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Instructions: 

 

• Answer all questions. 

 

• Please answer on lined paper and ensure you write your full name at the top of each 

sheet. 
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Section 1 

 

In what follows, P and Q stand for English declarative sentences, sentences which are either 

true or false. For example: “Today is Friday.” An argument is a collection of declarative 

sentences, one of which – the conclusion – is claimed to follow from the others, and is often 

marked out by the word “therefore”.  

 

A valid form of argument is one where the conclusion necessarily follows whatever 

declarative sentences we choose for P and Q. 

 

The following is an example of a valid form of argument: 

 

P is true; if P then Q; therefore, Q is true. 

 

 

1. Comment on whether the following arguments are valid or not. Where appropriate, 

give examples to support your reasoning. Three marks are available for each. 

 

a) Q is true; if P then Q; therefore, P is true. 

b) Maya believes P; if P then Q; therefore, Maya believes Q. 

c) Tess does not believe P; if P then Q; therefore, Tess does not believe Q. 

d) Sarah believes P. Therefore, if Sarah believes ‘if P then Q’, Sarah believes Q. 

e) Lara does not believe Q; if P then Q; Therefore, Lara ought not believe P. 
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Section 2 

 

Read the following passage carefully, and then answer the questions below: 

 

It is now generally admitted, at any rate by philosophers, that the existence of a being having 

the attributes which define the god of any [theistic] religion cannot be demonstratively 

proved. What is not generally recognised is that there can be no way of proving that the 

existence of a god, such as the God of Christianity, is even probable. Yet this also is easily 

shown. For if the existence of such a god were probable, then the proposition that he existed 

would be an empirical hypothesis. And in that case it would be possible to deduce from it, 

and other empirical hypotheses, certain experiential propositions which were not deducible 

from those other hypotheses alone. But in fact this is not possible. It is sometimes claimed, 

indeed, that the existence of a certain sort of regularity in nature constitutes sufficient 

evidence for the existence of a god. But if the sentence ‘God exists’ entails no more than that 

certain types of phenomena occur in certain sequences, then to assert the existence of a god 

will be simply equivalent to asserting that there is the requisite regularity in nature; and no 

religious man would admit that this was all he intended to assert in asserting the existence of 

a god. He would say that in talking about God, he was talking about a transcendent being who 

might be known through certain empirical manifestations, but certainly could not be defined 

in terms of those manifestations. But in that case the term ‘god’ is a metaphysical term. And if 

‘god’ is a metaphysical term, then it cannot be even probable that a god exists. For to say that 

‘God exists’ is to make a metaphysical utterance which cannot be either true or false. And by 

the same criterion, no sentence which purports to describe the nature of a transcendent god 

can possess any literal significance. 

 

It is important not to confuse this view of religious assertions with the view that is adopted by 

atheists, or agnostics. For it is characteristic of an agnostic to hold that the existence of a god 

is a possibility in which there is no good reason either to believe or disbelieve; and it is 

characteristic of an atheist to hold that it is at least probable that no god exists. And our view 

that all utterances about the nature of God are nonsensical, so far from being identical with, 

or even lending any support to, either of these familiar contentions, is actually incompatible 

with them. For if the assertion that there is a god is nonsensical, then the atheist’s assertion 

that there is no god is equally nonsensical, since it is only a significant proposition that can be 

significantly contradicted. As for the agnostic, although he refrains from saying either that 

there is or that there is not a god, he does not deny that the question whether a transcendent 

god exists is a genuine question. He does not deny that the two sentences ‘There is a 

transcendent god’ and ‘There is no transcendent god’ express propositions one of which is 

actually true and the other false. All he says is that we have no means of telling which of them 

is true, and therefore ought not to commit ourselves to either. But we have seen that the 

sentences in question do not express propositions at all. And this means that agnosticism also 

is ruled out. 

-‘God-talk is evidently nonsense,’ A.J. Ayer  
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2. Explain in your own words the argument of this passage.   [5 marks] 

 

 

 

3. How might a theist rebut the claim that all assertions about God are “nonsensical”?

          [5 marks] 

 

 

4. Are you persuaded by the argument of this passage? Why or why not? [5 marks] 

 

 

END OF QUESTIONS 


