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Aquinas was one of many philosophers who tried to solve the mystery of God. A Roman catholic, Aquinas tended to defend the theist perspective rather than atheist. Aquinas uses facts about reality to prove the existence of God. He does so with five arguments that he developed himself. Being a student of Aristolian philosophy, his five arguments are black and white. In other words, one plus one must equal two for it or anything else to make sense. Problems with each of the five arguments that Aquinas developed shall also be discussed. With the help of William Rowe, analysis will be providing convincing contradictions and replies to Aquinas’ Cosmological Argument.
The first argument Aquinas uses is motion. This is known as the “first and clearest way” (Pojman & Rea, pg 148) that Aquinas uses to prove the existence of a God. Everything in the earth moves, but everything that is moved must be moved by something else. A ball for example is rolled: the ball has motion, but what gave that ball the kinetic energy to move? Something must have moved the ball. Aquinas uses this to his advantage because there are still things unexplained that have movement, and the only solution would be to assume there was a God that moved it, or started the motion.  “Motion is just to lead something from potentiality into actuality”(Pojman & Rea, pg 148) states that motion is the cause of something to become actuality from potentiality. What is meant by this is that everything that is moved must be moved by a mover; for a mover cannot be moved in the same way with respect to the same thing. One may get confused and assume that movement would then be infinite, but it cannot be because then there would have never been a start of motion. With this understood, the only solution one can logically understand is that there must have been a mover to start all the motion in the observable world; and in this case, Aquinas believes the only solution to be God. When convinced, it’s supported with the example of God’s omnipotence. If one accepts God as the mover, God perfectly fits the criteria with his characteristic of omnipotence. Being all powerful, it could only be God that could have created and started motion. 
Aquinas’ second argument is the argument of Efficient Cause. The argument is that everything must have had a cause. Because everything is the effect of a cause. There is an efficient cause for everything; nothing can be the efficient cause of itself. It is not possible to regress to infinity in efficient causes. To take away the cause is to take away the effect. If there be no first cause then there will be no others. Therefore, a First Cause exists (http://philosophy.lander.edu/intro/cause.shtml). Aquinas uses this argument to logically convince you of the existence of God. He also supports God’s omniscience with the argument. This internal thought process is the trap that Aquinas again concludes to. When it is concluded that God is a possible first cause, the omniscience characteristic is further supported. If God is all knowing, then it only makes sense that he would know how to be the first cause of everything. 
The third argument Aquinas uses is the argument from necessity. Aquinas’ goal with this argument is to further strengthen the belief of the existence of a God, but also his impassibility and immutability. Aquinas’ argument states that in everything that exists, there had to have been a time when it didn’t exist. In other words, everything and anything that exists has a start and end. Another fact about existence is that it’s limited. We can count everything that exists, thus everything that exists cannot be infinite. With this argument, Aquinas also points out that with a beginning and end to everything tangible, anything could have been placed on the infinite of time. He questions why these things were created when they were and for what purpose. With that thought process, the characteristics of the Impassibility and Immutability of God are further strengthened. We understand nothing can come from nothing—everything must have come from something. With these logical facts, Aquinas hopes to further narrow your possibilities to a great creator—in this case, God.
Aquinas’ fourth argument is taken from the gradations found in the observable world. What this means is that in the world, there are limits to what something can be. For example, something can be maximally hot before it combusts and becomes something else. Some people can be smarter than others; some mothers more loving that other mothers. This sense of world gradation produces the sense that something could be maximally good, true, and noble. “For according to the Philosopher in Metaphysics 2, things that are maximally true are maximally beings” (Pojman & Rea, pg 149). Aquinas wants us to believe that God was the cause for all being’s goodness through his benevolence. Thus when concluding that the gradations of good came from God’s benevolence, Aquinas further supports his argument of God’s existence.
The fifth and final of Aquinas’ Cosmological Arguments is the argument of Governance. Take a look at nature. Trees come from seeds—chickens from eggs. Everything in our observable world is complicatedly put in place to create something new. Aquinas’ wants us to realize that the order of the world is far too complex for anyone to put together, or for it to simply happen by chance. He wants us to believe that someone or something is responsible for the complexity of natural order. For Aquinas’ God is the solution. Another example of something complex with a maker is the story of the watch and the watch maker. A watch tells time, but inside a watch are many complex things that function in unison with others. It’s no mere chance that this watch spontaneously appeared from randomness. It must have had a creator (Class Notes). Aquinas wants you to apply this to nature and everything you know. Only one being could posses the trait of omniscience to create such complexities. Attempting for you to conclude that a God is directly responsible for the order and creation of this complex universe. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]One ought to be convinced by this these five arguments because logic is included into every argument. We as humans base everything we know on what we experience, observe, and understand to be. Aquinas provides undeniable logic to convince his prospectors the reality of God. With the inability to deny logical facts, Aquinas narrows all possible solutions to God; making it extremely difficult to deny his existence and prove otherwise.
Let us take a closer analysis of Aquinas’ cosmological argument. The cosmological argument gives an explanation for motion, causation, contingency, excellence, and harmony. Aquinas requires the principle of sufficient reason to be fulfilled in order to debate with him. The principle of sufficient reason states that it requires an explanation for any one of the arguments. Aquinas logically takes the arguments as a whole/group and jumps to God, his ultimate goal is for a receptor to do the same. Consider the PSR to be the “Principle of Sufficient Reason” and the IR to be the “Infinite Regress” in this paper. The PSR only requires some sort of explanation, then PSR is satisfied. The PSR treats all of Aquinas’ arguments as dependent on God instead of each individual argument. Rowe wants to embrace the infinite regress. “He wants you to love on it” (Shannon). There is nothing in the PSR that says you can’t rely on the IR, the PSR just requires an explanation. “Cosmological argument makes the mistake of treating the collection /series of dependent being as if it were a dependent being, itself that needs its existence explained” (Pojman & Rea, pg 151). Rowe wants each of Aquinas’ arguments to be independent, instead of jumping to God as the conclusion. He wants everyone to slow down and think about each one individually. He wants us to simply see how easy it is to give an explanation to fulfill the PSR.  For Aquinas’ first argument of motion, Rowe concludes that motion is necessarily infinite. Rowe believes that, “the arguments are all dependent on themselves, for heaven’s sake! (Shannon)” (Class Notes). Aquinas asserts his arguments on nature, where Rowe asserts his argument on satisfying the PSR with the IR, Aquinas’ argument is really one argument, “There always was motion and always cause” (Rowe). 
Rowe’s argument to Aquinas’ second Cosmological argument is: “Just because each member of a collection has a cause doesn’t entail that the collection itself has a cause” (Class Notes). He uses the obvious example, “Just because I have a mother does not entail that the entirety of the human race has one mother” (Class Notes). One mom could not have created all the mothers in the world. 
He further supports his attack against Aquinas’ single solution for a group of arguments with, “For there to be a collection of things is nothing more than to say I have an explanation for each of the things making up the collection” (Class Notes). What he means by this is he can easily give a reason for each of Aquinas’ arguments. That it doesn’t have to be as complex as Aquinas makes it to logically make sense. One way of understanding draws on a story of Eskimos from Alaska. A group of Eskimos moved from Alaska to New York. They each had their own reason for moving; One because it was too hot for his liking, another because the other Eskimo moved and she wanted to move with him, and another Eskimo got a better job in New York. The point the Eskimo example gets across is that ultimately each Eskimo had their own reason for moving to New York; whether they were influenced by another or not. As a group, it’s perfectly plausible to believe that God had sent them all to New York, but the PSR is also fulfilled by each Eskimo’s own desires. In other words, each Eskimo has their own reason for moving, but as a whole it only makes sense God intertwined (Class Notes).
Rowe supports his analysis with the question, “Why should we think everything needs an explanation anyway?” It’s concluded that the spark of curiosity and lack of knowledge creates a sense of drives in humans. Everything must have an explanation and a cause (Class Notes). But in all reality, why does everything need an explanation? It doesn’t, sometimes things just happen. Rowe then asks, “Is an infinite regress possible?” (Pojman & Rea, pg 156). He questions, “why can’t things just go back and back?” He does this because it’s what is known and observed for ourselves. Trees came from seed, and we came from our parents, and it just goes back as far as we know. Rowe wants us to understand that it’s okay to not know how things started or happened at the beginning because we weren’t there. What’s important for personal understanding is what we can observe and learn for ourselves first handed.  
Another problem that could be argued with Aquinas’ second cosmological argument is simultaneous causes. When a match is lit, a series of simultaneous causes and effects occur in order for the match to combust. The sulfur on the end of the match is stricken against something rough creating friction. From the friction, a chain reaction of molecules react in order for the match to ignite. Multiple reactions go off, thus multiple causes and effects are simultaneously going off in order to meet the expected or “overall” expectation of the light to match. The problem with Aquinas’ second cosmological argument concerning this series of simultaneous causes is that Aquinas solely focuses on the single cause and effect. It’s true that every effect has a cause, but a final effect could have many different causes and effects. (http://philosophy.lander.edu/intro/cause.shtml) 
Creating another problem, solely concerning the existence of God, which is Aquinas’ main goal to prove, is that God is an effect in and of itself. In order for an effect a cause must have been. God must be something, and for there to be something, it must’ve come from something. So in this case, where did God come from? What caused God? If God is nothing, then God’s existence is not proven. (http://philosophy.lander.edu/intro/cause.shtml)
With each of these arguments supported with a form of logic, Aquinas hopefully convinces his reader that God exists. The main problem however is still that Aquinas takes the leap of faith to God. For each of his logical arguments, his solution is God. Rowe attacks that leap of faith and gives other logical reasons as to what solutions for Aquinas’ arguments could be.  
Aquinas’ arguments appear more persuasive, not necessarily correct. Most people believe in some form of a God(s). If this were true, it would make more sense for people to make that leap of faith to God once Aquinas has them cornered with his questions The spark of curiosity in human nature is fulfilled more with Aquinas’ arguments than with Rowe’s. People would become more accepting to Aquinas’ because it fills in the holes of how things were created, existence, processes, etc. Rowe gives answers to the arguments, but doesn’t quite fulfill their role in understanding nature. It’s easier to accept that God created energy than to say it simply existed already. Psychologically, our human brains have evolved to make shortcuts when deciding. For humans and the concept of God, it’s easier to grasp and make that shortcut and accept God as a solution due to our degree of intelligence. Rowe’s solutions satisfy the PSR, but not enough for most humans to accept as the most probable solution, which creates a more persuasive argument for Aquinas than Rowe.

