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(1) A: Sir, how about we start opening the restaurant for breakfast as well as for
lunch and dinner?
B: Okay, let’s give it a ( ). We need to increase the number of
customers somehow.
A T think it's a good idea. We should be able to attract people on their way

to work.

challenge
hand
look

®» @ o9

try

(2) A: Didn't your parents already meet your boyfriend?
B: Yes. We ( ) able to visit his office on Friday.

A T'm sure they'll enjoy getting to know him better.

are
aren't

were

® @ o9

weren't



(3)

(4)

A
B
A

A
B
A

= vs B
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: I missed the train, so I had to take a bus instead.
: Oh no, were you able to pay the ( ) with your IC card?

: Yes! It worked exactly the same as paying for the train.

@ fare

@ fee

®) fine

@ penalty

> Do you have any particular athletic skills?
. Yeah, I think I'm pretty good ( ) tennis.

: Oh, really? I love to play! We should get together for a match some day?

at
for

in

® @ o

with

. How long ago did you move here?
: Me? I've lived in this town my whole life.
: Not me, I was ( ) up in Europe until the age of eight and

then moved here.

brought
grown

lived

® @ o9

risen



(6)

A

® @ o9

: Thank you. We have been (

2026 2 10

Welcome! We are always happy to have someone visit from the main
office.
) at your branch’s financial

performance, and we have some questions.

. T hope there’s no cause for concern. We are extremely careful with our

record keeping.

inspecting
looking
seeing

watching

A You seem nervous. You do have a driver’s license, don't you?

® @ o9

: Of course, but it's the first time I've been ( ) the wheel of a

vehicle this large.

: Oh, you'll do fine. Just keep an eye on your side mirrors when making a

turn.

behind
beside
on

over
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: I'd like to make ( ) for next Friday at 12:30 with the

director.

. I'm afraid she’s booked until 2:00 PM. Can you come at 2:30?

® @ o9

A Hmmm, I'm not sure. I'll have to check and get back to you.

an appointment
a promise
a proposal

a reservation

. Hey Sarah, come over here. I want to introduce you to Beth, one of my

best friends.

: Oh hil It's so nice to meet you. Have you two known each other a long

time?

. She’s the friend I told you about last week that I traveled around Europe

® @ o

( ) during college.

after
alone
while

with
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: We got there just when my parents train was ( ) at the
station.

. That's great! So they didn’t have to wait at all for you to pick them up.

A Exactly. And to my surprise, they brought only one suitcase each.

@ arrived
@ arriving
) entered

@ entering
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(1) No one (could, extent, have, predicted, the, to, was, what) come.

A NP ORI B ENRENTEDBBEDP TS 2 LIETERDo77259,

(2) The weather has caused numerous huge shifts in world history (among, as, as,
balance, in, nations, power).
Kgid, HROBERE L OCERHOBTI NG ¥ 21280 58% S ORE READ
R E 2o TET,

(3)  (comes, else, Hokkaido, in, later, spring, than, to) Japan.

REEDOHFRIIHADOEZ L) HIEL RS TL 5o

(4) TFlowers (advance, and, are, buy, can, hold, not, something, we) on to; they
have to be cut fresh.

ML, Hid o THo Tl THBIT 2D T %L, HERIRETY 2 LEE D S,

(5) One of the primary reasons that studying abroad contributes so effectively
(education, is, it, requires, students’, that, them) to live and learn in a new
culture.

RBEVPFEOHE T IHRNTH 2 L2 Eio—21F, HrLwifboh T
HLERLZERIENROLENLENHTT,

@ also @ and & anywhere @ far @ for
@ in @® of @ on # other @ place
@ slow ©@ to @ under ® well & with
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(3) One cannot see the modern world _as it is unless one recognizes the

\

overwhelming strength of patriotism, national loyalty. In certain circumstances

it can break down, at certain levels of civilization it does not exist, but as a
@
positive force there is nothing to set beside it. Christianity and international
Socialism are as weak as straw in comparison with it. Hitler rose from power
@ G —

in his own country chiefly because he could grasp this fact and the opponents

could not.
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(4) Tom Sponson, at fifty-three, was a thoroughly successful man. He had set up a

first-class business, married a charming wife, and built himself a good house in

the London suburbs. His son, Bob, nineteen, was doing well in Oxford; his

daughter, April, aged sixteen, who was at a good school, had no wish to use
make-up, to wear low-cut dress, or to go out with boys. She still regarded
herself as, too young for such amusements. Yet she was cheerful, affectionate,

@

and thoroughly enjoyed life. All the same, for some time Tom had been aware

that he was working very hard for very little. His wife gave him a kiss in the
morning when he left the office and, if she were not at a party, a kiss in the

evening when he came home. And it was obvious that her life was filled with

the children, with her clothes, with keeping her figure slim, with keeping the
@

house clean and smart, with her charities, her bridge, her tennis, her friends,

and her parties.
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Does God exist? This is a fundamental question, one which most of us ask
ourselves at some time in our lives. The answer which each of us gives affects not
only the way we behave, but also how we understand and interpret the world, and
what we expect for the future. If God exists, then human existence may have a
purpose, and we may even hope for eternal life. If not, then we must create any

(1)
meaning in our lives for ourselves: no meaning will be given to us from outside,

and death is probably final.

When philosophers turn their attention to religion they typically examine the
various arguments that have been given ( a ) and against God's existence.
They weigh up the evidence and look closely at the structure and implications of
the arguments. They also examine concepts such as faith and religious belief to
see (b ) they can make sense of the way people talk about God.

The starting point for most philosophers of religion is a very general doctrine
about the nature of God, known as monotheism. This is the view that one God
exists, that he or she is omnipotent (capable of doing anything), omniscient (knows
everything), and supremely benevolent (all-good). Such a view is held by most
Christians, Jews, and Muslims alike. Here I will focus on the Christian view of God,
though most of the arguments will apply equally to the other monotheistic
religions, and some will be relevant to any religion.

But does this God actually exist? Can we prove that he or she does? Should a
reasonable person believe that no such God exists, a position known as atheism?
Or is agnosticism, the suspension of belief, the appropriate reaction? There are
many different arguments intended to prove God’s existence.

One of the most frequently used arguments for God’s existence is the Design
Argument, sometimes also known as the Teleological Argument (from the Greek

word telos, which means ‘purpose’). This states tha(t if we look around us at the
2)

797
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natural world we can’t help noticing how everything in it is suited to the function

it performs: everything bears evidence of having been designed. This is supposed
to (7 ) the existence of a Creator. If, for example, we examine the human eye,
we see how its tiny parts all fit together, each part cleverly suited to what it was
apparently made for: seeing.

Supporters of the Design Argument, such as William Paley (1743-1805), claim
that the complexity and efficiency of natural objects such as the eye are evidence

that they must have been designed by God. How else could they have come to be
(3)

as they are? Just as by looking at a watch we can tell that it was designed by a
watchmaker, they argue, we can tell by looking at the eye that it was designed by
some sort of Divine Watchmaker. It is ( ¢ ) if God has deliberately left
evidence of his or her existence all around us in the world.

This is an argument from an effect to its cause: we look at the effect (the

(4)
watch or the eye), and from examination of it we try to tell what caused it (a

watchmaker or a Divine Watchmaker). It relies on the idea that a designed object
like a watch is in some ways very similar to a natural object such as the eye. This
sort of argument, based on a similarity between two things, is known as an
argument from analogy. Arguments from analogy rely on the principle that if two
things are similar in some respects they will very likely be similar in others.

Those who accept the Design Argument tell us that everywhere we look,
particularly in the natural world—whether at trees, cliffs, animals, the stars, or
whatever—we can find further confirmation of God’'s existence. Because these
things are far more elaborately constructed than a watch, the Divine Watchmaker
must have been correspondingly more intelligent than the human watchmaker.
Indeed, the Divine Watchmaker must have been so powerful, and so clever, that it
makes sense to assume that it was God as traditionally understood by monotheists.

However, there are strong arguments against the Design Argument, several of

which were raised by the philosopher David Hume (1711-76).
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One objection to the argument just set forth is that it relies on a weak analogy:

(5)
it takes for granted that there is a significant resemblance between natural objects

and objects which we know to have been designed. But it is not obvious that, to
use the same example again, the human eye really is like a watch in any important
respect. Arguments from analogy rely on there being a strong similarity between
the two things being compared. If the similarity is weak, then the conclusions that
can be drawn on the basis of the comparison are correspondingly weak. So, for
example, a wristwatch and a pocket watch are sufficiently similar for us to be able
to assume that they were both designed by watchmakers. But although there is
some similarity between a watch and an eye—they are both intricate and fulfill
their particular functions—it is only a vague similarity, and any conclusions based
on the analogy will as a result be correspondingly vague.

Against this criticism a monotheist might still maintain that it is more likely
that the eye was designed by a supreme being than that it came ( d ) merely
by chance.

The existence of a Divine Watchmaker is not, however, the only possible

explanation of how it is that animals and plants are so well adapted to their

functions. In particular, Charles Darwin’s (1809—82() theory of evolution by natural
J

selection, explained in his book The Origin of Sﬁpecies (1859), gives a widely
accepted alternative explanation of this phenomenon. Darwin showed how, by a
process of the survival of the fittest, those animals and plants best suited to their
environments lived to pass on their characteristics to their offspring. Later
scientists have been able to account for the mechanism of evolution in terms of
inherited genes. This process explains how such marvellous adaptations to
environment as are found in the animal and plant kingdoms could have occurred,
without needing to introduce the notion of God.

Of course Darwin’s theory of evolution in no way denies God’s existence—

indeed, many Christians accept it as the best explanation of how plants, animals,

and human beings came to be as they are: they believe that God created the
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mechanism of evolution itself. However, Darwin’s theory does weaken the power
of the Design Argument since it explains the same effects ( e ) any mention of
God as their cause. The existence of such a theory about the mechanism of
biological adaptation prevents the Design Argument from being a conclusive proof
of God's existence. @

Even if, ( 4 ) the objections mentioned so far, you still find the Design
Argument convincing, you should notice that it doesn’t prove the existence of a
unique, all-powerful, all-knowing, and all-good God.

First, the argument fails to support monotheism. Even if you accept that the
world and everything in it clearly show evidence of having been designed, there is
no reason to believe that it was all designed by one God. Why couldn’t it have
been designed by a team of lesser gods working together? After all, most large-
scale, complex human constructions such as skyscrapers, pyramids, space rockets,
and so on, were made by teams of individuals, so surely if we carry the analogy to
its logical conclusion it will lead us to believe that the world was designed by a
group of gods working together.

Second, the argument doesn’t necessarily support the view that the Designer
(or designers) was all-powerful. It could reasonably be argued that the universe
has a number of “design faults™ for instance, the human eye has a tendency to
short-sightedness, and to cataracts™ in old age—hardly the work of an all-powerful
Creator wanting to create the best world possible. Such observations might lead
some people to think that the Designer of the universe, far ( f ) being all-
powerful, was a comparatively weak god or gods, or possibly a young god
experimenting with his or her powers. Maybe the Designer died soon after
creating the universe, allowing it to run down of its own accord. The Design

(7)
Argument provides at least as much evidence for these conclusions as it does for

the existence of the God described by monotheists. So the Design Argument alone

cannot prove that the monotheist's God, rather than some other type of god or

gods, exists.
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Finally, on the question of whether the Designer is all-knowing and all-good,
many people find the amount of evil in the world counts against this conclusion.
This evil ranges from human cruelty, murder, and torture, to the suffering caused
by natural disasters and disease. If, as the Design Argument suggests, we are to
look around us to see the evidence of God's work, many people will find it hard to
accept that what they see is the result of a benevolent Creator. An all-knowing
God would know that evil exists; an all-powerful God would be able to prevent it
occurring; and an all-good God would not want it to exist. But evil continues to
occur. This serious challenge to belief in the monotheist’'s God has been much

discussed by philosophers.

[Hi81] Used with permission of Taylor & Francis Informa UK Ltd -
Books, from Philosophy: The Basics : the basics, Warburton, Nigel,
2013; permission conveyed through Copyright Clearance Center, Inc.
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Close examination of the argument shows it to be limited in a number of ways.
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(D The problem of whether or not God really exists concerns only our past and
present, not our future.

(2 Philosophers are scholars whose objective is to prove that there is only one
God in this universe.

(3 The Design Argument holds that without the existence of God such
complicated structures as the human eye could not exist.

@ Some believe the human eye and a watch are similar in that they both have
a complicated structure.

(® Darwin was a scientist who argued that if you look closely enough at objects
in nature, you will be able to prove the existence of God.

(6 Darwin's theory made it impossible for us to argue for the existence of God.

(@ Gods collaborate to produce what would be unimaginable if they tried to do
it alone.

By looking at such magnificent structures as skyscrapers, we can't help
feeling that there must be an all-powerful God.

(9 It is surprising that so intricate an organ as the human eye should have no
faults.

Some people think that if God existed, the world would not be as evil as it

actually is.
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