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Summary

The existence of God is a controversial topic. Believers in God often claim there is evidence supporting God's existence and defend these arguments. Those who argue against the existence of God provide reasons and evidence for why God's nonexistence should be accepted. However, neither side has been able to convince the other.

In this article, definitive proofs of God's nonexistence and the true nature of reality will be presented. When it comes to definitive proofs, examples can often be drawn from mathematics. For instance, we can definitively prove that two plus two equals four. Similarly, this article will explain why God is a contradictory being and employ methods as rigorous as those used in mathematical proofs.

Using the principles of logic, we will attempt to explain the nature of reality step by step. Undoubtedly, there are many valuable ideas proposed throughout the history of philosophy, and this article will aim to provide a general proof for these concepts as well.
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Introduction

When it comes to the existence of God, evidence is typically presented either in favor of or against the idea. However, evidence does not equate to proof. It is often accepted that reaching definitive proof in such matters is impossible. Similarly, as we sit in a room and look at the table in front of us, we are certain of its existence. Yet, it is assumed that we cannot logically prove the existence of even a simple object like a table.

I take the opposite view. I believe that everything related to existence—everything we assume to exist—can be definitively proven to exist or not exist. Likewise, it can be demonstrated why something does not exist. This can be done by showing that the existence of a thing leads to contradictions. By "definitive proof," I mean proving the existence of something through logic, much like proving that two plus two equals four or demonstrating the Pythagorean theorem.

In the past, we believed such proofs were impossible, but this belief may have stemmed from a lack of imagination and intellectual capacity. Perhaps we should have considered the possibility that it could be done. There is no doubt that philosophy has introduced many significant ideas. When it comes to existence, the question of what "the thing-in-itself" is has gained importance. People have always valued logic, seeing the rules of logic as a guiding principle for thought. However, logic has often been regarded merely as a set of laws of the mind, without the assumption that nature adheres to these same logical principles.

In later periods, some rationalist thinkers began to question this perspective. Undoubtedly, thinkers like Zeno and his teacher Parmenides developed significant ideas in this regard. These philosophers argued that motion does not exist, that existence is eternal, and that it is an indivisible whole. Parmenides idea that everything that can be thought of is real is particularly important.More recently, Max Tegmark’s multiverse theory aligns with these ideas. Similarly, philosopher David Lewis, through his modal realism, argued that all possible worlds exist.

In addition, ancient philosopher Pythagoras proposed that everything consists of numbers, extending this approach to moral and spiritual phenomena. In modern times, thinkers like John Archibald Wheeler and Luciano Floridi have proposed similar views, arguing that everything is made up of information. If these perspectives are consistent, the concept of free will becomes untenable. In this regard, the views of Spinoza, who argued that everything adheres to nature’s cause-and-effect relationships and that free will is nonexistent in a deterministic universe, are closely aligned with the views I will defend.

Recent scientific developments, particularly Einstein’s theory of relativity, support a block universe model, which aligns with the aforementioned views. This model suggests that past, present, and future all exist simultaneously, and these distinctions are merely illusions. The idea of an eternal universe can also be traced back to Aristotle, who argued that if time had a beginning, then the moment before it must also be definable, making time and motion eternal.

Regarding morality, I argue that it has a rational structure, a view that aligns with Kant’s philosophy. The ideas I have mentioned will form the foundation of the arguments I will defend in this article. I will prove why some of these ideas are valid.

To begin, we will focus on the concept of God and aim to prove that God does not exist. This involves demonstrating that if God exists, He would be a contradictory being. To achieve this, I will present six different proofs, each highlighting a distinct aspect of why God's existence is impossible. For this, we must first establish some assumptions that everyone can agree upon. These will include assumptions about the nature of God and existence itself. For instance, the assumption that God is a perfect being, or that God created everything that exists. From these fundamental assumptions, we will apply the laws of logic to reach a contradiction.

PROOF 1

This proof is based on a simple line of reasoning. The first assumption is that God created the universe. The second assumption is that if the universe did not exist, there would be no need for God, and thus, we would reject the existence of God. The third assumption is that God is a perfect being.

From these assumptions, we conclude that God's existence is contingent upon having created the universe. However, this conclusion contradicts our assumptions because we defined God as a perfect being. A God whose existence depends on creating the universe is not perfect. If God is not perfect, then God does not exist.

PROOF 2

This proof uses the principle of identity, the most fundamental principle of logic, and argues that the existence of God contradicts this principle. The principle of identity states that "a thing is itself," or more formally, x = x. A key implication of this principle is that something cannot produce anything that is fundamentally different from itself. For example, red cannot produce blue.

Let us now make some assumptions:

1. God is independent of time, space, and physical laws.

2. God is an immaterial being.

3. This universe is a material entity.

4. God is absolutely or infinitely good.

5. Evil exists in this universe.

6. God created this universe.

Now, let’s analyze these assumptions.

An immaterial God cannot, according to the principle of identity, create a material universe. An immaterial God can only create something immaterial.

A God independent of time, space, and physical laws cannot create time, space, or physical laws due to the principle of identity.

An absolutely good God cannot produce anything containing evil. Good can only produce good.

Thus, we cannot simultaneously assume that evil exists in this universe and that God created it. This is a contradiction. Similarly, the idea that an immaterial God created a material universe also contradicts the principle of identity. Therefore, God does not exist.

PROOF 3

This proof once again focuses on the perfection of God.

Assumptions:

1. God is a perfect being.

2. A perfect being cannot have a beginning.

3. God created this universe.

Now for the conclusions:

If God is a perfect being, then everything He creates must also be perfect according to the principle of identity. Perfection cannot produce imperfection. This means that if God created this universe, the universe must be perfect.

However, this conclusion contradicts our second assumption: a perfect thing cannot have a beginning. Therefore, a perfect universe cannot be created. Similarly, an imperfect universe cannot be created by God, who is perfect. Hence, God does not exist.

Although the assumption that a perfect thing cannot have a beginning might seem debatable, reasoning reveals its validity. Something that exists in one moment but not in another does not fit the definition of perfection. Therefore, this assumption is logical.

PROOF 4

This proof emphasizes the impossibility of God creating the universe due to His independence from time.

Assumptions:

1. God is independent of time.

2. God created the universe.

3. God cannot create the universe without action.

Conclusions:

If God is independent of time, He cannot act. If He cannot act, He cannot create the universe, as creating the universe requires action according to the assumptions. Therefore, God does not exist.

Note:Here , ‘action’ means to change the situation.

PROOF 5

This short proof resembles the previous one.

Assumptions:

1. Motion does not exist.

2. God created the universe.

3. God must act to create the universe.

Conclusions:

If motion does not exist and God must act to create the universe, then God cannot create the universe. Therefore, God does not exist. The first assumption, that motion does not exist, will be elaborated upon later.

PROOF 6

This proof focuses on God’s will.

Assumptions:

1. God is a logical being who adheres to the laws of logic.

2. God created the universe through His free will or by His own desire.

3. A purely  logical being cannot possess free will.

Conclusions:

These three assumptions are clearly contradictory. While the third assumption may seem debatable, accepting it aligns with common sense. A logical being operates solely based on logical cause-and-effect relationships and cannot deviate from them. In contrast, a being with free will is not  logical because it has the ability to choose among various options.

Having completed the proofs regarding God, I believe these arguments are quite robust and resolve the issue definitively. Our discussion on the nature of reality also has implications for the question of God’s existence. The conclusion that emerges is that God is an unnecessary entity. Understanding the nature of reality leads us to this result. With that, let us begin our discussion on the nature of reality.

LOGIC

First, we must realize that we approach everything using logic. The rules of logic are the set of rules necessary for correct thinking. But how fundamental is logic? Are the laws of our thoughts different from the laws of existence? In other words, can we apply the rules of logic to existence, and if so, what results would we obtain? Initially, I mentioned that we could know the essence of everything. Therefore, we can answer this question, but first, we must determine the concepts of nothingness and existence. Does existence exist? Or is there only nothingness? Why is there something instead of nothing? We will answer all these questions.

First, we need to determine whether nothingness is possible. Anything devoid of logic is illogical, and what is illogical does not exist. Nothingness lacks logic, and therefore its existence is contradictory. If nothingness does not exist, it follows that existence has always existed. Can existence emerge from nothingness? If nothingness does not exist, this question becomes meaningless. But if we assume the existence of nothingness, we must also accept that existence can emerge from nothingness. Logic tells us that nothing comes from nothing, but when nothingness exists, the rules of logic do not apply. Thus, existence can emerge from nothingness. However, we have already established that nothingness does not exist; therefore, existence must have always existed.

Now, does logic exist? Let us assume for a moment that logic does not exist. In that case, the principle of identity does not exist, meaning that something is not itself. Hence, nothingness is not nothingness—it is existence. Existence is nothingness, and thus the question of why there is something instead of nothing is answered. However, this situation is contradictory. At least in the current world, there is some logic.  Logic exists in our minds, and our thoughts adhere to the rules of logic.

If logic does not exist, the logic we perceive in our minds is an illusion. But in a universe devoid of logic, even the illusion of logic cannot exist, and we could never reach laws like the principle of identity. This means that logic exists. If logic exists, then nothingness does not, and never has. Consequently, there is at least one form of logic. I say "at least one" because we have not yet proven whether the laws governing our minds also govern existence. Proving this is straightforward.

Let us assume that the laws of existence differ from the laws of logic. In other words, the  logic that governs our minds is different from the logic that governs existence. This means there are at least two different logics. Suppose one governs the thoughts in our minds, while the other governs existence. These two  logics must be independent of each other. Let us examine the second logic. It must have certain laws, distinct from the laws of the first   logic. For example, if the first logic has a principle of identity, the second logic must have the opposite principle: something is other than itself. If the second logic is other than itself, it is equal to the first logic. But we initially assumed that the first and second logics are independent of each other. Hence, such a second logic does not exist, and there is only one logic that governs both thought and existence.

From this, we conclude that the principle of identity must also apply to existence. Let us review the conclusions we have reached so far. After proving the existence of logic and showing that nothing lies outside the scope of this logic, we can conclude that this logic is unified and whole. In other words, everything that exists is  logic. In other words, the thing-in-itself is  logic. Moreover, this logic is one, meaning it cannot be divided into parts.
Now, how is this  logic related to time? For example, does it change over time? The principle of identity shows that this is impossible. According to the principle of identity, only itself can emerge from something. However, if logic changes over time, this means a different logic emerges from the logic that exists at one moment. This contradicts the principle of identity, meaning that logic is constant and unchanging. It is eternal and timeless.

Since  the ‘thing in itself’ is  logic, nothing changes over time. Existence is constant. In other words, motion does not exist, because the existence of  motion would contradict the principle of identity. Since the principle of identity is also a law of existence, existence, like thought, must conform to this principle.

Now, let us consider what we mean by logic as "the thing-in-itself." How can everything be  logic? Logic consists of logical rules, and we have so far only assumed the first rule of logic. Thus, we are assuming classical logic. However, fuzzy logic is also a possibility. If there are phenomena that conform to fuzzy logic, and since there can only be one logic, this logic must be fuzzy logic. Fortunately, fuzzy logic encompasses classical  logic. Therefore, we can argue that when we say "logic," we mean fuzzy logic, with classical logic as a subset.

There are physical structures like tables, chairs, or atoms, and on the other hand, there are rules of logic that govern these structures. In this case, structures like atoms are objects of logical rules. Logical rules are applied to objects, and these objects and rules together constitute logic. Objects are everything outside the rules of  logic. Thus, when I say "everything is logic," this is what I mean. Objects and logical rules together form  logic.

Everything is a whole. Now, we need to clarify an important point. Thoughts consist of knowledge. If existence adheres to the rules of logic, it may be of the same kind as thought. In other words, everything might consist of thoughts or knowledge in the mind. Physical objects could be the information in the mind. This is not a proof, but it indicates a possibility. We will provide a full proof in a later section.

In this section, we have developed a concept similar to Heraclitus's logos. However, our description of existence is fundamentally opposed to Heraclitus's philosophy. Likewise, we are diametrically opposed to Hegel's philosophy. For Hegel to be correct, we would have to accept the principle that existence is nothingness, which we do not.

Now, we must examine the fundamental characteristics of existence or existing universes based on the conclusions we have reached. Before doing so, we need to adopt a principle for making proofs: the path from perfection to existence in the ontological argument.

Let us recall the ontological argument. This principle states that God is the most perfect being conceivable, but his nonexistence would not make him perfect; therefore, God must exist. Let us analyze this argument.

First, we notice that God has been shown to be a contradictory being under certain assumptions. Therefore, the first premise of this argument is false: God is not the most perfect being conceivable. God is not even perfect, as his existence is contradictory.

This argument, if God were a perfect being, would be correct. One of the objections to this argument is that it could be used to prove the existence of any imagined concept, such as the existence of the most perfect island or dragons. I believe this argument is correct. Indeed, imagined concepts exist in reality—but not in our reality.

Thus, we can use this argument to justify other concepts, such as multiple universes. We can also justify our own universe. The reasoning we must assume is that existence is perfect. If something is  logically consistent, it is perfect. Therefore, our universe is perfect. But its nonexistence would not make it perfect; hence, our universe must exist. Similarly, any logically possible universe is perfect, and its nonexistence would not make it perfect; thus, these universes must exist.

We can also demonstrate the existence of alternative universes without relying on this argument. Simplifying further, there is something that is the object of logic and adheres to the rules of logic. Since these characteristics apply to our universe or alternative universes, they must truly exist.

Let us summarize the ideas about the universe we have developed so far.

THE UNIVERSE

The ideas we have developed so far support the block universe model predicted by the theory of relativity. In this model, the past, present, and future are illusions. In such a universe, there is no motion. To imagine this, we can think of each moment as a single frame in a photograph. These frames are infinite, and each one exists in reality. Simultaneously, the idea of a multiverse also holds true in reality. Both types of multiverses—the kind where every mathematically possible universe exists in reality and Everett's interpretation of parallel universes—are real because they are logically consistent.

Now, is our universe a mathematical object? I argue that, in the broadest sense, the universe is a logical structure. If every logical structure is also a mathematical structure, then our universe is part of mathematics. What I propose is that every logically possible universe exists in reality. These could be universes with different physical constants and laws. This provides a resolution to the fine-tuning argument: every universe with different constants exists in reality. By chance, we happen to exist in a universe with constants that allow for life.

According to the block universe theory, such a universe is an eternal structure that always exists, meaning it has no beginning. The important point here is that each frame always exists. We know this, but do these frames have a beginning? To prove that the universe cannot have a beginning, we must consider this simple fact: if there is a moment of beginning, then the moment preceding it can also be logically defined. In this way, the universe extends infinitely in both directions—past and future.

But are there two consecutive frames available? In other words, is time quantized or continuous? Logic states that any system free of contradictions can exist in reality. Therefore, it does not matter whether time is quantized or continuous; both realities can coexist.

What we know is that the universe is perfect. This is because the universe is composed of logic, and logic is perfect. Perfection refers to systems that are free of any contradictions and are logically consistent.

What are the properties of a perfect system? A perfect entity cannot have boundaries. Therefore, our universe cannot have a beginning or an end. Additionally, laws cannot change over time, as this cannot occur in a perfect universe. A perfect universe is singular, meaning all frames can be derived from a single frame using appropriate laws. This implies that the universe is deterministic. Furthermore, the universe’s laws cannot vary from one region of space to another.

Are these conclusions inconsistent with science? Quantum mechanics is probabilistic, and the Big Bang theory suggests the universe had a beginning. However, the parallel universe interpretation makes quantum mechanics deterministic. For the Big Bang theory, there are alternative scientific theories.

First, we must clarify a key point: the Big Bang theory proposes that the universe originated from a singularity, but such singularities are not possible under quantum mechanics. Moreover, we do not know if the universe has undergone infinite cycles of big bangs. Another way to think about it is this: the Big Bang may mark the beginning of space and time, but quantum mechanics introduces concepts of virtual space and virtual time.

According to quantum mechanics, there is no such thing as nothingness, and the void is a place where virtual particles are created and annihilated. The Big Bang could be an explosion occurring within virtual space and virtual time. Thus, we can extend time infinitely backward within virtual time.

A more realistic scenario is that our universe might itself be a virtual universe existing within virtual space and virtual time. According to Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle, our universe could persist for a sufficiently long period and then cease to exist. The existence of virtual time could extend infinitely, both into the past and the future.

These ideas are still speculative, as they have not yet evolved into confirmed scientific theories supported by experimental evidence. However, my point is that our philosophical conclusions can be made consistent with science.

KNOWLEDGE

The most important question here is: can humans attain knowledge of reality? In other words, how can we know if our thoughts about reality are true? There is a simple way to address this. If the system we develop is logically consistent—that is, free from contradictions—then it must be real. However, the real problem lies in this: how do we know the rules of logic?

These laws were formulated and theorized by someone—Aristotle. But this only shifts the question: where did Aristotle derive these laws from? The most critical principle here is the law of identity, which essentially implies that what we perceive is real. However, I do not have a definitive answer to this question. It seems that the laws of logic are intuitive assumptions that have always existed in our minds. Aristotle merely discovered these principles.

Another key point is that we only perceive our own minds. We cannot perceive things outside of our minds. If existence is a single whole—as we have concluded before—this means that everything must reside within the mind. Anything outside our minds would be independent of us and imperceptible to our minds. However, if existence is one unified whole, such entities cannot exist.

If existence is a whole, everything must be interconnected. Yet, we cannot interact with things outside our minds. This leads to the conclusion that everything exists within the mind—in other words, everything consists of information formed within the mind. These ideas align closely with Plato’s philosophy and also with some of Penrose’s concepts. Ideas such as beauty, perfection, or even mathematical structures can exist independently of us, as long as they are logically consistent and free of contradictions.

The same can be said for the concept of the soul. If the soul is logically possible, it can exist. One could argue that if we possess consciousness, either smaller entities like atoms also have consciousness, or this consciousness is imparted to us by a greater entity. However, since we have demonstrated that the concept of God is logically contradictory, it is possible that atoms have a form of consciousness.

I use the word possible because, from a materialistic perspective, there is a principle that states: the properties of the whole can differ from the properties of its parts. However, the idea that the soul must be immortal and without a beginning seems to contradict the fact that we do not remember anything from before our birth. Nevertheless, mechanisms could be constructed to overcome this contradiction.

For instance, we could be living in a simulation, and our past memories might have been erased. Alternatively, we might have been entirely created as characters within a simulation. If the soul is immortal, then perhaps when we die in this world, we awaken from the simulation and continue to exist eternally in the real world.

In summary, my answer is that I do not know for certain whether the soul exists, but it is possible. These ideas also cast doubt on the concept of divine revelation. Undoubtedly, if revelation contains elements beyond human comprehension, it could have originated from extraterrestrial beings or the simulation we are living in. The existence of God is not the only option.
If God is independent of space and time, it would be impossible for Him to perform miracles or send revelations. This is because such actions would mean God is revealing Himself, which is impossible. For God to intervene in this world, it would require a being outside space and time to enter into space and time. For the same reasons, God cannot create this universe. Understanding whether God created this universe is not only a philosophical matter but also a scientific one. By creating this universe, sending revelations, or performing miracles, God would be interacting with this world. Science might render God unnecessary.

MORALITY

My thoughts on morality can be summarized briefly. As mentioned earlier, the universe is a deterministic structure. In such a universe, there is no such thing as free will. Without free will, morality as a concept cannot exist either, because for something to be considered good or bad, it must be done with free will. Instead of morality, there is an illusion of morality, and this illusion is entirely rational in nature.

Systems that adhere to moral laws gain a mathematical order because morality is akin to mathematics. It is rational, and we can determine what is moral and what is more rational by evaluating the situation we experience.The rational behavior  is more moral.
SOME  KEY  POINTS
At this point, it is useful to provide some important information. We must ask the question: What is the working mechanism of free will? If it arises as a result of the functioning of natural laws, then there is no true free will. What exists is an idea of a universe operating according to natural laws. This means that if free will exists, natural laws must be suspended. In that case, free will would be one of God's miracles.

Another important point is the contradiction between free will and God's foreknowledge of human actions. If God knows the outcomes in advance, we cannot speak of free will. Theist philosophers argue that God is beyond time and therefore knows everything. However, for a being independent of space and time to have knowledge of what is within space and time is only possible if the universe has a deterministic structure. In this case, free will would not exist.

Now, let’s focus on another contradiction created by the existence of God. Holy books state that those who do not believe in God will go to hell. If there were a definite proof of God's existence, then those who do not believe would have some kind of mental disorder. However, it would not be logical for God to punish someone with a mental disorder. Suppose there is no definite proof of God's existence. In that case, not believing in God is a reasonable behavior, and punishing non-believers would be irrational.

I believe that whether something belongs to science or metaphysics, its existence or non-existence can be definitively demonstrated. I also think that everything that truly exists can be known with certainty. Some of the ideas I put forward in this article are not new, but my approach to proving these ideas is new.

I also have an important thought about attempts to prove God's existence. The most essential feature of God is that He creates existence. If nothing existed, the existence of God would be unnecessary. Therefore, if someone wants to prove God's existence, they must first prove that this universe exists.
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