Cosmological Argument Condensed
The Cosmological Argument starts with the key question: why is there something rather than nothing? What started everything off and why is there a universe here at all? This page contains the people you must know. There are others!
Proponents

Aquinas (1215-1274)
1. The First Way is the “First Mover” argument. Some things are in motion, and nothing puts itself into motion: “Therefore, whatever is in motion must be put into motion by another”. This chain of putting-into-motion cannot go back infinitely, £therefore it is necessary to arrive at a First Mover, put into motion by no other”.
2. The Second Way is the “First Cause” argument. All things have an efficient cause. There cannot be an infinite regress of efficient causes, and therefore we must “admit a first efficient cause, to which everyone gives the name of God”.
3. The Third Way relates to the concepts of contingency and necessity. Everything we experience is contingent (relies on something else for its existence). If everything  was contingent then nothing would exist at all because the very first contingent things would have nothing to be build upon. Therefore, we must assume that there is some kind of being that is purely necessary and depends on nothing else: “This all men speak of as God”.

Copleston (20th Century)

His argument is based on Aquinas’ Third Way. He argues:

1. Beings (objects and things) exist that do not contain within themselves an explanation for their existence.

2. The “universe” is what we call the totality of contingent beings (that are not self-explanatory).

3. Therefore the universe doesn’t contain the reason for its own existence.

4. The universe must have a reason for existing (remember the principle of sufficient reason?)

5. There must therefore be something external to the universe which provides the reason for its own existence.

6. Such a being is what we would call God.

Criticisms

Hume

Hume offers five critiques of the Cosmological Argument:

1. We cannot assume that all things have a cause. We have a partial understanding of the universe; just because we see cause and effect doesn’t necessarily imply that all things are caused.
2. The “fallacy of composition”. We see cause and effect in our perception of the universe and therefore assume that the universe as a whole must be caused. It is an assumption that the whole is the same as the parts.

3. If God is the cause of the universe then what caused God? If God can explain God’s own existence, then why can’t the universe be its own cause?

4. Why does the existence of anything need a cause? Why can there not be an infinite chain of cause and effect?

5. We cannot conclude much about the nature of God from the argument. Even if the argument is accepted we cannot conclude that the Judaeo-Christian God exists.

Russell
Bertrand Russell critiques Copleston’s understanding of the Cosmological Argument (read the article in Dialogue on this!):

1. Russell argues that this version of the CA is actually a version of the ontological argument (because we end up concluding that there must be a being that cannot not-exist). It thus has all of the same problems.
2. We do not need to adopt the principle of sufficient reason: an adequate explanation does not need to be a total explanation.

3. The principle of causation seems to be false. Quantum mechanics suggests that the link between cause and effect doesn’t apply at a quantum level. We cannot predict the outcomes of subatomic events.
4. Russell invokes Hume’s 1st criticism. We cannot ask why the universe exists: “The universe just is, that is all!” He also refers to the 4th criticism.

