1) What did Kant mean by the phrase “categories of the understanding”? Give three examples of such categories to illustrate.
· The Faculty of understanding- this is the part of the mind responsible for thought - our minds are so constituted that we apply certain fundamental concepts to nature. Kant calls these the categories of the understanding:
· Examples include the concept of existence, reality, negation, unity, substance, property, cause and effect, possibility, and necessity.   
· Are not derived from experience – Hume’s philosophy shows what happens when you try to construct them from experience.
· Are part of the intrinsic structure of the mind – Any thought we have about reality must involve these concepts – we cannot think of any reality except using these concepts. 
· Kant sees his philosophy as a kind of compromise between the rationalists and the empiricists about the nature of concepts.
· Most of our concepts are derived from experience, but the most fundamental ones are in some sense innate – part of the structure of the mind. 
· But it seems more accurate to say that his philosophy vindicates the rationalist side. (Descartes never said all concepts are innate.) 
· The categories of the understanding explain how there can be a priori truths in the natural sciences, e.g. that every event must a cause.
· Any fact of nature that we can think about or entertain must conform to the categories. So all scientific theories, according to Kant, must be framed or formulated using these basic concepts.
2) Explain as clearly as you can the sense in which, according to Kant, the mind “shapes the world” it knows.
· The mind does not just passively receive perceptual input from its environment. The mind is active in shaping this input. It organizes, structures, and interprets the experiences we receive. The mind also imposes certain basic categories of thought onto nature. So, the reality we speak about and think about in everyday life and science is to some extent shaped by the mind. 
3) Describe four different positions that might be adopted with respect to the issue of how the existence and/or origin of the universe is to be explained. 
- Existence of the universe can only be explained by a supernatural power – God (Richard Taylor’s view- God is the only possible explanation of the world)
- Existence of the universe can be explained by science – big bang cosmology (Quantum theory allows that even in “empty” space there is a tiny but finite chance that a quantum fluctuation could result in matter “tunneling” into existence from nothing) 
- Explaining the existence of the universe is a fundamental riddle – we have no clue how to do it. (We continually face problems explaining the universe as a whole…   To explain X, we posit Y. To explain Y we posit Z, and so on. To explain everything, we must somehow stop this regress. But the regress seems to be part of the nature of explanation. So it seems impossible to see how to stop it, without simply leaving something, the last thing posited, unexplained)
4) - Explaining the universe is a pseudo problem – it does not need to be explained. (it may be that events in the world need to be explained and we can usually find explanations for them, but we cannot infer from this that the world must have an explanation)
5) What is the principle of sufficient reason and what role does it play in Richard Taylor’s cosmological argument to prove God’s existence?
- The principle of sufficient reason: for everything that exists, there must be a sufficient reason why it exists
- For everything that exists, there must be a satisfactory explanation of why it exists 
- Every event must have a cause 
- It is impossible for something to come into existence from nothing at all 
- Richard Taylor uses the example of a translucent ball to illustrate the fact that we only question the existence of things that are mysterious when in fact all things have an explanation. He uses this to prove that there is no logical explanation for the world other than God’s existence as everything in the world relies on something and that something must be necessary as in it cannot suffer death
6) How convincing is Taylor’s argument to show that the world is a contingent being and that it must therefore be explained by reference to a necessary being? Support your view by argument.
- Taylor’s argument to show that the world is contingent: if you take any physical fact or being, such as the translucent ball, we can easily imagine in without existing… the same holds for any other physical being or fact. So we can easily imagine the entire physical world not existing or never have existed. He goes on to say that the world cannot be explained by an infinite series of contingent beings or facts- which is why there must be some type of necessary being (which he claims to be God). Although the necessary being of God may not be plausible- the contingent being part is, because everything relies on something for its existence. 
7) Could Big Bang cosmology ever provide a complete explanation for the existence and origin of the universe? Support your view by argument. (Reading 17 by Rosenbaum might provide some help in answering this question.)
- The objection raised against this in Reading 17 is that physicists are playing with the word ‘nothing’ – they are not really beginning from nothing. 
- They are beginning from the vacuum, which used to be regarded as literally nothing, but which recent physics has taught us is not really nothing, but is a strange kind of something.
- Krause, Guth, Linde and others who talk about the world coming from nothing, all openly admit that they are using quantum theory.
- And they admit that they have no idea why QT is true, why the rules or laws of QT hold for reality.
- So they aren’t beginning from literally nothing, but rather from a certain conception of reality, at the very least, from the uncertainty principle. 
- So they haven’t explained the origin of the universe at all. 
- At most they have explained how the physical things we observe around us have come from an earlier state of the world, from the vacuum, in which such physical things did not yet exist.
- But the vacuum is a long way from nothing. 
8) [bookmark: _GoBack]What considerations might be offered in support of the view that the universe as a whole cannot be explained and does not need to be explained?
- The universe as a whole is a very different kind of entity from things/events in the world.
- In fact, we have no reason to think the universe is a thing, or being at all.
- We just have no rational basis for assuming that the universe as a whole requires an explanation, or that it is the sort of thing that could have an explanation.
- Since the non-existence of any world is not something that could possibly be explained (What could you explain it by?), its existence doesn’t call for explanation either.
- Why its impossible to explain: The idea of explaining the entire universe seems to involve an unacceptable regress. To explain something X, we posit certain conditions Y, and then show how X would come from Y.  (To show that this is the correct explanation of X, we then show that it satisfies certain criteria – example, consistency, simplicity, etc. – better than other hypotheses.) 
9) Describe three major objections that can be raised against Descartes’ dualist theory of mind.
- 1st: souls are very mysterious entities: souls are supposed to be entirely non-physical entities- you cannot see them, or touch them, or observe them in any way. So there couldn’t be any scientific investigation that could help us learn more about them. If possible, therefore, we should avoid positing souls in our scientific theory 
- 2nd: the no-casual-gaps objection: Dualism says there is a causal chain of events leading in from the body to the mind (inputs), and a causal chain leading out from the mind to the body (outputs). So we should observe a gap between the last physical event in the chain going in and the first physical event going out, a gap where the mind intervenes in the causal process. But the most careful observations of the brain reveal no hint of such a gap.
- 3rd: development of physical organisms (and humans) has been gradual: Another problem for dualism is when souls are supposed to have become connected to physical organisms. Presumably, single-celled organisms don’t have souls. Nor do spiders or beetles. Some would say no non-human animals have souls. But, biologically, there is no sharp difference between humans and other animals. So it seems arbitrary to say that souls came into existence with humans. And, of course, humans came into existence gradually.

10)  What is Descartes’ doubt argument to show that he is not identical to his body, and what seems to be the main weakness of the argument?
- I can doubt that my body exists, I cannot doubt that I exist. Therefore, I am not identical to my body
- Descartes’ argument rests on an unstated premise, which is (one version of what is) known as Leibniz’s law: ‘If a = b, then a & b must have exactly the same properties’. 
- A more explicit formulation: 1st- my body has the property of being such that I can doubt its existence
2nd- I don’t have the property of being such that I can doubt my existence 
3rd- therefore, I do not have the same properties as my body 
4th- if a=b, them a and b must have exactly the same properties 
- Therefore, I am not identical to my body 
- WEAKNESS: The argument doesn’t work b/c the property D uses is an intensional (relational), not a “real”, property. Compare D’s argument to:
1ST Oedipus wanted to marry Jocasta
2ND Jocasta was, in fact, Oedipus’s mother
3RD Jocasta and Oedipus’ mother must have the same properties
Therefore, Oedipus wanted to marry his mother

11) What is Descartes’ conceivability argument to show that he is not identical to his body and how plausible is it?
- 1st: I can conceive of myself existing without my body. 
- 2nd: Therefore, it is possible for me to exist without my body existing.
- 3rd: If a=b then it is not possible for a to exist without b.
- 4th: Therefore, if I am identical to my body, then it is not possible for me to exist without my body existing.
- Therefore, I am not identical to my body.
- Objections: One might object to Descartes that the question whether I am identical to body is prior to the question whether I could exist without it – So, to be sure that I could exist without my body, I must first know whether I am identical to it. Consider trying to show that the morning star is not identical to the evening star by trying to imagine the one existing without the other. 

12) Describe in detail two major objections against the identity theory of mind.
- The identity theory states: mental states are just states of the brain. Many precedents in the history of science for what the identity theory is proposing (heat is just molecular motion, lightening is an electrical discharge, etc.) 
- 1st: the privacy objection… Mental states are private, brain states are public: Others can infer my mental states from my behaviour, but they cannot see them, even with powerful microscopes.   Brain states, on the other hand, are publicly observable – everyone has the same perceptual access to them.
- 2nd: the qualia objection… Many mental states have a qualitative character, e.g. the painfulness of pains, or the redness of red. The term ‘qualia’ is used to refer to these features of mental states. Qualia are what it is like to be in these states. Brain states do not seem to have such properties – they consist, ultimately, of nothing but microscopic particles in motion. 
- 3rd: differences in properties… Properties brain states have that mental states don’t have: Brain states have size, precise spatial location, shape, and so on. But we cannot say that a thought is located two inches above my right ear lobe, or is circular, or has a diameter of one micron.
- Properties mental states have that brain states don’t have: We describe pains as sharp or dull, thoughts as pleasant or frightening, etc. But it seems absurd to attribute such properties to brain states. 

13) Explain as clearly as you can what is known as the functionalist theory of mind. 
- Claims it is too simplistic to identify each mental state with a brain state   
- But mental states can still be realized in a purely physical system 
- Conceives of the mind on the model of a computer
- Mental states are functional states – they are defined by their functional role in the organism. 
- They are not physical states, which are defined by the stuff they are composed of.
- What are pains? Look at the role they play in the organism – they help it detect and avoid harm or damage to its body.
-   Because the actual function played by different mental states is very complex, functionalists don’t claim to be able to actually give a complete functional definition for any mental state.

14) What is Turing’s test of consciousness and how plausible is it?
- Suppose we have two persons and a computer. One person is the interrogator, the other person and the computer are put in a closed room, and the interrogator knows them only as X and Y. 
- The interrogator is then given a certain amount of time to determine whether X or Y is the computer by asking questions. If the interrogator is unable to do this, then the computer has passed the test for consciousness.
- Two interpretations of this test: The fact that the computer can duplicate our behaviour is good evidence that it can think, is conscious, etc.
· The fact that the computer can duplicate our behaviour  constitutes, or is the same thing as, it’s thinking, being conscious, etc. – i.e. consciousness just is being to do certain things

15) Explain as clearly as you can three major objections against functionalist and/or materialist theories of mind. 
1st- Nagel – “What is it Like to be a Bat?”: There is something it is like to be a conscious being, a bat, say. This is a subjective fact – it involves the point of view of bats. Scientific knowledge is essentially objective – it is equally accessible to everyone. No matter how much science learns about bats, this can never tell us what it is like to be a bat. 
- We have no idea how to combine these two aspects of reality into one unified picture. The very nature of consciousness involves a particular point of view. The very nature of science involves no particular point of view. So, even if physicalism is true, Nagel is sceptical that we will ever understand how it can be true.
2nd- The Inverted Spectrum Objection: Imagine you wake up and find that your colour spectrum is inverted – everything that was red before is now violet, what was yellow is now blue. But you could still make all the same colour discriminations. Now, imagine that my colour spectrum has always been inverted relative to yours. It seems we could never discover this. In fact, all the colours we experience might be different.
- The logical possibility of inverted spectra does not seem consistent with functionalism. If our spectra are inverted relative to each other, there is a difference between your mental states and mine, but this difference does not show up at the functional level at all. This thought experiment highlights the fact that functionalism seems to ignore qualia altogether.
3rd- Frank Jackson- “What Mary Didn’t Know”: Suppose Mary has never seen colours. Suppose Mary is also a super expert in neuroscience – she has learned all the physical facts about colour vision. Suppose, now, that Mary acquires the capacity for colour experience and looks at the blue sky for the first time. Does Mary learn something new when she sees blue for the first time?
- Jackson says it is obvious that Mary learns something new: she learns what the colour blue looks like, which she did not know before. If this is correct, then physicalism is false. Why? B/c physicalism says that mental states, including colour sensations, are just physical facts. So, if Mary knew all the physical facts before, including facts about colour sensations, then she would have to have known what blue looked like. But she doesn’t.

16) What is the most plausible answer to the question ‘Which traits must a being have in order to be a person?’ Support your view as best you can by argument.     	
The most plausible answer to the question “which traits must a being have in order to be a person” must be self-awareness, consciousness, and the capacity for moral judgment.  Self-awareness is the idea that the self, though capable of being aware of things external to it, is also capable of being aware of its own states.  To see how this is essential to being a person consider the following example.  A robot, who is programmed to walk as a normal person, ends up walking into a wall.  It continues to walk into this wall endlessly without correcting this error.  This robots inability to recognize its own state and correct itself is what makes it not a person and what makes self-awareness so important.  Consciousness is the ability to have subjective experiences, and have a subjective character of experience.  In other words, to be conscious is to have an inner voice or point of view that is unique to that individual.  Having this inner point of view is crucial to making us persons because it is what makes us unique from one another.  It was gives us the ability to say what it’s like to be us and that is the entire point of being a person.  If we did not have this consciousness, or this inner voice, then there would be no person.  This shows how it is not the exterior that makes a person a person, and why not only humans are people, but instead it’s that beings ability to have that inner voice and that inner subjective character of experience.  Sadly there is no possible way to measure someone’s consciousness, so in turn there is no way to truly know if a being is a person we must decide if we wish to regard them as people an all of the benefits that come with it.  The last trait is the capacity for moral judgment.  This is obviously our ability to choose from right and wrong and this is essential to making us a person.  It’s what differs us from animals and those who run purely on instinct.  Who kill when they are hungry and don’t think about any moral judgment.  This is why although some animals are close to us in regards to personhood, we would never consider something that could not think morally as a person.  (not much to say about this one just bring up a bunch of stuff how being moral is what makes the difference between people and everything else.)  
17) How convincing is Commander Picard’s attempt in the “trial of Data” (from Star Trek: The Next Generation) to demonstrate that Data is a person, or a sentient being?
In the Star Trek episode, it is assumed that anything that is "sentient" should be granted the status of "personhood" and Commander Maddox suggests that being sentient requires: Intelligence, Self-awareness, and Consciousness. Captain Picard, who is representing Commander Data in the hearing, does not contest this definition of a person. Rather, he tries to convince the judge that Data possesses these properties. (Intelligence)
 PICARD: Is Commander Data intelligent?
MADDOX: Yes, it has the ability to learn and understand and to cope with new situations.
PICARD: Like this hearing.
MADDOX: Yes.
From this they conclude that Data is intelligent. But this may be too quick: is data intelligent, or is it just mimicking intelligence. (I would say this is convincing that Data is in fact intelligent, however is not convincing in the fact that we don’t know how genuine his intelligence is.)  
(Self-Awareness)
PICARD: What about self-awareness? What does that mean? Why am I self-aware?
MADDOX: Because you are conscious of your existence and actions. You are aware of your self and your own ego.
PICARD: Commander Data. What are you doing now?
DATA: I am taking part in a legal hearing to determine my rights and status. Am I a person or am I property?
PICARD: And what is at stake?
DATA: My right to choose. Perhaps my very life.
PICARD: "My rights" . . "my status" . . "my right to choose" . . "my life". Seems reasonably self-aware to me. . . .Commander . . I'm waiting.
MADDOX: This is exceedingly difficult.”
The only evidence that Picard gives of Data being self-aware is that he is capable of using particular words in a language (words like 'my rights' and 'my life''). Is it only necessary that Data have information about his own beliefs to be self-aware or must that information be accompanied by an inner feeling or experience of some kind. (I would say that this isn’t convincing because just because Data can manipulate the human language in order to make it appear as if he is self-aware doesn’t mean that he actually has the feelings that accompany self-awareness.
(Consciousness)
His argument about Data’s consciousness is not very convincing considering that he does not give any argument claiming that Data is conscious.  Instead he just says that IF Data is conscious what would he be considered then?  However, still this is not very convincing for the case of Data.  But to Picard’s credit there is very little anyone can do to prove anyone’s consciousness considering it cannot be measured.  In most cases we have to simply decide if we are going to see a certain being as conscious and therefore a person. 
 
18) Explain clearly four different theories or accounts of personal identity that we have encountered in this course.
Theory 2: persons are just their bodies
On this theory a person is nothing over and above a particular physical organism. (A different physicalist theory will be discussed later.)
Objections:
- Brain transplants
- Zapping a person’s mental states and replacing them by different mental states would not preserve identity.
Theory 4: Hume’s Bundle Theory
“ For my part, when I enter most intimately into what I call myself, I always stumble on some particular perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never catch myself at any time without a perception, and never can observe anything but the perception ….” 

 Persons are “nothing but a bundle or collection of different perceptions, which succeed each other… and are in a perpetual flux and movement ….”

“The mind is a kind of theatre, where several perceptions successively make their appearance, pass, re-pass, glide away, and mingle in an infinite variety of postures and situations.”
Theory 5: the Psychological Continuity Theory
This theory is similar to Locke’s approach but broadens it to include other psychological traits such as beliefs, desires …
 A person P2 at a later time is identical to a person P1 at an earlier time if and only if they are connected to each other by a series of person-stages which are psychologically continuous. A series of person-stages are psychologically continuous only if:
a) There is similarity in psychological states over time, such as beliefs, desires, attitudes, values, personality traits, and the like
b) The earlier states are causally responsible for the later states
(An Objection *may not be important but just to help you understand)
(Suppose in the future when our bodies wear out, new bodies are grown and our psychological states are then “induced” in these new bodies.
Would this kind of change preserve our identity? Would it give us immortality?
Some people object that the person who comes out of the operation is, numerically, a different person though one that is qualitatively just like the person who goes into the operation.)

Theory 6: the Psycho-physical Continuity Theory
Person P2 existing at a later time is identical to P1 at an earlier time if and only if they are connected by a series of person-stages which are both psychologically and physically continuous.
This theory seems to fare somewhat better than the others and many people think it is correct.
(Another Objection)
Is psychological continuity really necessary to personal identity?
Suppose you were told that tomorrow your psychological states are going to be zapped, and then later you (or, anyway, the person who has this body) will be physically tortured.
Would you fear the torture? Most people would say yes. But why fear the pain if it isn’t going to be you?

19) What is Locke’s memory account of personal identity and how plausible is it?
Theory 3: Locke’s Memory Theory
Locke begins by asking what persons are:
“to find wherein personal identity consists, we must consider what persons stands for; which, I think, is an intelligent being that has reason and reflection and can consider itself as itself, the same thinking thing in different times and places; which it does only by that consciousness which is inseparable from thinking and, as it seems to me, essential to it”
Locke says that persons are not:
a) Their bodies: b/c their bodies may persist after the person has ceased to exist
b) Human beings: b/c some members of the human species are not persons (infants, those in a vegetative state)
c) Souls: b/c this is only like an “immaterial body” 

It is memory that ties the different stages of a person together and makes them all stages of one person:  Person P2 at a later time is identical to a person P1 existing at an earlier time if and only if P2 contains at least one memory of an experience or mental state that P1 was in at that earlier time.
(How plausible is it)
3 Objections to this theory: 1) Consistency objection, 2) Requires too much, 3) Circularity Objection
1) Z at 80 remembers an experience of Y at age 40, but remembers nothing of X’s experience at age10. Y at 40 does remember a state of X at 10. So X=Y, and Y=Z, but not X=Z, which is a contradiction.
2) Anyway, Locke’s theory is too strong – it requires that if I am identical to a certain person who existed in the past, then I must remember at least one experience or mental state of that person at that time. But this just seems to be false.
(Thomas Reid’s Revision of Locke’s Theory)
Locke’s theory may be modified so as to avoid these objections by saying that X is identical to Y if and only they are memory connected:  If P2 has a memory of P1, and P3 has a memory of P2, then P3 and P1 are memory connected, and so are the same person, even though P1 may have no memory of any state P1 was in. (Possible way to fix this problem.  I don’t know if this is important enough to write but I just wanted to make sure you had it! Love you MUAH).
3) That P2 has an ostensible memory of a state P1 was in is not enough to make them identical. A lunatic might think he remembers doing what Napoleon did, but that would not make him Napoleon. He would be Napoleon only if he actually remembers being in a mental state Napoleon was in. So how do we determine that it is an actual memory?
Answer: only by first knowing that he was Napoleon. So to know whether P2 is memory connected with P1 we must know whether they are the same person. But this means Locke’s memory theory is circular.
20) Which theory of personal identity do you think is most acceptable or plausible, and why? 
(Im not sure what to write here.  I guess just write which one of the above you think is most possible and why.  There’s only 2 other theories that aren’t in these answers so I think your safe picking one of these.  But I don’t think this question will be on the exam because it’s too much of an opinion kind of question.  I think he would either have this question on the exam and not the 2 above.  Or the 2 above and not this one because that would be too much of a giveaway considering for this question all you would do is write about one of those theories and say why you think it’s the most plausible.)
21) How plausible is Stephen Jay Gould’s view that science and religion do not conflict because they are concerned with different domains?
Stephen Jay Gould’s view of science and religion
“Science tries to document the factual character of the natural world, and to develop theories that coordinate and explain these facts. Religion, on the other hand, operates in the equally important, but utterly different, realm of human purposes, meanings, and values—subjects that the factual domain of science might illuminate, but can never resolve.” The lack of conflict between science and religion arises from a lack of overlap between their respective domains of professional expertise – science in the empirical constitution of the universe, and religion in the search for proper ethical values and the spiritual meaning of our lives.”  
Is religion not also concerned with facts? They consider it a FACT that there is a supernatural realm which is the main feature of religion.  Clearly scientific theory denies this realm which is a conflict.  Religion claims alot 
Ways religion conflicts with science (why it is not plausible)
1) Posits supernatural beings or processes
(As described above.  Religion believes in the supernatural (such as realms) which science does not believe in.
2) Belief in existence of immaterial souls
Most religions have assumed that there are immaterial souls and that we survive death. But we have seen that science in recent times, i.e. cognitive science, the science that studies such things, rejects this view in favour of materialist theories of the mind.
3) Belief that the universe has a purpose
Religions have tended to believe that the universe as a whole has a purpose. But this seems to be ruled out by the emerging body of accepted theory in science, such as big bang cosmology, quantum theory, evolution theory …
4) May conflict with well confirmed theories, e.g. evolution theory
5) Accepts belief without evidence – religious faith
 
6) Belief in miracles, revelation from God
Religions often accept the occurrence of miracles. But this seems inconsistent with scientific theory.
Note David Hume’s famous argument against miracles: To qualify as a miracle, an event must violate the laws of nature. But then, Hume says, it will always be more plausible to question the testimony on the basis of which people believe a miracle has occurred than to suppose that something has happened that violates the laws of nature. Our evidence, Hume says, will always make it more reasonable to question the accuracy of the reports of the alleged miraculous event.


22) To what extent do you think the success of modern science has superseded or undermined religion?  (Your answer could be totally, or not at all, or anything in between.) Support your view by argument.  
I think that modern science has both undermined and superseded religion to a great extent.  Historically the only thing that people could use to explain what they could not understand was through the concept of God.  However now with the success of modern science there has been countless discoveries of things that were once a mystery to human kind.  This has been such a success that some have even adopted the role of Atheist, not believing in any God, which in the past would be unheard of.  An example of one these discoveries that greatly aids my argument is the discovery of the evolution theory.  
Historically, the existence of human beings, and living things in general, was explained as the creation of God. And it is not hard to see why. How else could the stunning adaptations in nature be explained? (See examples on next slide.)
But science now explains all this in purely naturalistic terms as the outcome of evolution by natural selection.
Evolution Theory
All life on earth has descended from a common ancestor through a long, gradual process of evolution by natural selection by which new species have arisen over and over again from previously existing species. 
Natural Selection
The process by which nature selects for traits that have greater survival value, thereby increasing their frequency in subsequent generations.

There is no goal-oriented process or mechanism in nature that is striving to create organisms that are well adapted to their environments.  

Those who defend creationism have challenged this claim. Evolution, they say, cannot explain complex organs such as the eye.

But their claims are not convincing

In the past religious figures would credit the human race, and how we look and act as a creation of God.  However now thanks to science there is overwhelming evidence that Evolution theory and Natural selection is actually the cause.  Our race was created after numerous evolutions from common ancestors through a long process through evolution of natural selection.  It is through this process where we acquired all of the traits we have today in order to best survive the environments we lived in.  Some religious people simply insist that it couldn’t have happened this way and refuse to accept evolution theory. But the evidence for it is now overwhelming. 

23)  Tim Crane in reading 40 (in the course pack table of contents) says that “Religion is an attempt to make sense of the world, but it does not try and do this in the way science does.” Describe as accurately as you can how the two try to make sense of the world in different ways. (If you think this view is not correct, then defend your view by argument.
RELIGION: Religious belief is a very different kind of thing. It is not restricted only to those with a certain education or knowledge, it does not require years of training, it is not specialized and it is not technical. 
- Religions do not construct hypotheses in the same sense as stated for science. I said above that Christianity rests upon certain historical claims, like the claim of the resurrection. 
- Religious belief tolerates a high degree of mystery and ignorance in its understanding of the world. When the devout pray, and their prayers are not answered, they do not take this as evidence which has to be weighed alongside all the other evidence that prayer is effective. They feel no obligation whatsoever to weigh the evidence. If God does not answer their prayers, well, there must be some explanation of this, even though we may never know it.
SCIENCE: scientific explanation is a very specific and technical kind of knowledge. It requires patience, pedantry, a narrowing of focus and (in the case of the most profound scientific theories) considerable mathematical knowledge and ability
- The essence of science involves making hypotheses about the causes and natures of things, in order to explain the phenomena we observe around us, and to predict their future behavior. Some sciences — medical science, for example — make hypotheses about the causes of diseases and test them by intervening. 

MAIN POINT: This point gets to the heart of the difference between science and religion. Religion is an attempt to make sense of the world, but it does not try and do this in the way science does. Science makes sense of the world by showing how things conform to its hypotheses. The characteristic mode of scientific explanation is showing how events fit into a general pattern.
Religion, on the other hand, attempts to make sense of the world by seeing a kind of meaning or significance in things. This kind of significance does not need laws or generalizations, but just the sense that the everyday world we experience is not all there is, and that behind it all is the mystery of God’s presence. The believer is already convinced that God is present in everything, even if they cannot explain this or support it[image: http://cdncache-a.akamaihd.net/items/it/img/arrow-10x10.png] with evidence. But it makes sense of their life by suffusing it with meaning. 
- Religions do make factual and historical claims, and if these claims are false, then the religions fail. But this dependence on fact does not make religious claims anything like hypotheses in the scientific sense. Hypotheses are not central. Rather, what is central is the commitment to the meaningfulness (and therefore the mystery) of the world.
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