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The Cosmological Argument

The cosmological argument is an argument which has been evaluated by many philosophers over the years, such as Thomas Aquinas, Richard Swinburne, David Hume and many more. The cosmological argument focuses on proving the existence of God stating that as all things in our universe are contingent, if there is not a being which is not contingent, we cannot explain the existence of anything. The cosmological argument ‘uses a general pattern of argumentation (logos) that makes an inference from particular alleged facts about the universe (cosmos) to the existence of a unique being, generally identified with or referred to as God.’[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Bruce, Reichenbach ‘Cosmological Argument’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2022 Edition), ed. by Edward N. Zalta & Uri Nodelman. 
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2022/entries/cosmological-argument/> [accessed 23 October 2022].] 

 St. Thomas Aquinas, an Italian philosopher who has provided great insight into the cosmological argument, states in Suma Theologica
Therefore, whatever is in motion must be put in motion by another. If that by which it is put in motion be itself put in motion, then this also must needs be put in motion by another, and that by another again. But this cannot go on to infinity, because then there would be no first mover, and, consequently, no other mover; seeing that subsequent movers move only inasmuch as they are put in motion by the first mover; as the staff moves only because it is put in motion by the hand. Therefore it is necessary to arrive at a first mover, put in motion by no other; and this everyone understands to be God.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  St. Thomas, Aquinas, Summa Theologica, Part 1, Question 2, Article 3, literally translated by Fathers of the English Dominican province, (New York: Benziger 1911-1925), p.1.] 

This statement sums up the cosmological argument perfectly. The idea is that as the things we experience in the universe all come from somewhere, for example we come from our parents, trees from seeds, and chickens from eggs. If there is not some being which can come from nothing, we find ourselves faced with the problem of an infinite recess, and therefore with no explanation for the existence of anything. However, philosophers such as Paul Edwards, criticize the cosmological argument by saying that ‘If the existence of every member of a set is explained, the existence of that set is thereby explained.’[footnoteRef:3] This is the main concept of a particularly popular criticism of the cosmological argument, known as The Hume-Edwards Principle.  [3:  Alexander R. Pruss, ‘The Hume-Edwards Principle And The Cosmological Argument’, International Journal For Philosophy Of Religion, 43.3 (1998) 149-165 (p. 149) <https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1003167813221 >.
] 



As the cosmological argument is trying to answer a question which science cannot, the side which philosophers take generally comes down to nothing more than their beliefs. A religious philosopher can see the evidence provided as sufficient to prove the existence of God, however an atheist may not be persuaded. Although atheists do not have any alternative explanation, they can often disregard the argument by saying that, effectively, an explanation for our existence isn’t necessary. In the famous debate between F.C Coppleston and Bertrand Russell, Russell denies the cosmological argument as proof of a God by saying ‘the universe is just there and that is all.’[footnoteRef:4] He doesn’t, however, provide an alternative explanation for the existence of the universe, and instead disregards the terms used by F.C Coppleston. He states: [4:  Philosophy Overdose, Russell-Copleston Debate on God's Existence (1948) [video]. 2021 <https://www. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MVLKURgfft0> [accessed 24 October 2022].] 

The difficulty of this argument is that I don't admit the idea of a necessary being and I don't admit that there is any particular meaning in calling other beings "contingent." These phrases don't for me have a significance except within a logic that I reject.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Overdose, 2021.] 


In conclusion, the cosmological argument is one that can satisfy some, but not others. If one desires an answer and an explanation for the existence of our universe and is willing to sacrifice what is referred to as ‘modern logic’[footnoteRef:6] by F.C Coppleston and Bertrand Russell, then it can provide enough evidence to prove that a God, or at least a non-contingent being, is the only answer. However, although this argument can show that such a being would be necessary in obtaining an explanation, some decide that it is better to sacrifice the need for an explanation, than to sacrifice their beliefs and logical way of thinking. There are many points to be made for the cosmological argument, but, as their still is no definitive proof that a God does exist, however interesting the points raised may be, it is still easily discarded by those who can accept that we do not have an answer for our existence, or those who require solid proof of such a being. [6:  Overdose, 2021.] 
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