The language of religion:

Logical positivists: believed that if religion cannot tell us anything about the nature of God, then believers had little to support their claims as to God's existence. Without empirical proof, religious statements are meaningless.

That religious statements are not even false (invalid) just empty. 

This is an extreme stance concerning the existence of God. We do, for the most part, have ideas about people's discussion about God.

What evidence would convince that God exists? That god does not?

Life after death can only be applied AFTER death; if there is no life after death, after death, it is moot.

Religious experience:

All religions are founded on a bedrock of personal experience. If no one ever claimed to have a religious experience, religion might not exist.

What defines a religious experience?

Out of the ordinary

Difficult if not impossible to verify

(Skeptics then lean on natural or scientific explanations for the event)

Dreams; hallucinations; seizures, etc

Michael Persinger: temporal lobe stimulation and religious experiences

So: what is our response about natural explanations for religious phenomena?

Well: to explain does not mean the same as explain away... The opposite of faith is not doubt; the opposite of faith is certainty.

Anne Lamott

Since we are in part mental beings it makes sense that religious experiences can be linked to certain parts of the brain... Link music to the brain...and consider colour. It is illusory yet we see it. We consider colour real. It links to various states of the brain.

Further linking epilepsy to religious experiences does not mean the experiences do not occur.

V S Ramachandran

Maybe they see what we miss

However we do tend to interpret r e by way of our own cultural traditions... And no one seems to account all r e as valid, so how is the distinction drawn between what is authentic and what is - for lack of a better word- imagined?

What is your concept of miracles?

Extraordinary event brought on by Gods intervention in the natural order of things

Miracle: one that contravenes the laws of nature?

David Humes argument against miracles:

It is more likely that the witness to the miracle was mistaken in his perception of what he saw than that it occurred as he said it did. 

What would convince you of a miracle;

Nature of event

When - how long ago - it occurred

Witness account

Number of witnesses

Why do we say the miracle of birth? Should we? If not, are there exceptions when it applies? 

Perhaps Hume goes too far: after all our understanding of the world has changed over the centuries. Newtons laws of motions were fixed until lenses changed and it was proven in some circumstance the laws do not hold. Discounting those who saw that the laws do not hold in all cases would have limited scientific progress,  as in the theory of relativity. Ironic, then how the Church treated Galileo?!

Thus we should not dismiss the unusual readily out of hand; what we should do is push for extraordinary evidence... Carl Sagan's position.

But even if an event contradicts the laws of nature this does not mean we call it a miracle. It might be just an example of the limitations of our current understanding

Thus the definition/characterization of miracle may well depend on the state of scientific knowledge and our understanding as to how the universe normally works.

Could not the underlying order and harmony of the universe (accountable for the laws of nature BEING) is itself a miracle?

Jewish Sabbath prayer: days pass; years vanish; we walk sightless among miracles.

Next class: other arguments...design and  cosmological

