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Lec 7   Faith or reason?     Oct 2k6
We are still asking those questions:

Is it possible to have knowledge of God?    

And if not, is it rational to believe in God?

----------------------

There are a variety of answers to these questions:

1. Some philosophers have thought that we can relate to God through both faith and reason      (St. Thomas)         Art:  Salvador Dali
2. Others have denied that we can have rational knowledge of God and have rejected faith as a reasonable alternative    (Bertrand Russell and others)

3. A third position agrees that rational knowledge is impossible, but insists that that just means that a leap of faith is required       (Kierkegaard)

----------------
Unwarranted belief  =

  belief without reason

Belief in spite of the fact that there is no proof

Art :  Ray Bartkus for the NYTimes review of Richard Dawkins’  The God Delusion
----------------------

From Meno

“True opinions are a fine thing and do all sorts of good so long as they stay in their place, but they will not stay long. They run away from a man's mind; so they are not worth much until you tether them by working out a reason. . . . Once they are tied down, they become knowledge, and are stable. That is why knowledge is something more valuable than right opinion. What distinguishes the one from the other is the tether.”

----------------------
Plato’s theory of knowledge

Remember Plato’s description of knowledge vs. opinion…

----------------

Faith is the substance of things hoped for, the evidence of things not seen

St. Paul    Ephesians      

------------------

Remember our two questions:  

1)
Can we have certain knowledge of God?

2)
Are we entitled to believe even with insufficient evidence?

---------------------
St. Thomas’ Two Ways to God  (1225-74)

Reason and revelation

Art:  Georges Delatour
1625
--------------------
Four types of proofs for the existence of God

1. The Ontological Argument

2. The Cosmological Arguments

3. The Design Arguments

4. The Moral Argument

----------------------
Definition:   Ontology

The science of fundamental principles


(From the Greek word for Being) 

The ontological argument attempts to deduce the existence of God solely from an investigation of the concept of God’s being
--------------------

11th Century   Anselm’s Ontological Argument

Anselm’s definition of God: That [being] than which nothing greater can be conceived

If God existed only in the mind, 

Then He would not be the greatest conceivable being (for we could imagine another being that is greater because it would exist both in the mind and in reality) and that being would then be God. 

----------------------

Logical Contradiction…?

Therefore, to imagine God as existing only in the mind leads to a logical contradiction (namely that God cannot be both only in the mind and the greatest conceivable being)

This allegedly proves that God must exist both in the mind and in reality.

IOW:

(Not to be outshone by another being, God must exist in the mind and in reality)

---------------------------
St. Thomas’ Reply…

It cannot be argued that it actually exists, unless it is admitted that there really is something than which nothing greater can be thought; and it is precisely this that is not admitted by those who hold that God does not exist.      (St. Thomas Aquinas)

---------------------------
William of Ockham (1285-1349)  had another objection as well

Ockham’s Razor:   a rule of ontological economy

“Entities are not to be multiplied beyond necessity”

To say that a god 
who exists is greater 
than a god who doesn’t 
exist doesn’t prove 
that god exists…
--------
Descartes' Ontological Argument   16th C.


· God is the most perfect being

· Existence is a perfection

· Therefore, God exists

-----------

Descartes argued that existence is one of the qualities that necessarily forms part of the idea of God
--------------------
Logical?

· If God is perfect, then he has to exist

· God is perfect

· Therefore, God exists

Valid?       Yes, Modus Ponens is a valid form

True?
   

--------------------------
Questions…
· Is it necessarily true that something which exists is more perfect than something which doesn’t exist?

· Is God necessarily perfect?

· What do we make of a perfect triangle, then?

· If the triangle is perfect, does it have to exist?

· Can there be a more perfect triangle than the one I imagine?

· Do we have two different definitions of “perfect”?

------------------------
St. Thomas…

Thomas Aquinas    (aka St. Thomas)

1. The "unmoved mover" argument. 

We know that there is a motion in the world; whatever is in motion is moved by another thing; 

this other thing also must be moved by something; 

to avoid an infinite regression, we must posit a "first mover," which is God.

---------------------------
2. The "nothing is caused by itself" argument. 

For example, a table is brought into being by a carpenter, who is caused by his parents. 

Again, we cannot go on to infinity, so there must be a first cause, which is God.    

[this argument is now generally connected to the next argument and together referred to as the cosmological argument]

--------------------
3. The cosmological argument. 

All physical things, even mountains, boulders, and rivers, come into being and go out of existence, no matter how long they last. 

Therefore, since time is infinite, there must be some time at which none of these things existed. 

But if there were nothing at that point in time, how could there be anything at all now, since nothing cannot cause anything? 

Thus, there must always have been at least one necessary thing that is eternal, which is God.

---------------------
4. Objects in the world have differing degrees of qualities such as goodness. 

But speaking of more or less goodness makes sense only by comparison with what is the maximum goodness, which is God.

-----------------------
5. The teleological argument (argument from design). 

Things in the world move toward goals, just as the arrow does not move toward its goal except by the archer's directing it. Thus, there must be an intelligent designer who directs all things to their goals, and this is God.

The modern version of this argument suggests that the universe is just too intricate to be accidental --  humans are too intricate to have evolved by chance

-----------------------
Analogy (developed by William Paley in 1802) used to explain the Argument by Design

If you find a stone on the beach, you don’t wonder where it came from – it is too simple – it just exists

But if you find a watch, you know that it is too intricate to have just happened – it is too intricate and it has a specific purpose 

someone obviously designed it 

someone who knew what they were doing 

someone who had a particular plan

Sounds like a supreme being, eh?

-----------------------

Refuting the Argument from Design  http://infidels.org/news/atheism/arguments.html#occam
Objection #1

False analogy fallacy (how similar or dissimilar the two things really are)

Creation from existing materials (the watchmaker) and creation ex nihilo (god) are too different to be compared

---------------------
What is argument from analogy?

This type of argument involves drawing a conclusion about an unknown (or disputed) case from a known (or undisputed) case. It assumes that the two cases have relevant similarities. 
Form: 

A has attribute P 


B is like A 


Therefore, B has attribute P as well
This argument form is not valid!

-------------------

Objection # 2

The second objection has to do with the false dilemma fallacy (ignoring a third or other options) 

-----------------

Objection # 3

The third objection has to do with internal consistency (how do the suppositions work together)

--------------------
The Moral Argument

Is one type of behaviour better than another?

Is one person better than another?

How do we know this?

Why do we agree?

-----------------------

Hume’s Refutations of the Proofs for God’s Existence 
· Hume argued that the idea of a necessarily existing being is absurd. 

· "Whatever we can conceive as existent, we can also conceive as nonexistent." 

· He also asked why the ultimate source of the universe could not be the entire universe itself, eternal and uncaused, without a God? 

-------------------------

Kant Rejected these Arguments for the Existence of God
1.   the ontological argument (Anselm’s proof that if God is the supreme being, he must exist in reality because otherwise our minds could conceive someone greater)

2.   but the teleological (St. Thomas’ Argument from Design) 

1. and cosmological (St. Thomas’ “God’s eternal existence is necessary  because nothing cannot cause anything”   “prime mover”) argument as well, 


----------------------
Immanuel Kant  (1724 – 1804)

Kant insisted that there were two things which filled him with wonder:  the starry sky above and the moral law within

Kant did not find in the moral argument any “proof” for the existence of God, but rather believed that the moral argument was the best we had for basing our belief in god on. 

----------------

Kant’s two characteristics of reason

Subjectivity is the degree to which you feel that something is true or untrue

Objectivity is the degree to which you have proof for truth or untruth

----------------
Kant’s Modes of Awareness…
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Søren Kierkegaard (b.1813, d. 1855)

I contemplate the order of nature in the hope of finding God, and I see omnipotence and wisdom;  But I also see much else that disturbs my mind and excites anxiety.  The sum of all this is objective uncertainty.

                               Soren Kirkegaard      (Stewart 121)

If I wish to preserve myself in faith, I must constantly be intent upon holding fast the objective uncertainty, so as to remain out upon the deep, over seven thousand fathoms of water, still preserving my faith. 

                                    Kierkegaard       (Stewart 121)
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