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Introduction 

 I will summarize the cosmological and ontological arguments, as well as separate what makes 

them different. Upon completion of these summaries, I will attempt to explain why these 

arguments do not convince me that God exists. I am not making a claim that God does not exist, 

nor that I have any knowledge (or alternative theory) as to whether God does or doesn’t exist. I 

am simply making an attempt to explain the reasons these arguments, and these arguments alone, 

do not give me a reason to believe their theories for the existence of God. A big part of that 

reasoning is based on the three main elements used to define God (to whom I forget who the credit 

goes) and all three are required: (1) God is all knowing (omniscient); (2) God is all-powerful 

(omnipotent) and (3) God is all-good (omnibenevolent). 

The Cosmological Argument 

 The gist of the cosmological argument is that it claims everything in the universe is caused 

by something, but that the chain of causes stops at some point and that end point must be God. 

God is the explanation for why our world exists. St. Thomas Aquinas argues that God caused the 

world to exist and that some things just exist, i.e. have no beginning, because God is the “efficient” 

cause for the universe. The Kalam argument (from an Islamic scholar) claims: "The physical 

universe is nothing more than the whole complicated collection of events that physics studies and 

this collection just happens to have a first member. There's no time nor space nor anything else 

before the universe, and so the universe didn't ‘pop into existence'; it simply is without being 

caused.” (Stairs & Bernard), pg. 66. Kalam’s argument suggests that God’s existence just is—

nothing caused his/her existence and the Earth did not have a “big bang” on its own because God 

is the cause of the universe and the universe was created purposefully.  

It is not exactly clear how these two arguments for the same main idea are entirely different. 
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Aquinas claiming God is the “efficient” cause for the universe and that the chain of causes ends 

with God seems very similar to Kalam's claim that some things just exist, but that the world didn't 

just create itself and, therefore, God must have created it on purpose. Some things just exist equals 

God is the "efficient" cause. The world didn't create itself equals God being the end of any chain 

of causes. 

The Ontological Argument 

 The idea that we humans can prove God’s existence by “reason alone” by considering God 

as “a perfect being” is the gist of the ontological argument. St. Anselm provides us with a definition 

that must be considered which is that “for something to count as God, it must be so great that there 

is simply no possibility for anyone, no matter how knowledgeable or clever, to so much as conceive 

of a greater being.” (Stairs & Bernard), pg. 82. Therefore, for the God to exist he/she must be the 

epitome of all that is perfect and it must be impossible for us to think up a being any better or more 

perfect than that God. Because we can conceive of God he exists in our understanding, but a God 

that exists in reality is a greater being than one that exists only in our minds so God exists in reality, 

which is quite reminiscent of Descartes' "I think, therefore, I am" in that if we can think it then it 

must also exist in reality because we wouldn't have been able to make up such a being without an 

innate concept of it. 

What the Heck is the Difference between the Two? 

 The cosmological argument refers to arguing God’s existence because the universe (stars, 

sky, planets—the cosmos) exists and because it exists it had to have been purposefully made by 

some being that does not need a prior cause to create it—God just exists and is the end point to the 

infinity of causes to creation of all things we can possibly imagine. In essence, it tries to be the 

scientific approach to proving God’s existence. 



Page 3 of 5 
 

 The ontological argument is one that tries to prove the existence of God by keeping God 

and his/her existence metaphysical, as opposed to epistemological, and not necessarily requiring 

an understanding of the creation or existence of the cosmos, by claiming that God has to exist 

because we can conceive of God’s existence, and anything we can conceive of must exist in reality; 

however, in order for this argument to function appropriately the conception of God must be that 

God is perfect and no other being greater than that perfection can be thought of. 

Do Either Argument Prove God’s Existence? 

 I don’t think that they do—they have not convinced me. This is not to say that God does 

not exist, just that I haven’t been compelled to buy into their arguments to believe what they say 

is true. 

 First, the argument Kalam seems to suggest is that the big bang theory is bogus by stating 

the universe just exists. Is he claiming that God is the universe? What I understand the universe to 

be is the vast space in which our planets, stars, comets, the sun, etc. reside. And while the universe 

is complex and mysterious, potentially perfect and potentially all-powerful (given that it can crush 

a mere man without the proper breathing apparatus and/or traveling equipment such as a 

pressurized spaceship), it is not all knowing. The things that make up the universe (various 

particles and whatnot) are not thinking things (as far as we humans understand) and if they are not 

thinking things they cannot know anything and a thing that doesn’t know anything is not all-

knowing. Therefore, the universe cannot be God. 

 Furthermore, if Kalam is not suggesting the universe is God, but that God created the 

universe then Aquinas is more correct in this end-of-the-line-type theory because Kalam says the 

universe just existed, so if he is not claiming the universe is God then he has contradicted himself 

by saying it just existed. Kalam also claims that the universe could not have just “popped” into 
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existence. But if God gathered all the materials required to create it, an explosion of those materials 

combining could have happened and the universe then would have “popped” into existence by the 

powers of God.  

 As far as the ontological argument goes, I can imagine a God that is greater than the one 

people worship as the God—one that doesn’t allow for evil, corruption or any of the atrocities we 

see, hear or experience in this world. According to the ontological argument, then, because I can 

think of a God that is better than the God the argument is referring to, that God does not exist. 

However, just because we can imagine certain qualities doesn’t make that conception in the mind 

a reality. I can imagine vampires who are hanging onto their humanity or what’s left of their soul 

and not as evil as people consider them to be, as well as all-powerful because they have strength 

and speed and all-knowing because their immortality provides for a lifetime of learning, but that 

does not make them a reality, nor does it make them God. I can also imagine a cute, tiny, baby, 

but my imaging it and conceptions of all its qualities do not make him/her exist. That baby, and 

any qualities of it, won't exist until the proper DNA is intermingled and until that happens the child 

just doesn't exist. Just as Kalam says some things just exist, so do some things not exist; therefore, 

God just wouldn’t exist because we can conceive of him/her. And, if he or she doesn’t exist, then 

neither do the qualities humans have attributed to him/her.   

Conclusion 

 I have no good reason to believe the existence of God is true, based on these particular 

arguments, because (1) I can imagine a better (more perfect) being, (2) just because we can 

conceive of some being that is mightier than we does not make it a reality, (3) it's not entirely clear 

if a portion of the cosmological argument claims that the universe is God and if it is making this 

claim the universe can't be a thinking thing; thus, it's not all-knowing and, therefore, cannot be 
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God (because all three elements are required to be God), (4) while we could hold to Aquinas' 

"efficient cause" theory as God being the end-of-the-line in an infinity of causes, it doesn't mean 

that the creator is all perfect or all good (Again, all three qualities that must be present as we’ve 

set out His definition) and (5) just as something can just exist, so too can something just not exist. 

 


