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Abstract


      During the report the cosmological argument will be outlined and examined. The beginning will describe beginnings of the cosmological argument and the five ways, also mentioning about Aquinas and other philosophers and contemporary theologians. There will be a brief overview of the beginning of atheism, after this moving on to the five ways, motion and causation have been grouped together due to the overlapping nature of both of the first two of the five ways and then following the argument with the criticisms of the argument. The third way; the argument of contingency is then outlined and then followed by the criticisms. Then moving on to the fourth way, the argument from degrees mentioning the argument and what it states and then following it again by the criticisms of atheists and their view of the argument from degrees. The argument from design (the fifth way) is depicted stating what the argument states and the examples from different philosophers and theologians and then following it with the criticisms like the rest before it. The Kalām argument showing what the Kalām argument is and what it stands for and what it means, what examples are given to show what the Kalām argument means and then finally ending with its criticisms. Finally, the conclusion and recommendations for the cosmological argument and the Kalām argument mentioning what should be changed and what could be made better to make the cosmological argument and the Kalām argument have improvements and what could be more established for people to understand further of what both mean and stand for.
























Investigation of The Cosmological Argument

1. Introduction 

The cosmological argument is complex and tries to show the existence of God, Thomas Aquinas wrote in his book Summa Theologiae about the cosmological argument and tries to depict the existence of God is inevitable because of his view there are five ways within the cosmological argument. Summa Theologiae is the most famous of the ways of explaining the cosmological argument. There is also another argument called the Kalam argument which adds to the cosmological argument. There will be no reference to the other arguments such as the teleological and the argument for morality, also there will be no reference to the ontological argument for the existence of God, it will be only focussing on the cosmological argument. This can be broken down in to five other arguments for the existence of God such as the argument for motion, the argument for causation, the argument for contingency, the argument from degrees and the argument from design, these will be explained further in to the report and the Kalam argument also. 

The cosmological argument goes back to the age of Aristotle and was “developed in Neoplatonism and early Christianity and then later in medieval Islamic theology during the 9th to 12th centuries and reintroduced to medieval Christian theology in the 13th century by Thomas Aquinas.”[footnoteRef:1] As shown the cosmological argument has a long history, it has also had many people who favoured the cosmological argument for instance ‘among its advocates may be numbered Plato, Aristotle, Averroes, Maimonides, Descartes, Spinoza, Locke.’[footnoteRef:2] There have also been a number of contemporary theologians ‘most notably E.L Mascall (1943) Austin Farrer (1943), Frederick Copleston (1955), Richard Taylor (1972).’[footnoteRef:3]  [1:  https://courses.lumenlearning.com/sanjacinto-philosophy/chapter/cosmological-argument-overview/ [accessed 22/11/2018] ]  [2:  https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/lib/trinity/reader.action?docID=169315&query= [accessed 22/11/2018] (Ebook)]  [3:  https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/lib/trinity/reader.action?docID=169315&query= [accessed 22/11/2018] (Ebook) ] 


1.1. Brief History of Atheism 

The beginning of atheism cannot be traced back to when exactly it began, however there is evidence to prove that it has roots in ancient Greece. Although James Thrower argues that “the other is that atheism only fully emerged as late as the 18th century.”[footnoteRef:4] (pg 74) Baggini states that there was two reasons why atheism fully emerged is because of two argument he tried to show in his book Atheism A Very Short Introduction is why and when atheism emerged in Western history and the second is that how much atheism is implicated within the horrendous acts of the 20th century, for instance “totalitarianism in the Soviet Union, Nazi Germany, Italy and Spain.”[footnoteRef:5] Some critics of atheism were quick to pin the horrendous acts of terror on atheisms’ door, stating that they were responsible for the way Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union acted, through the forms of fascism and communism. Fascism was the first to be outlined by Baggini who stated that “in Spain, the Catholic Church was on the side of the fascist Franco in the Civil War… not emerging until the 1960s.”[footnoteRef:6] he then went on to say that “many saw the Civil War as a kind of religious crusade against the godless republicans.”[footnoteRef:7] What can be concluded from this is that Baggini was trying to state that the church was more to blame than atheist people because the church sided with a known fascist meaning that this was inevitable thus meaning it was going to end badly. Baggini went on to mention about Nazi Germany; he said that “under Hilter that the worst fascist atrocities took place.”[footnoteRef:8] He mentioned that “a concordat was signed between the Nazi government and the Catholic Church in 1933,”[footnoteRef:9] meaning that the church again was on the side of Hilter whereas many of the atheists thought that what Hitler was doing was morally wrong. Baggini concluded with this final thought about militant atheism which states “this lesson concerns what can happen when atheism becomes too militant and Enlightenment ideals too optimistic.”[footnoteRef:10]  [4:  Baggini, Julian. (2003) Atheism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press: New York. Page 74 ]  [5:  Baggini, Julian. (2003) Atheism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press: New York. 73]  [6:  Baggini, Julian. (2003) Atheism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press: New York. Page 82 ]  [7:  Baggini, Julian. (2003) Atheism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press: New York. Page 82]  [8:  Baggini, Julian. (2003) Atheism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press: New York. Page 83]  [9:  Baggini, Julian. (2003) Atheism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press: New York. Page 84]  [10:  Baggini, Julian. (2003) Atheism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press: New York. Page 87 ] 


Baggini’s overall view was that atheists have been around longer than people who believe in religions; he used the example of the Loch Ness Monster in Scotland. He stated that “many people in Scotland – almost certainly take majority – believe that the lake is like other lochs in the country.”[footnoteRef:11] He continues by stating “however, some people believe that the loch contains a strange creature, known as the Loch Ness Monster.”[footnoteRef:12] He was trying to show that the people who believed that the lake was just a normal loch was there first and people who believed that there was a strange creature in there came later. He then carried on by mentioning that as “the number of Nessies continues to increase and the names ceases to become a joke.”[footnoteRef:13] Adding on to the fact people who are known as Christians and Muslims all started out as a joke name for people who believed in certain religions this is the same as people who believe in the Loch Ness Monster. He then states that “soon being a Nessie is the norm and it is still lacking, the people previously thought of as normal who the minority are.”[footnoteRef:14] Therefore, his point was proven through the analogy of the Loch Ness Monster, showing that atheists were around before theists were ever to believe in religions.  [11:  Baggini, Julian. (2003) Atheism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press: New York. Page 8 ]  [12:  Baggini, Julian. (2003) Atheism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press: New York. Page 8]  [13:  Baggini, Julian. (2003) Atheism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press: New York. Page 8]  [14:  Baggini, Julian. (2003) Atheism: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press: New York. Page 8] 


2. Argument of Motion and Cause 

The argument of motion and cause are so similar that they are going to be group together for the report for it to make sense and for no repetition. The arguments state that something must cause an object to change or move, for instance the idea of the universe always being present, however it still needs to give credit to an uncaused cause which results in the universe existing. The argument of motion is that “thus a series of ‘moved movers’ implies an ‘unmoved mover,’ a mover that is not itself moved by something else, and this is God.”[footnoteRef:15] This implies that there is movement in everything, and the only cause can be God because God himself cannot be moved. The argument of cause states “thus the series of ‘caused causes’ implies a ‘first cause,’ a cause that is not caused by anything else, and this is God.” Therefore, this means that there cannot be an infinite cycle of causes because there would never be an end product of the cause and effect cycle, therefore there must be a first cause which made the other causes happen and this must ultimately be God.   [15:  https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/lib/trinity/reader.action?docID=169315&query= [accessed 22/11/2018] (Ebook) ] 

William L Rowe states in his book The Cosmological Argument that 

“i. if something is in a process of change toward state A, then it is potentially in state A.
ii. If something is in a process of change toward state A, there must be something which is actually in state A which is causing the thing in question to be changing toward state A. 
iii. Nothing can be both actually in state A and potentially in state A at the same time.

Therefore: 
iiii. Whatever is in a process of change is being changed by something else.”[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  Rowe, William L., (1998) The Cosmological Argument. Fordham University Press: United States of America. Page 14 ] 

    
The example given to show the argument of cause and motion is “Aristotle’s favourite example is the potential of a block of marble to become an actual statue.”[footnoteRef:17] This means that Aristotle is trying to state that God has to be the cause of something to make man go in to motion to create a statue from a block of marble.  [17:  https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/lib/trinity/reader.action?docID=169315&query= [accessed 22/11/2018] (Ebook) ] 


Aquinas’ example of motion and cause is wood

“wood, which is potentially hot, can be an agency of fire to become hot; but it would be absurd to suppose that wood can possess both the quality of becoming hot and being hot at the same time in the same respect.”[footnoteRef:18]  [18:  https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/lib/trinity/reader.action?docID=169315&query= [accessed 22/11/2018] (Ebook) ] 


This means that Aquinas was trying to imply that just because wood is an instrument to make fire there should be someone to help create the other items to make wood hot, which is God and that God has created man who needs fire and that they cause them to use the items to make fire through motion and cause. 


2.1. Criticisms of The Argument of Motion and Argument of Cause 

The website Closer to Truth uploads various videos depicting the views of atheists and non-atheists conversing about their ideas of the cosmological argument, Susan Blackmore states that religion causes many wars and arguments involving people and neighbours to fall out with each other because of their varying beliefs in God and of different religions. The interviewer states that God cannot be taken away from the physics of the universe, Susan Blackmore responds two views she states that taking God back to creation of the universe simply removes the ideas of a personal God and its varying ideas of personal Gods. The second idea put forward by Susan Blackmore is that the physician God does not seem to care about the variations of heaven and hell various different ideas put forward by the varying religions, she added that scientists might find that there is something causing various things within the universe, or there might be different universes co-existing and ours just allows life to form.

3. Contingency 

The argument of contingency simply means that as Copleston detected a specific theme which is ‘with the notion of God as the ontological ground of being, sustaining all that is.’[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/lib/trinity/reader.action?docID=169315&query= [accessed 22/11/2018] (Ebook) ] 

Aquinas’ argument is that people experience contingency every day through things existing and existing continually for a life time, unless they go extinct or stop forming for some reasons for instance, certain types of plants. 

It can also be said that 

“A contingent being, in other words, does not have existence as a constitutive property because its existence is precarious: it is part of its make-up that at one time it did not exist and that at some future time it might not exist.”[footnoteRef:20] [20:  https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/lib/trinity/reader.action?docID=169315&query= [accessed 22/11/2018] (Ebook) ] 


This means that a being might not have existed and then come in to existence and then later in future it might simply not be able to reproduce or form again and this implies it might not ever grow again and therefore the contingency of this being would cease to exist.

An example of contingency was within the book Question of God: An Introduction and Sourcebook speak of a roulette wheel, with only two colours, “red and black. Red stands for existence and black stands for non-existence.”[footnoteRef:21] This means that there is a fifty-fifty chance of selecting black, however if there are more wheels added to the roulette and adding the wheel of infinite time to the roulette wheel also Aquinas states that “however many wheels may be spinning, it is absolutely certain that eventually all wheels will select black simultaneously.”[footnoteRef:22] This means that the overall outcome of contingency will always end with non-existence.  [21:  https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/lib/trinity/reader.action?docID=169315&query= [accessed 22/11/2018] (Ebook) ]  [22:  https://ebookcentral-proquest-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/lib/trinity/reader.action?docID=169315&query= [accessed 22/11/2018] (Ebook) ] 


3.1.  Criticisms of The Argument of Contingency 

The argument of contingency thinks that infinite regress is impossible but if this is the case then why can variations of a beings and animals be seen throughout history. Another criticism of the contingency argument is that atheists might think it is not necessary to ask what created the world with people having varying views of what happened to cause the universe to exist, for instance the big bang. Some people might say that the argument of contingency does not prove the idea of the God of classic theism but just suggests that there is a God and not specifically which one. David Hume also stated his ideas on the argument of contingency which is that people can “cause and effect in the universe does not mean that this rule applies to the universe itself. This is often called the ‘fallacy of composition.”[footnoteRef:23] He also  [23:  https://getrevising.co.uk/revision-notes/criticisms-of-the-cosmological-argument [accessed 30/11/2018] ] 


“questions why motion needs to have a starting point – in other words why infinite regression is impossible. Surely if there can be an understanding of a prime mover there can be an understanding of perpetual motion, because the prime mover must be, ironically, in perpetual motion.”[footnoteRef:24] [24:  https://getrevising.co.uk/revision-notes/criticisms-of-the-cosmological-argument [accessed 30/11/2018] ] 


This means that there cannot be a divine energy behind the view of motion or contingency because the prime mover must be in motion to move the item which has been moved, which is the point David Hume is trying to make. 

4. Degrees 

This argument is the fourth way of Aquinas’ cosmological argument which means that things can be observed to be good, noble and honest which makes things better than others, however the argument from degrees tries to show “the varying degrees of approximation to a superlative.”[footnoteRef:25] For instance, in terms of religion Aristotle states that “the truest things are the thing most fully in being.”[footnoteRef:26] Therefore, Aristotle means that there are common properties within each thing, Aristotle has another example, which is “the hottest of all things, causes all other things to be hot,”[footnoteRef:27] this implies that the causes in all “other things their being, their goodness, and whatever other perfections they have, and this we call God.”[footnoteRef:28] [25:  https://www.encyclopedia.com/humanities/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/degrees-perfection-argument-existence-god [accessed 01/12/2018] ]  [26:  https://www.encyclopedia.com/humanities/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/degrees-perfection-argument-existence-god [accessed 01/12/2018] ]  [27:  https://www.encyclopedia.com/humanities/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/degrees-perfection-argument-existence-god [accessed 01/12/2018] ]  [28:  https://www.encyclopedia.com/humanities/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/degrees-perfection-argument-existence-god [accessed 01/12/2018] ] 


4.1. Criticisms of The Argument from Degrees 

There has been several criticisms of the argument from degrees which states that everything can be considered good for instance a bird, a tree and a dog can all be considered good and true however they are all considered to be good in different ways, for instance the differences in the term good vary between each different thing, a person can be good because they help feed the homeless, whereas a tree can be good for releasing oxygen and keeping the human race alive, this therefore does not give any indication that there is a God or a God in the sense of the classic theist way of thinking about God. 

5. Design 

The argument from design states that “Aquinas’ versions of the argument relies on a strong claim about the explanation for ends and processes.”[footnoteRef:29] The argument from design basically states that there is an intelligent being which causes different beings towards the process of the end of their lives, ultimately always having a design for someone or something making their lives always seem of significance through God always having a plan for people and animals.  [29:  https://www.iep.utm.edu/design/ [accessed 01/12/2018] ] 



5.1. Criticisms of The Argument from Design 

Susan Blackmore on an interview on the website Closer to Truth states that “we do not need God to do the design,”[footnoteRef:30] biologically speaking she makes this statement with the idea of reproduction in mind obviously thinking that men and women are ultimately designing their offspring through their DNA and gene pool, also through various IFV treatment facilities now, she states that if people want to take God back to creation how would he keep track of all the beings and animals and various other things that he has made, therefore there would be a loss of the personal God aspect which is what the argument from design is all about and God’s plan for each being. [30:  https://www.closertotruth.com/series/arguments-against-god [accessed 15/12/2018] ] 


6. Kalām 

The Kalām argument “dates back to medieval Muslim philosophers such as al-Kindi and al-Ghazali.”[footnoteRef:31] It has become popularized in contemporary times because of “William Lane Craig.” The Kalām argument basically states that the universe has a beginning. Therefore, the Kalām argument stands for an explanation. The argument structure states as follows: 

“1. Everything that has a beginning of its existence has a cause of its existence.  [31:  http://www.philosophyofreligion.info/theistic-proofs/the-cosmological-argument/the-kalam-cosmological-argument/ [accessed 17/12/2018] ] 

2. The universe has a beginning of its existence.
3. The universe has a cause of its existence. 
4. If the universe has a cause of its existence, then that cause is God. 
Therefore:
5. God exists.”[footnoteRef:32] [32:  http://www.philosophyofreligion.info/theistic-proofs/the-cosmological-argument/the-kalam-cosmological-argument/ [accessed 17/12/2018] ] 




6.1. Criticisms of The Argument of Kalam 

The first criticism states that something cannot come from nothing. “Quantum mechanics does not posit something coming from nothing, but rather things coming from the quantum vacuum – which is not “nothing.””[footnoteRef:33] Another criticism states “some metaphysical truth is not well-established, one is unjustified in saying it is true,”[footnoteRef:34] this means that  [33:  https://crossexamined.org/11-objections-kalam-cosmological-argument/ [accessed 18/12/2018] ]  [34:  https://crossexamined.org/11-objections-kalam-cosmological-argument/ [accessed 18/12/2018] ] 


“if no one justified in believing some metaphysical claim to be true unless a majority of philosophers accept it, then either no such majority will exist or if such a majority exist it will be a “tipsy coachman” kind of group.”[footnoteRef:35] [35:  https://crossexamined.org/11-objections-kalam-cosmological-argument/ [accessed 18/12/2018] ] 



7. Conclusion

To conclude, the cosmological argument, Aquinas’ five ways and the Kalām argument make very good points about the existence of God, the ideas presented within Aquinas’ five ways hold some truth and have a way of attracting theists in believing in the cosmological argument, however many atheists try and disprove the arguments within the cosmological argument with science, maths and hard facts making good counter claims against the argument of the existence of God.


7.1. Recommendations 

First would be to make the arguments more clear, precise and well-phrased for everyone to understand, for instance people from not well-educated backgrounds, as it currently stands the cosmological argument is very hard to read and understand and a few of the five ways are not clear on what the overall arguments are trying to state, for instance whilst researching for the report many of the books encountered were hard to understand, after a simple website search for simpler definitions only then was it clear what the arguments stood for. To make the arguments more modern because of how long it has been and how science and technology has dominated society instead of religion, it might reach more secular audiences and might have fewer criticisms from atheists. Finally, the last recommendation for the cosmological argument is that the examples and where they are placed could be changed, different phrasing and different placing might make the reading or listening to books/audio books easier to understand for people from not well educated backgrounds to find it less daunting and confusing to understand what Aquinas was talking about.
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