Traditional Arguments Lesson Three – Criticisms of the Cosmological Argument

The Cosmological Argument suggests that there must be a cause for everything that happens in the universe. What are the problems with it?

1. Contradiction:
· A major objection to the cosmological argument is that it includes a fundamental contradiction: How can you argue that everything requires a cause and yet exclude God from this?

· Why should God not require a cause? You can’t argue that everything requires a cause and then say God does not?
· This objection applies to the “First Cause”, “Prime Mover”, “Contingency” and “Sufficient Reason” arguments.
· However, some would argue that the ideas about causality refer to that which is within the universe. God is, by definition, outside of the universe. Therefore the rules about “cause and effect” don’t apply.

2. Assumptions of Contingency
· We can agree that things in the universe are all contingent on other things.

· However, contingency within the universe does not necessarily imply that the universe as a whole is contingent on something.

· In other words, the existence of individual things can be said to be contingent. However, it does not follow that “existence” itself is contingent.

3. Assumptions about the nature of the “First Cause”
· Many treat the Cosmological Argument as proof of the existence of the “God of Classical Theism”.
· However, the argument proves nothing of the sort. Even if one accepts that there must be a “First Cause” we can make no claims as to the nature of this being. 

· It could just as easily be a malevolent deity enjoying the creation of pain and suffering. It could be a group of “gods”.

· The “First Cause” does not imply the “Christian God”. Think back to Aristotle: he developed the argument but didn’t think it pointed to the Judaeo-Christian God!
4. Problems with the Kalam argument
· Just because we cannot comprehend something doesn’t mean it doesn’t exist. Just because we cannot comprehend infinity does not mean it isn’t there.
· 100 years ago no-one could have imagined the world of the internet, but here it is all the same. The Kalam argument is a bit of a “God of the Gaps”.

· There is also some contradiction here. Is it justified to postulate an infinite God when one rules out the possibility of infinite things existing?
5. Quantum Mechanics
· “...the idea of a First Cause sounds somewhat fishy in light of the modern theory of quantum mechanics. According to the most commonly accepted interpretation of quantum mechanics, individual subatomic particles can behave in unpredictable ways and there are numerous random, uncaused events.” (Richard Morris)
· The more scientists look into the sub-atomic world the more things appear to happen purely by chance and without cause.

· Pairs of particles suddenly come into existence and then disappear again. Just because we observe “cause and effect” on a large scale doesn’t mean it always happens on every scale.

· However, it’s possible that this is a limitation of science, and with further investigation we may find causes for these apparently “uncaused” events.
6. Kant’s objections to Leibniz and other cosmological arguments
· Kant’s main objection was that, in essence, the cosmological argument is an ontological one, working with a God who exists “by definition”.

· He said that the end of an argument rests on a God who is “by definition” eternal and therefore evades the problems of contradiction.

· This is, says Kant, not sound reasoning (see the Ontological Argument).

· He also pointed out the great human love of categorising and ordering the world. The cosmological argument is a posteriori based on what we see now.

· We cannot make a good inductive argument based on extremely limited understanding of the universe – we simply don’t have enough evidence to take our subjective knowledge and use it to back up an objective reality.







































