What is atheism?

1. What is atheism?

The word comes from the Greek for “god”- theo and the application of an a to mean “without”. Therefore an atheist is someone without God, or more correctly without a belief in God. It could be put more strongly as someone who argues for the non-existence of God. 

It is interesting that in the UK atheism is acceptable. In a country where 35% of people express a belief in God (see The Financial Times/ Harris Poll of 2006 at http://www.harrisinteractive.com/news/allnewsbydate.asp?NewsID=1131 ) it is not unusual for someone with a strong religious belief to be in the minority. However, in other countries a belief in God is much more ingrained. The same Harris poll as mentioned above has the USA polling 73% of people believing God. It is therefore unsurprising to see the most vocal voice of atheism is an Englishman- Professor Richard Dawkins of Oxford University. In his book The God Delusion he argues that “The status of atheists in America today is on a par with that of homosexuals fifty years ago” (2006: 4). He calls for atheists to come out. This seems to be supported by Walter Sinnott- Armstrong when writing about his atheism: “Why would anyone argue against the existence of God? If you feel sure that God does not exist, why come out of the closet and announce your reasons publicly? You are bound to make enemies. You won’t convince anybody. Why bother? Many friends have asked me these questions” (2004:81).

2. Why do you think attitudes to atheism are so different in two seemingly similar countries?

3. What is your experience? Are there more theists than atheists? Would you agree with the Harris Poll?

We are going to look at the variety of reasons that someone would become an atheist. Some are based on arguments for atheism, but most are based on arguments against theism.

4. List as many arguments for atheism and against theism as you can.

The results of the Harris poll may be slightly misleading- you will note that it cites the number of people who consider themselves to believe in God, it does not question the number of atheists within the remaining 65%. It also does not seem to tally with the results of the 2001 Census, the Harris data is turned upside down- with people with no religion being a maximum of 23.2%:
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Source: http://www.statistics.gov.uk/cci/nugget.asp?id=293
5. Having polled more people does this mean that the Census is more reliable in identifying a belief in God?

6. Why? What are the issues with these statistics?
People usually associated with atheism.

Richard Dawkins

Anthony Flew

Betrand Russell

Charles Darwin

Albert Einstein

HJ Blackham

Epicurus

David Hume

Produce a fact file on one of these atheists? 
Are they really atheists? — What have they said? What do others say?

What is agnosticism?

1. What is agnosticism?

The word comes from the Greek for “knowledge”- gnosis and the application of an a to mean “without”. Therefore an agnostic is someone who is without knowledge (or can’t come to a conclusion) about a particular issue. When applied to God they are without knowledge of God, or more correctly doesn’t know if they believe in God. The word was first coined by T. H. Huxley (1889)
— in a later defence of his word he argued:

Agnosticism, in fact, is not a creed, but a method, the essence of which lies in the rigorous application of a single principle. That principle is of great antiquity; it is as old as Socrates; as old as the writer who said, "Try all things, hold fast by that which is good"; it is the foundation of the Reformation, which simply illustrated the axiom that every man should be able to give a reason for the faith that is in him, it is the great principle of Descartes; it is the fundamental axiom of modern science. Positively the principle may be expressed: In matters of the intellect, follow your reason as far as it will take you, without regard to any other consideration. And negatively: In matters of the intellect, do not pretend that conclusions are certain which are not demonstrated or demonstrable. That I take to be the agnostic faith, which if a man keep whole and undefiled, he shall not be ashamed to look the universe in the face, whatever the future may have in store for him.

8. Explain Huxley’s argument in your own words?

9. Do you agree with him? Why?

Key Person: Thomas Huxley (1825-1895)
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Huxley was a biologist who argued for Darwin’s theory of evolution, indeed he became known as “Darwin’s Bulldog”. He had famous arguments with Wilberforce about evolution. Coined the term Agnostic in a debate with Wace but seemed to be an atheistic leaning Agnostic.

One of the problems with agnosticism is that it is attacked from both sides. Huxley was attacked by “Christian polemiscists and by Friedrich Engels as ‘shamefaced atheists’” (Flew, 1984: 32). Dawkins, himself quotes a Christian of his acquaintance who “admitted a sneaking regard for atheists. They at least had the courage of their misguided convictions. What this preacher couldn’t stand was agnostics: namby-pamby, mushy pap, weak-tea, weedy, pallid fence sitters. He was partly right…” (2006: 46 emphasis added).Whilst admitting that there is no certain conclusion at the moment Dawkins suggests that agnosticism about the existence of God is temporary. “Either he exists or he doesn’t. It is a scientific question; one day we may know the answer, and meanwhile we can say something pretty strong about the possibility” (ibid: 48).

10. Do you think that agnostics really are people without the courage of their convictions? Why?

The probability of God existing is a question with which theists, atheists and agnostics need to contend. Is an agnostic someone who is 50% either way and is an atheist at 49% and a theist at 51%? It could be argued that everybody is really agnostic as surely nobody could be 100% certain either way. Dawkins establishes a spectrum of belief on which he believes everyone can place themselves- this ranges from 1-7. 

11. Using pages 50-51 of The God Delusion construct a diagram of Dawkins’ spectrum of belief- labelling each point.

12. Where would Dawkins place himself? Why?

13. How does Dawkins describe his agnosticism?

14. Why do you think he argues that there are more people on point one than point 7?

15. Are there such things as theism and atheism? Explain your answer.

Further reading: 

Richard Dawkins The God Delusion (2006) “The Poverty of Agnosticism” in Chapter 2.

Anthony Flew God, Freedom, and Immortality. A Critical Analysis (1984) Chapter 2.  

Scientific Critique of Religion

Science over the last century has become the loudest and perhaps harshest critic of a belief in God. Science tends counter religious interpretions or arguments— and for some people can be seen to put forward answers to ultimate questions that were previously the purview of religion.

16. What are the ultimate questions?

The relationship between science and religion has been chequered. Plato (428-347BCE) sought to explain how we could live in a world where everything changes by conceiving a transcendent realm of Forms which were the true reality. He did not make a complete split with religion- his philosophy does imply that the ultimate explanation of things lies beyond the physical realm, which is believed to be less than perfect.

How could you see this thought has influenced Christianity?

Aristotle (384-522 BCE) placed more emphasis on observations made in the physical realm, but still argued that everything was caused by something else (ultimately an Unmoved Mover). 
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The Medieval worldview of Christianity held these similar views, Aquinas used the unmoved mover in one of his Five Ways of proving God’s existence. The view of Ptolemy (and the Bible?) that the earth was at the centre of the universe was the scientific and religious norm. Using the chronology of the Bible people argued for an age of the earth around 6,000 years. Science and religion were seen to be complimentary. Where there was doubt or there seemed no way to test a hypothesis religious belief was called upon to fill the gaps. (This idea of a “god of the gaps” has been both positively and negatively used
).

17. Explain what the god of the gaps is?

18. How could it be used both positively and negatively?
19. Why might a religious person object to a god of the gaps?
Some clashes

 Nicolas Copernicus (1473-1543 CE), an astronomer, was employed by the Church to produce an accurate calendar. The calendar in use at that time was losing a day every 128 years because it was based on an erroneous view of planetary movement. Copernicus set out to solve this error in order to aid his calendar correction. The solution he proposed was to challenge people’s understanding of the universe. He found that to keep the calendar in line with planetary movement the sun had to be at the centre of the universe. This clearly challenged the idea that the earth was at the centre of the universe. It also challenged the belief that humanity was at the centre of the universe as well. 

20. Why were these findings so controversial?

21. Did they challenge a belief in God or a doctrine of religion? What’s the difference?
Galilei Galileo (1564-1642 CE) confirmed Copernicus’ theory. He was also the first astronomer to make observations of the universe using a telescope. In these observations he saw that planetary movement was natural and that Jupiter had moons and Venus had phases. All this challenged the belief that the heavens were unchanging (perfect) and infinite. Galileo was imprisoned by the Church as a heretic and had his books banned. 
We say, pronounce, sentence and declare that you Galileo… have rendered yourself according to this Holy Office vehemently suspect of heresy, namely of having held and believed a doctrine that is false and contrary to the divine and Holy Scripture: namely that the Sun is the centre of the world and does not move from east to west… contrary to Holy Scripture… We condemn you to formal imprisonment in this Holy Office at our pleasure. (Text from the ‘Condemnation of Galileo’)

The argument seemed to be based around the question “Should the Bible (God’s Word), the Church or ‘scientific’ observation of the universe be the basis for establishing ‘truth’ about the nature of the universe?” Galileo did not accept all scripture as literally true and therefore did not see any conflict between his religious beliefs and his scientific views. He also believed that a study of the universe was to find out more about God. 
22. Are Galileo’s views accepted today? 

23. Can Christians believe in Galileo and the Bible? Explain your answer.

See “Vatican admits Galileo was right” in New Scientist 7 November 1992 available at http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg13618460.600.html 

It was because of issues such as this that the work of science and religion began to separate. Although most scientists remained religious believers their conclusions didn’t necessarily have to fit with traditional religious belief. Isaac Newton (1642-1727 CE) presented a mechanistic view of the universe which did not necessarily require external causes. Newton has written: “Gravity explains the motions of the planets, but it cannot explain who set the planets in motion. God governs all things and knows all that is or can be done” (source unavailable). 

Charles Darwin

The works of Charles Darwin have had perhaps the greatest effect in splitting the relationship between science and religion.

24. Recap Darwin’s views on evolution.

25. How could these be seen to provide an argument against God’s existence?

Darwin’s Origin of Species seemed to remove the need for a creator, in that all life was naturally generated; this recalled Hume’s argument that the universe’s “origin ought rather to be ascribed to generation or vegetation than to reason or design” (1978: 78). Darwin is often used by atheists to support their worldview. Science provides the answers of how the world and the universe developed— people no longer need God. Everitt has suggested that 

AD [the argument to design] and the theory of natural selection offer rival accounts of the mechanism which produces seeming design in the living world. The first requires a supernatural designer, the second requires only that in their reproduction, species produce new members who are substantially similar to their parents, but who can differ from the parents in small ways which give their offspring a reproductive advantage over their fellows (2004:103).
Richard Dawkins has used Paley’s analogy of a watchmaker to posit evolution and natural selection as the only design(er) necessary for creation. 

All appearances to the contrary, the only watchmaker in nature is the blind forces of physics, albeit deployed in a very special way. A true watchmaker has foresight: he designs his cogs and springs, and plans their interconnections, with a future purpose in his mind’s eye. Natural selection, the blind, unconscious, automatic process which Darwin discovered, and which we now know is the explanation for the existence and apparently purposeful form of all life, has no purpose in mind. It has no mind and no mind’s eye. It does not plan for the future. It has no vision, no foresight, no sight at all. If it can be said to play the role of watchmaker in nature, it is the blind watchmaker (1991:5).

26.Does Darwinian explanation about the universe provide a strong basis for atheism? Explain your answer.
27. What were Darwin’s religious beliefs?

Albert Einstein and his inheritors
Einstein’s views about the universe can also be used to challenge the need for a creator. He built upon the works of Newton to construct his Theory of Relativity. Again, his ideas took away the need for a designer or continuing interventionist God. Stephen Hawking has explained his General Theory of Relativity as follows: “Einstein’s general theory of relativity transformed space and time from a passive background to active participants in the dynamics of the universe…General relativity completely changed the discussion of the origin and fate of the universe. A static universe could have existed forever or could have been created in it’s present form at some time in the past” (2001:21-22). Although not something supported by Einstein this idea of general relativity has led to a constantly expanding universe which suggests that “if galaxies are moving apart now, it means they must have been closer together in the past. About fifteen billion years ago, they would all have been on top of each other and the density would have been very large. This state was called the ‘primeval atom’ by the Catholic priest George Lemaitre, who was the first to investigate the origin of the universe we now called the big bang” (ibid: 22). 

28. Is it possible to harmonise relativity and the big bang with God?

This may not necessarily be the case with some further developments:

“In particular, the universe need have no beginning or end in imaginary time” (ibid: 83). This leads to “fundamental implications for philosophy and our picture of where we came from. The universe would be entirely self contained; it wouldn’t need anything outside to wind up the clockwork and set it going. Instead, everything in the universe would be determined by the laws of science and by rolls of dice within the universe. This may sound presumptuous, but it is what I and many other scientists believe” (ibid: 85). 

29. Does Einstinian and post Einstinian science remove the need for God? Explain your answer.

30. Write a summary of the various scientific challenges to theism and religion.

Faith and Reason
Another area of conflict within science and religion is to do with faith and reason.

There are two ways of looking at the world – through faith and superstition or through the rigours of logic, observation and evidence – in other words, through reason. Reason and a respect for evidence are precious commodities, the source of human progress and our safeguard against fundamentalists and those who profit from obscuring the truth. Yet, today, society appears to be retreating from reason. Apparently harmless but utterly irrational belief systems from astrology to New Age mysticism, clairvoyance to alternative health remedies are booming. Richard Dawkins confronts what he sees as an epidemic of irrational, superstitious thinking... 

He explains the dangers the pick and mix of knowledge and nonsense poses in the internet age, and passionately re-states the case for reason and science.” http://www.channel4.com/culture/microsites/E/enemies_of_reason/index.html 
31. What is faith?

32. What is reason?

33. Are they mutually exclusive? Explain your answer.

Richard Dawkins would see reason to be based on logic and scientific testing. Religion cannot be-it appeals to revelation and belief- both untestable and therefore “irrational” and “illogical”. People of faith are “dyed-in-the-wool faith-heads” who “are immune to argument, their resistance built up over years of childhood indoctrination” (2006:5). He sees the discussion as over- you cannot be scientific and religious. The two are poles apart-one is observable and testable while the other is unknowable. If one were to look at the evidence it impossible to come to the conclusion there is a God. In his documentary The Root of all Evil? he dismisses the case of Lourdes as an example of evidence of miracles because they are not statistically numerous enough. This recalls Hume’s arguments against miracles that you weigh the evidence and decide what is more probable: the miracle happened or another explanation (natural explanation, mistakenness or lying of the witness(es))- and the balance of probability always lies with the natural explanation or the unreliability of the witness.

The Times outlined Dawkins’ viewpoint:

For Dawkins, things are dazzlingly simple. There is a cosmic battle taking place between reason (represented by science) and superstition (represented by religion). Only one can win — and it’s got to be reason. Scientists who profess religious belief are appeasers, representing the “Neville Chamberlain” school. You can’t be reasonable and religious. It’s one or the other — science or faith in God. Scientists who believe in God are therefore fifth column-ists, traitors either to science or religion. Feb 10, 2007 (http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/faith/article1361840.ece).

34. How would the god of the gaps fit with Dawkins’ discussion of faith and reason? 

35. Is there any truth in Dawkins’ argument from a faith perspective? Explain your answer.
Again, Hume could be used to support the argument that because of the incompatibility of religious belief systems who claim revelation as their basis that if they can’t all be right then none of them are. Religious beliefs are therefore just what Dawkins proclaims them to be- superstitions built up over years of childhood indoctrination. Psychologists could see this as an example of classical conditioning- that people have been taught by their parents and society to behave or react in certain ways. With the loss of a loved one rather than looking at the physical evidence society/religion has conditioned people to fall upon the crutch of a life after death (despite there being no evidence for it). This would be exemplified through an episode of The Simpsons  (I’m Goin to Praiseland Season 12 Episode 19) where the different characters all have visions of heaven according to the life views- the comic store owner going to Star Trek heaven with Captain Janeway. For a rationalist the important thing is to have lived:

We are going to die, and that makes us the lucky ones. Most people are never going to die because they are never going to be born. The potential people who could have been here in my place but who will in fact never see the light of day outnumber the sand grains of Sahara. Certainly those unborn ghosts include greater poets than Keats, scientists greater than Newton. We know this because the set of possible people allowed by our DNA so massively outnumbers the set of actual people. In the teeth of these stupefying odds it is you and I, in our ordinariness, that are here.

...we didn't arrive by spaceship, we arrived by being born, and we didn't burst conscious into the world but accumulated awareness gradually through babyhood. The fact that we gradually apprehend our world, rather than sudddenly discovering it, should not subtract from its wonder. (Dawkins, Unweaving the Rainbow 1998: 1)
However, with Dawkins criticisms that religion is only effective when there is no reason, many people would argue that his atheistic worldview is similarly based on faith and belief. While there are evidences that point toward the nonexistence of God it could be argued that there is no proof and he is taking a step of faith beyond reason to postulate the non-existence of God. Atheists would not see this, however, and see the burden of proof lying with the believer and that the natural state of humanity (before conditioning) is of an atheist.

There are, however, theistic scientists and the whole of the philosophy of religion is about using reason to find evidence to support or disprove a belief in God. Reason and logic, therefore have their place but in opposition to Dawkins religious believers would say that they are not all that we have to rely on. Science has its place but so does God:

But what of that greater question: what’s life all about? This, and others like it, Medawar insisted, were “questions that science cannot answer, and that no conceivable advance of science would empower it to answer”. They could not be dismissed as “nonquestions or pseudoquestions such as only simpletons ask and only charlatans profess to be able to answer”. This is not to criticise science, but simply to calibrate its capacities. 

This deft analysis by a self-confessed rationalist casts light on why scientists hold such a variety of religious beliefs. It makes it clear that scientists are intellectually and morally free to believe (or disbelieve) in God, while at the same time challenging religions to take the findings of science seriously. It also shows that it makes little sense to talk about “proof” of a world view, whether Christian or atheist. In the end, as Gilbert Harman pointed out decades ago, the real question is which offers the “best explanation” of things. And as there is no general agreement on how to decide which of these explanations is the “best”, the argument seems certain to run. (Alister McGrath in The Times, Feb 10, 2007) 
From a believer’s perspective it is therefore possible for science (logic and reason) to answer the how, and religion to answer the why? Stephen Gould suggested the concept of NOMA- non-overlapping magisteria (which Dawkins rejects):

The magisterium of science covers the empirical realm: what the Universe is made of (fact) and why does it work in this way (theory). The magisterium of religion extends over questions of ultimate meaning and moral value. These two magisteria do not overlap, nor do they encompass all inquiry (consider, for example, the magisterium of art and the meaning of beauty) (Rock of Ages: Science and Religion in the Fullness of Life (New York: Ballantine Books, 1999), p. 6).
Religion and faith still has to make sense- one religion describes the process of revelation as appealing to both heart (belief and feelings) and mind (knowledge):

Yea, behold, I will tell you in your mind and in your heart, by the Holy Ghost, which shall come upon you and which shall dwell in your heart. Now, behold, this is the spirit of revelation; (Doctrine and Covenants of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints 8:2-3).

However, where religion and reason seemingly contradict there is still a desire to rely more on faith. This is highlighted in the following story:

It’s about a husband and wife who are finding their way back into activity in the Church. They talk about going on a pioneer trek reenactment with their daughter: 

“The feeling of the Spirit was tangible at that trek. It occurred to me to wonder if it had been some kind of ‘mass hysteria.’ Then I thought, ‘So what if it was? It was good – logical or not. Everyone was the better for it.’” 

It was at about that point that the couple decided to [return] after an extended period of disaffection from the Church, “To hell with logic and past rationales and reasoning (http://sunstoneblog.com/?p=207)
For an atheist it is this type of reasoning that led to the dismissal of Galileo and Copernicus. 

Religious believers may also see a scientific search for God to be a fool’s errand: “If God exists, then He must be outside the natural world and therefore the tools of science are not the right ones to learn about him” (Francis Collins, The Language of God (New York: Free Press), p. 30).

36. Does a reliance on logic and reason provide a good basis for atheism? Explain your answer.
37. Are faith and reason mutually exclusive? Explain your answer.
38. Which is more important faith or reason?

Summary

Analyse the scientific argument for the non-existence of God (24).
The Psychological Critique of Religion

A lot of the psychological critique of religion is reminiscent of an argument put forward by Feuerbach: “Religion is human nature reflected, mirrored in itself… there also is it already exalted to that stage in which it can mirror and reflect itself, in which it can project its own image as God. God is the mirror of man. That which has essential value for man, which he esteems the perfect, the excellent, in which he has the true delight,- that alone is God to him” (Feuerbach, 1989: 63).
39. What is Feuerbach’s argument?

40. Do you think this is valid with the God of Classical Theism?

Sigmund Freud

Key Person: Sigmund Freud (1856-1939)

Austrian psychologist who founded the school of psychoanalysis. Focussed very much on the unconscious mind and the repressed memory as a basis for adult neuroses.

“Religion is an illusion and it derives its strength from the fact that it falls in with our instinctual desires." -- New Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis,1933. 

"Religion is comparable to a childhood neurosis." The Future of an Illusion, 1927
"Religion is an attempt to get control over the sensory world, in which we are placed, by means of the wish-world, which we have developed inside us as a result of biological and psychological necessities. [...] If one attempts to assign to religion its place in man's evolution, it seems not so much to be a lasting acquisition, as a parallel to the neurosis which the civilized individual must pass through on his way from childhood to maturity." Moses and Monotheism, 1939
41. Summarise Freud’s criticisms of religion in your own words.

Freud had a number of criticisms of religion not least of which is that religion is “wishful-thinking”. In this he builds on the work of Feuerbach that religion provides an escape or an ideal that helps the individual to escape the various turmoils that are evident in society and a person’s life. Religion is therefore an illusion created by the mind to answer the needs that a person finds within themselves.

He did go further in describing religion as a neurosis (a mild psychiatric disorder characterized by anxiety, depression Encarta). In his 1927 book The Future of an Illusion Freud suggested that the religious neurosis was embedded in the fear of a chaotic world. In recognising their childhood as a secure and ordered environment (as a result of their father) they overcome the chaos of their adult life by projecting this father figure onto a Heavenly Father who affords them the same protection as the father of their childhood.

42. What neurosis do religious people hold according to Freud?

43. How do overcome this insecurity?

44. Can you think of any problems with Freud’s neurosis diagnosis?

Freud is the principal psychodynamic theorist and is perhaps best known for his discussion of sexual repression and the Oedipus complex. These do have their application in his critique of religion. 

As a child develops they begin to explore their own sexuality. Realising that this is happening parents seek to prevent them and thus instil feelings of guilt in the child with regard to sexual feelings and experiences. This guilt is built upon through the Oedipus complex. Once a child has stopped feeding from its mother it becomes aware that the father has “replaced” them in their mother’s affection and becomes jealous.

This is often caricatured as the child wanting to sleep with their mother and thus becoming jealous- this is not necessarily what Freud was arguing. 

This jealousy results in a neurotic obsession full of guilt with God as a father figure. 

45. Explain the two reasons why God is seen as Father that Freud suggests so far.

In Totem and Taboo Freud took his critique of religion further in relating religion to primitive human societies. Where the younger male members of the hordes became jealous and resentful of the dominant male (father) resulting a plot to kill him. Once dead these hordes totemise their father- that is set him up as an idol of worship (a totem) which in turn becomes the recipient of their guilt. This totem assuages their guilt (this process is called animism) and becomes a divine figure in the minds of the hordes.

Freud suggested that the mass the killing of the father is recreated and through the eating of the symbolic flesh and blood guilt is taken away. 

To summarise Freud felt that religion was a result of a number of fear and neuroses:

· Disorder and chaos

· Sexual repression/ Oedipus complex

· Guilt

This produced a Father to:

· Bring order

· Take away the guilt of repression and jealousy

Manifest in religion and religious ritual.

Problems with Freud

46. What problems can you see with Freud’s critique?

Freud only seems to deal with a patriarchal religion and especially the God of classical theism- what about those religions with female deities and no deity?

What of those people who grow up without a father to replace them in their mother’s affections?

If religion is a neurosis how can it have many positive results?

Freud’s subject base was limited- much of his research was based on his work with middle class, middle aged Viennese women- these could have been sexually repressed but this does not mean it has application to all sections of society.

Behaviourism

Behaviourism is the school of psychology that suggests that all behaviour is learnt. Exponents of this type of psychology include Pavlov; Watson and Rayner; Skinner; and Bandura, Ross and Ross. For these psychologists people are born as blank slates and their behaviour is taught to them by their experiences or models. Free will is seen as an illusion and therefore religion is the product of conditioning through rewards and punishment. In some ways Freud could be seen to be a behaviourist in that he sees childhood experiences as forming the basis for the neurosis of religion.

Latterly, and maybe without realising it Richard Dawkins has joined the behaviourist school of psychology. In his book The God Delusion he argues that a child is not religious, in fact it is “always a form of child abuse to label children as possessors of beliefs that they are too young to have thought about” (2006: 315). Parents indoctrinate their children with religion, and just because a person has been taught these beliefs since childhood does not make them right. 

Perhaps the fact that people can “escape” religion through systematic desensitisation proves that religion is nothing more than a phobia. Dawkins shares an excerpt from Julia Sweeney’s show Letting Go of God::

. . . . . . as I was walking from my office in my backyard into my house, I realized there was this little teeny-weenie voice whispering in my head. I'm not sure how long it had been there, but it suddenly got just one decibel louder. It whispered, 'There is no god.' And I tried to ignore it. But it got a teeny bit louder. 'There is no god. There is no god. Oh my god, there is no god:... And I shuddered. I felt I was slipping off the raft. And then I thought, 'But I can't. I don't know if I can not believe in God. I need God. I mean, we have a history' . . . 'But I don't know how to not believe in God. I don't know how you do it. How do you get up, how do you get through the day?' I felt unbalanced . . . I thought, 'Okay, calm down. Let's just try on the not-believing-in-God glasses for a moment, just for a second. Just put on the no-God glasses and take a quick look around and then immediately throw them off.' And I put them on and I looked around. I'm embarrassed to report that I initially felt dizzy. I actually had the thought, 'Well, how does the Earth stay up in the sky? You mean, we're just hurtling through space? That's so vulnerable!' I wanted to run out and catch the Earth as it fell out of space into my hands. And then I remembered, 'Oh yeah, gravity and angular momentum is gonna keep us revolving around the sun for probably a long, long time.' (quoted in Dawkins, 2006: 323-4).
Religion and Behaviourism

Islam teaches that all people are born Muslim- and that through teaching we forget- thus when someone converts to Islam they actually revert.

Elements of Christianity teach that there is a spark of God within each of us. Justin Martyr called it the logos spermatikos; other suggest a light of Christ. It means that we have inherent knowledge of God which is enhanced (but not dictated by teaching). 

47. Is religion a result of nature or nurture? Explain your answer.
Jung’s Contradiction
Key Person: Carl Jung (1875-1961)

A swiss psychologis whose most notable contributions included his concept of the psychological archetype and the collective unconscious. He taught the need to maintain balance through the process of individuation.
Carl Jung is a psychologist of the psychodynamic school with the essential belief that there is an innate force that drives individuals through stages. He worked with Freud until 1907 when they split mainly due to Jung’s disagreement with sexuality causing psychological problems. Jung argued that we are born with a tendency to generate religious images. Through the collective unconscious we share in these archetypes. Whilst being a believer in God he saw that there was no way to prove the existence of God, but that God as a psychic reality was a balance between different archetypes- which actually prevented neurosis. He called this process individuation.


Key Words: 

Archetype

These images reflect universal themes common all of us which are present in the unconscious and exist outside space and time. Examples: Shadow, animus, anima, the old wise person, the innocent child. 
Collective Unconscious

The aspect of the unconscious that manifests inherited universal themes which run through all human life. Inside of us the whole history of the human race lives on in us.
Individuation

The goal of life is individuation, the process of knowing, expressing, and harmonising the various parts of the psyche.
48. Summarise Jung’s criticism of using psychology to disprove God.

Summary

Analyse the Psychological argument for the non-existence of God (24).

Sociological Critique of Religion

What is Sociology?

It is exactly what it says- the study of society. In studying society some sociologists have looked at the effect and purpose of religion for individuals and the societies in which they live. Some of these have been led to the conclusion that the purpose religion serves suggests that it serves a negative purpose and is a creation of society’s or individual’s minds. In this chapter we are going to look at two sociologists- Marx and Durkheim.

In these arguments the writings of Feuerbach become crucial again.

Recap what Feuerbach has said about God.

Karl Marx

Key Person: Karl Marx (1818-1883)

Marx was a highly influential 19th century economist and philosopher. He argued that the state and more especially the ruling class kept the working people in subjugation. He became most notable when his ideas formed the basis for the new Communist states in the early 20th Century. His most famous book was The Communist Manifesto (1848).

Marx’s views on society led him to conclude that there is a conflict between two major sections of society- the ruling class and the proletariat (subject or working class). The ruling class throughout history has employed many techniques to keep themselves in control and the proletariat in subjugation. Marx saw religion to be part of the superstructure of society and, as such, reflecting the needs of the economic base or infrastructure. As such, religion may well help people to come to a sense of meaning about their position in life, but that it did so in a way which benefited the ruling classes.  Consequently, Marx argued that the primary function of religion is to reproduce, maintain and make legitimate class inequality. According to Marx, religion serves as a means of controlling the working population by promoting the idea that the existing hierarchy is natural, god-given and therefore unchangeable – in other words, the rich are rich and powerful whilst the poor are poor and powerless because this is god’s will..

Summarise Marx’s view on the purpose of religion.

If we look at some examples we can perhaps see how a Marxist interpretation could be seen to be valid. Explain the following from a Marxist perspective.
Show me the coin used for the tax.’ And they brought him a denarius. Then he said to them, ‘Whose head is this, and whose title?’ They answered, ‘The emperor’s.’ Then he said to them, ‘Give therefore to the emperor the things that are the emperor’s, and to God the things that are God’s.’ (Matt 22: 19-21)
Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no power but of God: the powers that be are ordained of God. Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God: and they that resist shall receive to themselves damnation  (Romans 13: 1-2)

Kings are justly called gods, for that they exercise a manner or resemblance of divine power upon earth: for if you will consider the attributes to God, you shall see how they agree in the person of a king. God hath power to create or destrov make or unmake at his pleasure, to give life or send death, to judge all and to be judged nor accountable to none; to raise low things and to make high things low at his pleasure, and to God are both souls and body due. And the like power have kings: they make and unmake their subjects, thev have power of raising and casting down, of life and of death, judges over all their subjects and in all causes and yet accountable to none but God only. . . . I conclude then this point touching the power of kings with this axiom of divinity, That as to dispute what God may do is blasphemy....so is it sedition in subjects to dispute what a king may do in the height of his power. (James I Divine Right of Kings Chapter 20)
Abortion. Same-sex marriage. Stem-cell research. U.S. legislators backed by the Christian right vote against these issues with near-perfect consistency. That probably doesn't surprise you, but this might: Those same legislators are equally united and unswerving in their opposition to environmental protection. Forty-five senators and 186 representatives in 2003 earned 80- to 100-percent approval ratings from the nation's three most influential Christian right advocacy groups -- the Christian Coalition, Eagle Forum, and Family Resource Council.(from http://www.grist.org/news/maindish/2004/10/27/scherer-christian/ ).

However, Marx doesn’t just see religion as reinforcing the social status quo by legitimising the ruling class and their views (he calls this an ideological apparatus which exists to serve the ideas and interests of the ruling class). Religion also serves a psychological purpose for the oppressed. Marx sees religion as a source of solace and compensation for oppression. These dual purposes of religion are xpressed in his most famous quote about religion: “Religion is the opium of the people”. Or in context: “Religious distress is at the same time the expression of real distress and the protest against real distress. Religion is the sigh of the oppressed creature, the heart of a heartless world, just as it is the spirit of a spiritless situation. It is the opium of the people. The abolition of religion as the illusory happiness of the people is required for their real happiness. The demand to give up the illusion about its condition is the demand to give up a condition which needs illusions”. (Karl Marx Frederick Engels Collected Works volume 3 1975, pp. 175-76).

What is opium?

How does religion serve as the opium of the people?

At the time opium was an effective painkiller taken for temporary relief. Marx argued that religion acted as a comfort to those in economic or social distress. The use of religion by a people was a sign of them living in oppression, of having to deal with hardships, just as a person’s use of opium was indicative of them living with physical pain and discomfort. Marx describes religion as “the opium of the people” because it lulls the working class into a sense of false consciousness by obscuring the true extent of their exploitation by the ruling classes. 
It also provided people who suffer with a hope that their suffering is transitory. That if they bear with the suffering they will receive rewards in the next life. In some ways religion becomes a crutch with which to survive this life. 

Thus his thought can be linked to some of the arguments made by Freud. How?
Read the following passage and explain how Marx would interpret it:“Blessed are the meek, for they will inherit the earth. ‘Blessed are those who are persecuted for righteousness’ sake, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.  ‘Blessed are you when people revile you and persecute you and utter all kinds of evil against you falsely* on my account. Rejoice and be glad, for your reward is great in heaven, for in the same way they persecuted the prophets who were before you. (Matt 5: 5, 10-12).

Explain the two ways in which religion can be the opium of the people.
The promises of religion, according to Marx, are illusory. Only through breaking off the shackles of oppression can a person find true happiness.

So far Marx has argued against the function of religion but not its validity. In a discussion of atheism it is important to note whether any of these arguments could be used to disprove the existence of God. Certainly it could be argued from a Marxist perspective that religion was created by the ruling classes to maintain the existing social order. As such the whole concept of God could have been created by humanity- very reminiscent of Feuerbach who dismissed God as a human creation.

Taking Feuerbach’s critique further it could be argued from a Marxist perspective that the God and heaven that has been created for the proletariat is a reflection of their deepest needs and hopes.

Look at the concepts of God and Heaven in Judeo Christian thought. How do they reflect the aspirations of ordinary people?

For Christians the concept of God takes on added meaning in a Marxist view when the person of Jesus is added. Not only do you have a God who is the realisation of their most perfect qualities but also a God who suffers along with them. Jesus suffered more than all- and he is now seated at the right hand of God- what hope this offers to everyone.

Is Marxism a strong basis for atheism?

It certainly provides a strong critique of religion and raises question which religions will have to answer if they wish to provide answers for people in the modern world. For example “Do religions need to do more to break the social and economic oppression people find themselves in?”- People such as Martin Luther King, Oscar Romero and Gandhi would argue that religion can lift people out of their suffering and oppression here and now, but there is still a lot more to be done.

However, as a basis for atheism Marxism still requires a step of “faith”. If God is a creation of our thought or real is a question that cannot be answered on the basis of a study of society. It can point us in a direction- but which?

The Communist States of the old Eastern Bloc tried to establish a state on Marxist ideals without religion, but there were still the oppressed and people in the shackles of oppression. (Though Marxists would say that they had not implemented Marxism in a full and proper way).

Emile Durkheim

Key Person: Emile Durkheim (1858-1917)

A French sociologist who also worked in the realm of anthropology. Is considered to be a functionalist. He helped established Sociology firmly as a Social Science. Works include The Division of Labor in Society, (1893), Rules of Sociological Method, (1895On the Normality of Crime (1895) Suicide, (1897), and most importantly for us The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life, (1912).

Durkheim defined a religion as: a unified system of beliefs and practices relative to sacred things, that is to say, things set apart and forbidden - beliefs and practices which unit into one single moral community called a church, all those who adhere to them.(The Elementary Forms of Religious Life1912: 47)
In common with Marx Durkheim focussed on the structural nature of religion. He would agree that religion does not really change society but would see this as a positive force that holds society together. He would see religion and gods as an expression of the collective over the individual. That the desire for a cohesive society has created a religion that gives individuals common purpose:

The general conclusion of the book which the reader has before him is that religion is something eminently social. Religious representations are collective representations which express collective realities; the rites are a manner of acting which take rise in the midst of the assembled groups and which are destined to excite, maintain or recreate certain mental states in these groups. So if the categories are of religious origin, they ought to participate in this nature common to all religious facts; they too should be social affairs and the product of collective thought (1912: 10).

This does not necessarily mean that religion is valid. Indeed Durkheim has argued that “it is necessary to regard religion as the product of a delirious imagination” (1912: 87). Religion is not something based in the concrete world, however, delirium soesn’t necessarily have a negative connotation for Durkheim addresses this when he says: “Of course this does not mean that an ardent religious faith is necessarily the fruit of the drunkenness and mental derangement which accompany it; but as experience soon informed people of the similarities between the mentality of a delirious person and that of a seer, they sought to open a way to the second by artificially exciting the first. But if, for this reason, it may be said that religion is not without a certain delirium, it must be added that this delirium, if it has the causes which we have attributed to it, is well-founded. The images out of which it is made are not pure illusions like those of the naturists and animists put at the base of religion; they correspond to something in reality” (1912: 226). 

Through religion individuals and society continually reaffirm their collective identity in the various rites and rituals. Whilst not arguing against the existence of God it would be Durkheim’s argument that God is a social construct. In this he can be seen to be drawing on Feuerbach, not from an individual perspective but from a reflection of the whole society and its needs and wants. To support this he talks about totems (not to be confused with Freud’s totems) of Aboriginal society. These were symbols of both god and the society and though it is God that is consciously worshipped it is actually the society which is the object of veneration:

Thus the totem is before all a symbol, a material expression of something else. But of what? From the analysis to which we have been giving our attention, it is evident that it expresses and symbolises two different sorts of things. In the first place, it is the outward and visible form of what we have called the totemic principle or god. But it is also the symbol of the determined society called the clan. It is its flag; it is the sign by which each clan distinguishes itself from the others, the visible mark of its personality, a mark borne by everything which is a part of the clan under any title whatsoever, men, beasts or things. So if it is at once the symbol of the god and the society, is that not because the god and the society are only one? How could the emblem of the group have been able to become the symbol of this quasi-divinity, if the group and the divinity were two distinct realities? The god of the clan, the totemic principle, can therefore be nothing else than the clan itself, personified and represented to the imagination under the visible form of the animal or vegetable which serves as totem (1912: 206).
Although society has moved on totems are still in evidence as that which is ordinary (or profane) is made sacred by various elements within society.

Make a list of some modern totems.

It could be argued that Durkheim’s theories have no relevance in today’s multi faith society. Religion does not seem to glue society together rather tear it apart.  This has led to the postulation of religious surrogates which form the same purpose of religion and its totems in an increasingly secular world. Bellah (1970) takes up the idea of a vague religious background to social life, in his discussion of Civic or Civil Religion. Durkheim’s interpretation of religion’s traditional function – to

bind together members of a society by encouraging awareness of their common membership and an entity greater than themselves – was largely based on an analysis of small scale, pre-industrial

societies. However, according to Bellah it still provides for many a powerful insight into the collective rituals of people in modern

societies. Bellah argued that, whatever their apparent differences, what unified Americans – whether Catholic, Protestant or Jew – was an

overarching “Civil” religion which was distinct from each: a faith in Americanism. Unlike Catholicism, Protestantism and Judaism – which are unable to claim the allegiance of all Americans – civil

religion generates widespread loyalty to the nation state. Bellah argues that a nation’s civil religion does not necessarily need to involve the supernatural – however in the case of America, it does.

According to Bellah, God and America are seen to walk hand-inhand. American coins tell the world “In God we Trust”, American presidents swear an oath of allegiance to God and the phrase “God

bless America” ends speeches given by dignitaries across the USA. This is not a particular God of Catholics, Protestants or Jews; it has more general application as “America’s God”. In this respect, the faith in Americanism helps to unite the American people. 

Summary

Analyse the Sociological argument for the non-existence of God (24).
The Religious Experience Argument

An omnipotent and perfectly good creator will seek to interact with his creaturesand in particular with human persons capable of knowing him. He has reason, as we have seen, to interact in the public world- occasionally making a difference to it in response to our prayers for particular needs (Swinburne, 1996: 130). The religious experience argument for the existence of God is in some ways the basis for all religion. William James wrote that “in a world in which no religious feeling had ever existed, I doubt whether any philosophic theology could have ever been framed” (1902: ). All religion and religious belief owe their existence in some way to religious experience. For example, had God not covenanted with Abraham and aided Moses in the Passover and Exodus would we have Judaism today. 

1. What other religious experiences can you think of that are of crucial importance to religious groups?

The religious experiences of the individual have become crucial for the whole religion in shaping their idea of deity and how they respond to that deity. However, religious experience isn’t just for the “prophets”- individual people have religious experiences that confirm their religious belief or indeed change their religious belief.  Religious Experience has been defined as “The contemplation of the pious is the immediate consciousness of the universal existence of all finite things, in and through the Infinite and of all temporal things in and through the Eternal” (Schleiermacher, 1799: 36).
2. Explain Schleiermacher’s definition in your own words.

The various types of religious experience have been categorised in different ways. Common groups include:

Numinous/Awe

This is a feeling of awe and wonder, that there is something greater than you. E.g. when you enter a great religious building or go for a walk in the countryside.

Conversion

When your life is changed by giving yourself to God.

Miracle

Something which seems to break the laws of science and makes you think only God could have done it.

Mystical

Gaining direct contact with God through things like visions and trances.

William James

Key Person: William James (1842-1910)

American psychologist and philosopher. Most famous for investigating religious experiences as a psychological phenomenon. His book Varieties of Religious Experience was published in 1902.
William James investigated the various mystical religious experiences people had. He found that most religious experiences shared common characteristics which he outlined in his book The Varieties of Religious Experience. What is interesting was that he did not investigate the objective validity of religious experiences but recognised that they were “true” for the individual and in some ways that is all that mattered. He noted that mystical experiences had the following in common:

1. Ineffability.- The handiest of the marks by which I classify a state of mind as mystical is negative. The subject of it immediately says that it defies expression, that no adequate report of its contents can be given in words. It follows from this that its quality must be directly experienced; it cannot be imparted or transferred to others. In this peculiarity mystical states are more like states of feeling than like states of intellect. No one can make clear to another who has never had a certain feeling, in what the quality or worth of it consists. One must have musical ears to know the value of a symphony; one must have been in love one's self to understand a lover's state of mind. Lacking the heart or ear, we cannot interpret the musician or the lover justly, and are even likely to consider him weak-minded or absurd. The mystic finds that most of us accord to his experiences an equally incompetent treatment. 
2. Noetic quality.- Although so similar to states of feeling, mystical states seem to those who experience them to be also states of knowledge. They are states of insight into depths of truth unplumbed by the discursive intellect. They are illuminations, revelations, full of significance and importance, all inarticulate though they remain; and as a rule they carry with them a curious sense of authority for after-time. These two characters will entitle any state to be called mystical, in the sense in which I use the word. Two other qualities are less sharply marked, but are usually found. These are: 

3. Transiency.- Mystical states cannot be sustained for long. Except in rare instances, half an hour, or at most an hour or two, seems to be the limit beyond which they fade into the light of common day. Often, when faded, their quality can but imperfectly be reproduced in memory; but when they recur it is recognized; and from one recurrence to another it is susceptible of continuous development in what is felt as inner richness and importance. 

4. Passivity.- Although the oncoming of mystical states may be facilitated by preliminary voluntary operations, as by fixing the attention, or going through certain bodily performances, or in other ways which manuals of mysticism prescribe; yet when the characteristic sort of consciousness once has set in, the mystic feels as if his own will were in abeyance, and indeed sometimes as if he were grasped and held by a superior power. This latter peculiarity connects mystical states with certain definite phenomena of secondary or alternative personality, such as prophetic speech, automatic writing, or the mediumistic trance. When these latter conditions are well pronounced, however, there may be no recollection whatever of the phenomenon and it may have no significance for the subject's usual inner life, to which, as it were, it makes a mere interruption. Mystical states, strictly so called, are never merely interruptive. Some memory of their content always remains, and a profound sense of their importance. They modify the inner life of the subject between the times of their recurrence. Sharp divisions in this region are, however, difficult to make, and we find all sorts of gradations and mixtures (James, 1982: 380-382). 
3. Explain James’ common characteristics in your own words.

4. Think of two more religious experiences and explain what happened in each of them. Are they mystical religious experiences? Explain your answer.

Key Word:  Passive (the person having the experience doesn't initiate it.  They feel 'done to' rather than proactive)

Key Word: Transient (the experience is fleeting, comes and goes, cannot be retained or prolonged by their own effort)

Key Word: Noetic(mystical experience generates knowledge, leaves people feeling sure in new ways, establishes personal certainty)

Key Word:  Inexpressible (there are no words which adequately or completely make sense of the mystical: it is beyond description)

5. Below is an extract from a speech by Martin Luther King. Choose four different colours and underline the parts that could be expressed as passive, transient, noetic and inexpressible.
The problems of life will begin to overwhelm you; disappointments will begin to beat upon the door of your life like a tidal wave. (Yes) And if you don't have a deep and patient faith, (Well) you aren't going to be able to make it. 

I know this from my own experience. The first twenty-five years of my life were very comfortable years... didn't have to worry about anything.

I have a marvelous mother and father. They went out of the way to provide everything for their children, basic necessities. ...And you know, I was about to conclude that life had been wrapped up for me in a Christmas package.

Now of course I was religious; I grew up in the church. ...My father is a preacher, my grandfather was a preacher, my great-grandfather was a preacher, my only brother is a preacher, my Daddy's brother is a preacher.
So I didn't have much choice, I guess. (laughter)

But I had grown up in the church, and the church meant something very real to me, but it was a kind of inherited religion and I had never felt an experience with God in the way that you must have it if you're going to walk the lonely paths of this life. Everything was done, and if I had a problem I could always call Daddy, my earthly father; things were solved.

But one day after finishing school, I was called to a little church down in Montgomery, Alabama, and I started preaching there. Things were going well in that church; it was a marvelous experience. But one day a year later, a lady by the name of Rosa Parks decided that she wasn't going to take it any longer. She stayed in a bus seat, and you may not remember it because it's way back now several years, but it was the beginning of a movement...

Things were going well for the first few days, but then about ten or fifteen days later, after the white people in Montgomery knew that we meant business, they started doing some nasty things. They started making nasty telephone calls, and it came to the point that some days more than forty telephone calls would come in, threatening my life, the life of my family, the life of my children. I took it for a while in a strong manner.

But I never will forget one night very late. It was around midnight. And you can have some strange experiences at midnight.

I had been out meeting with the steering committee all that night. And I came home, and my wife was in the bed and I immediately crawled into bed to get some rest to get up early the next morning to try to keep things going. And immediately the telephone started ringing and I picked it up. On the other end was an ugly voice. That voice said to me, in substance, "Nigger, we are tired of you and your mess now. And if you aren't out of this town in three days, we're going to blow your brains out and blow up your house." (Lord Jesus)

I'd heard these things before, but for some reason that night it got to me.
I turned over and I tried to go to sleep, but I couldn't sleep. I was frustrated, bewildered. And then I got up and went back to the kitchen and I started warming some coffee, thinking that coffee would give me a little relief. 

And then I started thinking about many things. I thought back on the theology and philosophy that I had just studied in the universities, trying to give philosophical and theological reasons for the existence and the reality of sin and evil, but the answer didn't quite come there.

I sat there and thought about a beautiful little daughter who had just been born about a month earlier. We have four children now, but we only had one then. She was the darling of my life. I'd come in night after night and see that little gentle smile. And I sat at that table thinking about that little girl and thinking about the fact that she could be taken away from me any minute. And I started thinking about a dedicated, devoted, and loyal wife who was over there asleep. And she could be taken from me, or I could be taken from her. And I got to the point that I couldn't take it any longer; I was weak. 

Something said to me, you can't call on Daddy now, he's up in Atlanta a hundred and seventy-five miles away. You can't even call on Mama now. You've got to call on that something in that person that your Daddy used to tell you about. (Yes) That power that can make a way out of no way. (Yes)

And I discovered then that religion had to become real to me and I had to know God for myself. (Yes, sir) And I bowed down over that cup of coffee. I never will forget it. (Yes, sir) And oh yes, I prayed a prayer and I prayed out loud that night. (Yes) I said, "Lord... I must confess that I'm weak now; I'm faltering; I'm losing my courage. (Yes)

...And it seemed at that moment that I could hear an inner voice saying to me, (Yes) "Martin Luther... lo I will be with you, (Yes) even until the end of the world."

And I'll tell you, I've seen the lightning flash. I've heard the thunder roll. I felt sin- breakers dashing, trying to conquer my soul.

But I heard the voice of Jesus... He promised never to leave me, never to leave me alone. No, never alone. No, never alone. He promised never to leave me, (Never) never to leave me alone.

And I'm going on in believing in him. (Yes) You'd better know him, and know his name, and know how to call his name. (Yes)

You may not know philosophy. You may not be able to say with Alfred North Whitehead that he's the Principle of Concretion. You may not be able to say with Hegel and Spinoza that he is the Absolute Whole. You may not be able to say with Plato that he's the Architectonic Good. You may not be able to say with Aristotle that he's the Unmoved Mover.

But ...you begin to know that our brothers and sisters in distant days were right. Because they did know him as a rock in a weary land, as a shelter in the time of starving, as my water when I'm thirsty, and then my bread in a starving land. 

And then if you can't even say that, ...you have to say, "he's my everything. He's my sister and my brother. He's my mother and my father." If you believe it and know it, you never need walk in darkness.

Don't be a fool. Recognize your dependence on God. (Yes, sir) As the days become dark and the nights become dreary, realize that there is a God who rules above.

And so I'm not worried about tomorrow. I get weary every now and then. The future looks difficult and dim, but I'm not worried about it ultimately because I have faith in God.

Centuries ago Jeremiah raised a question, "Is there no balm in Gilead? Is there no physician there?" He raised it because he saw the good people suffering so often and the evil people prospering. (Yes, sir)

Centuries later our slave foreparents came along. (Yes, sir) And they too saw the injustices of life... But they did an amazing thing. They looked back across the centuries and they took Jeremiah's question mark and straightened it into an exclamation point. And they could sing, "There is a balm in Gilead to make the wounded whole. (Yes) There is a balm in Gilead to heal the sin-sick soul." And there is another stanza that I like so well: "Sometimes (Yeah) I feel discouraged." (Yes)

And I don't mind telling you this morning that sometimes I feel discouraged.

(All right) ...Living every day under extensive criticisms, even from Negroes, I feel discouraged sometimes. (applause) Yes, sometimes I feel discouraged and feel my work's in vain.

But then the holy spirit (Yes) revives my soul again. "There is a balm in Gilead to make the wounded whole. There is a balm in Gilead to heal the sin-sick soul." God bless you. (applause) (taken from http://www.tlc.org/articles/mlkjr.php ).
Rudolph Otto

Key Person: Rudolph Otto (1869-1937)

German theologian. His most famous work is The Idea of the Holy (1917) It defines the concept of the holy as that which is numinous. He coined this new term based on the Latin numen (deity).
In his book The Idea of the Holy Otto proposes and investigates the word numen which can then be extended to the numinous. He argues that experiences with the other (God) are numinous in nature and gives numerous examples where this may be so. He outlines a number of numinous responses that are possible:

Numinous dread/awe (Mysterium Tremendum)

This is the feeling of awe and recognition that there is a power beyond the physical world what is beyond our comprehension. It may become the hushed, trembling, and speechless humility of the creature in the presence of- whom or what? In the presence of that which is a mystery inexpressible and above all creatures (Otto, 1958: 13). CS Lewis has described the difference between this awe and normal fear: Suppose you were told there was a tiger in the next room: you would know that you were in danger and would probably feel fear. But if you were told 'There is a ghost in the next room', and believed it, you would feel, indeed, what is often called fear, but of a different kind. It would not be based on the knowledge of danger, for no one is primarily afraid of what a ghost may do to him, but of the mere fact that it is a ghost. It is 'uncanny' rather than dangerous, and the special kind of fear it excites may be called Dread. With the Uncanny one has reached the fringes of the Numinous. Now suppose that you were told simply 'There is a mighty spirit in the room', and believed it. Your feelings would then be even less like the mere fear of danger: but the disturbance would be profound. You would feel wonder and a certain shrinking--a sense of inadequacy to cope with such a visitant and of prostration before it--an emotion which might be expressed in Shakespeare's words 'Under it my genius is rebuked'*. This feeling may be described as awe, and the object which excites it as the Numinous.

A modern example may be found (if we are not too proud to seek it there) in The Wind in the Willows where Rat and Mole approach Pan on the island:

'"Rat," he found breath to whisper, shaking, "Are you afraid?" "Afraid?" murmured the Rat, his eyes shining with unutterable love. "Afraid? of Him? O, never, never. And yet--and yet--O Mole, I am afraid." (The Problem of Pain).
This then leads the person to a feeling of stupor, a "blank wonder, an astonishment that strikes us dumb, amazement absolute" (1958:26). Following on from this is the shudder: "The 'shudder' reappears in a form ennobled beyond measure where the soul, held speechless, trembles inwardly to the farthest fibre of its being ... it implies that the mysterious is beginning to loom before the mind, to touch the feelings." (1958: 17).

Leading to what Otto calls” 'creature-consciousness' or creature-feeling. It is the emotion of a creature, submerged and overwhelmed by its own nothingness in contrast to that which is supreme above all creatures” (1958: 10). In recognising their own nothingness the person is then moved to acknowledge the power and majesty of the numinous. Otto develops this further to the person feeling unworthy and in a sense tainting the “holiness” by our presence. We thus need to “cover” ourselves to make ourselves able to approach the holy one (see 1958: 54). 

6. How do Christians seek to cover themselves (or make themselves holy)?

This would suggest that Christianity (and Judaism) have their roots in an encounter with the holy where people have gone through this process.
Numinous Fascination (mysterium fascinosum)

This links with the Mysterium Tremendum as Otto seeks to explain why with this feeling of dread people are attracted to the numinous. The numinous draws us to it with an irresistable force that is nearly irresistible. Otto calls this alluring quality the mysterium fascinosum. At its most intense, this fascination becomes "exuberant" and transforms into the mystical "moment" or direct, complete contact with the numen (see 1958: 36ff).

7. Summarise Otto’s view of the numinous.

8. What links (if any) does this have with James’ analysis of the mystical.

Are Religious Experiences Valid?

Having examined Otto and James’ definitions and characteristics of religious experience it is important to seek to answer the question as to whether religious experiences prove the existence of God. An argument that could be made based on James and Otto is the fact that religious experiences share many of the same characteristics then they must have some validity. Hick would argue that the differing emphases (and religions) are a result of our environment and culture but nevertheless “the universal presence of the Real… is transformed into inner or outer visions or voices” by our own psyches (2004: 169).

9. What is Hick arguing?

A modern philosopher who has become crucial in this discussion is Richard Swinburne.

Key person: Richard Swinburne (1934-)
An eminent Christian Philosopher who discusses many arguments in his book The Existence of God, but his major contribution is developing the arguments from probability and providence. For the religious experience arguments he developed the principles of credulity and testimony.

The principle of credulity

…we ought to believe that things are as they seem to be (in the epistemic sense) unless and until we have evidence that we are mistaken… If it seems to me that I am seeing a table or hearing my friend’s voice, I ought to believe this until evidence appears that I have been deceived. If you say the contrary– never trust appearances until it is proved that they are reliable– you will never have any beliefs at all. For what would show that appearances are reliable, except more appearances? And, if you cannot trust appearances as such, you cannot trust these new ones either. Just as you must trust your ordinary five senses, so it is equally rational to trust your religious sense (Swinburne, 1996: 132).

10. Have you had experiences that have been deceiving? Give an example.

11. What arguments can be made against the principle of credulity?

If I say that I am speaking to Mark on the phone there are a number of things you can do to verify this. You can take the phone off me and speak to him yourself. You can check my phone records. You can try and ring Mark yourself to see if his line is busy. You can employ any number of methods to prove my assertion correct. However, if I say that God has spoken to me, how can this be verified? Perhaps you can speak to God yourself and see if you get the same experience. But what happens if you don’t? Is my experience invalid? Swinburne argues otherwise:

If some people do not have these experiences, that suggests that they are blind to religious realities– just as someone’s inability to see colours does not show that the many of who claim to see them are mistaken, only that he is colour blind (ibid: 133).

This is slightly offensive to those with no religious faith– is Swinburne suggesting people haven’t had these experiences because they are lacking something. A further example could be magic eye experiments– I am unable to see any of them, why? Because I am blind in one eye and 3D doesn’t work for me but I still accept them as valid because of what other people have said. Should therefore irreligiosity be seen as a result of disability? Swinburne continues:

If three witnesses in a law court claim (independently) to have seen the suspect in some street at a certain time, and three witnesses who were in the street at that time claim not to have seen him, then – other things being equal– the court will surely normally take the view that the suspect was there, and that the later three witnesses simply did not notice him. It is basic to human knowledge of the world that we believe things are as they seem to be in the absence of positive evidence to the contrary. Someone who seems to have an experience of God should believe that he does, unless evidence can be produced that he is mistaken (ibid: 133).

12. Are these examples valid? Explain your answer.

 It is at this point that we need to refer back to the verification and falsification principles from the chapter on Religious language. 

13. Briefly recap what the verification and falsification principles are.

14. How can these be used in a discussion of the principle of credulity?
The Principle of Testimony

…those who do not have an experience of a certain type ought to believe any others when they say that they do– again, in the absence of deceit or delusion. If we could not in general trust what other people say about their experiences without checking them out in some way, our knowledge of history or geography or science would be almost non-existent. In virtue of the principle of testimony, there become available to those of us who do not ourselves have religious experiences the reports of others who do, and to which, therefore, we can apply the principle of credulity. In the absence of counter evidence, we ought to believe that things are as they seem to be to other people; and we do, of course, normally so assume. We trust the reports of others on what they see unless we have reason to suppose that they are lying, or deceiving themselves, or simply misobserving. We ought to do the same with their reports of religious experience (ibid: 133-4).
15. How is the principle of testimony different to the principle of credulity?
The Noetic Proof
If a person doesn’t accept the principles of credulity and testimony they could always see the response that the experience created. For example if a person claims to have a religious experience but then behaves in an immoral way then it could be suggested the experience either wasn’t real or had no real impact on them. However, using James’ noetic quality as an example a religious experience will leave a person feeling sure in new ways– if a person changes their life and behaviour because of a religious experience then surely some credence should be given to that experience. 

16. Refer back to Martin Luther King’s religious experience. How could this be shown to be noetic and thus prove the validity of the religious experience?

17. Read the story of Saul/Paul below. Summarise it in your own words under the subheadings: What Saul was like before the religious experience? The religious experience. What Saul was like after the religious experience? 

18. Is this experience real? Explain your answer.

Meanwhile Saul, still breathing threats and murder against the disciples of the Lord, went to the high priest and asked him for letters to the synagogues at Damascus, so that if he found any who belonged to the Way, men or women, he might bring them bound to Jerusalem.3Now as he was going along and approaching Damascus, suddenly a light from heaven flashed around him. He fell to the ground and heard a voice saying to him, ‘Saul, Saul, why do you persecute me?’ He asked, ‘Who are you, Lord?’ The reply came, ‘I am Jesus, whom you are persecuting. But get up and enter the city, and you will be told what you are to do.’ The men who were travelling with him stood speechless because they heard the voice but saw no one. Saul got up from the ground, and though his eyes were open, he could see nothing; so they led him by the hand and brought him into Damascus. For three days he was without sight, and neither ate nor drank. 

 
Now there was a disciple in Damascus named Ananias. The Lord said to him in a vision, ‘Ananias.’ He answered, ‘Here I am, Lord.’ The Lord said to him, ‘Get up and go to the street called Straight, and at the house of Judas look for a man of Tarsus named Saul. At this moment he is praying, and he has seen in a vision a man named Ananias come in and lay his hands on him so that he might regain his sight.’ But Ananias answered, ‘Lord, I have heard from many about this man, how much evil he has done to your saints in Jerusalem; and here he has authority from the chief priests to bind all who invoke your name.’ But the Lord said to him, ‘Go, for he is an instrument whom I have chosen to bring my name before Gentiles and kings and before the people of Israel; I myself will show him how much he must suffer for the sake of my name.’ So Ananias went and entered the house. He laid his hands on Saul and said, ‘Brother Saul, the Lord Jesus, who appeared to you on your way here, has sent me so that you may regain your sight and be filled with the Holy Spirit.’ And immediately something like scales fell from his eyes, and his sight was restored. Then he got up and was baptized, and after taking some food, he regained his strength.
Saul Preaches in Damascus

For several days he was with the disciples in Damascus, and immediately he began to proclaim Jesus in the synagogues, saying, ‘He is the Son of God.’ All who heard him were amazed and said, ‘Is not this the man who made havoc in Jerusalem among those who invoked this name? And has he not come here for the purpose of bringing them bound before the chief priests?’ Saul became increasingly more powerful and confounded the Jews who lived in Damascus by proving that Jesus was the Messiah. (Acts 9: 1-22).
Against Religious Experience
19. What arguments could be made against religious experiences from the viewpoints of Feuerbach, Freud and Marx?

If they are right and religious experiences are mere imaginings how can a person’s response to the experiences be explained? Perhaps they could point to schizophrenics whose voices and alternate personalities are very real to them but would not be accepted by rational people. Sam Harris has argued: 

We have names for people who have many beliefs for which there is no rational justification. When their beliefs are extremely common we call them 'religious'; otherwise, they are likely to be called 'mad', 'psychotic' or 'delusional' . . . Clearly there is sanity in numbers. And yet, it is merely an accident of history that it is considered normal in our society to believe that the Creator of the universe can hear your thoughts, while it is demonstrative of mental illness to believe that he is communicating with you by having the rain tap in Morse code on your bedroom window. And so, while religious people are not generally mad, their core beliefs absolutely are (2004:72).
Supported by Dawkins:

You say you have experienced God directly? Well, some people have experienced a pink elephant, but that probably doesn't impress you. Peter Sutcliffe, the Yorkshire Ripper, distinctly heard the voice of Jesus telling him to kill women, and he was locked up for life. George W. Bush says that God told him to invade Iraq (a pity God didn't vouchsafe him a revelation that there were no weapons of mass destruction). Individuals in asylums think they are Napoleon or Charlie Chaplin, or that the entire world is conspiring against them, or that they can broadcast their thoughts into other people's heads. We humour them but don't take their internally revealed beliefs seriously, mostly because not many people share them. Religious experiences are different only in that the people who claim them are numerous.(2006: 88).

20. How would Harris and Dawkins counter the principles of credulity and testimony?

Anthony Flew continues the debate in suggesting that it is imperative to find out if “any such private experiences can be furnished with adequate credentials”. He suggests that two elements mitigate against this:

1. “Religious experiences are enormously varied, ostensibly authenticating innumerable beliefs many of which are in contradiction with another or even themselves”.

2. “Their character seems to depend on the interests, background, and expectations of those who have them rather than anything separate and autonomous” (2005: 133).

He also argues that even if religious experiences are true it does not prove the “existence and character of the Christian God” (ibid: 135). He suggests that even religious believers should be wary of using religious experience in and of itself as a basis for belief: “it is significant that the Roman Catholic Church is always chary of any appeal to personal experience not disciplined and supported by (its own) authority. For this insistence on the need for external checks and props surely springs from a wise acknowledgment that religious experience is not suited to serve as the evidential foundation which is needed if anyone is to be entitled to claim religious knowledge” (ibid: 136).

21. Summarise Flew’s views in your own words.

22. Is the Catholic Church right to mistrust religious experiences on their own? Explain your answer.

23. How would Hick counter Flew’s argument?

All that can be argued then is that these experiences are real to the people who claim to have them. The religious person ascribes religious meaning to experiences which the nonreligious do not. If someone is healed after a period of prayer is this a coincidence or a religious experience? Their objective validity is untestable and proof must be left to the believer or the sceptic. For the believer it is with the sceptic which lies the burden of proving the experience true; whereas with the sceptic the burden of proof lies with the believer: 
But religious experience cannot be either exclusively objective or subjective. Something is experienced (objective), but what is experienced is a matter of interpretation (subjective). Two people could experience the same thing; for one it would be profound, moving and ‘religious’, for the other it could be a matter of little interest. The subjective aspect of religion is just as ‘real’ as the objective (Thompson, 1997:35-6).
It is also in critiquing religious experiences that we could use Hume’s arguments against miracles (1. The quality of witnesses; 2. Human suspense of sound reasoning when faced with the miraculous; 3. Miracles tend to be found amongst the “ignorant and barbarous”; 4. Religious systems are incompatible). 
24. After rereading Hume’s arguments explain how they can be linked to disproving religious experiences.
Essay

Analyse religious experience as an argument for the existence of God and evaluate whether this argument supports the probability of the existence of God. (40)
Religious Language

Introduction to Religious Language

1. Below is a list of English phrases- try and translate them into a form that everybody would understand.

Keep your hair on; This CD is wicked; How’s about a bit of how’s your father; I’ll give you a knuckle sandwich; She’s a bunny boiler; 

I got that on a five fingered discount; I worshipped at the porcelain altar last night; He’s anyhow; As garn yam; Yan, tan, tither; I din’t breed a gibber. Put your ganzey on, it’s a bit chilly. Och! She’s an awfi quine she should have been born a loon.


Some language (that is not religious) is regional (or even familial) in origin and loses a lot of its meaning when spoken to someone who does not have the necessary experience to decode the underlying ideas.

Religious language is the language we use to communicate ideas about faith, belief, religious practice and God. Whenever we use any type of language it is dependant on our understanding of the ideas behind the words.

2. Below is a list of religious language. Using your own decoding abilities explain what image or qualities the word(s) conjures up.

God, Church (there are two meanings to this word), Worship, Love your neighbour, Love your wife, Love God, Devil, Prayer, Idol, Blasphemy

However the discussion  about religious language goes much further than the meaning of words and impacts on the truth claims of religion.

Religious language causes problems because behind the words used in religion there are underlying concepts. Because of people’s different background and understandings the interpretations they give to religious language. Religious language differs from normal, everyday language in that it can be used to identify a commitment to a particular faith community or to make a claim on behalf of your faith traditions.

Definitions

Religious language can be seen to fall into two broad categories- 

1. Cognitive or realist

2. Non-cognitive or anti realist

Cognitive: This is language based on fact. Facts are known to be true through cognitive language. Linked with this is realism where a statement is true or false if it corresponds to something in reality.

Non-cognitive: Language that cannot be proved true or false through knowledge. This would include moral, emotional and ethical language. A non-realist would argue that language is true in relation to other statements that are held to be true. It is true for a certain situation.

Religious language is often used to describe the metaphysical or transcendent and therefore is open to interpretation and misunderstanding.

This shows that religious language can be equivocal, but it can also be univocal only in so far as they are descriptive, e.g. the cross at the front of Lincoln Cathedral is brown. This is true because it is specific and empirical 

Univocal: Unvocal language is clear and unambiguous. The statement “Manchester is a city” is univocal. It cannot be misunderstood- the concept of city is established.

Equivocal: Equivocal language is unclear and ambiguous. A particular word or phrase may have more than one meaning and can therefore lead to confusion. For example “Mike is gay” could suggest Mike being homosexual or happy

Analytic statement: is one that is internally verifiable eg. All bachelors are unmarried men, a triangle has three sides.

Synthetic statement: A statement that needs external evidence to assert its truthfulness.

3. Univocal language can be seen to limit God. Give examples of this.

4. Equivocal language can be seen to teach us nothing. Why do you think people might say this?

5. Group the various key terms into two sections: Religious Language is meaningless and Religious Language in Meaningful
Analogy

To make religious language meaningful it has been suggested that we need to add an analogical type of language. 

6. What is an analogy?


Aquinas argued that we have to speak about God using everyday language because it’s all we available to us. There is, however, a recognisable problem in using imperfect language to describe a perfect God. He rejected those writers who argued for a via negative which describes Giod in terms of what he is not. An example of this was Pseudo-Dionysius who said that because language was hopelessly inadequate an attempt should not be made to describe God. 

Aquinas continued that there are positive things to say about God but that univocal and equivocal language were inappropriate. Thus, analogical language is the only type that is available to us. He split analogical language into two:

1. Analogy of attribution

This is where we ascribe a quality to one thing because it is caused by anither, eg human wisdom is a reflection of God’s wisdom. Hick extends this by suggesting our qualities are “shadows and remote approximations” to the perfect qualities of God. Our knowledge of what love is is true but a poor version of God’s love.

2. Analogy of proportionality

The attributes that we have are proportional to our nature; similarly God’s qualities are proportional to his nature. Our understanding of wisdom is finite because we are—God’s is infinite because he is infinite.

7. Explain the difference between analogy of attribution and proportionality.

8. What arguments could be made to suggest that analogy is meaningless?

Symbolic language

Building on the work of analogy Tillich has suggested that religious language is meaningful insofar as it is symbolic. Tillich preferred to use the term sign instead of miracle because the event pointed towards the ultimate reality (God) that was behind it. Hence the event could be a sign for some and not for others. Religious language is the same in that the language points beyond the concrete to the ultimate reality.

Ian Ramsey suggested similar things but also that in religious language we need to use models and qualifiers. A model is the term that helps us understand the thing it represents; for example God is powerful- we understand this because “powerful” is the model which we understand. But we need to qualify it because God is powerful is not the same as James is powerful. The qualifier we use is infinitely- God is infinitely powerful.

9. How could symbolic language help us understand God?

Language Games

Wittgenstein similarly recognised the problems of using everyday language in religious contexts. “One cannot guess how a word functions. One has to look at its use and learn from that” summarised as ‘don’t ask for meaning ask for use’ (1968: 109).
 This discussion is highlighted by Lewis Carroll: “‘When I use a word,’ Humpty Dumpty said, in rather a scornful tone, ‘it means just what I choose it to mean—neither more nor less.’ ‘The question is,’ said Alice, ‘whether you can make words mean so many different things.’ ‘The question is,’ said Humpty Dumpty, ‘which is to be master—that's all’” (1963: 269).
Language games refers back to the decoding abilities we discussed at the beginning of the chapter. Different uses of language have different rules- it becomes meaningful only as we understand the rules of the game. 

There are two examples we can use here. If five people found a ball. One may only be familiar with football, one with rounders, one cricket and so on. Imagine the confusing game if they all played according to their own rules. The game only becomes possible when the rules are understood by each. Similarly with religious language- I could say I believe in God- a Christian would understand a triune nature whilst a Muslim and Hindu view would be different even though they same thing.

A prism may also help. If we suggest a word as the beam of light going into the prism. The prism is our culture, religion and experiences which interpret the word. The refracted light is thus the meaning we ascribe to the word.

Language can thus be meaningless or meaningful depending on our prism or understanding of the rules.

10. Explain Language Games in your own words.

Religious Language is meaningless

The Verification Principle
An early version of the verification principle can be found in Hume’s writings:

If we take in our hand any volume; of divinity or school metaphysics, for instance, let us ask, Does it contain any abstract reasoning containing quantity or number? No. Does it contain any experimental reasoning, concerning matter of fact or existence? No. Commit it to the flames: for it contains nothing but sophistry or illusion.

11. Explain what Hume is saying.

The Verification Principle was formulated by the Logical Positivists who argued that a statement could only be meaningful insofar as it was verifiable by the sense experiences. They didn’t argue truth or falsity only meaningfulness. In this they drew on the Analytic and Synthetic statements outlined earlier.

The criteria which we use to test the genuineness of apparent statements of fact is the criteria of verifiability. We say that a sentence is factually significant to any given person, if, and only if, he knows how to verify the proposition which it purports to express- that is, of he knows what observations would lead him, under certain conditions, to accept the prposition as being true, or reject it as being false.

12. What implications does this have for religious language?

Religious language is not analytic nor synthetic and thus is meaningless. But, then again so are historical statements. We cannot verify Henry VIII’s marriage to Anne Boleyn through direct sense experience or internal logic. Ayer responded to this criticism by formulating the Strong and Weak verification principles.
Strong Verification- there is no doubt because of experimentation or reason.

Weak Verification: verifiable through observations at the time.

13. What implications does this have for religious language?

Using the weak verification principel we can verify some statements about historical religious figures like Jesus and Muhammad. We could also possibly argue God is creator if we can find evidence of design in the world. However, other statements about God remain unverifiable (an thus meaningless). However, John Hick has argued for an eschatological verification principle where statements can be verified in the future. 

Two people are journeying along a road. One believes he is travelling towards a Celestial City. The other believes the road leads nowhere. There is no way to prove the statements made about the Celestial City, and such statements are not analytic. It could therefore be argued that the statements are meaningless. However, the travellers’ statements are meaningful because they can be verified retrospectively.

Also, statements about the verification principle are not verifiable!

The Falsification Principle

Karl Popper argued that scientists tried to prove hypothesis’ wrong- it was in doing this that scientists could verify a hypothesis. Anthony Flew was influenced by this and developed the Falsification principle for language. He argued that religious people refused the possibility that their beliefs and statements could be falsified (proved false). Because we cannot entertain the possibility that it can be proved false religious language is meaningless. No matter what evidence is presented to contradict a belief the believer qualifies the statement (or moves the goalposts) in what Flew called the “death of a thousand qualifications”. This is shown in Flew’s adaptation of Wisdom’s parable of the Gardener:

Two explorers come across a clearing in the jungle. In the clearing many flowers and weeds are growing. One is convinced that a gardener comes and tends the flowers, while the other disagrees, pointing to the weeds as evidence that no gardener comes. They pitch their tents and set a watch. No gardener is ever seen. The believer wonders if there is an invisible gardener, so they patrol with bloodhounds but the bloodhounds never give a cry. Yet the believer remains unconvinced, and insists that the gardener is invisible, has no scent and gives no sound. The sceptic doesn't agree, and asks how a so-called invisible, intangible, elusive gardener differ from an imaginary gardener, or even no gardener at all.
14. Explain the Falsification Principle in your own words.

Swinburne criticised the falsification principle by suggesting that religious statements are not cognitive and should not be subject to the same rules. For example The statement that a cupboard is full of toys that come to life when everyone is asleep and no-one is looking is meaningful, because we understand what it means to suggest that toys can move, even though we can never gather the evidence required to falsify the statement.

Brathwaite similarly argued that religious language is non-cognitive and not subject to either the verification or falsification principles.
Mitchell used a story to suggest that a religious believers belief is based on an experience that further evidence is not sufficient to shake.

In an occupied country during the second world war, a freedom fighter meets a mysterious stranger and spends a night in deep conversation. The stranger tells the fighter to trust that he is on the side of the resistance, even if at times he might be seen helping the enemy. They never meet alone again. The fighter's faith in the stranger is constantly tested. Sometimes he helps members of the resistance and they are grateful that he is on their side. Then the stranger is seen with German officers, going into their headquarters and attending parties with them. Sometimes he is seen in police uniform handing over patriots to the occupying forces. However, the freedom fighter still trusts him. Sometimes he asks the stranger for help, and he receives it. Sometimes he asks and no help is given, but he still feels that 'the stranger knows best'. His friends in the resistance finally say, ‘Well, what would he have to do for you to admit that you are wrong and he is not on our side?' The partisan refuses to condemn the stranger. Sometimes his friends say that if the stranger's conduct is what he means by 'being on his side' then the sooner he switches sides the better. Despite being tempted to lose faith in the stranger, as he sometimes sees him appearing to help the enemy and sometimes not, the fighter always says to himself ' The stranger knows best.'
15. What meaning does this have for religious language?

Hare suggests that religious language is subject to different rules. It is non-cognitive and cannot make factual claims. It can, howver, have meaning as it influences the way people view the world. He calls this way of looking at the world a blik. 

16. Why does Hare claim religious language has meaning?
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