ARGUMENTS FOR THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.
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y) Ryorfe<s e Cosmological Argument

Thomas Aquinas- Summa Theologica;

A posteriori arguments ALOSAIT §|®

1) Unmoved Mover: From our experience of motion in the universe (motion
being the transition from potentiality to actuality) we can see that there must
have been an initial mover.

Whatever is in motion must be put in motion by another thing, so there must be

an unmoved mover. 42 5IN ﬁ%ﬁw (e W|

2) The First Cause: It is impossible for a being to cause itself (because it would
have to exist before it caused itself) and ...

it is impossible for there to be an infinite chain of causes, which would result in
infinite regress.

Therefore, there must be a first cause, itself uncaused. ﬁ’ﬁ? SIHBR|

3) The Necessary Being: All beings are contingent, meaning that it is possible for
them not to exist.

Aquinas argued that if everything can possibly not exist, there must have been a
time when nothing existed;

As things exist now, there must exist a being with necessary existence, regarded

as God. WRAMATH ST&T I~ TR

4) The Absolute value: There exist gradations in things.

The existence of such gradations implies the existence of an Absolute Being as a
datum for all these relative gradations.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Contingency_(philosophy)

Things which are called good, must be called good in relation to a standard of
good—a maximum. There must be a maximum goodness that which causes all

goodness. BIN YeTJ lHA |

5) The Grand Designer: The behaviour of things in the world implies a Grand

Designer or architect, God. COERERY WI
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SIS Yf& - The Design or Teleological argument.

Plato- Timaeus, St. Thomas Aquinas- Five ways, William Paley- Natural Theology.
The term teleological comes from the Greek words te/os and /ogos.

Telos means the goal or end or purpose of a thing while logos means the study of the very
nature of a thing. The suffix ology or the study ofis also from the noun logos.

To understand the logos of a thing means to understand the very why and how of that
thing's nature - it is more than just a simple studying of a thing.

The teleological argument is an attempt to prove the existence of God that begins with the
observation of the purposiveness of nature. The teleological argument moves to the
conclusion that there must exist a designer. The inference from design to designer is why the
teleological argument is also known as the design argument.
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Paley's Teleological Argument:

Premises:

1.) Human artifacts are products of intelligent design.

2.) The universe resembles human artifacts.

3.) Therefore the universe is a product of intelligent design.

4.) But the universe is complex and gigantic, in comparison to human artifacts.

Conclusion:

Therefore, there probably is a powerful and vastly intelligent designer who created the
universe.
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fRON PO HAATCEATEAT (in his book ‘Dialogues concerning natural religion’)

1. The universe does not exhibit that much order as there are many indications of disorder
such as the collision of galaxies, black holes, nova and supernova, cosmic radiation, gamma
radiation, meteor impacts, volcanoes, earthquakes GO RGN & NIV AN

2. Argument from parts to whole is not valid. I[@&T® WA O B SNEFST STE
TzI® 1 IR (IO A& N

3. Analogy fails because there are no other universes to compare this one to.

Analogy compares two things, and, on the basis of their similarities, allows us to draw
conclusions about the objects. The more closely each thing resembles the other, the more
accurate the conclusion.

Is the universe similar to a created artifact? Are they similar enough to allow for a meaningful
analogy? Hume argues that the two are so dissimilar as to disallow analogy. Further, we
know so very little about the universe that we cannot compare it to any created thing that is
within our knowledge. If we want to employ a valid analogy between, say, the building of a
house and the building of the universe we must be able to have an understanding of both
terms. Since we cannot know about the building of the universe a Design Analogy for the
existence of God is nothing more than a guess.
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4. The argument does not prove the existence of only one such god.

5. The argument does not prove that the creator is infinite.
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W‘ﬂ\‘ﬂ@ai §|@ (Ontological argument)
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Idea of God entails the reality of God.
2N “vfg- St.Anslem—Proslogeon:
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perfect that no more perfect being can even be conceived)
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WY =7 46 43 A1 f[CLT- Existence is a property or a predicate.
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To posit a triangle, and yet to reject its three angles is self-contradictory; but there is no self-
contradiction in rejecting the triangle together with its three angles. The same hold true of
the concept of an absolutely necessary being.
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