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2009 (June) Unit B  Religion and Ethics 2 
 
Example of Candidate’s Work from the Examination 
 
Candidate A 
 

1 (a) Explain the key differences between deontological and teleological approaches to 
ethics.  Refer to Kant’s theory of ethics in your answer. 

   (30 marks) AO1
  
  Candidate Response 
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Commentary 
 
AO1 (30 marks) 
 
This candidate’s writing is sometimes difficult to read.  Candidates should make every effort to make sure 
that their handwriting is legible to the examiner, since illegible sentences convey no content for which the 
examiner can give credit.  In this case, the meaning is generally clear. 
 
The introductory paragraph is immediately relevant in identifying “the key difference” as the way in which 
deontological and teleological theories assess what it is that is significant in making an act morally wrong 
or right.  Kant ethics is based on a predetermined rationale/intention.  The candidate is clearly well aware 
of the different facets of Kant’s approach, and mentions duties, absolutism, the intrinsic rightness of moral 
acts, irrespective of the situation and irrespective of emotion or anything else.  Moral acts rely on the 
internal processes of reason, and not on the external commands of God. 
 
The candidate then makes the point that Kant does allow a consequentialist focus through his concept of 
the summum bonum, which gives an over-arching justification to Kant’s system.  The summum bonum is 
the future reward given for perfect duty where “human happiness and virtue are united”.  The immediate 
act is done through the good will, and the good will is a reasoned choice because it responds to the moral 
‘ought’ (‘ought implies can’).  The candidate does not mention that the summum bonum relates to God as 
the entity who guarantees the summum bonum, but the point is clear enough – in Kant’s deontology, to be 
a moral agent requires the abrogation of all external influences, even God; and ultimately, this leads to the 
ultimate good consequence of the summum bonum. 
 
The candidate goes on to contrast Kant’s system with teleological systems that have no need for 
absolutism, because right and wrong actions are defined differently in different situations. The language in 
this section is not so incisive, although the candidate continues to make good points, for example that for 
teleological systems to work well, you have to be able to know more or less what will happen in the future 
in order to obtain the right consequence, and that being sure of such knowledge is difficult.  Moreover for 
Kant, this lack of knowledge leads to the possibility of immoral choices.  Choices can be made only on the 
basis of rationality, because rationality is immune to the vagaries of different possible outcomes.  The 
candidate makes a valiant attempt to relate this to Kant’s argument about the synthetic a priori status of 
morality.  The attempt doesn’t quite work, but the candidate does get across the point that for morality to 
require the evidence of changing sense experience would lead to immorality. 
 
The candidate concludes by referring to Kant’s central argument concerning the categorical imperative.  A 
community that did not operate in accordance with this principle could not “act in unity with one another”. 
The kingdom of moral ends cannot be served, for example, by telling the truth situationally. 
 
Clearly this candidate does know the thrust of Kant’s deontology, and how it differs from teleological ethics. 
It is true that the exposition of teleological approaches is rather narrow; nevertheless the information and 
understanding demonstrated are clearly within Level 6.  The information is mostly accurate and relevant. 
Understanding is demonstrated through the use of appropriate evidence and examples.  There is 
appropriate and accurate use of specialist vocabulary, even though legibility does not impress.  
 

Level 6  (25 marks)
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 (b) ‘Kant’s deontological theory of ethics fails because it ignores the consequences 
of our moral choices.’  Assess how far this is true. 

   (15 marks) AO2
  Candidate Response 
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Commentary 
 
AO2 (15 marks) 
 
This evaluation is a Level 6 answer.  It is mostly relevant; it is a reasoned response to the question being 
considered; different views are explained with some supporting evidence and argument, and the evaluation 
is consistent with the reasoning it offers.  The flow of argument is not the developed critical analysis that 
would be typical of a Level 7 answer; moreover it does not really address directly the suggestion that 
Kant’s theory ‘fails’.  Nevertheless the candidate argues coherently that deontological ethics avoid the 
need to engage in the dubious process of predicting the future.  The candidate also argues reasonably that 
the teleological focus of the summum bonum detracts from Kant’s absolute deontological focus. 
 
The comment that Roman Catholic thinking is always absolute is not strictly true, since there is a 
teleological aspect to natural law in the law of Double Effect, where those who follow the rules can benefit 
from any unintended consequences of their actions.  The suggestion that scientists would naturally be 
deontological in their thinking is unsubstantiated, primarily because it appears not to be true. 
 

Level 6 (12 marks)
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3 (a) Explain what is meant by the idea that God sustains the created world. 
   (30 marks) AO1
  Candidate Response 

 

 

 

 
 



Teacher Resource Bank / GCE Religious Studies / RSS02 Jun 09 Exemplar Candidate Work: Candidate A / Version 1.0 
 

HIJ  
Copyright © 2009 AQA and its licensors. All rights reserved. 

 

9

 

 

 

 
Commentary 

AO1 (30 marks) 
 
One thing that is readily apparent with this answer is that it does not reach the same standard as the 
response to the question on Kantian ethics, either in breadth or in depth. The essay begins with the view 
that God might be immanent within the forces of nature, thus sustaining the world by operating within those 
processes. Some Christians believe that God is both immanent and transcendent, but this is not stated 
here, and it appears that “transcendent” might be a mistake for ‘immanent’. 
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The second paragraph is also questionable, in so far as the idea that “God is the trigger and the creator of 
a world that is on the way to becoming perfect” is arguably not a key idea in process theology. Process 
theology has many different ramifications. God might be said to sustain the world by influencing human 
minds to overcome evil, for example. There is some hint of this idea in the statement about God perhaps 
wanting the world to become perfect by itself, but that idea is not properly explained. 
 
The two short paragraphs that follow are intended to show the difference between a pantheist/panentheist 
approach and that of a deist. The reference to pantheism/panentheism  illustrates the point made in the 
opening paragraph about an immanent God. The reference to deism does not really illustrate anything, 
since its ideas are not at all clear. 
 
The penultimate paragraph returns to the idea of God sustaining the world by being within it, for example 
through the operation of the (God-given) conscience, and through the incarnate power of Jesus, for 
example. The final paragraph adds a development of Aquinas’ First-Cause argument – that a First Cause 
is necessarily responsible for evolution and for human scientific advance, so God acts as sustainer through 
his causal nature – a good point. 
 
The answer as a whole is generally satisfactory, primarily because it gives a reasonable spread of ideas 
about how God might sustain the universe by being immanent within it in some form. Less satisfactory is 
the reference to how a transcendent God might sustain the world, where the ideas are not clearly 
articulated. A clear reference, for example, to Tillich’s idea that God is then ‘ground of our being’, or to the 
concept that transcendent God sustains the universe ontologically, would have taken the essay well into 
Level 5. As it stands, the essay is at the upper end of Level 4. 

Level 4 (19 marks)

 
3 (b) ‘If God sustains the world, then God cannot be morally good.’  Assess this view. 

   (15 marks) AO2
  
  Candidate Response 
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Commentary 
 
AO2 (15 marks) 
 
This evaluation is partially successful in that it acknowledges different points of view, and although some of 
its ideas are not explained clearly, other ideas show a reasonable development. Paragraph 1 is clear 
enough – for those who accept that God literally does sustain the world in some way, God must sustain 
evil, so God’s moral goodness is questionable. By contrast, for those who accept the existence of some 
force that opposes God’s will, God is not totally responsible for moral evil, so can retain moral goodness. 
 
The candidate’s view of fundamentalism is not particularly helpful. In general Fundamentalists do not 
automatically remove free choice from humans. Equally, a fundamentalist belief in the perfection of God’s 
creation does not entail that God wishes any evil that occurs within creation. The reference to process 
theology at the end of paragraph 3 again gets bogged down in the idea that the processes of the universe 
will lead to perfection - the comment leads nowhere beyond a statement which (even allowing for its 
illegibility) is unintelligible. The general point that the candidate is making, about the balance between 
God’s will and human free choice, is clear enough. This pointed is expanded in the closing two paragraphs, 
with the appropriate conclusion that God can be judged to be morally wrong only if God “causes iniquity” 
through his sustaining activity. 

    Level 5 (11 marks)

 
 
 
 
 




