Ontological Argument
· Ontological is an argument to prove something exists. The word ‘Ontos’ means ‘being’.
· A contingent being is something that relies on something else for its existence. It comes into existence and ceases to exist.
· A necessary being is something that must be that way and cannot be any other way. God is the only necessary being. He is eternal and relies on nothing else for his existence.
· Analytic: a statement that is true by definition. The predicate is included in the subject. An example is ‘Roses are flowers’.
· Synthetic: a statement of which the truth or falsity needs to be verified. The predicate is not included in the subject. An example is ‘Roses are red’. 
Anselm
· Anselm never doubted the existence of God. When he constructed his argument, he started with a concept he accepted totally. This argument uses reason to justify a belief. It is an a priori argument because it relies on knowledge gained from reasoning and not from senses. 
· Definition of God in analytically true- for Anselm, faith and reason are not in conflict with one another, but rather act in partnership. Reason is an important tool for understanding, acting like a torch to illuminate what is understood by the term ‘God’. He describes God as “great”, which covers a range positive attributes, such as omniscient, omnipotent, etc. God is greater than the human concept of ‘greatness’. About the fool- “...understands what he hears, and what he understands is in his understanding; although he does not understand it to exist...” “For, suppose it exists in the understanding alone; then it can be conceived to exist in reality” “... it exists in both understand and reality”
· Anselm was responding to the opening of Psalm 14, which begins ‘The Fool says to himself “There is no God”’.
· Anselm begins with a definition of God as “a being than which nothing greater can be conceived”. Anselm said that atheists can define God even if they don’t believe in him.
· “Something that really exists is bound to be greater than something that just exists in thought.”
· “If there is no being greater than God, God must exist in reality as well as in thought.” If God only existed in thought, we would be able to think of something greater, that is, a real God. So if we can conceive of God, it would be contradictory to say he doesn’t exist.
Gaunilo
· Spoke on behalf of “the fool”- “of God, or a being greater than all others, I could not conceive at all, expect merely according to the word. An object can hardly or never be conceived according to the word alone...”
· Gaunilo never doubted the existence of God but he thought Anselm’s argument was flawed.
· Gaunilo said that we are human and all our experience gained through the senses has shown us that things are not perfect. They always have the potential to improve. It is impossible for humans to think of a fully perfect being.
· Gaunilo also said that it is possible to think of a perfect island that was better than anywhere else in the world. The island would be even better if it was real, rather than just in his imagination. So according to Anselm’s argument, the island must exist. However, just because you can conceive of something, it doesn’t make it exist. Facts are needed. If Anselm’s argument can be used to prove the existence of a non-existent island, it’s flawed! You can’t define something into existence.
· He says that we can’t skip from de dicto necessary (in words), to de re necessary (in reality)
· He uses a device known as reduction ad absurdum- reducing to an absurd level.
Anselm’s Response
· Anselm countered Gaunilo’s argument by saying that you can’t compare an island with God. An island has a contingent existence- it can come in and out of existence and has no external existence, “having a beginning and an end and composed of parts”; whereas God has a necessary existence- God is unique and eternal. 
· Alvin Plantinga suggested that Anselm could also respond by saying that an island is different to God because it has no intrinsic maximum. If you imagine a perfect island with one hundred palm trees, there is always room for improvement, and you could imagine an island with two hundred palm trees. However, God is different, because he is maximally great by Anselm’s definition.
· Anselm developed a second a priori argument, continuing with his definition of God as ‘a being than which nothing greater can be conceived’.
· He then asked which was greater: a God who can be thought of as not existing, or a God who cannot be thought of as not existing.
· The answer has to be the second. So that proves logically that God’s existence is necessary. “There is no doubt that there exists a being than which nothing greater can be conceived, and it exists both in understanding and in the reality.”
· Anselm’s argument shows that it is necessary for God to exist according to his definition. This type of sentence is analytic. The subject of the sentence is ‘God’ and the predicate of the sentence is ‘the greatest possible being’. The definition of the subject necessarily includes the predicate.
Descartes
· Descartes began with the definition of God as a “supremely perfect being”.
· He argued that a being which is the most perfect possible would necessarily contain all the attributes of perfection.- “God is the most perfect being possible, so he has all perfections.”
· “Existence is a perfection.” “As the most perfect being, God must exist.”
· We may not ever think of God but if we do, we will work out by logic and reason that he has to exist. It is necessary.
· For Descartes, existence is a necessary part of the meaning of God. He used analytic sentences to illustrate his argument. He said that if you talk about a triangle, it has to mean a shape with three sides and three angles. In the same way, if you think of a mountain, there has to be a valley. Just as a mountain and a valley are inseparable, or a triangle and its three sides and three angles, so is the notion of God and existence. 
· Descartes attempted to guard his argument against attack by saying: the argument can only work for a perfect and necessary being- not everyone has to think of God, but if they do think of God then God cannot be thought not to exist- God alone is the being whose essence entails God’s existence.  There cannot be two or more such beings.
Kant
· Kant did not doubt the existence of God, but he believed the Ontological Argument was deeply flawed. 
· Kant agreed with Descartes’ reasoning that by definition a three-sided shape must be a triangle, but pointed out that if you don’t have a triangle in the first place, then it won’t have three sides anyway. “To posit a triangle and yet to reject its three angles, is self-contradictory; but there is no contradiction in rejecting the triangle together with its three angles.” If you believe in God, it’s logical to think his existence is necessary. However, the fact that you can define something in an analytic way doesn’t necessarily make it real. It might be true that a unicorn has one horn, but it does not make unicorns exist.

· Kant said that it was possible to separate God and existence. It is quite possible to think of a being who doesn’t exist.
· Kant also pointed out that existence is not a predicate. You do not add anything to the description of an object by saying it is real and not imaginary. An imaginary pile of a hundred gold coins will have the same number in it as a real pile. If we can’t accept existence as a predicate when talking of coins, why should we make a special case when talking about something like God? “Existence is not a predicate or a perfection”
· He made a distinction between a logical and a real predicate. A logical predicate is any word that is paced in the predicate position of a sentence (after the subject) - this does not make it a real predicate. A real predicate is something that ‘determines a thing’ or ‘is added to’ or ‘enlarges’ our concept of the subject- the purpose of a real predicate is to provide some extra (and useful) information and is, therefore, a real predicate.
·  However, some supporters of the Ontological Argument point out that there is a big difference in what you can buy with real coins and imaginary ones, so existence is a predicate.
A Weak Definition
· Some critics of the Ontological Argument have pointed out that the definition Anselm began with was flawed. You can give God a name, but you can’t define God in word. How can you define something that you have not experienced through the senses? Since God is a spiritual being, not only is that difficult to experience in our earthly world, there is also the problem that human language is limited. We do not have the words to describe spiritual experiences.
Evaluation
· The Ontological Argument relies entirely on analytic reasoning. Judgments are made upon the statement that is based on the statement’s own content. No particular experience is necessary. The definition of words and the use of language are what drive the argument forward. There is nothing empirical in it, which is why some people find the Ontological Argument weak.

Cosmological Argument
· A posteriori argument-it moves from the experience of the world to a conclusion
· It’s also known as the first cause argument and is based on the belief that there must be a first cause behind the existence of the universe.
Aquinas
· Aquinas believed that understanding of the existence of God could be reached through reasonable or rational means, as well as through faith. He believed that reason enables people to understand the world effectively. He thus believed that rational evidence could be given for the existence of God.
· Aquinas said “Nothing comes from nothing. The universe exists, so something must have made it. That can only be God.” He began in the natural world of the senses and reasoned from it, making this an a posteriori argument.
· First Way: Motion – Everything in existence is in motion, from a state of potentiality to actuality. All change is caused by something. Because nothing can move of its own accord, and movement cannot go on for infinity, there has to be a Prime Mover. That must be God. By movement, Aquinas meant movement from one place to another and changes in quality and quantity. The change is the actualisation of potential and the change can only be caused by an actual being or force.
· Second Way: Causation – Cause and effect are natural in our world. Whatever happens is caused by something else. It would be illogical to say something can cause itself because that means it was there before it began. There needs to be a first cause. That is God. (Can also add in Leibniz’s idea of sufficient reason)
· Third Way: A Necessary Being – Nothing in our world is permanent. Everything is contingent; it exists but could also not exist. That means it is possible that there was a time when nothing existed. Since we know it’s not possible for nothing to come from nothing then that means there has to be something in existence which has always existed. There must be a necessary being which is external to the universe, which all the contingent beings came from. That is God. 
Hume
· Whilst accepting the universe exists, Hume asked if it had to have a beginning. Just because everything in our world is governed by cause and effect, that doesn’t mean the universe had to have a cause; it could be infinite.
· Hume suggested maybe there wasn’t one Prime Mover, but possibly several acting together like a committee.
· Hume asked why the Prime Mover has to be identified with the Christian God. If we base our argument on our human experience of cause and effect, then he suggests that it might be more logical to suggest a world created by male and female gods who are born and who will die.
· J.L. Mackie said that Aquinas regarded the causes of the universe as a series of hooks hanging one below the other from a fixed point on the wall. If the wall was taken away the chain would fall apart, but he argued it might be a case of infinite regress. It is possible for a chain of hooks to be infinite, with no first hook attached to the wall, and thus no Prime Mover.
Copleston vs. Russell
· In 1948, Fredrick Copleston and Bertrand Russell took part in a BBC radio debate about the existence of God. They started by agreeing on a definition of God as a “supreme personal being – distinct from the world and creator of the world”.

· Copleston then goes on to argue that without a God there would be no absolute “good”, and that there would exist a state of “moral relativism”. 
· Russell argues that concepts of good and evil can exist without there being a God to “guarantee” the concepts.
· Copleston’s argument from contingency: 
1. There are some things in the world that do not contain in themselves the reason for their existence.
2. Copleston defines the “world” as the sum total of things that exists and that look beyond themselves for their existence.
3. Copleston reasons that to explain the reason for the existence of the world, there must be something outside the world that created it. “The totality of objects, must have a reason external to itself. That reason must be an existent being.”
4. If we try to argue that something created this “creator”, then we will have an infinite regression of creators
5. So, Copleston concludes, we must argue for a being which is self-existent- “that is to say, which cannot not exist” 
· Russell’s response: he argues that the term “necessary” can only be applied to “analytic propositions” (propositions that would be self contradictory to deny). Russell therefore argues that the only way to argue for the existence of God would be if it could be shown that God’s existence was self-contradictory to deny
· Copleston’s response to Russell’s response: Copleston accuses Russell of being over-dogmatic in applying a single philosophical system to the whole of philosophy. Copleston defines a contingent being as “a being which has not in itself the complete reason for its existence.” And a necessary being as “a being that must and cannot not exist” Copleston defines God as a non-caused being. 
· He argues that we observe a series of cause and effects. This series of contingent events makes up the world that we understand and observe. He believes that it is legitimate to wonder where this world of contingent events has come from. He does not accept that the cause of the world can be found within the world itself- there must be a self-sufficient cause outside of the world to be its cause.
· Russell does not see that it is necessary to look for a cause for the whole world- “I should say that the universe is there, and that’s all.”
· Copleston believes that the chain of causes cannot be “sufficient to itself” because it is made up of contingent parts. The sum total cannot exist independently of its parts, so the total cannot be “necessary” when its parts are contingent. He therefore argues that there must be a separate necessary cause for the contingent series of objects that make up our world.
Principle of Sufficient Reason
· The principle of sufficient reason is a theory developed by Leibniz which states that to have a full understanding of the existence of a thing, we must be able to explain why and how it came to exist. This must be an adequate and total explanation, to which nothing further can be added. 
· Copleston argues that the explanation of the universe can only be sufficiently explained by reference to God.
Teleological Argument
1. The Teleological Argument, also known as the Design Argument, is concerned with the reason why the world functions in an orderly and intelligent manner. It sets out to prove that God is the designer of the universe.
1. This is an a posteriori argument- begins with the natural world and, by use of analogy, goes on to prove the existence of God.
1. The universe has order, purpose and regularity
1. The complex nature of the universe shows signs of design
1. The design implies a designer
1. The designer of the universe is God
Aquinas
1. Fifth Way- Design in creation: “Everything operates to a design. This design is from God.” In the first tree of his 5 ways, he argues that something causes things to come into existence and then goes on to make the observation that things appear to work for a purpose. This purpose, for Aquinas, comes from an intelligent being- which for him is God.
1. Aquinas links causation to purpose. Causation is what gives things their perfections, “something therefore causes in all other things their being, their goodness, and whatever other perfections they have. And that is what we call God”. God therefore causes other things to not only come into existence but also to have their ‘essence’- the things which make them what they are. This suggests design on the part of God.
1. The notion of design is linked then to the idea of purpose. All created things had an observable purpose- even if those created things had no notion of their purpose. This meant that there had to be something directing all created things which itself has awareness and knowledge. For Aquinas the director is God.
1. Aquinas begins with an empirical fact, that everything in the world is nearly always adapted to fulfil its function. He then moves on by way of an analogy to prove his point. Aquinas’ argument is an argument to design, or an argument from regularity- there has to be something regulating the universe- which is reflected in the regular behaviour on the universe. The rotation of the planets provided evidence of the regulating intelligence of God.
1. 
Paley
1. Paley presented this analogy to indicate the notion of design qua regularity: In crossing a heath, if you were to discover a stone, you could suppose that the stone had been there forever.  However, if you found a watch on the ground, this sort of explanation wouldn’t do because a watch is clearly an intricate piece of workmanship. Its parts are designed and put together for a purpose. They are formed and adjusted to produce motion, and that motion is regulated to point out the hour of the day. If any of the parts had been shaped differently or put together in another order the watch would not work. All the parts of the watch have been designed and assembled in the right order by a watchmaker for the purpose of keeping time- “that its several parts are framed and put together for a purpose, e.g. they are so formed and adjusted to produce motion, and that motion so regulated as to point out the hour of the day”.
1. Paley is saying that the world appears to be so intricately put together to function in a particular manner, that it would be impossible to conceive of it simply existing as a brute fact. There has to be some design in order to account for the fact that various components in it fulfil their function, because of the way they are designed. The whole of nature requires a grand designer. That designer is God. 
1. Paley moved to the natural world and stated the same efficient design is found there. He chose the human eye as an example of a complex mechanism designed specifically for the purpose of sight. 
1. Paley uses an argument from an effect to its cause; you look at the effect and then determine what caused it. Paley makes the link between this analogy and the universe by using an argument from analogy: the universe is orderly. Order is the result of design. Design presupposed intelligence. As the universe is also complex in design, there must be a complex intelligence which designed it. Therefore, this superior intelligence is God.
The Anthropic Principle
1. F.R. Tennant developed an argument called ‘The Anthropic Principle’ which states that the conditions on earth are perfect for human life to form and exist, so that they cannot have come about purely by chance. 
1. If the fundamental principles had been only fractionally different, things could not have evolved in the way they have. There are too many inter-linked events and effects for them to be mere coincidence or the product of a chaotic universe. An intelligent being must have created the universe.
Hume
1. Comparing God, the creator of the world, to anything on earth is not a valid analogy. More specifically, Hume does not accept the comparison of the natural world with Paley’s mechanistic watch- “there are other parts of the universe (besides machines of human invention) which bears still a greater resemblance to the fabric of the world... these parts are animals and vegetables” 
1. We know that machines are made by humans because we have seen it happen, but no one has seen a world being made by any being.
1. Because we live inside the world and don’t know any other worlds to compare it with, Hume thought humans were not in a position to make a valid judgement. There is nothing within the universe to which a universe can be satisfactorily compared to infer that it has an intelligent designer. 
1. Hume suggests that our world with its faults may actually be a prototype. Because we live on the earth and don’t know anything else, how do we know this is an example of a perfect world? Our universe might not be the perfect product of a divine craftsman. He suggested the Epicurean Thesis as a possible explanation for the design of the universe. Epicurus put forward the idea of infinite time, in which there is a high number of particles moving about, going through every possible combination. If any one combination happens to represent a stable order, it must occur – this would have the appearance of design. Thus, apparent design could happen at random, without the need to infer a designer.
1. Likening building the world to building a house, Hume suggested that there might be a team of builders involved, each having different skills. Who is to say there was not a team of gods involved in the construction of the universe?
1. We see disasters and suffering which might mean the designer of the universe is not a loving, personal God. However, Paley rejected this point as he was not interested in the nature of God. 
1. Hume said the reason plants and animals appeared to be well-adjusted to their environment is that those that didn’t function properly died out. This links in with Darwin’s Natural Selection

1. He address’s each of Paley’s premises in this manner: 
1. First premise: the universe is orderly- “the whole presents nothing but the idea of a blind nature” morality doesn’t come into the watchmaker analogy- world isn’t morally good- world does not appear happy, ordered and harmonious- motion of many physical systems (including planets) are not as regular as Newton had suggested- nature appears not to be seen as mechanical as the machines we make so analogy doesn’t work
1. Second premise: order is the result of design “but surely you will not affirm, that the universe bears such a resemblance to a house, that we can with the same certainty infer a similar cause” The universe is unique as we have not experienced its creation (so we can’t know about creation)
1. Third premise: design presupposed intelligence “and what surprise must we entertain, when we find him a stupid mechanic, who imitated others”- about a ship carpenter. It does not in itself point to the point to the classical definition of the Christian God, who is a single entity and the supreme intelligence.
1. Fourth premise: as the universe is so complex in design, there must be a complex intelligence “this world, for ought he knows, is very faulty and imperfect, compared to a superior standard; and was only the first rude essay of some infant deity” we only have this universe to base our judgements on- as we cannot compare the workings of this universe with any other, then we cannot conclude that this universe is a particularly complex one.
Darwin
1. Darwin published his Theory of Evolution in a book entitled ‘On the Origin of Species’ in 1859. Using a posteriori argument, Darwin looked at the world around him and reasoned why things were as they were. His conclusions challenged many existing beliefs about God and humanity. Darwin himself was an agnostic.
1. Theory of Natural Selection – From scientific observation, Darwin noted that plants and animals changed as they adapted to their environment. Those that failed to adapt did not survive. Those that survived went on to breed so their characteristics were passed on to the next generation. Darwin produced evidence to show this was the case and that change had come about gradually and by chance. He concluded that species evolve from other species- a new species could be formed without the need for a God.
1. This idea was partly inspired by Charles Lyell’s ‘Principles of Geology’ which proposed that the earth’s landscape had developed through a process of small changes, over thousands of years, and not as a result of catastrophes in the past, such as Noah’s flood.
1. Thomas Malthus had an idea that food supplies increase arithmetically, whilst population grows exponentially. The earth regulates its population growth. 
1. Darwin realised that ‘life struggles to exist’. Organisms are in competition with one another, and it is simply a case of survival of the fittest. Although the world we see around us has the appearance of design, the intricacies of nature can actually be explained by evolution. This needs no external being or designer. 
Mill
1. Mill questioned the goodness of nature given the apparent cruelty to be found within nature. He said that “Nearly all the things which men are hanged or imprisoned for doing to one another, are nature’s everyday performances”. The amount of goodness in nature is far outweighed by the amount of suffering.
1. If progress comes through pain and suffering, what does that say about the nature of the designer of the universe? Mill considered the state of nature to be a reason to reject notions of design.
1. However, Paley and Aquinas are concerned whether the universe exhibits signs of design that point to a designer; they were not at that point concerned with questions raised by the nature of the design. 

