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 a critical discussion of classical theism and a useful introduction for those seeking to develop and understanding of religion from a philosophical point of view.

Presentation by Michael Burgess

The Major Philosophical or Speculative Proofs for the Existence of God

Speculative proofs for the existence of god take either a priori or a posteriori form; they either claim god is knowable without experience or from experience. The most famous a priori argument was posed by St. Anslem.
Ontological

St. Anslem wrote, 

“Thus even the fool is convinced that something than which nothing greater can be conceived is in the understanding, since when he hears this, he understands it; and whatever is understood is in the understanding. And certainly that than which a greater cannot be conceived cannot be in the understanding alone. For if it is even in the understanding alone, it can be conceived to exist in reality also, which is greater. Thus if that than which a greater cannot be conceived is in the understanding alone, then that than which a greater cannot be conceived is itself that than which a greater can be conceived. But surely this cannot be. Thus without doubt something than which a greater cannot be conceived exists, both in the understanding and in reality.”

- Proslogion II (due to William Mann (1972:260-1)

There have been several attempts to formalise this in coherent and logical terms, Plantinga summarised thus,

D
God is ‘a being than which no greater can be conceived’
P I 
God exists in the understanding but not in reality
P II 
Existence in reality is greater than existence in the understanding alone
P III 
A being having all of God's properties plus existence in reality can be conceived

IV(I, II) 
A being having all of God's properties plus existence in reality is greater than God
V(III, IV)
A being greater than God can be conceived
V(D)
It is false that a being greater than God can be conceived
VI(I, V, VI)
Hence, it is false that God exists in the understanding but not in reality
P VII
God exists in the understanding
VIII(VII, VIII) 
Hence God exists in reality
Many share Schopenhauer’s view that existence from understanding, as presented here, is ‘a charming joke’ few however can pin down exactly what is wrong with the argument, as Bertrand Russell observed.

Is existence a predicate?

Kant argued that we learn nothing more about an object if that objects exists. If we imagine a red cube, do we understand more about such a cube if one exists?  If existence is not a property of an object (or being) then it is also not apart of the collection of qualities that constitute ‘perfection’ and thus, the idea of god is no more or less perfect if a god exists. 

Cosmological

I A contingent being exists (a contingent being is such that if it exists, it can not-exist) 

II This contingent being has a cause or explanation of its existence. 

III The cause or explanation of its existence is something other than the contingent being itself. 

IV What causes or explains the existence of this contingent being must either be solely other contingent beings or include a non-contingent (necessary) being. 

V Contingent beings alone cannot cause or explain the existence of a contingent being. 

VI Therefore, what causes or explains the existence of this contingent being must include a non-contingent (necessary) being. 

VII Therefore, a necessary being (a being which, if it exists, cannot not exist) exists. 

This argument, which states essentially for all beings with a cause they all, cannot be caused by other contingent beings, or else there would be an infinite regress.

There are several answers to this, Russell states the universe “simply is” and it is the necessary being, however one could reply that since the universe is comprised of contingent beings it is itself contingent. We may commit a logical fallacy with such a reply however: “steps are small” does not imply “staircases are small”.

With the insights of the last century we know that matter can be transmuted into energy and vice-versa. The long-known ‘principle of conservation of energy’ (energy cannot be created or destroyed, only transferred) suggests that pose the “necessary being” could be energy (and therefore matter) itself.

The main criticism of the argument centres up where and what is necessary, to show that there must be a necessary object, event, being, “thing”, is not to show that there is a God.

Other recent replies consider the “impossibility” of an infinite regress not to be so clear-cut, posing that perhaps all causes do have a prior cause: there was no “first cause”.
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Divine Attributes

Omnipotence, Omniscience

Eternity

The Problem of Evil

“If the creator of the world entire
They call God, of every being be the Lord
Then an evil master is he,

Knowing what's right did let wrong prevail!”
- Bhûridatta Jataka
The problem of evil arises out of a specific classical idea of God, and seems, assuming God is classical, to logically disprove His existence.
I If God exists, then God is omnipotent, omniscient, and morally perfect. 

II If God is omnipotent, then God has the power to eliminate all evil. 

III If God is omniscient, then God knows when evil exists. 

IV If God is morally perfect, then God has the desire to eliminate all evil. 

V Evil exists. 

VI If evil exists and God exists, then either God doesn't have the power to eliminate all evil, or doesn't know when evil exists, or doesn't have the desire to eliminate all evil. 

VII Therefore, God doesn't exist. 

This argument is logically valid, though the conclusion may not necessarily be true: a premise may be false. The notion of ‘God’ can be conceived of in a variety of ways, in a metaphysical sense God can be said to be ‘being itself’, or one of many abstract notions to which no property can be confidently assigned. This sort of God is distant, however, from those that are worshiped and indeed, such a God would not draw strong religious attitudes. 
{Is there a Good which would permit E​1 and E2 ?}
Freewill

{Two meanings, “freedom from restraint” or “freedom to act”:  freedom of the press is essentially a negative liberty, whereas the printing is a positive liberty.}

God is “Free” to commit evil yet chooses not to, could he not create a race that opts to do the same: free to choose, but always to opt for good. This does seem logically inconsistent, a race that always opts for good, yet is free to choose. However if this is so, then God either has no free will or actively chooses evil occasionally respectively limiting his omnipotence and moral goodness (and thus ends the problem of evil).

Consider also Heaven, if one would claim no evil exists in Heaven yet Souls and Angels are free, than one must concede that such a society is possible on earth or God is limited.
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Religious Epistemology

I It is irrational or unacceptable to accept theistic belief without sufficient or appropriate evidence or reason. 

II There is not sufficient/appropriate evidence or reason for theistic belief. 

III Belief in God is irrational.

Natural Theology (Denial of II)
Reformed Epistemology (Denial of I)
Fideism (Denial of I)
Prudence
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