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Religious experiences are events which have been (?) by many throughout time, whether it be conversion, (?), corporate or visions and voices.  Some argue religious experiences are genuine whilst others see them to be nothing more than myth.

As far as Richard Swindburne (sic) is concerned, he argues religious experiences are genuine.  Swindburne refers to two concepts, credulity and testimony both stating that we should believe people if they claim to have had a religious experience much in the way that we would believe them about an observation they make.  William Alston supports Swindburne as he says we would most probably believe someone if they told us about an observation they made eg “I saw a red car” so why would we not believe them about a religious experience.  However, this argument for religious experience relies on giving people the benefit of the doubt which is not always reasonable nor logical for example if someone was a compulsive liar.

On the other hand, Karl Marx says religious experiences are not real.  Marx argues religious experiences are capitalist tools (ideological state apparatus) created by eh capitalist government in order to keep people believing in religion or make them believe in religion so that they feel more content about their lives and therefore can be exploited more easily without any rebellion.  Marx believed religion and everything surrounding it including religious experience is a form of control, as he once famously said “religion is the opium of the masses”.   Although, some have claimed religious experience is not a force for control, but a force for change for example Ghandi non-violently protesting against the British army after being inspired by religion through religious experience.
On the contrary, William James believed religious experiences were the primary source of religious belief.  James argued that once a person had a religious experience they became religious, making religious experience primary and things such as churches secondary.  However psychologists and sociologists have found many people who have religious experiences are from a religious background or of a religious tradition therefore refuting James’ claim that religious experiences are primary.
Furthermore, Sigmund Freud argued religious experiences are simply illusions.  Freud claimed religious experiences are illusions which express desires of what a person wants to believe.  Freud said many religious experiences are hallucinations or are experienced by people with psychological problems or mental illness.  Freud’s argument from religious experience can be criticised as David Haye found 1/3 of adults in the UK have had a religious experience, surely not this many people could have psychological problems or mental illness.  Also some people recorded to have had a religious experience so no signs of mental illness.  
Finally, fundamentalist Christians who take the Bible literally would argue religious experience is completely valid.  They may argue that the soul on the road to Damascus is the perfect example of a religious experience as God spoke to Saul and prevented him from killing any young Christians and he went on to become St Paul one of the main Christian writers.  

In conclusion, all arguments for religious are based on faith and those against it have been criticised, perhaps it is a matter of experiencing one yourself to discover the conclusive truth.
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It has been postulated as to what method is the best to express human understanding of God, some argue analogy whilst other advocate myths or symbols.
With regards to Baron Van Hugel, he argued analogy can successfully be used to express human understanding of God.  Van Hugel said that Gods life is so obscure because he is far superior and out of our comprehension the only way we could possibly understand it when reflecting on God’s life is through an analogy.  Van Hugel said it is similar to if a dog reflected on humans lives it would find it very obscure.
On the contrary, Rudolph Bultmann would say the claim that analogy can successfully be used to express the human understanding of God is invalid and that we should use myths to express human understanding of God.  Bultmann studied the New Testament and attempted to use mythological concepts about God to reveal eternal truths of God and express human understanding.  However Peter Vardy criticises myths as he said all myths from different cultures communicate the same values of virgin births, great floods, creation etc and it can’t simply be coincidence that these stories are so similar making them purely myth with no eternal truths as Bultmann thought they possessed.

On the other hand,  John McQuarrie would argue the claim that analogy can successfully be used to express the human understanding of God is a true claim.  McQuarrie argued that we need an analogy to express human understanding of God as it ensures the words about God aren’t empty or inadequate, and actually tells humans about the mystery that is God.

As far as Maimonedes is concerned, he would argue the claim that analogy can successfully be used to express the human understanding of God is a false claim.  Maimonides would say the only way to successfully express human understanding of God is by following the Via Negativa or the apophatic way. The Via Negativa states that we can only talk about what God is not in negative terms for example God is not a goldfish.  Via Negativa translates from Latin as the negative way.  For Maimonedes by talking about what God is not we can express a better human understanding of God as it ensures no one claims God to be something that may not be true.  Although, Inge said to deny God of a description will lead to anihalation (sic) of oneself, what he meant by this is not completely clear.

Furthermore, Paul Tillich would say the claim that analogy can successfully be used to express the human understanding of God is true to some extent but symbols are a better method of successfully expressing the human understanding of God.  Tillich said symbols participate in what they point towards unlike signs which simply just point towards something.  Tillich gives the example of the American flag as a symbol which points towards the country America but also participates in the essence of the USA and what it means to be American.  Tillich argues that without the Stars and Stripes America would not be America.  Tillich says the same thing about the statement “God is Love”, Tillich claims the word or symbol love participates in the essence of God and points towards God’s nature, which is why Tillich believes symbols such as “God is Love” successfully expresses the human understanding of God and analogy doesn’t/  However John Hick criticises Tillich’s theory of symbols and says in the sentence “God is Love” what exactly is the symbol and how an this point towards God as anything could be said about God eg “God is hate” and this could be claimed to be a symbol that points towards God, according to Hick.

In conclusion, the claim that analogy can successfully be used to express the human understanding of God can never be proven conclusively as people understand what God is in different ways, through religious experience, miracles, and people have different interpretations of what God is therefore analogy won’t be successful for everybody in expressing the human understanding of God but may be successful for some. 
