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The question numbers in this resource reflect the question numbers from the original papers and 
match the question numbers in the corresponding 2021 assessment materials. 
 

Question 01 
 

 
 
Student A 

 
 
Commentary  
The marks for this question are allocated according to how many of the three elements that 
students clearly explain. This response has all three elements: Hick’s principle of eschatological 
verification concerns 1) the meaningfulness of ‘religious language’, while 2) the ‘verification’ and 3) 
‘eschatological’ dimension is captured by ‘meet God in heaven’. The student’s understanding of 
this is reinforced with the point that religious positions ‘are truth apt’. So, the response is clear, 
correct, and full. 
 
3 marks  
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Student B 

 
 
Commentary  
Substantively correct but lacking precision and fullness of explanation; there is no reference to the 
meaningfulness/factual content of the propositions Hick had in mind.   
 
3 marks 
 
 
Student C 

 
 
Commentary  
Relevant points are made about the philosophical context for Hick’s formulation of the principle, 
and there is a reference to ‘personal experience’. However, the substantive content is missing, 
there is nothing on meaningfulness/factual content, and the eschatological dimension is not 
addressed.  
 
1 mark  
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Question 02 

 
Student A 
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Commentary  
Clear, correct, and sufficiently full (as an ‘outline’) for maximum marks. There is some flipping 
between ‘facts’, ‘things’ and ‘being’, but this was so prevalent that absolute consistency on 
terminology was not seemed sufficient to deny student full marks. The logical connection between 
the points is precise. 
 
5 marks      
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Student B 

 
 
  



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 6 of 34  

 

Commentary  
This response is particularly inconsistent in the key language deployed, with some blurring with 
arguments from causation, which strictly speaking is a different argument. There is also a 
mischaracterisation of ‘necessary facts’. Nevertheless, the underlying logic of the argument, the 
substantive content, is correct.   
 
3 marks 
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Student C 

 
 
 
Commentary  
Fragments of relevant material, but little understanding: a point for understanding that this is an 
argument for the existence of God as a ‘necessary being’.  
 
1 mark 
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Question 05 

 
Student A 
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Commentary  
This response argues with intent to a clear and coherent conclusion. The logic of the argument is 
sustained; there is integration and weighting; critical judgements are made on an ongoing basis. 
There was room for a wider range of (stronger) counter arguments such that the conclusion was 
more robustly defended. But this is sufficient to access the top band of marks. 
 
Some classical attributes of God are identified at the outset, and the student communicates their 
intention to defend the coherence of God. 
 
A precise outline of the ‘paradox of the stone’ is given to challenge the internal coherence of the 
attribute of omnipotence. In response, Aquinas’s conception of omnipotence, operating within the 
bounds of logical possibility, is used to deflate the apparent incoherence. This is followed by 
Savage’s reframing of the argument to neutralise the apparent incoherence. The student 
summarises their position on omnipotence and then moves on.  
 
The second criticism concerns the apparent contradiction between divine omniscience and 
immutability, which the student outlines with reference to Kretzmann and God’s knowledge of time, 
which is ‘liable to change’. The response to this begins with an argument against what the student 
takes to be the inadequacy of the ‘finite’ human intellect to be able to comprehend how an ‘infinite 
omniscient being’ would know the world, and is therefore unable to judge whether there is an 
incoherence here. The second response takes into account God’s eternity and transcendence, and 
therefore the possibility of God’s ‘a-temporal knowledge’. The student then weighs the two 
criticisms and finds the former stronger: the second still assumes that a finite intellect can sensibly 
comment on the knowledge of an infinite omniscient being, which the student has already denied. 
This is coherent and consistent evaluation. 
 
The third criticism, the Euthyphro dilemma, targets divine goodness. The student gives a very clear 
account of this challenge, with both sides of the dilemma precisely outlined. The student responds 
by challenging the assumptions of the dilemma: if (as they argue) God is good, and the source of 
moral value, any commands that God issues will ‘necessarily’ be good, reflecting as they do the 
divine nature. This argument is developed (beyond necessity) to address counterintuitive 
commands by God in scripture (eg God’s command to Abraham to sacrifice his son); in this case, 
the student appeals again to the limits of the human intellect to know whether an apparent instance 
of divine injustice is actually divine injustice: the student appeals back to the story of Abraham 
which was (in the end) just a test of faith. There are, of course, many more challenging passages 
from the Bible which could be cited in this context, but the student is already going beyond the 
requirements of the specification. The conclusion briefly summarises the reasons given for 
defending the coherence of the concept of God.  
 
 
22 marks 
 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 15 of 34  

 

Student B 

 

 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 16 of 34  

 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 17 of 34  

 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 18 of 34  

 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 19 of 34  

 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 20 of 34  

 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 21 of 34  

 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 22 of 34  

 

 
 
Commentary  
This response argues with sustained intent to a clear conclusion. The logic of the argument is 
sustained, and there is integration and weighting. There is a lack of detail and precision on the 
argument given most weight, however. Philosophical language is used clearly and correctly. 
 
The student states their intent clearly at the outset and briefly raises three objections to the 
coherence of God which they believe can be overcome.  
 
The ‘paradox of the stone’ is clearly and concisely outlined, targeting the coherence of 
‘omnipotence’. The student then attempts to dissolve the paradox by framing omnipotence in terms 
of positive powers only: ie there is no limit to the weight of a stone God can create, and there is no 
limit to the weight of a stone God can move. The paradox is not, therefore, taken too seriously as a 
challenge to God’s omnipotence, once omnipotence is correctly defined.  
 
The student identifies the Euthyphro dilemma as a ‘stronger objection’ to God’s coherence, and 
this is reflected in the evaluation. The Euthyphro dilemma itself is clearly outlined, and the initial 
response (following on from the response to the paradox of the stone) invokes the logical 
impossibility of God issuing (arbitrary) immoral commands. But this response is not sufficient, 
because the question of the relationship between God and logic can be posed in the same manner 
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as the question of the relationship between God and goodness. This is coherent and integrated 
evaluation. The issue is addressed by taking what we call ‘logic’ as ‘just the way God’s mind 
works’, which is also true of the moral goodness which God wills. The doubts the philosopher has 
that God’s will could change the rules of logic or morality at any time only arise when we take 
omnipotence in isolation. Once we take other classical attributes into account, like ‘goodness’ and 
‘eternity’, we see that God’s will does not change in the way the human will is liable to. 
 
The most ‘crucial’ argument, according to the student, concerns the tension between God’s 
omniscience and human free will. The reason why this is supposed to be so crucial, however, is 
briefly stated, lacking development. Strictly speaking, this particular issue with omniscience 
represents a supposed contradiction between the concept of God and a claim about human 
capacities (i.e. free will), although it is in the specification and it is credit worthy. Some of the best 
students show why this implies an incoherence within our concept of God (linking the ‘gift’ of free 
will to God’s ‘supreme goodness’, for example). The response to the issue, drawing on the contrast 
between everlasting and eternal divinity, clearly has evaluative merit, although there is imprecision 
in linking this with the issue of ‘omnipotence’ rather than ‘omniscience’.   
 
The conclusion acknowledges that these challenges to God’s coherence raise doubts (especially 
the final one) about our concept of God, but they are doubts that can all be overcome.   
 
19 marks 
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Student C 

 

 
 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 25 of 34  

 

 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 26 of 34  

 

 

 
 
 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 27 of 34  

 

 
 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 28 of 34  

 

 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 29 of 34  

 

 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 30 of 34  

 

 
 



 

 

Copyright © 2021 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 31 of 34  

 

Commentary  
This is a clear response in the form of an argument, and there is clear intent. The content is 
relevant and broadly correct, but there is a lack of detail and precision throughout. Evaluation is 
limited, with few counterarguments and so significant gaps in content where such evaluation ought 
to have been.  
 
The student begins by identifying several key divine attributes and states their intention to argue 
that the concept of God is incoherent. A range of attributes are then defined in the opening 
paragraph, which is good knowledge and understanding, but it is not achieving much in terms of 
evaluation yet. 
 
The student actually begins evaluating the coherence of the concept of God when they raise the 
‘paradox of the stone’ to attack divine omnipotence. This is relevant and correct, but not precise 
and detailed. No response is considered.  
 
In the next paragraph, the ‘Euthyphro dilemma’ is outlined as an objection to God’s ‘benevolence’. 
Again, this is basically accurate, but it is not explained in detail or with precision. No response is 
considered.    
 
The student then turns to problems raised by divine ‘omniscience’ and the ‘incoherence with 
human free will’, which is clearly illustrated. No response is considered. 
 
Finally, the student outlines the problem of evil, accurately, and this is certainly relevant because it 
concerns a fact about the world and several supposed facts about God’s nature. In this case, a 
response is offered in the case of Hick’s ‘soul making’ argument, which is accurate but not precise 
and detailed.   
 
The conclusion reaffirms the incoherence of God, although no reply to Hick was ever offered, and 
the Euthyphro dilemma is asserted to be the strongest argument. The reasoning behind this 
weighting is not clear. Had counter arguments been attempted (and repudiated) for each objection 
to God’s coherence, the essay could have been accessing the 16–20 mark band. However, it is a 
largely one-sided argument, and a conclusion with insufficient support. 
 
12 marks 
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Student D 
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Commentary  
There is an argument here, but it is not all focused on the relevant issues: there are substantial 
gaps in content, and it is (mostly) one sided. It sits at the top of the bottom band. 
 
The student begins by stating their position, and identifying the problem of evil as one of the 
issues. This is fine, however the reference to ‘design’ suggests this essay is not going to be 
consistently well-focused on the central issues. 
 
The problem of evil is grasped, and the free will defence offered. Both are brief but credit worthy. 
The last part of this evaluation, however, lacks precision. 
 
The final argument that the student raises is just not relevant to the question, concerned as it is 
with the argument from design and responses to it. The conclusion does not answer the question, 
focussed as it is on the evidence for the existence of God rather than the coherence of the concept 
of God.  
 
5 marks 
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