PHI1205 Problems and Types of Philosophy Stephen Scholz

Lecture4: AquinassFirst Four Ways
Arguments from Motion and Causality
Both arguments rely on simple common observations
Motion: In the natural world there are objects in motion.
Cause: The natural world includes events that occur.
"Natural world" = the world of perception, experiences and sensation
Both arguments deny the plausibility of infinite causal chains.
Basic form:
If there are no infinite causal chains, then all chains must have a beginning.
If the chains have a beginning it must be caused by something supernatural (outside the
natural world.) Otherwise, that event would need a cause a la premise 1.
This supernatural cause would be God.

Sober's Objections:

1 Just because it has a supernatural cause does not imply that the causeis an All
powerful, all knowing, all benevolent God.

Reply: Aquinas's notion of a cause is somewhat different from ours, he thinks the cause
must in some way "contain” the effect.
Ex. The acorn is the cause of the oak tree. The acorn must "contain" the form of
the oak tree (it is the formal cause). In modern terms the acorn must contain the
genetic blueprint for the oak tree. However, modern physics does not demand this
of al causes (Ex. The water which douses the flame does not contain "steam"™)

2. Saying that all chains must have a beginning does not imply that they all have the
very same beginning. (Birthday Fallacy).

Ex. We all have a day on which we were born our birthdays. But we do not all
have the very same birthday.
(Note a possible equivocation on the use of "a birthday™)

Reply: Aquinas thinks asingle first cause is more plausible then numerous ones. Itis
more elegant, and more simple. But are those good reasons?

Other possible reasons: If there were more than one first cause why do we not see
new first causes? If there were more than one first cause we might expect the
world to be more chaotic and less well organized.

3. Why not have a infinite chain of causes? Can't the universe be infinitely old?

Reply: Aquinas claimsthat if a causal chain has no first member then it cannot have any
subsequent members. Suppose the following chain A -> B -> C, if no A then no B
or C.

But:  Thisisanother equivocation. Saying a chain has no beginning does not mean that
some event has no cause, it means that there is no event has no cause. Thereis no
beginning because the chain continues to stretch, there is no one event that started
itall.

Reply: There is something puzzling about an infinite chain, or an infinitely old universe.
Why should such athing exist if there is no reason for it to in the first place.
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Third Argument: Contingency
Terminology:

Note:

Necessary: A claimis necessary if it appliesin all cases, and must be. There are
necessary truths and necessary fal sehoods (logical impossibilities).
Examples of necessary truths.

2 If Pthen Q No Married Men
+3 P are Bachelors
S Q
Examples of necessary fal sehoods:
2 P and Not-P Steveis abachelor
+3 and is married.
6

Contingent: A claim which could possible be true or false but is not necessarily
one or other is contingent. Most truths are contingent.
Examples of contingent truths.
Steveis 510" (I could have been an inch shorter)
Raleigh isthe capitol of North Carolina (it could have been Charlotte)
The atomic weight of Hydrogen is 1.00797 (it could have been 2.03)
Examples of contingent fal sehoods:
Steve has type AB-Neg blood (he could have but he doesn't)
Thereisacat seven storiestall (it islogically possible, but practically
impossible)
Logically Possible: The claim does not imply a contradiction. Even if thereisno
case that is actually occurs (e.g. 7 story cats).
Possible Worlds: A "possible world" isjust afancy way of saying that something
islogically possible.
Ex. There is a possible world where | wore a blue shirt instead of ared one.
But thereis no possible world where | am both married and a bachelor.
(the latter implies a contradiction, the former does not).
When we talk about logical possibility we are talking about the concepts, not the
words. It is possible that there is aworld where the word "Five' means what we
call "Four." But that does not mean that the concepts of 5 and 4 mean the same.
We can talk about the words and the concepts as different. If | write the word
"Rabbit" and erase it, | have not destroyed areal rabbit, just the word.

Soitislogicaly possible for meto say "2 + 3= 6" but it is not possible for the numbers

themselves to mean the same thing they do in English and for the statement to be
true. Itislogically impossible.

Aquinas's argument.

Contingent beings seem to be ones which may or may not exist. He suggested that
we know something is contingent by the fact that it does exist sometimes and does
not others.

If all beings were contingent, and all contingent beings do not exist at some point,
then there ought to have been a point in the past where no contingent beings
existed. And if there were no beings at all at such atime, then no beings could
exist after that (since nothing can come from nothing).
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But there are beings (including contingent beings) so there must be some
necessary being (one that must exist). That is God.
Form of the argument. Reductio Ad Absurdum.

Either A or B Reductios let us prove one thing by showing
If A thenC that the only other alternative is absurd.

Cis Absurd (patently false)

B

Sober's Objections:

1 Just because things are contingent does not mean that they cannot be eternal (that
they must cease to exist).
Ex. Elementary particles (the constituents of matter) are alleged to be eternal.
They cannot be created or destroyed, only reorganized. But any particular particle
is contingent (it might not have existed at al). We can imagine a possible world
lacking that one particle without contradiction. So they are not necessary

2. Birthday fallacy again. Even if every contingent being does fail to exist at some
point, there might not be any one time that no contingent being exists (so long as
their existences overlap See pg.46)
Ex. Every TV show has a beginning and an end. It does not follow that at some
point during the day thereisno TV show on, since they overlap.

3. Just because there must be necessary beings does not mean that they are God(s).
Ex. Numbers might be necessary beings, but they are not God.

Aquinas's Fourth Argument: From Degrees
The gist of the argument is this: we see that things have qualities in degrees.
There must be some thing which has that quality to the maximum degree. The thing that
has all qualities to the highest degree is God.
Ex. Some things are more red than others. The thing that is the most red possible contains
only the color red (no other shades). Things that are less red contain red mixed with other
colors.
Objections:
1 There needn't be anything that is maximally red (or any other quality).

Ex. If Chaplinisfunny, it is not necessary that there is a maximally funny person.

2. Birthday fallacy again. Even if there is a maximal exemplar of every quality, itis
not obvious that one being is the maximal exemplar of all qualities.
3. Contradictory properties. Some qualities seem contradictories (red and green, tall

and short, good and evil). How can one be the maximal exemplar of both
contradictories?

Reply: Perhaps some alleged qualities are in fact the absences or privations of other
qualities. Shortness the privation of tallness, evil the privation of good.
Colors don't seem that way, but maybe there is something we do not understand
about them.

SPRING 2001 11



PHI1205 Problems and Types of Philosophy Stephen Scholz

Review Questions:

1 First cause! God
Birthday Fallacy
Why no infinite chain?

2. Everyone has aday on which they were born.

Therefore, there is one day on which everyone was born.

(Not everyone has to have the very same day of birth)

Aquinas frequently uses this argument to suppose that from everything needing
causes, or having an exemplar, or quality, that there is some entity which isthe
one cause, exemplar, or holder of that quality a.k.a God.

3. Necessary being: A being which must exist in all possible worlds.

Contingent being: A being which does not exist in all possible worlds.
Possible world: A state of affairs which does not imply some contradiction.

4. The claim is that necessary beings would be eternal since there is no state of
affairsin which they do not exist, they must exist. This assumes that different
times count as different possible worlds, | am not sure that is true.

5. A reductio tries to prove something by showing that the alternative leads to
something absurd or patently false.

1.A or not-A
2. If not-A then B
3. Not-B
Suppose Not-A
Then B (by 2)
And Not-B (by 3)
Therefore B and Not-B (absurdity, logically impossible)
Therefore A
6. We need not be certain of an expression for it to be necessary.
Ex. The expression "P or Q" isthe equivalent of "if Not P then Q"
Y ou might not be certain of it. But it is necessary nonetheless. So in some cases
no one may know whether something istrue or not, but it still might be necessary.
Ex. Pi hasno last digit. If itistrueisit probably necessary, but we don't know.
Necessity is objective in that it does rely on anyone's knowledge or belief for it to
be necessary.

7. Perhaps the first cause was the Big Bang, unintelligent, of limited (albeit great)
power, and neutral with regard to goodness.

Numbers and necessary truths are necessary but they are not God.

Problemsfor further thought.

1 If we imagine natural to not include any artifact, we could explain things as being
uncaused such as free willed beings.
2. Tough one. | am not sure if something can be necessary and non-eternal. In a

limited sort of way some things imply the exist of others. A child implies a parent,
but a child's existence does not necessarily mean the parent still exists.
(Of course, the child doesn't necessarily exist).
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Lecture5: The Design Argument

Basic Argument:
(D] We see that there are things in the world that act for an end. Some have
minds and some do not.
2 If it actsfor an end, either it hasamind, or it is designed by something
with a mind.

(©)] There must be mind which created all the mindless things which act
towards an end.

C God exists
Acting for an end is opposed to acting randomly or with no goal. Goal directed behavior.

Two kinds of Design Argument

Global: The universe isawell designed, ordered and functioning machine.
Local: This rabbit isawell designed system.
Paley'swatch: O. There is watch on a beach.

H, It was created by the random motions of the waves and wind.

H, It was made by a person and dropped on the beach.
H, Far more plausible, expected. H, very surprising.

Any part of nature is far more complex than the watch. Thereforeit isfar more

likely to be the result of design. Therefore nature is the product of design.
Analogy

It does not matter that we don't understand it.

Or that the watch is sometimes wrong

Nor that some parts we don't understand the purpose of .

Nor that it islogicially possible that the random hypothesisis possible

Nor that there are laws which could account for it.

It is not convincing that the watch's shape merely makes of think it was designed.

No less suprising would be the random hypothesis

No knowledge about it at all would still not be evidence it was random.

NGO~ WNE

Hume's Criticisms
Hume only knew of deductive and inductive and argument by analogy.
Analogy: Arguments from analogy have inferential strength equal to the similarity of the
analog and target. Watch and Universe not very similar.
Sober's criticism: Not overall similarity but relevat similarity.
Induction: very small sample size for determining that the universe is designed.
(Al universes seen so far have been designed, therefore this universe was designed)
Sober's criticism: Not inductive at all.
Is there an inductive argument against design?
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Review Questions:

1 The design argument seeks to explain why things are the way they are. Thusit is
abductive.

2. Global design arguments point out the intricacy of nature and inter-relations of all
the creatures and phenomena (Aquinas uses these).
Local design arguments point out the intricacy and purposeful ness of individual
creatures or things and say that they cannot be explained by random causes
(Paley's arguments are local)

3. It would be highly surprising if something like awatch were to just happen. But
not surprising at all that it should be designed and built.
Likewise, it would be surprising if something like arabbit were to just happen.
But not surprising if some super intelligence created it.

4. Whatever the degree of similarity between the target and analog, that is the
strength of the argument of analogy.

5. It isapoor inductive argument (since it counts all other known universes 0)
It isapoor analogy since watches and rabbits are very different. And Watches and
the Universe are exceedingly different.
No. Those things are similar enough with regard to their relevant characteristics.

Problemsfor Further Thought.

1 Not really. The same would hold for artifacts we find on Mars despite never
having seen a Martian.

2. Functions might simply be given to things by people. Or in the case of the heart,
the function seems to be determined by other forces (DNA), whereas rains existed
long before people had crops.
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Lecture 6: Creationism and Evolution

Theisticevolution G -> E -> O

Atheistic evolution E -> O

Creationsim G -> E -> O

Creationist Arguments Plus the Design argument

1. No certainty about distant past (but then nothing is knowledge)

2. Evolution violates 2™ Law of Thermodynamics (not aclosed system)
(despite apparent order, chaos may still increase)

3. Nomissing-links  (very small fossil record, for humans, but not for other species.)

Sober's criticism relates to the Perfectionist version of creations (everything is perfected
adapted to its place in nature)

Darwinian Evolution

1. All present day lifeisrelated. Like afamily tree. Life evolved rom non-life. Decent
with modification led to current diversity. No one really doubt this.

(bring up new creation of life)

2. Natural selection isresponsible for the diversity of species. Some people including
some, but few, scientists doubt that.

Natural selection. Mutations in a species cause some members to have some new traits. If
those traits are advantageous (in terms of survival and reproduction) then they are
more likely to passed along. Thus, they will become more common.

Speciation: If those traits arise in a circumstance of separation (on separate sides of
mountain, continent etc..), the two groups (with and without mutation) will
continue to evolve until they can no longer mate successfully, becoming new

Species.
Evidence for Family Tree of Life & Natural Selection
DNA Imperfect adaptation

God the trickster
Puts evidence of evolution, could God make the world so that we have every
reason to believe he didn't?

Predictive equivalence. Two hypotheses make the exact same predictions. Thereisno
evidence which could falsify the claim.

Review Questions:

1 Family Relations and Natural Selection.

2. If two things are dlike, it isunlikely that they are alike by chance. Whereas if they
are have a common cause, we'd expect them to be alike.

We'd be surprised if two unrelated things happened upon the same idea or form.
We wouldn't be surprised if two related things shared aform or idea.

3. Evolution doesn't aim at any particular new species or attribute. Evolution
explains why some random changes survive and happen over again. It is because
they are better able to reproduce and survive.

4. They are predictively equivaent if neither predicts something the other does not.
Yes. The trickster God hypothesis does that.
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Lecture 7: Can Science Explain Everything?

Why questions cannot be answered if they ask why the whole history of the universe was
asit was.

We can ask local why questions, which ask about specific events.

Science can't ask why there is awhole universe.

Leibniz. Best of all possible worlds. (Minimal laws, maximal diversity)

Clark: Either the universe exists asit is for no reason, or God made it. Therefore God
made it.

Both seem to make the Only game in Town Fallacy.
Maybe we just don't and can't know why our universeistheway it is.
Anthropomorphic answer. Our universe isthisway, because it isthe universein
which we arose to ask the question.

There is also another way that people use this fallacy against evolution.
Science has yet to answer some questions, such as why there are two sexes for
most creatures on Earth instead of one or three. Lacking an explanation from
science, they say that the bible offers an explanation so it must be right.

Causality and the Super Natural.
Invoking a God or other super natural seems to avoid these conundrums because
the answer issimply God did it. But that answer is only satisfying if you have
independent reason to believe there isa God. It hardly constitutes evidence for
God's existence. That said. If you do have independent reason to believe in God,
tradition for example, then it does seems more satisfactory.

Review Questions:

1 Globa why-questions are not answerable in terms of cause of effect within the
terms available to the theory, whereas local why-questions are answerable in the
same terms.

Ex. Local why guestion: "Why do children look like their parents?”
Ex Global why question: "Why are there living beings?"

2. No. Because it cannot use the causal model (or other means) to explain or find the
answers to global questions. Those things are outside the purview of science.
3. Y es. We know gravity exists, but we cannot explain why.

4. We can't explain Gravity. But that is no reason by itself to support the claim that
God wants thingsto fall or that God makes them do so.

5. Causes always precede effects by definition. Things which happen are described
as happening at some place in some time, otherwise we wouldn't know that they
happened. For an event to be caused, the cause itself is a happening, so it must
take place in space and time.

Supernatural causation presumably doesn't take place in space and time. And yet
it is alleged to be causation. If it isn't, then awhole other set of explanations about
how God causes things to happen is needed.
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L ecture 8: The Ontological Argument

Definitions:

Apriori: Before experience. A claimisapriori if it doesnot rely on any experience
or perception to be known. Known by reason alone.
Ex. All sguares are rectangles. (by definition)

A posteriori  After experience. A claim isaposteriori isit is known only after
experience or perception. Known by perception.
Ex. Steveis 510" tall. (need to measure me to know)

The Ontological argument is an apriori argument. From the very definition of God we

know that he exists.

Argument:
1 God is by definition the greatest possible being.
2. A being who failsto exists in the actual world (while existing in other possible

worlds) is less perfect than a being who exists in all possible worlds.

Hence, God exists necessarily.
Note: Actually Anselm says God is the being no greater than which can be conceived. |
think Sober isright that Anselm meant the greatest possible being but there may be other
interpretations.

So far the argument looks deductively valid. But perhaps we are not confident about the
premises.

Page 85.
Necessary Contingent
A priori 2+2=4 | think therefore | exist
A posteriori | All lifeon earthiis Steveis5'10" tall
carbon based

Guanilo's criticism:
Just defining something as perfect does not make it exist.
(1) A P-island is by definition the greatest possible island
(2) Anidland which failsto exist in the actual world isless perfect than anisland
that existsis al possible worlds
P-island exists.
There are no P-islands, so there must be something wrong with that argument.

Since validity is dependent on form alone, the Island argument and Ontological argument
must both be either valid or not valid. They have exactly the same form.

Maybe the second premiseisn't true of the island argument though true of the ontological
argument. But why not?

Kant: existence is not a property.

Existence is not a property, but a claim about some kind of things.

Unicorns have the property of having one horn and there are no instances of unicorns.
But non-existence is not one of their properties. Likewise of Dinosaurs.
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But isthat so clear? Sober points out that the jury is still out with regard to existence
claims. It might be that existence is best thought of as a property or that existence isnot a
property but rather a claim that can be made of something.

One way to think of a property isto say that some thing has some property.

So atiger has stripes.

But what isit that something hasiif it exists.

A tiger has existence? That seems somewhat vague. But it is worth considering.

Basic concern. In effect Anselm has defined God as existing. If | define "snarks' as
existing then | can say that snarks exist, since after all by definition they exist. Or | might
define Peta Wilson as a beautiful blond actress who loves me. Then by definition Peta
Wilson loves me. Of course, that does not mean the person you refer to as Peta Wilson
loves me.

Conclusion: All that we get from Anselm's argument isthat if God exists then he exists
necessarily. (Sort of like the ideathat if there is a prime number over 10 then it
necessarily exists. But that doesn't mean that it does.

Review Questions

1 A priori claims are known by reason alone, a posteriori need some perception or
experience.
Innate knowledge is knowledge that we are born with, a priori knowledge we may
need to learn, but once learned is not dependent on any experience.
A posteriori claim: There are doves in the world.
A priori claim: | exist.

2. We might not be able to conceive of all possible things. But everything truly
conceivableis possible (not contradictory).

3. It has the same form, but it is clearly wrong since there are no P-islands.
Shows that something is true because the alternative isimpossible.
Either the Ontological Argument formisValid or Not Valid
If itisvalid, if the premises are true it will have atrue conclusion.
The P-island argument has the same form, but even if the premises were true, we
would not believe conclusion (because it isfalse).
Thereforeit is not valid. Therefore the Ontological argument is not valid.

4. Existence claims are about concepts. Whereas properties are about the things the
concepts describes.
Maybe but he doesn't give much reason beyond the assertion.

5. No. Simply defining athing doesn't make it exist.
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Lecture 9: Isthe Existence of God Testable?

Logical Positivism. A philosophical tradition from the 1920s which holds (held really)
that for a statement to be true (or false) it had to be provable by experience or by
logic. Metaphysical claims (synthetic a priori) were forbidden. Only logic and
empirical claimswere allowed.

Ex. "God exists' is a meaningless sentence.

Testability: For a sentence to be meaningful there must be a test by which we could
discover whether it was true or not.

Analyticity: A definition or deduction from a definition (tautology).
All sguares are rectangles
Either it isMonday or it isnot Monday.

Positivists believe all a priori claims are analytic.

Synthetic: Positivists believe all a posteriori claims are synthetic.

Falsifiability: Does not mean that a hypothesisisfalse.
A hypothesisisfasifiable if there is some possible observation which would
refute the theory.
Ex. Non-falsifiable theory: Invisible elves cause all rainfall. They areinvisible
and show up when conditions are right (humidity / pressure etc..) and then cause
therain the to fall.
There is no evidence which could disconfirm that.
Ex. Falsifiable. The Planet Vulcan?
Probably no hypothesisisfalsifiable by itself. It requires a number of auxiliary
assumptions to make it falsifiable.

Auxiliary Assumptions:
These are additional assumptions that round out the hypothesis. They might be as
broad as sayig al known physics, math etc.. are basically correct (as in the case of
Mercury), or they might be more specific (Fairies have never been accurately
recorded).
They should be established independently (and checkable independent) of the
hypothesis.
How does this work for God's existence?
We need to assume that a god would make the world this way instead of some
other way, and come to that conclusion independently of the assertion that god
exists and things are this way.

Review Questions

1 It isfar more probable that an eyewitnessis lying, was deceived or is crazy than
the laws of physics or nature were somehow broken.

2. Yes. It must bein principle testable. No, if thereisno way to test it than it is
meaningless. No. Claims about the past make predictions such as what we are
likely to find if we dig in the ground, so they are in theory testable.

3. Because some mystics claim religious experience is entirely ineffable, beyond all
description. If that is true, then the claims will not run contrary to any scientific
ones.
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Lecture 11: The Argument from Evil
First Version:
If god isexists, it would be All-PKG (all knowing, all powerful, all good).
If an All-PKG existed there would be no evil.
Thereis evil
God does not exist.

Two kinds of evils:
Man-made evil (the results of human actions)
Natural evils (natural catastrophes, earthquakes, floods, etc..)

Possible objections: Since the argument is valid, one must challenge a premise to
challenge the argument.

1 Maybe there is no evil. (seems unlikely)

2. Maybe God isn't All-PKG (not by definition anyway, but also unlikely)

3. Maybe premise 2 isfalse. Can God permit evil?

Theodicy: To show how are God's being all-PKG and the existence of evil consistent?
Or at least show why we don't know premise 2.

Soul-building evils. A good God may want some evils because they help build the souls
of people. They give you abetter character. But are al evils soul-building?

If some evils are soul building is premise 2 false? Maybe but maybe not.

If God isall powerful why does he need evil to build our souls?

Perhaps he does so to give us the opportunity to be proud of our accomplishment. That
may be enough to make Premise 2 false.

Second Version: remove premise 2 add the following.

(4) If an all PKG god were to exist, then the amount of evil would not exceed a
soul-building amount.

(5) The amount of evil exceeds a soul building amount.

Hence thereis no God.

Free Will? Does human free will require the possibility of there being more evil than the
soul building amount (couldn't God limit free evil actionsto be to the number that
helps build souls?). Maybe it does require more than the soul building amount
(hard to say really). But that does not explain the kinds of evil that are not a
consequence of Human Free Will (natural catastrophes).

Third Version: (replace 2 and 4 with)
(6) In an all PKG being existed then there would be no more evil than the
minimum required for soul building and as a consequence of human nature.
(7) The quantity of evil exceeds that needed for free will and soul building.
Hence thereis no God.

Perhaps there is some greater good outside our ability to comprehend that is achieved
only through the existence of that evil.
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All of the Versions seem to require that we would know what an All-PKG god would
allow and what such a being would find necessary, when of course such things are
outside our sphere of understanding.

We redlly have no way of testing the hypothesis that a Good God would not allow evil, so

we are hardly able to challenge the claims. The arguments against God's existence
suffer the same problem as those for its existence.

Review Questions:

1

Sober doesn't think the All-PK G constitutes a definition of God, since there are
conceptions of Gods which are not All-PKG. Greeks, Zoroastrian, Hindu.

But it need not be a definition to be true. | livein Raleigh, but it is not part of the
definition of methat | do.

| think Sober showed that it did not.

Evils may serveto build character, to inspire greatness, to cause us to be virtuous
etc..

Maybe. But there seem to be far more cases of evil than are necessary for those
pUrposes.

Theodicy tries to show why something is true or false (in this case the premise 2)
Defenses merely try to show that we have no reason to believe something false or
not true.

Claim: People areintrinsically self centered.

Theodicy: If people were self centered we could explain human behavior in terms
of evolution and that would be consistent with most animal behavior.

Defense: Even the most altruistic acts can be thought of as self serving, gifts can
be done to earn favors, help might be done to improve self esteem.

All Sober saysisthat we have no way of knowing whether premise 6 (how much
evil an All-PKG god would permit). That ignorance is enough to question
whether the third argument is convincing.

Problemsfor Further Thought:

1

Omnipotence suggests the power to do anything. But most theologians would

agree that even omnipotence can be limited by logical possibility. Thus God

cannot make a cat that is not a cat, and if the possibility of evil is necessary for

free will, then he could not make free will without evil. Of course, he did not have

to make free will.

There isthe Leibniz answer. There is evil, but the amount is the least possible of

all possible worlds. Of course, this seems highly dubious given the seemingly

contingent quality of most evil.

It isunclear why that should cause all non-human evil, but assuming it did (or

there is no such thing), then it seems to address why that happened. Although one

might ask why God made it so (Why put all evilsinto one little apple)

Obs. "Thereisevil intheworld. "

H, An All-PKG God permitted it because it was necessary for free will and
soul building.

H, Creatures evolved with few if any constraints on their behaviors, some of
which are cruel and unjust.
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