2. (a) Give the second version of the ontological argument Malcolm 
finds in Anselm. (b) How should the argument be stated in terms of 
“possible worlds”? (c) Does talking about “possible worlds” help make 
the argument’s structure clearer and more plausible, and if so, how? 
(d) Does the argument have any force? In other words: Is it 
sophistical, easily refuted? Should anyone be convinced by it?

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 12. Malcolm interprets Anselm’s ontological argument to be two parts; the first part being the argument that existence is a perfect-making property is flawed and argued by Kant, because perfection is not a quality that can be attributed to being like other qualities. Existence is not a quality that is just added on with other qualities. The stronger argument is Anselm’s second argument which follows from the idea of necessary being. Anselm states that since there can be a being whose non-existence is logically possible, a being whose non-existence is logically impossible must be “greater.” Malcolm then continues to define “greater” in a more applicable way. He concludes that for such a being to be “greater,” it must not be dependent or limited by anything. Thus God must also be eternal, not just have endless duration, in order to be independent and not limited by the confines of time. Then, such a God would have “necessary being” as perfection. The argument follows then that God is a necessary being, and if his existence is possible, then he must exist. If his existence is impossible, then he cannot exist. God’s existence is possible, and therefore God must exist. Another look at this argument can argue that a necessary being must exist in all possible worlds. Thus, if it is possible for it to exist, it must exist. The possible worlds statement helps easier understand the concept of “necessary being,” although it does not further validate the argument. Criticism of Malcolm’s interpretation can refute the premise that God’s existence is possible. Thus, if one is willing to accept that God’s existence is impossible, one would not be convinced of Malcolm’s argument. There are many philosophical arguments that would contribute to proving the impossibility of God’s existence. However, for those who accept that God’s existence is possible, then surely Malcolm offers a sound argument that is convincing.

3. (a) What sort of uniformities does Swinburne use to argue for the 
existence of a designer? (b) Plug them in as “e” in his statement of 
the argument in terms of raising probability, and explain what the 
other letters stand for. (c) Why does he think P(h/e&k) is much higher 
than P(h/k)? (d) How significant would this be, if true?

3. (A) The uniformities used by Swinburne to argue for the existence of a designer is the universe’s pervasive temporal order and the conformity of nature to formula as recorded in the scientific laws formulated by men. The orderliness of the universe and the laws of nature that constantly hold to be true and cannot be scientifically explained other than by themselves. Swinburne argues, what he refers to as, a form of teleological argument from the temporal order of the world. Regularities of succession are all-pervasive and simple laws govern almost all successions of events. Swinburne argues that because of the orderliness of the universe and its conformity to formula, and formulable scientific laws cannot be independent or coincidental. An example of a uniformity used by Swinburne is the powers and liabilities possessed by material objects (B) Swinburne’s asks whether P(h/e&k)>P(h/k). So “e” will represent the powers and liabilities possessed by material objects. “H” will be the hypothesis of theism. “K” will be the existence of a complex physical universe. The argument would then be as follows: The powers and liabilities possessed by material objects confirms the existence of God if and only if the powers and liabilities possessed by material objects is more probable if there is a God than if there is not. (C) Swinburne states that the order of the world is evidence of God because its occurrence would be improbable a priori and because of the overriding good reason for making an orderly universe. According to Swinburne P(e/h&k) equals 1 and therefore: P(e/h&k)>P(e/~h&k) and so P(h/e&k)>P(h/k). Furthermore, in accordance with the orderliness of the universes temporal order and natural laws, Swinburne states that the orderliness of identical powers and components is a complexity too striking to occur unexplained. This again points to that the probability of P(h/e&k)>P(h/k) to be much higher. (D) The significance of this being true is very important because since the natural laws and the order of the universe cannot be explained by science, but are used by science to explain other occurrences, if the probability of a world with a God making those laws and orders more probable, it is almost impossible to argue against the existence of God. 

4. (a) What is Alston’s “principle of credulity” and why does he think 
that, in the case of ordinary perception, we must rely upon it? (b) 
How does Alston use it to defend mystical experience as evidence for 
God’s existence? (c) Are there differences between mysticism and 
perception that undermine his argument, and if so, how badly?

4. (A) Alston’s principle of credulity is that the basis of experience gives a belief of initial credibility and is rationally acceptable so long as no one has sufficient reasons to the contrary. Alston believes the main reason for accepting the principle of credulity is because it is the only alternative to complete skepticism about experience. Furthermore, if the experiential beliefs is deemed generally reliable, it must also be understood that not all perceptual belief is instantly credible because it could lead to “epistemic circularity.” This would mean that any sense perception that is not disqualified on other grounds would depend on the premise of which our only basis is that experiential sense perception. Alston argues that experience provides people with the basis of which law-like generalizations are established as a basis for prediction and control. Alston states that if assuming a perceptual belief in the absence of sufficient evidence proving otherwise, than the perception is reliable and can be used to pile up empirical evidence for the reliability of that experiential belief. (B) Alston states that even if mystical experience can be adequately explained in terms of strictly worldly factors, it would be too quick to conclude that God does not figure among the causes of mystical experience. Considering that sense experience can be adequately explained by what goes on in the brain, all objects outside the brain are perceived in those experiences. The brain processes are the direct causes of sensory experience and those processes have causes, so analogously if the direct causes of mystical experience are indeed all within nature, it is still possible that God is responsible for the existence and functioning of the world of nature. Even if argued that God figures in the casual chain as an object of perception, many items figure in the casual chain of visual experience, so a perceived object it is not enough that it figures some way among the causes of the experience but one that enables it to be perceived. With God being necessary to explain sensory experience as well as mystical experience it makes it illogical to disbelieve Gods existence. (C) There are several differences between perception and mysticism but they do not undermine Alston’s argument badly, if at all. An initial difference is that sense experience is a common possession of mankind, while mystical experience is not. Also, sense experience is vivid and richly detailed, while mystical experience is meager and obscure. Alston defends the initial difference by stating that the degree of dispersal in the general population and the frequency in the life of a given subject have to do with the proportion of some relevant totality and that the distribution in the population has nothing to do with whether or not the experience contains important information. The other contention is defended by Alston stating there are large differences between sense modalities and that it is ignorant to state that less information is equal to no information.




5. (a) Describe Hick’s religious pluralism. (b) What does Plantinga 
mean by “exclusivist”? In particular, what is “condition C”? (c) How 
would Plantinga respond to the charge that the exclusivist is arrogant 
or egotistical? (d) Does the pluralist face similar charges?

5.  (A) Hick’s religious pluralism is the hypothesis that all the historical facts of the developments of the “great world faiths” is rooted in divine self-revelation by God to mankind. Hick affirms that this hypothesis is the reason why the great world religions have a certain basic divine relationship with one another, but also the divine self-revelation by God to mankind has difference effects because of the differences of human response because of the different human characteristics. These different human characteristics are ethnic, geographical, climatic, economic, sociological, and historical, and they produce the differences of human culture, and those differences create the differentiations of the response to the divine, and thus the differences in religions today. Hick also states that there is a serious probability that all the accounts of the divine reality may be true, but are expressed differently because of the cultural differences, but no account is an absolute truth. The different concepts of God and religious truth, according to Hick, are conflicting because of the “human circumstances” in which they are accounted. According to Hick, every conception of God or of the transcendent is valid, and all conceptions are equally valid. Since a great revelatory religious experience is “tested” through the worship and faith of the religious followers for centuries and millions of lives, it is highly probable that the divine experience is genuinely a divine reality.  (B) Plantinga uses the term “exclusivist” as someone who not only believes that certain beliefs of other religions are false and any proposition incompatible with it, but also meets with “condition C.” Condition C is as follows: (1) Being rather fully aware of other religions (2) Knowing that there is much that at the least looks like genuine piety and devoutness in them (3) Believing that you know of no arguments that would necessarily convince all or most honest and intelligent dissenters.  (C) Plantinga defends accusations that an exclusivist is arrogant or egotistical by stating that there is nothing else for an exclusivist to do. Plantinga cites that if an exclusivists believes in belief (1) for example, he must also believe that something incompatible with belief (1) is false, and that it is no more than simple logic for the exclusivist to think so. Exclusivists realize that they cannot convince others that they should believe in the same way, but they continue to believe that way are labeled arrogant or arbitrary. However, there are no alternatives for the exclusivist, he can either hold his belief, withhold it, believe nothing, or accept its denial. It seems nonsensical to do any of the latter.  (D) Plantinga states that if contradicting others under condition C is arrogant and egotistical, then dissenting under the same condition C is as well. The Pluralists are guilty, according to Plantinga, of this offense because the pluralist implicitly stating that the pluralist way of proceeding is better or wise than ways pursued by the exclusivist.
