannot prove that murder is wrong simply by looking at the facts of the matter. All that the statement ‘ Murder is wrong’ does is to stress a course of action in someone’s life which avoids committing murder. 

This is nothing to do with any reasons for moral behaviour but just relies on the way people feel at the time they make the decision. Thus emotivism theory is less concerned with what moral statements mean in themselves and more concerned with what such moral statements are for. Moral statements, it is argued, express the feelings of the speaker and intend to influence the feelings of the hearer. A statement has an emotive meaning if it is intended to produce a response in the person who hears it. Our values are nothing more than the expression of our personal, subjective feelings.

Criticisms of emotivism

There are a number of arguments against emotivism:

· Moral arguments are not normally judged according to the responses in people they produce e.g. approval or disapproval, but on whether these moral claims are valid. Moral attitudes are not just about emotions but are capable of being discussed in a rational way. 

· When people claim something to be right or wrong it would be expected that they take up the same view in similar situations. If we simply follow our emotions or feelings in the matter, then our ideas of right and wrong may vary according to the emotional state we are in. If someone claims that their moral view is right or wrong there is also normally a sense of applying it to everyone. But if we rely only on people’s feelings or emotions then if people feel differently on other occasions, their ideas of right and wrong are also likely to vary. 

· This emotive approach to moral behaviour does not do justice to the moral arguments and debates which have gone on throughout the centuries, nor does it do justice to the rational character of moral thought. If there is no higher moral standard than culture then no one can criticise the actions or behaviour of another – which has not been the case throughout the years. Many wars or actions by governments have been the result of responding to a situation which has been regarded not only as emotionally wrong but as morally or rationally wrong. 

· A moral judgment should be based on, or supported by, good reasons. If someone says that something is right or wrong, but when asked why this is the case and cannot give some good, valid reasons, then this opinion may be considered to be either inferior or even wrong. Moral judgments do not just seem to be statements of personal preference, or arbitrary ones, but are expected to be backed up by valid reasons. 

· Morality is more than just the expression of our personal, subjective feelings because moral truths are truths of reason. People have not only feelings but the ability to reason. A moral judgment can be considered to be true is backed up by better reasons than the alternatives. If we are to understand the truth of moral behaviour then the ‘truth’ is the view which is best supported by valid reasons. These are objective truths in the sense that they are right or wrong, true or false independent of what we, as individuals, might think. We can be wrong about this as well as right – but that too will depend on the reasons or evidence we put forward. 

Evolution of brain/mind

Darwin’s theory of natural selection is not part of ethics but is a scientific theory based on the observation of the life and behaviour of different species. It argues that those best adapted to their environment will survive and be able to multiply. Richard Dawkins says that the evolutionary process which ensures the best fit between an individual and his or her environment applies to culture as well as physical evolution. Moral obligations to help people or to be kind are based on natural instincts such as the impulse to feel sympathy for others. Human beings who developed this kind of approach were more likely to survive than their rivals in the process of natural selection in the group situation. It was an ‘I’ll scratch your back if you scratch mine’ situation. On this basis, laws and rules have always developed or changed for generations as people and societies have changed. As the brain and mind developed, so did social and moral awareness. Conscience, for example, is a safety mechanism which restricts behaviour and prevents needless life threatening clashes with others. The more harmonious and cohesive group behaviour was, the more likely it would survive. This can be shown in non-human behaviour too. These qualities have been genetically transmitted. Unjust societies are a threat to those who live in them so the best situation is a just society. God’s existence is therefore not necessary as sole source of authority or ultimate sanctions. Even if the moral law requires a source of authority this does not mean that there is one – or a God!

Henri Bergson argued that people should act in such a way as to enable them to follow what he called the ‘stream of evolutionary life’ in the direction of the future. People should do nothing to impede the progress of evolution. Herbert Spencer, who first coined the phrase ‘survival of the fittest’ in relation to Darwin’s theory of evolution, argued that what was good was that which gave pleasure. He also argued in the cause of evolution that those who were misfits, weaklings or stupid should be left to their fate and not impede the rise and progress of those who were more able. 

The basis of any theory of moral behaviour based on evolution looks at each decision and action in the light of evolution and change. What will an action allow me to become and what effect will it have on the future of humanity are the questions which an ethical evolutionist will ask. It is a theory based not so much on reason or the individual worth of an action but on what it will contribute to the development and survival of the species as well as the individual. 

Criticisms of evolution of brain/mind

There are a number of arguments against this approach:

· While ‘I’ll scratch your back if you scratch mine’ might seem a reasonable basis on which to operate, it faces the problem of how you explain the countless actions of many people throughout the ages who have helped and sacrificed themselves for others without any personal gain or advantage. Doing a moral duty can often result in no such personal gain.

· If people only act out of ‘self-interest’ – as this theory suggests - then this may result in people acting in ways which are aimed purely to gain the approval of others. When the ‘others’ are not watching the same people might act in a quite different way- which may not be in their own self-interest e.g. altruistically. 

· Even if people were to act according to their ‘instincts’ e.g. for survival, there is no guarantee that all our instincts are equally good. Some instincts are bad. But if we have no objective way of deciding between good and bad instincts e.g. some higher standard, how can we validly decide which are good instincts and which are bad? We need critical reflection to decide this in many cases and often moral duties or obligations override natural instincts in the way we behave. It would seem that at some point reason has to be brought into the equation and this can often supercede our ‘natural instincts’ developed by evolution. 

· The naturalist, evolutionary approach is inclined to see moral duty or obligation as a brute fact about the world rather than provide some kind of theory to explain it – especially when it appears to operate against evolutionary instincts. Alternative approaches are inclined to seek some kind of explanation for this moral awareness beyond the limits of scientific evolution.

5.5 John Hick

Another philosopher of religion who has considered the moral argument in some detail is John Hick. Hick argues that the first form of the moral argument claims that one can argue logically from objective moral values or laws to a divine Lawgiver (i.e. God); from objective moral values to a transcendent Ground of values; from the fact of conscience to a God whose ‘voice’ conscience is, e.g. Newman ‘If we feel responsibility, are frightened at transgressing the voice of conscience, this implies that there is One to whom we are responsible.’ 

The basic assumption of all such arguments is that moral values are not capable of naturalistic explanation in relation to human needs, values, ideals, self-interest, human society - or in any way that does not involve appeal to the Supernatural. However, Hick also argues that to make such an assumption is to beg the question and would do nothing to convince the sceptic of the reality of God. Many people would argue that morality can be, and is, grounded in human nature and needs, and requires no explanation beyond itself - and certainly no ‘supernatural’ one. The second form of the moral argument, says Hick, is not open to the same objections for it is not a ‘proof’ as such at all. It says that anyone committed to respect moral values as having a claim upon them must believe in the reality of a transhuman source as a basis for these values. This is what religion calls God. Kant argues that both immortality and the existence of God are ‘postulates’ of the moral life - beliefs which can legitimately be affirmed as presuppositions by anyone who recognises moral obligation or duty as having an unconditional claim upon them. It is claimed by some who argue this position that faith in God is an essential part of our moral consciousness, without which the latter becomes meaningless. ‘Either our moral values tell us something about the nature and purpose of reality (i.e. of God) or they are purely subjective and therefore meaningless’ (Baillie)

Hick suggests that this may have certain limited validity – as long as the argument is not over-stated. To recognise moral claims upon us (over our other interests) does seem to presuppose belief in a reality of some kind, other than the natural world. This seems to be a move in the direction of God, who is known in the Judeo-Christian tradition, for example, as the supreme moral reality (ethical monotheism). But this cannot be presented as proof of God’s existence for this authority of moral obligation can be questioned. Even if our values could be said to have a transcendent Ground, they cannot be said to point all the way towards the God of religion.

In the same vein, HP Owen has argued that the existence of objective moral laws suggests a divine law giver. ‘It is impossible to think of a command without a commander – a clear choice faces us: either we take moral claims to be self-explanatory aspects of personal existence or we explain them in terms of a personal God.’ (Moral Arguments for Christian Theism 1965). The commander, the explanation, is God for the existence of these laws says Owen. 

But Hick also argues that ‘supernatural explanation’ begs the question. Does God have to be an assumption even if other explanations for morality are found wanting? It is too big a jump to God so the existence of God is not clearly established. This argument cannot be presented as a proof of God’s existence as the sovereignty of moral obligation can be questioned. Even if moral values are accepted as pointing towards a transcendent Ground they cannot point to an infinite, omnipotent, personal creator.

5.6 Summary

Like the Cosmological and Teleological arguments, the Moral argument cannot prove the existence of God either to the religious believer or to the sceptic. The argument does not prove that Kant was right when he said that the existence of conscience and moral obligation could only be explained by postulating God, and other philosophers of religion would agree with Hick when he says that the arguments do not clearly establish God’s existence. On the other hand, the various alternatives proposed – cultural relativity, emotivism and Darwinian evolution – are not totally rationally convincing either. Some philosophers agree that, at most, the Moral argument shows the way in which the idea of God can be used in practical, moral situations. As in the other two arguments, one might argue that the jury is still out – although a number of people would say that if all three arguments are taken together they may provide a more probable argument for some kind of reality involved in the process to which the name God can be given. It would appear that, in the current state of the debate, more evidence is required if a more definite conclusion is to be reached. 

5.7 Assessment activities and essay questions

	1.
	Make up a table headed the Moral argument. Divide it into two columns, one headed ‘Arguments in favour’ the other headed ‘Arguments against’. As you work through this part of the unit, complete the table accordingly with a brief summary of as many arguments as you can.


	
	

	2.
	As you work through resource books and information in the support notes, write down, in your own words, the main arguments put forward by:

	
	

	
	a) Immanuel Kant    b)  John Hick

	
	

	3.
	Outline the main arguments which have been put forward against Kant’s main conclusions.

	
	

	4.
	Three of the main alternatives for the existence of morality which have been proposed are:

	
	

	
	a) Cultural relativity    b) Emotivism c)  Evolution of brain/mind

	
	Make notes on the main arguments put forward both for and against each these alternatives. 

	
	

	5.
	Assess the validity of each of these alternative explanations.

	
	

	6.
	Write down a list of moral rules or values you would regard as essential for human beings to live by. Now compare your list with someone else who was doing the same exercise. 

	
	

	
	How close are your answers?

	
	On what basis did you choose your rules and values?

	
	Does this say anything about the theories of morality you have been considering?

	
	

	7.
	Kant argued that three postulates were necessary to justify the moral life – God, Freedom and Immortality. 

	
	

	
	Explain briefly what he meant by each of these and evaluate the arguments he puts forward.

	
	

	8. 
	How far is it true to say that if there is no God our moral values are meaningless?

	
	

	9.
	‘The existence of conscience is the best argument there is for the existence of God.’

	
	How far do you agree?

	
	

	10.
	‘ The moral argument does not make it certain that God exists but it does make it probable.’

	
	Discuss. 
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An excellent book covering all the main arguments with a good variety of sources.  Would be a good, accessible class text.

	
	

	*2.
	Access to Philosophy – Philosophy of Religion  Peter Cole 
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(Polity Press 1998) ISBN  0 – 7456 – 1738 – 7

Covers the First Cause and Design arguments only and the issue of evil in the following chapter.  Critiques of these arguments are useful and at a good level for students.  Buy one copy only.

	
	

	*5.
	The Puzzle of God  Peter Vardy 

(Harper Collins 1990) ISBN 000 – 599223 – 0

Covers all the arguments but the style of writing is not so student friendly I don’t think.  If you have a copy fine; if not, I wouldn’t particularly buy one.

	
	

	*6.
	Philosophy of Religion  C Stephen Evans 

(Inter-Varsity Press 1985) ISBN 0 – 85110 – 742 – 7

Covers all the main arguments in a good bit of detail and critically.  Written in an easy style and worth buying a copy or two if you can get hold of this one.


	*7.
	Philosophy of Religion ( 4th Edition)  John H. Hick  

(Prentice Hall International 1990) ISBN 0 – 13 – 662511 – 8

Hick writes clearly and concisely although sometimes too briefly on particular arguments.  He covers the three arguments and would be a good book to have at a slightly more difficult level.  The cost might put you off buying one but persevere.

	
	

	8.
	Is there a God?  Richard Swinburne  

( Oxford University press 1996 ) ISBN  0 – 19 – 823545 – 3 

Definitely one for the tutor rather than the student.  You have to hunt for different parts of the three arguments but a useful book which goes into more details than would be required for the unit.

	
	

	9.
	God, Chance and Necessity  Keith Ward 

(One World 1996) ISBN  1 – 85168 – 116 – 7

Ward is a good writer although not all students would follow him easily.  A good defender of traditional theism in modern guises.  Covers the First Cause and Design arguments in a good bit of detail but not the Moral – but has a section on evolutionary ethics.  Tutor copy definitely.

	
	

	10.
	An Interpretation of Religion  John Hick  

(Macmillan Press  1989 ) ISBN  0 – 333 – 39489 – 5

Again an excellent book at a more sophisticated level.  Part 2, chapters 5-7 cover all the main points.  Well worth splashing out for it.

	
	

	11.
	The Probability of God  Hugh Montefiore  

(SCM Press 1985) ISBN  0 – 334 – 022 – 762

A good contemporary defence of theism from the discoveries of modern science – especially the Anthropic Principle.  Hick uses him relevantly in ‘An Interpretation of Religion’.  Consider buying Hick and save money on Montefiore!

	
	

	12.
	God and the New Physics  Paul Davies  

(Penguin 1983) ISBN  0 – 14 – 022550 – 1

A good contribution from a non-traditional religious type philosopher.  His main points are in these support notes so don’t necessarily buy it unless you want to increase your knowledge of the contemporary scientific contribution.

	
	

	13.
	The Mind of God  Paul Davies  

(Simon and Schuster 1992) ISBN 0 – 671 – 71069 – 9

A good contribution from a non-traditional religious type philosopher.  His main points are in these support notes so don’t necessarily buy it unless you want to increase your knowledge of the contemporary scientific contribution.
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