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WELCOME

Hello, and Welcome to Fresh AiR – We are going to try 
something a little different with the podcast tonight. 

We have conversations about propositional logic a lot, 
and we felt that this might be best accompanied with a 
PowerPoint or video.

As such we will be explaining things as best we can, but 
if you need a visual there will be one on the website, 
and a video uploaded to YouTube to follow. 

If you can’t see and are just listening, don’t worry too 
much, we will try and describe things in a way that will 
enable you to imagine them.

This is our first video/visual podcast, so any feedback 
would be great! 



WHAT IS A 
BELIEF?

A belief can be defined thusly:

A positive attitude 
towards a 

proposition

Something you 
think most 
probable

Accepting 
something as true

An affirmative 
response towards 

something

Many folks think a belief has something to 
do with accepting something without 

evidence, but this just isn’t so. 

The first question we need to ask is “What is 
a belief?” as the word belief can leave a 

dirty taste in some peoples mouths. 



ATHEISM AND AGNOSTICISM
POLYSEMOUS TERMS

Atheism and Agnosticism are polysemous, that is to say, they have multiple meanings. 

The original use of agnosticism was the epistemic principle that if you didn’t have any scientific evidence 
you should not say you know or believe it to be true. It is the withholding judgement position, with a 
strong requirement for evidence. 

Agnosticism in philosophy today is still used as a place holder for that unbelief or withholding judgement 
position, but isn’t always as stringent on the requirement of scientific evidence to believe something.

At the time agnosticism was coined by Huxley, theism was defined as the proposition god exists, and 
atheism as the proposition god does not exist, with the atheist or theist believing one or the other.

This doesn’t necessarily follow how the terms are defined today, especially through common use on the 
internet, but are still the primary, or normative, definitions used in philosophy, are still accepted by many 
and provide clear and concise answers when using logic to answer the proposition “God Exists”.

What we are going to demonstrate is how Atheism, Atheist, Agnosticism, Agnostic, Theism, and Theist are 
defined using formal logic.



FORMAL LOGIC

1

Having written a 
couple of articles 
about how logic 
ought to be 
applied, and how 
people might 
respond to a 
question (or 
proposition) not 
using that Logic.

2

But why should we 
use the rules of 
logic?

3

Well that depends 
on if you want to be 
rational or not?

4

And what exactly is 
acting rationally?

5

Acting rationally, at 
least in part, would 
be reasoning using 
the rules of logic 
and probability 
theory. If you want 
to call yourself 
rational, you have 
to use the rules of 
logic.

6

So anyone that 
thinks they are 
rational should 
continue watching!



CLAIMS, BELIEFS 
AND 

PROPOSITIONS

When you make a claim, 
you are saying 

something is the case. 
You are asserting 

something is a fact. “The 
light switch is on!”

When you believe 
something you are 

basically saying “yeah, 
that claim sounds about 

right”

A proposition is basically 
a claim, but it might not 
be that persons claim. 
We could consider the 
proposition “God Exists” 
– that’s not me saying 

God Exists, it is just 
presenting a proposition 

for us to discuss. 

Sometimes the 
proposition might be 

presented in the form of 
a question for ease, e.g. 
“Is the light switch on?”



LOGIC IN A DICHOTOMOUS 
SITUATION

There is a disconnect 
between how logic ought to 
be applied, and how logic is 

applied

When we have a 
dichotomous situation that 

means it is: binary(1/0), 
on/off, yes/no, true/false.

Consider a light switch, it 
can only be on or off. 

The same can be said for 
many things, should I have 
one more chocolate, will I 
have one more chocolate, 

does this hurt, is there a 
dragon in my living room?

The same can also be said 
for Existence.



GOD’S EXISTENCE

Consider a question of a god’s existence, it can only 
exist or not exist. This isn’t the time to get caught up in 
“well it might have existed once” or “It depends on your 
definition” all of that is completely irrelevant, right now, 
whatever your definition, it either exists or does not exist. 

The point we are focusing on here is the proposition or P: 
God Exists. 

It is a dichotomous situation, there are 2 outcomes. P or 
Not P.  



A BINARY 
SITUATION 

WITH 3 
ANSWERS

Now even though there are only 2 options in a dichotomous 
situation, there are 3 ways you can answer. 

When we consider asking the question about a light switch 
being on in another room with no windows and no doors 
there are 3 options available to you. 

• Yes (The light switch is on). 

• No (The light switch is off). 

• I don’t know (withholding judgement on if the light switch 
is on or off)

Using formal logic we split this into:

• P 

• Not P

• Not (P or Not P) – this third option is not saying neither are 
true or false, it is just a state of withholding judgement on 
either proposition. 



3 ANSWERS TO P – GOD 
EXISTS

The same can be said for the question around 
existence. 

You have your P, God Exists. And you have your 
answers: 

• The affirmative YES, P (God Exists). 

• The Negative NO, Not P (God Does not Exist), 

• and the I don’t Know, Not (P or Not P) – Withholding 
judgment on whether god exists or not. 

Using the classic definitions and formal logic, these 3 
answers are known as Theism (P), Atheism (Not P) and 
Agnosticism (Not(P or Not P)).



BEAR WITH 
THOSE 

DEFINITIONS 
FOR NOW

We’ll save how these definitions have come to change over 
the years for later in the video, as I am sure some folks are 
already saying “No, agnosticism is ONLY about knowledge” 
and are perhaps ignorant to Huxley’s original position, or 
some of its other uses through history. That’s perfectly ok, we 
were all agnostic about it at one point. 

The point of this podcast/slide show is to show you how the 
logic is used, and not about the colloquial definitions.

To recap: The idea of propositional logic is to give an 
answer to the proposition. Yes affirms P, No Affirms Not P, I 
don’t know doesn’t affirm either P or Not P.

So how does this work with belief?



WHAT IS A BELIEF? (RECAP)

To recap: A belief is a positive attitude towards a proposition, or to put it another way, something we 
accept as true. It doesn’t require evidence, and it doesn’t matter how strong your belief is (e.g. how 
certain you are).

To apply this to the proposition “The light switch is On”, we could have a statement like “Yes, I think the light 
switch is on” – this is showing a positive attitude towards P. “I think it is most probable the lightswitch is off” –
This is showing a positive attitude towards Not P. 

Remember, a belief isn’t making a knowledge claim, it is not saying something definitely IS true, just that 
you think it is. 

Rather than giving the 3 answers like we did before, we are showing a positive attitude towards one of the 
3 answers



HOW DO WE APPLY BELIEFS TO A 
PROPOSITION?

In fact when we speak of beliefs using logic in 
a normative way, I don’t believe P = I 
disbelieve P = I believe Not P. This might not 
sound right to you, because when you’ve said 
“I don’t believe”  you don’t mean “I believe 
Not”. This is due to how the term is used 
descriptively rather than it’s use in normative 
logic where it is designed to answer the 
proposition. 

To further clarify, it is because in general 
people describe their psychological state 
rather than give an epistemological answer  
which fully answers the proposition as well as 
providing a psychological state. I will expand 
on this later.

I am going to compare the two using a flow 
chart using the classical definitions, and how 
simple answering the logic as we ought to 
compared to the extra questions you have to 
ask if you do not. 

Following that, I am then going to compare 
how people the terms today, at least on the 
internet. 



P – DOES GOD EXIST?

This is a simple flow diagram of how formal logic 
works in regards to the proposition. 

I have explained that a belief is a positive 
attitude towards a proposition. 

Rather than the previous diagram that was 
similar to this, we are now speaking of what your 
attitude towards the proposition is. 

The yes, no, and I don’t know form, Belief, 
Unbelief, and Disbelief. 

As these are about an individual attitude they 
describe an “IST” rather than an “ISM”



P – DOES GOD EXIST?

If we consider this further, and expand on the belief 
positions and logical notation: 

Theist: Believes P and lacks belief in not P (BP ^ ¬B¬P)

Atheist: Believes not P and lacks belief in P (B¬P ^ ¬BP)

Agnostic: Lacks belief in both P and Not P (¬BP ^ ¬B¬P)

So when people say they don’t believe or lack belief in 
P, it can be unclear which of the latter 2 thirds of the Pie 
they sit in because they are only describing their 
psychological state rather than giving that complete 
answer to the proposition.



DESCRIPTIVE ANSWERS

If the question was phrased “Do 
You believe God Exists” it ought 
be answered the exact same 
way, remember the point is to 

answer the proposition. 

The modifier “do you believe” 
to P does not change the fact 
your answer is supposed to be 

answering P. 

Thereore a positive answer 
“Yes” ought to answer “Yes, I 

believe”

And a Negative answer, “No” 
ought to be a state of disbelief, 

or a belief in Not P. 

The problem is, many folks do 
not see things this way, instead 

of answering the proposition 
they provide their psychological 

state. “No, I don’t believe” to 
them could mean either 

Disbelief or Unbelief.

If you don’t answer the 
proposition and instead 

describe your psychological 
state, your answer becomes 
unclear, and extra questions 

need to be asked



SO HOW IS THE DIAGRAM MODIFIED 
TO ALLOW FOR A DESCRIPTIVE 

ANSWER?

Now using those same classic definitions lets take a look at how this is answered 
descriptively. 

The yes is still an affirmative of P, but suddenly the No is not affirming Not P. But Why? 

Folks are skipping the logical process and instead of answering an epistemological 
position, they are describing a psychological state. 

When we speak of a psychological state, “I don’t believe” could mean either “I 
disbelieve” or “I unbelieve” – this is why a follow up question is required. Where the 
negation of P used to be clear, it no longer is. 

However with this additional question we can see we end up in a similar place to before. 

You may have noticed I excluded “I don’t know” from this diagram. That still could be the 
answer that would lead directly to the state of unbelief. The point is that people will take 
a question prefixed with “do you believe” to be a question about their psychological 
state rather than realise that it is the same as answering the proposition. 

If someone says “God exists” and you provide your attitude towards the proposition (aka 
belief) asking someone what their attitude towards the proposition is should be no 
different. Unfortunately people don’t think like that, which is why instead of a clear 
answer you get an unclear one.



EPISTEMOLOGICAL 
VS 

PSYCHOLOGICAL

So just to be clear on what we mean by this… an epistemological 
answer fully answers the proposition with your attitude towards it. 

Using the logic above it is clear what Theists, Atheists, And 
Agnostics believe and don’t believe. 

When describing a psychological state, you do not give a 
complete answer. 

Both Atheists and Agnostics Lack belief in god existing

Both Theists and Agnostics Lack belief in god not existing. 

If you just say “I lack belief in god existing” you’re not saying 
anything about what you DO believe. 

This you are not providing a clear answer in regards to the 
proposition.



A NEW 
PROBLEM?

Having understood the difference between 
how formal logic works with belief propositions, 
and how folks might answer descriptively, 
failing to give an epistemological answer but 
rather a psychological state one, we now 
move to the next problem.

Whether it is due to the prevalence of misused 
logic, general misunderstandings, or just 
natural colloquial evolution of language many 
folks regard agnosticism to ONLY deal with 
knowledge. To top it off when discussing the 
God Proposition, people conflate 
certainty/belief/knowledge all in to one 
diagram. 



MISUSED LOGIC, AND THE 
MODERN DEFINITIONS

Again we come to this diagram asking 
about belief, we conflate our belief with 
knowledge/a level of certainty

With this misused logic, and faulty 
definition of agnosticism, folks have 
completely removed the agnostic 
position, and used it to denote a 
knowledge/certainty position. 



HOW 
DOES 

CERTAINTY 
WORK?

If you want to include certainty into the positions, it is quite simple. This is how it OUGHT to work.

Any level of certainty (or belief strength) in P or Not P makes you a theist or an Atheist. 
Knowledge does not form part of it, but if you did have some knowledge supporting one way 
or the other this could indeed make you more certain (aka increase belief strength).

Please note, this is psychological certainty not epistemic certainty and we will cover this at a 
later date.



COGNITIVE DISSONANCE

Cognitive Dissonance is holding two opposing beliefs at the same time.

You might have noticed that the previous page went from 100% to 0% then up to 100% again on a sliding scale. This 

is because I was speaking of a consistent belief. 

If you held a belief 50% that God existed, and 50% that God did not exist, you are contradicting yourself and 

invalidating your justification, therefore your belief is not rational.

Even if those numbers were 99% one way and 1% the other you are still holding contradictory beliefs.

In a single moment, A light switch cannot be both on and off, something cannot exist and not exist, milk cannot be 

fresh and spoilt.



SUMMARY SO FAR

This covers how logic works in a dichotomous situation. 

To recap, you have 3 stages of  belief.

Belief – you agree with the proposition

Disbelief – you believe the proposition is not true

Unbelief – You withhold judgement on the proposition

But are there other positions in regards to the P?



OTHER 
POSITIONS

When discussing a dichotomous proposition, we have discussed the 3 attitudes you 
could have, agreeing, disagreeing, and withholding judgment. When the proposition is 
God Exists, and it is a person responding with their attitude towards said proposition. 
Those states, as you know, are Theist, Atheist, and Agnostic. 

These are not the only states people are in in regards to the proposition though. 

There is the IGNOSTIC position. An Ignostic is someone that thinks the agent in the 
Proposition (aka god) has no coherent, consistent and unambiguous definition. With 
the agent so unclear in definition there is no point in even taking the time to consider 
the Proposition.

You could argue that the Ignostic position is an extension of agnosticism, but instead of 
being applied to the P “God Exists” it is applied to “What is God”

There is also an Apatheist… someone who just doesn’t care enough to consider the 
proposition. Again this could be argued as a subset of agnosticism.

Neither of these positions are a direct answer to the proposition, so I would argue they 
are useless to propositional logic, but they are still valid positions that need to be 
considered. 



NON-THEIST OR ATHEIST?

Using formal logic we can see atheist 
is a clear belief in regards to the 

proposition. B¬P – Belief God does not 
Exist. 

An Agnostic, Apatheist, Ignostic etc 
would all be forms of Non-Theist, but 

not an Atheist. 

There are also innocents, which are 
broken up in to those who have not 

heard the proposition, and those that 
do not even have the cognitive 

faculties to consider the proposition 
and hold beliefs (like babies). They are 

completely absent of belief.

The more common usage, that was 
first proposed by Flew in 72 was to do 
a bit of a humptydumptism on Atheist, 

instead of it being anyone who 
believes god does not exist it should 
be anyone that is a not-theist. This 
wasn’t the most widely accepted 

definition but some philosophers do 
use it.

This in turn could be why Agnosticism 
moved from it’s “withholding 

judgment” or “unbelief” position to 
only being the strict “not knowledge”

Agnosticism was originally coined by 
TH Huxley to state “We should not 

claim to know or believe that which 
we have no scientific evidence for” 
and it applied to more than just the 

God Proposition.



SPECIAL PLEADING?

• There are many atheists that define atheism based purely on “Lack Belief” e.g. ¬BP. This is why 
anyone that lacks a belief is regarded as an atheist. 

• If we are to define positions around what we lack belief in rather than what we DO actively believe 
then we ought to consider this:

• If we define our position by what we lack belief in, then indeed ¬BP would be atheist. In turn ¬B¬P 
would be theist. 

• Whilst an Agnostic shares ¬BP with atheists, they share ¬B¬P with theists.
• Theist: (BP   ^ ¬B¬P)
• Atheist: (B¬P ^ ¬BP)
• Agnostic: (¬BP ^ ¬B¬P)

• Therefore, Agnostics are also theists. But you can’t have a theistic atheist or an atheistic theist. They 
are contradiction in terms.

• This is a problem with only considering part of the belief spectrum when discussing a proposition.

• Equally If you allow atheism to be described on ¬BP but refuse to let theism be described in terms of 
¬B¬P then you are guilty of special pleading.



DOES IT MATTER?

The important thing when discussing these terms in the communication 
aspect.

On the internet the use of any non-theist as atheist is the most common as is 
the modifier “agnostic atheist” – which if you use the classical definitions 
means something like “I don’t know if I hold the belief god does not exist or 
not” or “I don’t know if I am an atheist”

This is of course not what is meant by the term, the modifier is supposed to 
add a “layer of honesty” by saying “I don’t claim knowledge on this topic 
but I don’t believe god exists” 

Of course if you understand what a belief is you realise it is just something you 
accept as true, it says nothing about your knowledge and you don’t need 
the modifier. 

What I do find strange is, off the internet, not just in philosophy, (at least in the 
UK) many do still use the classic definitions represented by formal logic. 

It seems there might be a veil of indoctrination within the atheist community 
on the internet about the “lack belief” definition.



DOES IT 
MATTER?

That said, my experience on the internet, especially with 
Americans and in atheist groups, is that all forms of non-
theist are atheist. 

I do wonder if this is framed that way as a political tool (to 
increase numbers) or if it is just the way the language has 
evolved. 

If it is just a natural evolution, is that evolution just due to not 
understanding/caring how formal logic works when 
discussing propositions? Was it inspired by Flew’s work?

One key thing I would say is we shouldn’t be telling each 
other that a particular definition “is wrong” or if someone 
identifies as an agnostic you shouldn’t say “no, you’re an 
atheist” because they are likely using the classical 
definitions.

What we know is there are more logical definitions than 
others, but equally if folks are not using those definitions, 
then you will end up talking past each other.

The only thing I would really say is that it depends on how 
important rationality is to you. 



WHAT DOES BEING RATIONAL 
HAVE TO DO WITH IT?

Acting rationally is reasoning using the rules of 
logic and probability theory. If we want to call 
ourselves rational, we have to use the rules of 
logic.

Of course if you don’t care about the rules of 
logic or epistemology and accept that 
perhaps being slightly less rational but perhaps 
being a better communicator (at least on the 
internet) using the definitions that don’t follow 
the rules of logic but are better understood in 
that realm, then by all means continue. 

I am an Atheist. I hold the belief gods no not 
exist. I do not claim to know this for a fact, or 
with 100% certainty, though I will say there are 
some gods I am more certain don’t exist than 
others. Some may to label me as an “agnostic 
atheist” and whilst I won’t take offence to it, I 
will say it doesn’t apply to me because using 
the rules of logic and classical definitions, the 
term is actually nonsensicle. I do understand 
what you mean by it though.

Perhaps part of the issue is the “fear” over the 
burden of proof.



WHAT IS THE BURDEN OF PROOF?

THE BURDEN OF PROOF, IS 
PROBABLY POORLY NAMED IN THE 
WAY THE BIG BANG WAS MORE OF 
AN EXPANSION RATHER THAN AN 

EXPLOSION, THE BURDEN OF 
PROOF DOES NOT MEAN YOU 

HAVE TO PROVE WITH ABSOLUTE 
CERTAINTY. 

WHEN WE DISCUSS BELIEFS 
(SOMETHING YOU ACCEPT AS 

TRUE, A POSITIVE ATTITUDE 
TOWARDS A PROPOSITION ETC) 

THE BURDEN OF PROOF IS SIMPLY 
TO MAKE YOUR BELIEF RATIONAL. 

IT IS A LOT HARDER FOR A THEIST TO 
MAKE THEIR BELIEF IN GOD 

RATIONAL THAN AN ATHEIST TO 
MAKE THEIR BURDEN RATIONAL.

SO WHAT DO WE MEAN BY A 
RATIONAL BELIEF?



BELIEFS AND RATIONALITY

BELIEFS ARE SPLIT INTO RATIONAL, 
IRRATIONAL, AND ARATIONAL, THE 

DEFINITIONS AND EXAMPLES OF 
THESE ARE:

RATIONAL: LOGICAL REASONING, 
NO EVIDENCE AGAINST THE BELIEF.

“I BELIEVE THE BRIDGE WILL NOT 
COLLAPSE AS I GO OVER IT.” 

(REASONED THROUGH 
KNOWLEDGE OF CONSTRUCTION, 

INDUCTION ETC)

IRRATIONAL: AN ILLOGICAL BELIEF 
E.G. HOLDING A BELIEF EVEN AFTER 

GIVEN EVIDENCE AGAINST SAID 
BELIEF, OR NOT USING ANY 

LOGICAL REASONING.
“MY FRIEND SAID”, “THE EARTH IS 
6000 YEARS OLD EVEN THOUGH 
ALL THE EVIDENCE POINTS TO IT 

BEING MUCH OLDER.”

ARATIONAL: NO REASONING 
REQUIRED. NOT HOLDING AN 

ATTITUDE TOWARDS A 
PROPOSITION. A SENSORY STATE.

“I BELIEVE I LIKE THE TASTE OF 
CHOCOLATE”



BOP ON A 
BELIEF: 

MAKING IT 
RATIONAL

The BOP for an atheist, is actually quite simple. There are 
plenty of logical reasons to not believe. Below are a few.

1. Overwhelming lack of strong credible evidence for a 
god existing

2. No coherent and consistent definitions of gods

3. Errors in holy books (Scientific, historical, mathematical, 
contradictions etc)

4. Contrary witness testimony’s (within the same religions 
and different religions)

5. Models that can show how things could happen 
without a god

So that’s just a few simple ones, and if you think about it I 
am sure you will have a tonne more.



SO WHAT ABOUT THESE OTHER 
DEFINITIONS?

• I’ve explained how it has become quite common place on the internet to equate all non-theists to be atheists, 
but as you can see there are a number of different answers to the proposition that have different impacts. 

• 3 positions answer it directly – Belief (Theism), Disbelief(Atheism), and Unbelief(agnosticism) – We understand a 
clear representation of what they do and don’t believe using the propositional logic.

• There are also other positions that could either be regarded as subsets of agnosticism, or attitude about the 
proposition, Ignosticism (think the proposition is incongruent), Apatheism (don’t care if god exists or not), 
Innocence (completed absent of belief).

• As you see, these are all very different answers. They have different attitudes towards the proposition, and whilst 
they are all forms of non-theist, to say they are all atheists widens the category to one filled with so many 
different answers it becomes a bit incongruent in itself. 

• Consider this for a moment. All Brits and All Americans are human. Not all Non-Americans are Brits. Again if we 
widen the category for all Non-American = Brit we have a bit of an error.

• Language is defined through use, but also has contextually correct definitions. Whilst it would be ridiculous to 
ignore the colloquial definitions of atheism on the internet, we should also understand it is not the most logical 
use of the term.

• By extension, more logical = more rational. Less logical = less rational. 

• Please note, I am not saying using colloquial definitions is illogical or irrational, far from it, just that the way they 
are defined is often less rational.



TYPES OF NON-THEIST 
SUMMARISED

• Agnostic: Withholding judgement, in a state of unbelief

• Atheist: Disbelief in God’s existence

• Antitheist: Believes no one should believe in gods

• Ignostic: Believes the term God it too incongruent to even consider

• Apatheist: Doesn’t care either way about God’s existence

• Innocent 1: Has never heard of deities

• Innocent 2: Does not have the cognitive abilities to consider the proposition

As you can see, there are a number of different types of non-theist, with clear distinctions 

around what they believe about the proposition, or indeed if they are completely absent of 

belief



IT’S ABOUT CONTEXT

• So on the one hand we can demonstrate a more logical use for atheism.

• On the other it would be silly to be prescriptive with its use when a majority on the internet are using it in 
a different way. 

• It is important to clear up what people mean when they use the term, although if they say “I only lack 
belief in god existing” it does become unclear if they also lack belief in god not existing or they hold the 
belief does not exist.

• However, there are also contextually correct terms – when speaking about, or doing, science we 
understand “Theory” has a completely different meaning to the colloquial theory. We also don’t 
describe evolution as “a change in kind”. We don’t think of Science as “making pancakes”.

• There are NORMATIVE uses for these terms. Whilst a creationist might be set on the notion that “theory” 
just means idea, we know that it doesn’t, as least when discussing science. We wouldn’t dream of telling 
folks in any scientific field to update their definition to the colloquial definition, would we?

• When discussing anything like knowledge, beliefs, morality etc you are essentially doing philosophy, 
even if you are not aware that you are and are getting it wrong. (Yes, there are wrong answers in 
philosophy)

• It has become quite common place to see the modern internet atheist outright reject the philosophical 
definition, and say that philosophers should update the definition of atheism to the colloquial one 
because that is how they use it. 

• This is being prescriptive, not to mention arrogant thinking your definition is better, and a weak argument 
because it usually only goes as far as an ad populum, sometimes with an argument from authority 
thrown in.



SUMMARY OF BELIEFS AND LOGIC

• A belief is simply a positive attitude towards a proposition.

• A belief makes no claim of knowledge nor are you claiming something is true with epistemic 
certainty.

• A dichotomous proposition only has two answers it can be in reality, but there are a number of 
different attitudes towards it.

• Epistemological answers fully answer the proposition as opposed to just giving you psychological 
state. They inform us what you DO believe.

• Beliefs can be rational, irrational, or arational. The justification comes down to the logic and 
reasoning. Even “lack belief” carries the burden of rationality.

• Language is defined through usage, but there are also contextually correct, or normative, uses of 
words.

• Colloquial definitions are fine, but remember they might not be the most logical use of the word.

• When making statements like “Philosophy should update its definitions” perhaps consider if you 
would say the same to a professional in the field of Science, and consider why you make the 
distinction that one field deserves more respect than another.


