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THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 
 

One of the tragic ironies of the modern mind is its inability to fully comprehend how 

the thought process of a so-called liberal rationality, that prides itself on challenging 

received wisdom, traditional beliefs and religious dogma, has itself become a type of 

received wisdom that vividly displays all of the distinctive features of a religious 

myth. Enlightenment has broken the mental trap imposed by religious obscurantism 

only to create another mental trap in the process. If we go along with the conveniently 

stereotyped story of how medieval religious authority was once the master and 

rationality the slave, it would be quite safe to say that rationality is now the master 

and everything else is the slave. The difference in the change of fortune is  infinitely 

more complex than a mere reversal of sides: now we are told that the democratisation 

of knowledge that accompanied the demise of religious authority has made everyone a 

master by placing authority within ourselves. Aside from the ever-growing edifice of 

scientific authority that functions as a secular priesthood, we have become sovereign 

masters over ourselves without knowing the true nature of our being. A reality that 

remains elusive to a limited human mind. We have become masters over something 

which we do not know and cannot know by the mere exercise of reason. The deeply 

felt angst and nihilism of many in western society attests to the apparently intractable 

dehumanisation that secular individualism has released. This particular form of 

individualism has enslaved us to the myth of our sovereign mastery, for to substitute a 

religious myth for the myth of individualism is to trade one error for another.  

 

It may appear to be odd to begin a discussion about the existence of God by charting 

the impact of individualism, yet it is difficult to deny how an individualistic outlook 

prejudices one to view the question of God with immediate disdain. ‘God’ is after all 

a term which to many donates power, control, rules and domination; in short, 

everything that stands at the opposing end of egotistical liberalism. ‘God’ is hence  

perceived to be an unwelcome invasion  into our ever-expanding desire for greater 

freedom. This prejudice has become a self-imposed barrier to even considering the 

question of God, but when the question does manage to squeeze  through the mindless 

trivia of a materialistic society, our prejudices instinctively dismiss God as a medieval 

superstition, only because to affirm a belief in God carries with it implications for a 

radically different way of living.  If the quintessential achievement of liberal 

modernity is the triumph of human reason over irrational prejudice, then it is all the 

more ironic that liberal modernity should have nurtured an outlook that is prejudicial 

towards the question of God. If the capacity for rational argument is what 

distinguishes us as uniquely human and if modern civilisation gives this capacity it 

fullest expression, then the question of God demands an unwavering commitment to 

sincere rational argument that can cut through the accretions that prejudice, habit and 

individualism have heaped upon us. 

 

Does God exist? Perhaps this is not an entirely useful way to express the deeper and 

searching need to find an answer to the reality of human life. The question almost 

invites a mystical reading of the supposed ‘personality’ of God without giving any 

indication of what question the question of God is itself trying to answer. 

Furthermore, there are far too many contradictory associations attached to ‘God’ to 

make it a useful way of articulating a conceptually precise question. What we really 

have to ask is what motivates us in raising the question; otherwise we begin by asking 

whether we agree with the conclusion that God exists without fully understanding the 

underlying motive that has prompted us to ask the question in the first place. Is there 

perhaps a question that lies behind the question of the existence of God? 
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 The question that lurks behind the question of God is not in the first instance a 

discussion about God at all; God indeed might exist, but the question about human 

life and purpose does not immediately force God onto the agenda. It is precisely for 

this reason that a genuine non-sectarian discussion can take place, for the real 

question opens the path to a rational mode of inquiry that does not require a prior 

theological commitment. What then is the real question? What are we actually trying 

to find out? The question that governs various articulations of ‘God’ and by the same 

token various versions of atheism, is a question about the rational intelligibility of our  

existence. How do we make sense of our life, the world we inhabit and the 

magnificent universe that we cannot help but to be in awe of? The sheer diversity of 

answers given to this irrepressible fascination requires a way of expressing the 

question so that it functions as a filtering device, separating completely useless 

answers from those answers that may contain a kernel of truth: What is the most 

rationally plausible explanation to account for the existence of human life and the 

universe? To test the value of any given explanation, one needs to ask whether the 

universe becomes unintelligible or inexplicable if the explanation is rejected. If the 

universe is as intelligible and explicable by rejecting the answer as it is by accepting 

it, then the answer clearly does not have exclusive or even relatively greater 

explanatory value than the alternatives on offer. We know the question to which we 

must seek an answer, but first we must look for an answer to why we need any 

explanation at all.  

 

 

 

 

The principle of sufficient reason.  

 

Bertland Russel, the reputed Oxford philosopher, made the interesting observation 

that a great deal of sophisticated philosophical argument is often constructed to give 

weight and authority to somewhat straightforward and simple ideas. It is not that 

verbosity is being deliberately used to conceal the simplicity of an argument, but that 

philosophers are only too well aware that people have a tendency to give a higher 

level of intellectual authority to ideas that have the appearance of sophistication. We 

are unlikely to give credit to an idea that has the air of childish simplicity, even 

though it may be entirely true, but we meet with alacrity and respect those ideas that 

are almost incomprehensible, even though they might turn out to be entirely false. It is 

important to keep this at the back our mind, for the principle of sufficient reason is 

simplicity itself, although the implications of understanding it are extremely profound. 

The simplicity of the principle should not be seen as a reason for casting doubts on it, 

indeed its profundity is arguably a consequence of its essentially simple nature. 

 

 

Imagine two very different people. One is a middle age middle-class male with a 

rather conservative outlook and character. The other is a teenage girl who has an 

eccentric dress sense and is heavily obsessed by rock music. Now, each of their 

houses is utterly identical from the inside and also indistinguishably identical from the 

outside, except for one crucial difference: the teenage girl has a shinny, glowing 

crystal ball that sits on the mantle piece in her lounge. Although they are neighbours, 

they have never actually met, until one day when the teenage girl, feeling a bit bored 

decides to pay a friendly call to her neighbour. To her delight, her neighbour is most 

welcoming and invites her in for a cup of tea. The teenage girl is immediately 
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astonished by the fact that the inside of her neighbour’s house is absolutely identical 

to her own house, except for that one crucial difference: there is no crystal ball on the 

mantle piece. They eventually get talking about all manner of things, and before they 

know it they are involved in a heated argument about the existence of God. Her 

neighbour is a convinced atheist and insists that there is no reason why one should 

look for an explanation for the existence of the universe; the universe he agues, is a 

brute fact, it just exists and that is all. At any rate God is a purely superfluous 

hypothesis1.  She however is equally convinced that there must be a God. Her 

neighbour insists that due to her fascination with new age philosophies and her 

obsession with Rock music, she has developed a liking for superstitious mythology. 

At this moment, the teenage girl becomes offended and storms out of the house, 

wishing she had never bothered to pay her neighbour a visit in the first place.  She 

goes home and stares at her crystal ball, and in moment of inspiration comes up with 

an intriguing idea.  

 

She gently picks up the crystal ball and places it carefully into her pocket and sets off 

to her neighbours’ house once again. She plucks up the courage to ring the bell, all the 

while getting ready to put her plan into action. The neighbour opens the door, and 

before he has the chance to utter a word, the teenage girl apologises profusely for her 

rude behaviour. The neighbour invites her in again and asks her to make herself 

comfortable while he goes to the kitchen to serve some more drinks. The girl realises 

that she must seize the moment; she quickly but quietly takes the crystal ball out of 

her pocket and puts it on the mantle piece. By this time the neighbour has finished 

preparing the drinks and walks into the lounge, but before he has time to place the 

drinks on the coffee table he is instantly struck by the shiny, glowing crystal ball on 

his mantle piece. How did it get there? How can he account for the existence of the 

ball? There must be an explanation. He asks the girl about the ball only to find that 

she is just as mystified.  Now whatever the reason might be, the neighbour does not 

for a moment think that there can be no reason at all, that the ball is just there and that 

is all. He is unrelenting in his need to find an explanation, for without an explanation, 

the existence of the ball seems to be unintelligible.  

 

His thinking eventually leads him to ask a further question: is the existence of the ball 

any more mysterious than the lounge or indeed the whole house? In fact, it isn’t any 

more mysterious; the only reason why the ball forces him to seek an explanation is 

because he is not accustomed to its presence. Had the ball been on the mantle piece 

since the day he bought the house, he would not have bothered to look for an 

explanation, which is the reason why he does not find the existence of the house as 

perplexing as he does the existence of the ball.  He realises however that there is an 

important similarity between the ball and the house, they both could well have not 

existed. There is nothing about the ball or the house that suggests that they must 

necessarily exist, in other words there is nothing that suggests that it is impossible for 

them not to exist. It is quite possible for neither of them to have existed. Indeed as far 

as the neighbour is concerned, before the ball mysteriously turned up on the mantle 

piece, it did not exist at all. Their existence is not necessary but contingent. Their 

existence is contingent because it is quite possible that they could well have not 

existed, so that the fact that they do exist existence requires an explanation. Of course 

if their existence was necessary, that is if it were impossible for them not to have 

                                                 
1 The idea that the universe is a brute fact – that it is “just there, and that’s all” was famously asserted 

by Bertrand Russell. This is despite arguments about its contingency.  See Russell and Copleston, 

p175. 
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existed, then there necessary existence would be the explanation. Yet obviously the 

existence of the ball and house is not necessary; no contradiction, incoherence or 

absurdity is entailed in conceiving of the possibility that both of them could well have 

not existed.    

 

 He now draws two conclusions, firstly there must be a reason to account for the 

existence of the ball, and secondly whatever the reason or explanation is, the mere 

existence of the ball does not itself provide the answer; the answer must lie elsewhere. 

He thus stumbles across the principle of sufficient reason, a principle that is so deeply 

etched in the very structure of human thought, that it is probably best to regard it as 

the irreducible presupposition of reason. We all accept this to be the case, even if we 

have never pondered over it, as is attested to by our inherent need find explanations. 

There is always an explanation to account for the existence of anything and 

everything. 

 

The neighbour decides to do a thought experiment. In his mind he blots out the 

existence of the house, the crystal ball is the sole object in his view. The need to find 

an explanation is not in any sense diminished. He now erases the existence of the 

entire universe, leaving the ball to constitute the totality of all contingent existence. 

The need to find an explanation is still not diminished by the fact that the ball is the 

only thing that exists. If there must be a reason to account for the existence of a single 

object whether it be a ball or a house, that reason still remains even if there are a 

million balls or houses. The size of the universe has no bearing on the need for a 

reason. 

 

This brings to surface the most pertinent question that the girl wanted him to ask all 

along: why does anything exist at all when it could well have not existed? Or as the  

17th century philosopher Leibeniz put it, why is there something rather than nothing?2 

The man’s former answer that it is just there is no longer adequate, for he certainly 

would not settle for this answer about the existence of the ball on his mantle piece, so 

why should he settle for this answer when it comes to the entire universe? The 

challenge now is to find the most rationally plausible answer to this question. The 

neighbour and the girl resume their conversation.  

 

The principle of sufficient reason is more than just an intellectual way of expressing 

an intuitive fact, the principle provides us with some means of testing the credibility 

of those answers that purport to explain the reality of contingent existence. A great 

number of theories about the universe turn out not to be explanations of contingent 

existence at all, because they proceed with the false assumption that descriptions of 

how the universe functions somehow explains the fact of existence. This is as absurd 

as arguing that if an engineer can describe how a car engine works then he has also 

explained the existence of the car. Following on from this, it is a mistake to criticise 

theories that do make an attempt to explain the existence of the universe but do not 

account for the way the universe actually functions and operates. The question we are 

faced with is explaining the fact of existence, and not how it operates. The 

metaphysical question of the existence of the universe must not be confused with the 

scientific question of explaining the operations or workings of the universe. 

 

                                                 
2 G W Leibniz, “The Principles of Nature and of Grace, Based on Reason”, in Leibniz Selections, Ed 

Philip P Wiener. P527 
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 This does not in any way imply that understanding how the universe functions is not 

a worthwhile pursuit, it is indeed so for a whole host of reasons, but it does imply that 

theories that focus on how the universe functions should not be mistaken to be 

answers to a very different question: how can we explain the fact of existence? Now if 

one wants to jettison this question altogether, it would be tantamount to denying the 

principle of sufficient reason, in which case we would be  forced to ask why we 

should not look for an explanation for the existence of the universe. Two possible 

responses are possible here: one is purely tautological, and the other actually becomes 

an argument in favour of looking for an explanation.  

 

One could simply state that there is no need to look for an explanation because there 

is no need to find one. To say that we don’t need to look for a reason because we 

don’t need to look for a reason is not an answer to the question. It’s a tautology. 

Alternatively, one could forward a reason why there is no need to look for an 

explanation, but as soon as one puts forward a reason, the principle of sufficient 

reason is being implicitly invoked, for to advance a reason why an explanation is not 

necessary in itself becomes the explanation to the question of existence. To argue a 

case for why contingent existence does not necessitate an explanation must 

incorporate a particular explanation of contingent existence that supposedly rules out 

the need for an explanation in the way that is suggested by the principle of sufficient 

reason, otherwise we will still remain baffled about why an explanation of contingent 

existence is not required.  Yet any such case would not be disproving, but proving, the 

principle of sufficient reason because it would be demonstrating the necessity of some 

kind of explanation. 

 

It seems then that the contingent universe is by definition of its contingency not self-

explanatory. This forces us to find an explanation. Now it might cross one’s thinking 

that since the universe is not actually a single crystal ball, we need not look for an 

explanation.  It could even be suggested that the universe is undoubtedly a collection 

of contingent entities, but whilst each contingent entity is in need of explanation, the 

universe as a whole is not in need of an explanation. What applies to the individual 

parts of the universe does not apply to the universe as a whole. The argument commits 

what is known as the fallacy of composition.  Of course the whole is greater than the 

sum of its parts. A brick wall made up of small bricks does not become a small wall. 

But it is difficult to see how the need to find an explanation of the entire universe 

commits the fallacy of composition, for an explanation is not being sought concerning 

the nature, size or dimension of the universe, but an explanation of its existence. If the 

universe is made up of contingent entities, how then can the universe be anything but 

contingent? A brick wall made up of small bricks does not necessarily become a small 

wall, but it most certainly remains a brick wall. A universe made up of contingent 

entities can never become non-contingent.  

 

Going back to the example of the crystal ball, let us suppose, as before, all other 

entities in the universe are eliminated, allowing the crystal ball to remain the only 

contingent existence that defines the totality of the entire universe. But this time let us 

divide the ball into various pieces so that the pieces of the ball equal in number to the 

actual number of contingent entities that existed prior to the ball remaining the sole 

reality in the universe.  If the existence of the ball necessitated an explanation when it 

was one among many contingent entities, and still necessitated an explanation when it 

was the sole contingent reality, why should the individual pieces of the ball 

necessitate an explanation when they have been thus divided yet suddenly cease to 

need an explanation if they are put together again to form a single crystal ball? The 
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point to consider is that the crystal ball divided into fragmentary pieces equals the real 

condition of the universe when the ball is one contingent entity among all the others in 

the universe.  To apply the analogy to the universe more directly, if we slowly carved 

away at the universe leaving only one single contingent entity to remain and then 

reversed the whole process and arrived back at the original size and magnitude of the 

universe, at no point would the need to account for the reality of contingent existence 

become defunct.    

 

The crystal ball is still contingent whether it exists in the form of fragmentary pieces 

or as a single composite unit. Furthermore, at what point of putting the pieces back 

together to form the single ball would the existing collection of fragmentary pieces 

not require an explanation? One contingent fragmentary piece added to another 

contingent fragmentary piece will still mean that even if the two fragments are 

considered as whole, they still remain contingent. If this is true for two fragmentary 

pieces then it will remain true irrespective of the number of contingent fragments that 

are placed together to form the single crystal ball.  This being the case it appears 

rather arbitrary to argue that an individual contingent entity in the universe requires an 

explanation but the universe as a whole, even though it still remains contingent, does 

not. The fallacy of composition is not committed by asserting that since the universe 

is a collection of contingent entities there is a need to find an explanation of the 

universe as a whole.  The fallacy of composition applies to the nature of things and 

not to the fact of their existence. 

 

We can now proceed to structure an argument to explain the fact of contingent 

existence, always keeping in mind that we want an answer to why anything exists at 

all when it could well have not existed. Let us assess an argument that tries to 

illustrate the necessity of positing an ultimate cause to account for the fact of 

existence, part of which must involve developing an alternative explanation if the 

argument turns out to be rationally implausible.  

 

The Kalam Cosmological argument 

 

The kalam cosmological argument, (which dates back to Muslim philosophers such as 

Ghazalli and Farabi and was also embraced by some Christian philosophers such as 

Saint Bonaventure3), argues for the need of an ultimate cause as necessitated by the 

contingent origin of the universe.  The argument can be structured as follows: 

 

Everything that begins to exist has a cause. 

The universe began to exist. 

The universe therefore has a cause. 

 

The cause of the universe is taken to be an ultimate non-contingent being that brings 

the universe into existence.  

 

The first premise of the argument is taken to be an intuitive truth, in fact it is the 

principle of sufficient reason expressed in the form of a causal principle. The second 

premise, perhaps not as intuitively obvious as the first, is established by examining  

philosophical arguments regarding the nature of infinity. The third inference is what 

one must logically admit to given the first two premises. It would be illogical to deny 

                                                 
3 A comprehensive account of the history of the Kalam argument can be found in The Philosophy of the 

Kalam by Austryn Wolfson 
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the third inference and yet accept  the first two premises. It would only be logical to 

deny the inference if either or both of the premises are rejected. Many people would 

be comfortable in admitting to the logical structure of the argument but immediately 

point out that just because it is logical does not mean it is true. What needs to be 

established is not mere logical consistency but the validity or truth of the actual 

premises.  

 

Given the self-evident nature of the first premise, i.e. the principle of sufficient 

reason, a great deal of argument is not advanced to support it because it is considered 

to be scarcely deniable, yet it might be necessary to come back to this premise if there 

are good reasons for bringing it into question. The second premise, the claim that the 

universe has an origin, is decisive to the whole argument; if the universe does not 

have an origin, premise one alone will not be sufficient to draw the inference of an 

ultimate cause.   If there is no origin, then arguably we have no reason to search for a 

cause. Keith Ward however argues that the origin of the universe is not necessary  for 

an argument to an ultimate cause because even if the universe does not have a 

beginning there is still a need to find an explanation of the universe as a whole. He 

argues that although ‘ most scientists accept that this universe, this space-time, did 

begin to exist, perhaps there were other phases of the expansion and contraction of 

space-time before it, so that maybe some time has always existed, without 

beginning….Strictly speaking, therefore, the question of whether the time of this 

universe had a beginning is not relevant to the question of whether the whole universe 

is created, or whether it exists without a creator. The question is the same, whether 

time began or has always existed. The question is what explains the existence of space 

and time, or is there no explanation?….what needs explaining is the nature of the 

universe as a whole, whether or not it had a beginning. …The crucial question 

remains: does the universe as a whole exist without having any reason or explanation, 

or because it has to be the way it is, or because it is brought into being and held in 

being at every moment by a supra-cosmic creator?’ 4 

 

Ward therefore seems to be arguing that if the contingency of the universe is accepted, 

an explanation by way of an ultimate cause is still a rationally plausible answer even 

if the universe has no origin.  For the purpose of the kalam argument however, 

establishing the origin of the universe is an important part of an argument that leads 

ineluctably to an ultimate cause. But if an ultimate cause is still necessary even if the 

universe has no origin, it indirectly strengthens the Kalam argument’s insistence that 

the intelligibility of the contingent universe depends upon the reality of an ultimate 

cause.  So although the avowed atheist, Stephen Hawking, is mistaken in viewing the 

existence of God to be utterly dependent on the universe having an origin, he makes 

an interesting admission to the effect that if the origin of the universe can be 

established, the existence of an ultimate cause becomes a rationally compelling 

inference. Hence an ultimate cause most certainly has a place if the universe has an 

origin; as he says, ‘ So long as the universe had a beginning, we could suppose it had 

a creator. But if the universe is really completely self-contained, having no boundary 

or edge, it would have neither beginning nor end: it would simply be. What place, 

then, for a creator?’5 In fact the celebrated Christian theologian and Philosopher St 

Thomas Aquinas, (who did not believe that the universe has an origin), was even 

more categorical than Hawkings about the implications of the universe having an 

origin; for Aquinas, once the origin of the universe is established, the debate about an 

                                                 
4 Keith Ward, God, Chance & Necessity, by p15-16 
5 A Brief History of Time, by Stephen Hawking, p 141  
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ultimate cause is practically over: there just has to be an ultimate cause. ‘For, if the 

world and motion have a first beginning, some cause must clearly be posited to 

account for the origin of the world and of motion……, since nothing brings itself 

from potency to act, or from non-being to being’.  6 

 

Is it reasonable to believe that the universe has an origin? 

 

The kalam cosmological argument attempts to illustrate the reasonableness of 

believing in the origin of the universe by highlighting the contradictions and 

absurdities that emerge if an origin of the universe is denied.  We are faced with two 

possibilities: either the universe has an origin or it does not. If the universe does have 

an origin then we are forced to contend with the kalam argument, if the universe does 

not have an origin, then this still might not nullify the belief in an ultimate cause, (as 

Ward suggests), but it will mean that the kalam argument is not the route to take in 

establishing the existence of an ultimate cause. 
 

Let us assume that the universe does not have an origin. If the universe is without 

origin, how should we describe the universe? A universe without an origin is an 

infinite series of contingent entities.  This is the same as saying that the universe is an 

infinite temporal regress of events. A beginningless universe makes the universe an 

infinity- without beginning and end. But more interestingly for the kalam argument, 

the universe does not simply become an infinity, but an actual  infinite of contingent 

entities. An actual infinite of contingent entities is a real, complete and fully realised 

infinity; it is not just the idea of infinity, but the realisation of infinity as a reality that 

pertains to the actual contingent universe.  What the kalam argument is intent on 

showing is that due to certain insuperable contradictions, an actual infinity cannot 

exist, that is to say that it cannot be a reality. Since an actual infinite cannot exist, it is 

unreasonable to believe in a beginningless universe, because a beginningless universe 

is an actual infinite of contingent entities. There are various arguments that can be 

employed to demonstrate the serious contradictions involved in believing in an actual 

infinite. The crux of these arguments is to show that since to believe in an actual 

infinite entails absurdities that fundamentally contradict the way we experience the 

actual world, it is thoroughly unreasonable to suppose that an actual infinite exists in 

reality. What the critic has to show is that believing in an actual infinite does not 

plunge us into irresolvable contradictions.  

 

William Craig, a contemporary advocate of the Kalam argument, tries to show the 

absurdity of believing in an actual infinite by using the scenario of ‘Hilbert’s Hotel’: 

“Let us imagine a hotel with a finite number of rooms. Suppose, furthermore, that all 

the rooms are full. When a new guest arrives asking for a room, the proprietor 

apologizes, ‘ Sorry, all the rooms are full’. But now let us imagine a hotel with an 

infinite number of rooms, and suppose once more that all the rooms are full. There is 

not a single vacant room throughout the entire infinite hotel. Now suppose a new 

guest shows up, asking for a room. ‘But of course!’ say the proprietor, and he 

immediately shifts the person in room #1 to room #2, the person in room #2 to room 

#3, the person in room #3 to room #4 and so on, out to infinity. As a result of these 

room changes, room #1 now becomes vacant and the new guest gratefully checks in. 

But remember, before he arrived, all the rooms were full! Equally curious, according 

to the mathematicians, there are now no more persons in the hotel than there were 

before: the number is just infinite. But how can this be? The proprietor just added the 

                                                 
6 Summa contra gentiles 1.13.30 (Pegis translation) by , Thomas Aquinas 
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new guest’s name to the register and gave him his keys-how can there not be one 

more person in the hotel than before? But the situation becomes even stranger. For 

suppose an infinity of new guests show up the desk, asking for a room. “ Of course, of 

course!” says the proprietor and he proceeds to shift the person in room #1 into room 

#2,  the person in room #2 into room #4, the person in room #3 into room #6 and so 

on out to infinity, always putting each former occupant into the room number twice 

his own. As a result, all the odd-numbered rooms become vacant, and the infinity of 

new guests is easily accommodated. And yet, before they came, all the rooms were 

full! And again, strangely enough, the number of guests in the hotel is the same after 

the infinity of new guests check in as before, even though there were as many new 

guests as old guests. In fact, the proprietor could repeat this process infinitely many 

times  and yet there would never be one single person more in the hotel than before.  

 

 But Hilbert’s Hotel is even stranger than the German mathematician realised gave it 

out to be. For suppose some of the guests start to check out. Suppose the guest in 

room #1 departs. Is there not now one less person in the hotel? Not according to the 

mathematicians-but just ask the woman who makes the beds! Suppose the guests in 

room numbers 1,3,5,….check out. In this case an infinite number of people have left 

the hotel, but according to the mathematicians there are no less people in the hotel-but 

don’t talk to the laundry woman! In fact, we could have every other guest check out of 

the hotel and repeat this process infinitely many times, and yet there would never be 

any less people in the hotel. But suppose instead the persons in room number 

4,5,6,..checked out. At a single stroke the hotel would be virtually emptied, the guest 

register reduced to three names, and the infinite converted to finitude. Any yet it 

would remain true that the same number of guests checked out this time as when the 

guests in room numbers 1,3,5…checked out. Can anyone sincerely believe that such a 

hotel could exist in reality? These sorts of absurdities illustrate the impossibility of the 

existence of an actually infinite number of things”.7 

 

This is a rationally compelling argument that shows the absurdity of believing in an 

actual infinite. What a critic of this argument has to show is that a beginningless 

universe, i.e. an actual infinite of contingent entities does not throw up the absurdities 

that Craig mentions. This seems a pretty much impossible task given the inherently 

problematic nature of an actual infinity. The very notion of infinity denotes a series of 

contingent conditions that exist without end, yet if any infinite series is to be 

actualised, it must have an end, otherwise it does not make sense to speak of it as an 

actuality. But of course if an infinity is actualised then it is not an infinity for that very 

reason. The notion of infinity can only be understood as a potential, not an actual 

reality. By definition, an infinity cannot be reached, for as soon as one reaches an 

infinity, it is no longer an infinity and therefore could not have been all along. There 

is no absurdity involved in arguing that the universe is a potential infinite, that it is in 

the process of indefinite expansion, for besides any other consideration, a potential 

infinite is nothing other than an actual finite.  An actual finite has by definition a 

specifiable and determinate number of contingent conditions that have an origin in an 

initial causal condition.  

 

This leads to another supporting argument that shows that it is, by far, more rationally 

plausible to believe that the universe has an origin than it is to believe that the 

universe is an actual infinite. The second supporting argument , employed by classical 

                                                 
7 The Existence of God and the Beginning of the Universe. Truth: A Journal of Modern Thought 3 

(1991).   
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theologians and philosophers, tries to show the impossibility of traversing ( crossing) 

an actual infinite by successive addition. J P Moreland, another contemporary 

advocate of the Kalam argument, has presented a modern version of the argument. 

The lucidity and clarity of his explanation warrants a lengthy quotation:  “Several 

reasons can be offered for the contention that an actual infinite cannot be traversed by 

successive addition. The first is an argument from the nature of causal sequences. 

Consider any event: for instance, a helicopter passing overhead. This event is caused 

by another event which preceded it in time-the pilot got in the vehicle. In order for 

any event to take place, the entire chain of its causal antecedents must have already 

occurred and be actual. Otherwise, a necessary precondition for the last member in the 

chain (the event under consideration) would not have occurred and the rest of the 

chain would not have occurred either (since its existence depends upon this necessary 

precondition). 

 

Now the present moment has as its ultimate chain of causal antecedents the entire 

history of the cosmos. If any event past event has not already been actualised, then the 

present could not have occurred. This means that the past is actual and contains a 

specifiable, determinate number of events. This chain of events must have had a first 

member. Without a first member, there would be no second, third, or nth member in 

the chain where the nth member is the present event. A causal sequence leading up to 

an event must have a first member and a determinate number of members in the 

sequence, since the entire sequence is already actual. But an infinite succession of past 

events would not have a determinate number of members nor would it have a first 

member. So if the past is actually infinite, the present moment could not have been 

caused; that is, it could not have come to be. 

 

Consider a second argument. It is impossible to count to infinity. For if one counts 

forever and ever, he will still be, at every moment, in a place where he can always 

specify the number he is currently counting. Furthermore, he can always add one 

more member to what he has counted and thereby increase the series by one. A series 

formed by successive addition is a potential infinite. Such a series can increase 

forever without limit, but it will always be finite. This means that the past must have 

been finite. For the present moment is the last member of the series of past events 

formed by successive addition. And since one cannot reach infinity one at a time, then 

if then if the past was actually infinite, the present moment could not have been 

reached. For to come to the present moment, an actual infinite would have to have 

been crossed.  

 

Third, suppose a person were to think backward through the events in the past. In 

reality, time and the events within it move in the other direction. But mentally he can 

reverse that movement and count backward farther and farther into the past. Now he 

will either come to a beginning or he will not. If he comes to a beginning, then the 

universe obviously had a beginning. But if he never could, even in principle, reach a 

first moment, then this means that it would be impossible to start with the present  and 

run backward through all of the events in the history of the cosmos. Remember, if he 

did run through all of them, he would reach a first member of the series, and the 

finiteness of the pass would be established. In order to avoid this conclusion, one must 

hold that, starting with the present, it is impossible to go backward through all of the 

events in history. 

 

But since events really move in the other direction, this is equivalent to admitting that 

if there was no beginning, the past could have never been exhaustively traversed to 
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reach the present. Counting to infinity through the series 1,2,3…involves the same 

number of steps as does counting down from infinity  to zero through the series…, -5, 

-4, -3, -2, -1,0. In fact this second series may be even more difficult to traverse than 

the first. Apart from the fact that both series have the same number of members to be 

traversed, the second series cannot even get started. This is because it has no first 

member! 

 

A beginningless universe has no first member. Before any event in the history of the 

cosmos, there has already transpired an actual infinite number of events. So no matter 

how far back one goes in one’s mind, one is no closer to traversing the past than 

before he began counting- even if he counts back through an infinite number of events 

(which is impossible). In light of such a beginningless infinite series, neither the 

present, nor tomorrow, nor any moment in the past could be reached….. 

 

It seems, then, that it is impossible to traverse an actual infinite. And since a 

beginningless series of past events would be an actual infinite, then such a series-

given that we have reached the present moment- must be impossible. The universe 

had a beginning”. 8 

 

This is a powerfully logical argument that helps to cement the case against an actual 

infinite. As J P Moreland points out, the absurdity entailed in the notion of infinity is 

not because it is nonsensical to suppose that an event starting at point X can go on ad 

infinitum (a potential infinite), but that it is absurd to believe in a series of events in 

time that neither have a beginning nor an end. Without labouring the point too much it 

is instructive to consider the following example: imagine an athlete who runs a hurdle 

jump race. If we ask this athlete to run a race in which there are 10 hurdles, no doubt 

he would relish this opportunity to put his physical skills into action and understand 

exactly what is required of him. Let us now change the situation. Imagine now that we 

are asking the athlete to run a hurdle race in which there are an actually infinite 

amount of hurdles. For the purpose of understanding the Kalam argument, let us take 

each hurdle to be a particular event or moment in time. Will our athlete ever hit the 

finishing line? If we claim that he will reach the finishing line then unfortunately there 

is something flawed in our understanding of infinity; the basic idea of infinity is that it 

is not something that can be reached. If it can be reached, then it is not infinite. He can 

never reach the finishing line because no matter how many hurdles he jumps there is 

always another hurdle to jump. Hence it is impossible to form an actual infinite by 

successive addition- or in the case of our example, it is impossible to jump an actually 

infinite amount of hurdles.  

 

 

Yet this is not all that we can gain from this example. The question isn’t only about 

the possibility of finishing the race, which we have seen our poor athlete would never 

be able to do, but perhaps even more to the point, would he ever be able to even start 

the race? Where would he start? If the race consists of an actually infinite amount of 

hurdles then there is not a starting line let alone a finishing line. If it were possible for 

the athlete to start the race then we are no longer dealing with an actual infinite, 

because an actual infinite does not have a beginning. In other words there is no first 

hurdle to jump. If the race had a beginning but with an infinity of hurdles to jump, 

then this wouldn’t be a problem because then the hurdles are a potential infinite, and 

                                                 
8 A Contemporary Version of the Cosmological Argument, Ed in Philosophy of Religion, Selected 

Readings, by Michael Peterson et al, p181-182 
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as we know, a potential infinite is at any given point an actual finite that by definition 

has an origin. What is of interest to the Kalam argument is not the notion of a 

potential infinity, which can be readily comprehended and accepted, but an actual 

infinity, which the example demonstrates is altogether incomprehensible and 

ontologically impossible.  

 

Although it is impossible for the athlete to even start, let us grant that he has started so 

that we can continue making the analogy with the universe in which we occupy a 

particular point in time (at this moment in time we are at a particular hurdle). If our 

athlete is well on his way in running a race with an actually infinite amount of 

hurdles, we are apt to ask how many hurdles he has jumped already. If there are an 

actually infinite amount of hurdles then we cannot give a number to the hurdles he has 

jumped, for to give a number would mean that the race consists of a potentially 

infinite (actually finite) and not an actual infinite number of hurdles. To remain true to 

the idea of an actual infinite the only possible answer would be to say that he has 

jumped over an actually infinite number of hurdles. Thus at any given point in time, 

the past is infinite. But if it is impossible for our athlete to reach the finishing line, 

then how can he be getting ready to jump over any given hurdle when to reach that 

particular hurdle he would have to have already jumped over an infinite number of 

hurdles? Our athlete must have done the very thing that is impossible: cross an actual 

infinite. Relating this to the universe, if there are an actual infinite number of events in 

time, then any point in time must have an infinite past, but if it is impossible to cross 

an actual infinite, then how do we explain the fact that we have arrived at a particular 

point in time? This is only possible if the past has a specifiable number of events in 

time with a contingent origin. To put it simply, the fact  we are living in the 21st 

Century means that the past must be finite, had it been infinite then we would not 

have arrived at the 21st Century. What the critic of the argument must show is not only 

that our athlete can finish jumping over an actually infinite number of hurdles but that 

he can also begin the race without actually beginning it. Of course this is evidently a 

logical and metaphysical impossibility.  

 

 The philosophical arguments in favour of an origin to the universe are quite 

overwhelming, because of the intractable absurdities that arise when we understand 

the implications of denying an origin to the universe.  Recent support for the 

philosophical argument is to be found in scientific accounts of the origin of the 

universe. The ‘big bang’ theory, as it has come to be known, offers us further 

evidence, drawn from empirical data, that the universe has an origin. Edwin Hubble in 

1929, made the revolutionary observation that stars were running away from each 

other, and in a universe where this is happening, the only sensible conclusion to infer 

is that the universe is in a state of constant expansion. Most interestingly, if the 

universe is in a process of constant expansion, then the reverse extrapolation must be 

that going back in time the universe shrinks to a point of infinite density or zero 

volume. This single point is where a massive explosion occurred bringing the universe 

into existence. A point of infinite density is tantamount to nothing, so given the Big 

Bang model, the universe came into existence from a point of absolute nothing. The 

Big Bang model has received further support by the discovery of cosmic background 

radiation by the astronomers Arnos Penzias and Robert Wilson. This background 

radiation, confirmed by the NASA project ‘Cosmic Background Emission Explorer’ 

in 1989 is understood as the echo of the explosion that still reverberates since the first 

moment of the universe coming into existence. The Big Bang model created shivers 

done the spine of materialistic ideologues since it was first published, who find the 
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creationist implications difficult to handle9. But other materialists have found the 

implications of the Big Bang irresistible and acknowledge the need for an ultimate 

supernatural cause, albeit rather painfully. H P Lipson is a case in point. He  asks , “ If 

living matter is not, then caused by the interplay of atoms, natural forces, and 

radiation, how has it come into being? …I think however, that we must… admit that 

the only acceptable explanation is creation. I know that this is anathema to physicists,  

as indeed is it to me, but we must not reject that we do not like if the experimental 

evidence supports it”. 10 

 

Taken together, the philosophical and scientific arguments cement an incredibly 

powerful case for the belief in an origin to the universe. Referring back to the 

structure of the kalam argument, we are naturally led to the incontrovertible inference 

that there must be a cause of the universe. If everything that begins to exist has a 

cause and the universe began to exist, then we must conclude, to remain true to the 

logic of the argument, that the universe has a cause. But what is this cause? Can it be 

a naturalistic cause or must it be a supernatural cause?  It is difficult to see how the 

cause of the origin of the universe can be naturalistic, when naturalistic processes can 

only function if there already exists a universe for them to function within. But it is 

the very origin of existence to which we are seeking an answer. If there is no 

existence, then there is no nature. If it is a naturalistic cause, then what exactly is it? 

Furthermore, it would raise the question as to the origin of the naturalistic cause itself, 

which would take us back to square one. Any naturalistic cause is contingent; to 

contend that it is non-contingent and naturalistic is to misunderstand the nature of 

contingency. Natural causes operate within a contingent universe, a purely naturalistic 

cause cannot therefore be non-contingent; it is only a supernatural cause that can be 

non-contingent and thus truly beyond the universe. Non-contingent, in this context, 

means independent of space and time, a cause that is described as such must be 

properly defined, as being supernatural, for how can something naturalistic be 

independent of space and time? The cause of the origin of the universe is an ultimate 

supernatural being. The totality of all contingent existence rests upon the ultimate 

existence of a non-contingent being. The contingent universe, that is a universe that 

could well not have existed, owes its existence to a reality or a being that cannot not 

exist, a being whose existence is absolutely necessary.  

 

Objections to the kalam cosmological argument 

 

How convincing is the Kalam argument? Does it contain the most rationally plausible 

(coherent and comprehensive) account of the reality of the universe? A number of 

objections have been raised about the explanatory plausibility of the kalam argument; 

some objections attack the validity of the premises whilst other contend that given the 

possibility of other equally, or even more plausible explanations of the universe, the 

kalam argument, as persuasive as it is, is not necessarily the most valid answer. Let us 

assess some of these objections to see whether the kalam argument can emerge from 

the fray unscathed or indeed if the objections are sufficient to seriously dismiss it.   

 

 

 

 

                                                 
9 The Ultimate Question of Origins: God and the Beginning of the Universe, by W Craig, is an 

excellent essay on Big Bang cosmology. Source: Astrophysics and Space Science 269-270 (1999):723-

740. See also The Creation of the Universe, by Harun Yahya 
10 A Physicist Looks at Evolution, by H P Lipson, Physics Bulletin , vol 138, 1980, p138 
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Does an actual infinite necessarily produce the contradictions suggested by 

Hilbert’s Hotel example? 

 

Some individuals are not convinced about the impossibility of an actual infinite. 

Sorabji in fact argues that the Hilbert Hotel illustration does not show any absurdity in 

an actual infinite11. To make his point, he asks that we imagine two parallel lines, one 

that represents past years and the other past days. Both lines begin at the same point 

and stretch away into infinity. Sorabji asserts that both lines are equal because neither 

has a far end. The case of the Hilbert Hotel invites us to imagine that someone will 

literally fall off the end, which is not the case when an actual infinity is conceived as 

two parallel lines, because in this scenario the guests will not ‘stick out’ beyond the 

infinite distance of the rooms. Understood in this sense, there seems to be no 

absurdity entailed in an actual infinite.  

 

Sorabji’s attempt to salvage an actual infinity from the unassailable contradictions 

alluded to in the Hilbert Hotel example appears to be unsuccessful for a number of 

reasons. An actual infinity, properly understood, has no beginning or end. To try to 

show the metaphysical plausibility of an actual infinite by an example of two parallel 

lines that have a beginning runs counter to what the example is set up to prove: the 

possibility that the universe has no beginning or end. Furthermore, the Hilbert Hotel 

example does not tempt us to think of people falling off the end, for if the Hotel is an 

actual infinite, there is simply no end to fall off, and neither does the example of two 

parallel lines answer the question of how a completely full Hotel can physically 

accommodate more guests without adding to the existing number of guests. The 

problem of course is even more acute once guests begin to be subtracted. Sorabji’s 

example does nothing to deal with these crucial questions.  If the two parallel lines are 

divided by a metre into 10 years and 10 days respectively, it means that if both lines 

are equal, for every 10 days of distance travelled on one of the lines, 3650 days have 

been travelled in the other!  Now such a scenario may not strictly entail a 

contradiction when played out as a mathematical game, but Sorabji’s example does 

nothing to show that the contradictions of an actual infinite can be at all avoided. 

David Hilbert’s contention that infinity is mere mind game is far more reasonable than 

any suggestion that infinity can be instantiated as a metaphysical reality. As he states, 

‘ The infinite is nowhere to be found in reality. It neither exists in nature nor provides 

a legitimate basis for rational thought….The role that remains for the infinite to play 

is solely that of an idea’.12     

 

Why should we reject the idea of an infinite universe when the notion of infinity 

is logically consistent? 

 

Central to the debate about infinity is the crucial distinction between the logical 

possibility of the idea of infinity and the metaphysical possibility of an infinity; the 

former refers to the internal consistency involved in the idea of an infinity whilst the 

latter refers to whether infinity can be said to exist as an actual reality. Strictly 

speaking, infinity is not contradictory if understood in pure mathematical or logical 

terms. The fact that numbers can go on ad infinitum without posing the least bit of 

inconsistency to mathematics just goes to show that the notion of a never-ending 

process is quite intelligible within the realm of abstract numbers. After all, the only 

                                                 
11 Time , Creation and The Continuum , by Richard Sorabji  (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 

1983),  
12 David Hilbert, “ On the Infinite,” in Philosophy of Mathematics, ed by Paul Benacerraf.  
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reason why infinity in mathematics is perfectly consistent is because infinity is being 

considered as an abstraction. This is precisely the point of the kalam argument: an 

actual infinite is metaphysically impossible but not impossible in logical or abstract 

terms. The logical possibility of an infinity is to all intents and purposes quite 

irrelevant to an understanding of the universe, for the universe is not an abstract 

number but an actual, concrete, contingent reality. Our real question is therefore 

whether an actual, tangible, concrete contingent reality such as the universe is, can be 

understood as an actual infinity without spawning the aforementioned contradictions. 

Since the contradictions are patently irresolvable, this provides firm ground for 

eschewing the metaphysical possibility of an actual infinite.  Hence we are once again 

led to the belief that the universe has an origin.  

 

At this juncture, we apt to ask a further question about infinity: does the idea of an 

infinity explain anything at all? Does it help us to account for the fact of existence 

itself? Some philosophers have found the idea of infinity attractive, particularly if it 

used in a way to nullify the belief in an ultimate cause. David Hume for example asks 

us to consider the idea of an infinite universe as an alternative to an ultimate cause: 

‘In such a chain, too, or succession of objects, each part is caused by that which 

preceded it, and causes that which succeeds it. Where then is the difficulty? But the 

whole, you say, wants a cause. I answer that the uniting of these parts into a whole, 

like the uniting of several distinct countries into one kingdom, or several distinct 

members into one body, is performed merely by an arbitrary act of the mind, and has 

no influence on the nature of things’.13 So as far as Hume is concerned, since the 

apparent succession of causes and effects can run forward or backward indefinitely, 

there is no need to arrive at an origin to the universe and hence no need to commit 

ourselves to the belief in an ultimate cause.  

 

Hume seems to have conflated the logical possibility of infinity with the question of 

the metaphysical possibility of an infinity. What he describes is the logic of 

understanding the universe as an infinity, he doesn’t thereby demonstrate that it is 

perfectly possible for the universe to actually be an infinity. What might be possible to 

mentally construct has no bearing on what is metaphysically possible. Of course we 

can all think of the universe as having no origin and end, but this does nothing to 

show that the universe is in fact, or can in fact, be an actual infinite. So the answer to 

Hume’s rhetorical question is that the difficulty of an actual infinite lies in the fact it 

has not been shown to be a metaphysical possibility.   Yet this is only the beginning of 

the difficulty.  

 

Does the concept of infinity actually explain anything at all, or does it simply beg the 

question it started off with? After all, the concept of infinity cannot be of any use if it 

fails to provide an explanation for the fact of contingent existence. The first crucial 

difficulty with the idea of infinity is that whilst each event in a chain of supposedly 

infinite events counts as an explanation of the event that preceded it, it does nothing to 

explain how any event can either proceed or precede another event unless these events 

exist in the first place. Since each event is always explained by a further event without 

end, it means that we never end up with an explanation of any single event because 

the explanation of the whole series is infinitely held off. Hence James Sadowsky  

rightfully observes: ‘It is just as difficult for any supporting member to exist as the 

member it supports. This brings back the question of how any member can do any 

causing unless it first exists. B cannot cause A unless D brings it into existence. What 

                                                 
13 David Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, Hackett, Indianapolis 
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is true of D is equally true of E and F without end. Since each condition for the 

existence of A requires the fulfilment of a prior condition, it follows that none of them 

can ever be fulfilled. In each case what is offered as part of the solution turns out to be 

part of the problem’14.   Infinity therefore not only fails to explain the whole series but 

also fails in even explaining any single event.  Given that in an infinite series of 

contingent entities, each and every entity requires an explanation for its existence, an 

infinite series of contingent entities cannot give a reason for any single entity because 

each one is still awaiting (and forever will) an explanation of itself. In other words it 

does not function as an explanation of contingent existence.  

 

It is not coherent to supplant the question of existence, which is why things exist 

rather than not, by delving into notions of infinity, since any conceptualisation of 

infinity only has explanatory power if the question of existence has first been settled. 

As William Rowe states , “ When the existence of each member of a collection is 

explained by reference to some other member of that very same collection then it does 

not follow that the collection itself has an explanation. For it is one thing for there to 

be an explanation of the existence of each dependent being and quite another thing for 

there to be an explanation of why there are dependent beings at all”.15    

 

Just as infinity is an insufficient explanation of contingent existence, so is the 

commonly held notion that the universe exists and carries on existing because the 

nature of the universe demands that it must exist. The idea that the universe exists by 

its very nature again begs the question to which it cannot supply a convincing answer. 

As David Braine states: ‘The continuance of the very stuff of the Universe, the fact 

that it goes on existing, is not self-explanatory. It is incoherent to say that the very 

stuff of the Universe continues to exist by its very nature since it has to continue to 

exist in order for this nature to exist or to be operative. Hence, nature presupposes 

existence’.16  

 

Notwithstanding these arguments, atheist philosophers still insist that the universe can 

be rationally understood as an actual infinity. It is evident however that such an 

insistence does not go any further than an unsubstantiated assertion. It is not 

convincing to simply ask that we think of the universe as an actual infinite; what has 

to be shown is that the contradictions that inevitably arise with an actual infinity are 

not contradictions at all. Only then does it because rationally plausible to understand 

the universe as an actual infinite. Kai Nielsen, an atheist philosopher, presents the 

argument for an actual infinite thus: “Why could there not be infinite series of caused 

causes? An infinite series is not a long or even a very, very long finite series. The 

person arguing for an infinite series is not arguing for something that came from 

nothing, nor need he be denying that every event has a cause. He is asserting that we 

need not assume that there is a first cause that started everything. Only if the series 

were finite would it be impossible for there to be something if there were no first 

cause or uncaused cause. But if the series were literally infinite, there would be no 

need for there to be a first cause to get the causal order started, for there would always 

be a causal order since an infinite series can have no first member”.17  

 

                                                 
14 James Sadowsky,  ‘The Cosmological Argument and the Endless Regress’ International 

Philosophical Quarterly, 20 (1980), 465 ff.   
15 William Rowe, The Cosmological Argument, p264 
16 David Braine, The Reality of Time and the Existence of God (Oxford, 1988), 10 
17 Kai Neilsen, Reason and Practice (New York, 1971) 171 Cf. Paul Edwards, ‘The Cosmological 

Argument’, in Paul Angeles (ed.), Critiques of God (Buffalo, 1976), 48ff. 
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What is most revealing about Nielsen’s argument is not that he utterly fails to show 

that an actual infinity can exist in reality, although that is reason enough to dismiss it,  

but that he readily admits that if the series of events in the universe are finite then it 

becomes impossible to deny an ultimate cause: Only if the series were finite would it 

be impossible for there to be something if there were no first cause or uncaused 

cause.  Precisely! An actual infinite cannot exist, the only thing that can exist is an 

actual finite. Nielsen has effectively admitted that if an actual infinite is impossible 

then there must be an ultimate cause to account for a universe in which there are a 

finite number of events. What atheist philosophers like Nielsen have to show 

therefore, is that an actual infinite is a metaphysical reality, otherwise they will have 

to conclude, as Nielsen effectively does, that there must be an ultimate transcendent 

cause to the universe.  As the examples alluded to earlier have shown, the 

metaphysical absurdities and contradictions entailed in an actual infinite are 

impossible to avoid. We are inexorably led to the conclusion of an ultimate cause.   

 

Although Hume has been quoted for championing the notion of a universe 

characterised by an infinite series of events, the fact is that Hume himself could not 

seriously countenance such a view.  What appears to be a contradiction in Hume’s 

view about infinity probably amounts to a more sober and thoughtful reflection about 

the obviously false nature of an actual infinity.  Hume dismisses the ridiculously false 

notion of an actual infinity in no uncertain terms: ‘An infinite number of real parts of 

time, passing in succession, and exhausted one after another, appears so evident a 

contradiction, that no man, one should think, whose judgement is not corrupted, 

instead of being improved, by the sciences, would ever be able to admit of it’.18    

 

 

Doesn’t the law of causal proportionality undermine rather than support the 

belief in an ultimate cause? 

 

As part of Hume’s affront against what he considered to be the intellectual failings of 

religious belief, the belief in an ultimate cause was attacked from all conceivable 

angles. He asserted that any attempt to support a belief in an ultimate cause, to the 

extent that it relied upon notions of causality, ended up throwing the belief into an 

unavoidably anthropomorphic mould and thus cornered itself into a self-contradictory 

position.   In essence, Hume argues that effects are proportionate to their causes. Now 

if the universe is the effect and the ultimate deity is the cause, it must mean, given the 

law of causal proportionality, that the universe is proportionate to the ultimate deity. 

Yet if this is the case, it strips the ultimate deity from making claim to be divine and 

transcendent because its proportionate causality with the world places it into the realm 

of a finite, temporal reality. God ceases to be God. As Hume states, “ First, by this 

method of reasoning you renounce all claim to infinity in any of the attributes of the 

deity. For, as the cause ought only to be proportioned to the effect, and the effect, so 

far as it falls under our cognizance, is not infinite, what pretensions have we, upon 

your suppositions, to ascribe that attribute to the divine being”.19 

 

It appears that Hume doesn’t fully appreciate the true depth of the claim being made 

by the kalam cosmological argument. If the universe has an origin, then the cause for 

the origin of the universe cannot be the universe itself for the simple reason that the 

universe has not yet come into existence for it to do any causing. The cause for the 

                                                 
18 David Hume, Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, (ed) .L.A. Selby – Brigge, xii. II.125  
19 David Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, Hackett, Indianapolis, 1980 



 18 

origin of the universe is an ultimate, transcendent cause; something that does not lie 

entrapped in the finite spatio-temporal reality that defines the nature of the universe. 

The ultimate cause is not a material, temporal cause but an atemporal cause. The law 

of causal proportionality applies to the relationship between material objects that exist 

within the universe, and since the ultimate cause is by definition atemporal, it is not 

bound by the law that describes the relationship between material objects. In fact it 

would be a little absurd to argue that the ultimate cause is bound by the law of 

proportionality, when such a law was brought into existence by the ultimate cause 

itself and thus did not even exist before the beginning of the universe. Once properly 

understood, the law of causal proportionality does not undermine the belief in an 

ultimate cause, in fact the existence of such a law in the universe actually confirms the 

necessity of an ultimate cause, for how else can one explain the existence of this  law?    

 

Our understanding of causation is limited, how then are we justified in stating an 

ultimate cause that is beyond the universe? 

 

Immanuel Kant, who credited David Hume for waking him up from his ‘dogmatic 

slumber’, was also unconvinced that it was rationally possible to demonstrate the 

necessity of an ultimate cause to the universe. Kant must not be misunderstood 

however; he was a great believer in God, arguing that God was necessitated by the 

nature of morality. God certainly exists for Kant, but the kalam cosmological 

argument did not and could not show this to be true because of the limitations of 

human reason. In essence, Kant contends that our understanding of causation is 

limited to our experience of the phenomenological world, this is the world of 

appearances as revealed by sensation, and since we cannot sense anything beyond the 

universe we cannot use our understanding of causation that is derived from 

phenomenological experience to demand the necessity of a cause that is beyond such 

experience.  Any attempt to do so would be stretching an understanding of causation 

beyond its rightful limits. To claim knowledge of something beyond sense experience 

is to claim knowledge of something we cannot know. Hence Kant considers the 

inference to an ultimate cause to be completely unjustifiable. 

 

No doubt Kant is right in asserting that our understanding of causation is derived from 

our sense experience of the world, but does that necessarily mean that it is unjustified 

to infer an ultimate cause to the universe? Part of Kant’s difficulty with the kalam 

cosmological argument is that he does not believe it is rationally possible to 

demonstrate that the universe has an origin, although interestingly he doesn’t address 

the contradictions created by an actual infinite. This aside however, Kant appears to 

have conflated the question of having knowledge of how causation operates with the 

slightly different question of whether causation takes place at all. Within the realm of 

sense experience we not only regard causation to have taken place in any given 

situation, but also are equally confident in explaining how a particular effect is the 

product of a particular cause. So Kant’s contention at first glance seems quite potent: 

it does seem to be illegitimate to claim knowledge of an ultimate cause because we 

can never claim to have knowledge of how the supposed ultimate cause brought the 

universe into existence. Therefore we cannot claim to know that such an ultimate 

being/cause exists.  Kant’s premise of not being able to claim knowledge of how 

causation takes place (if at all) beyond sense experience is difficult to shake off, but 

the inference that this precludes the ability to assert the existence of an ultimate cause 

does not logically follow. Just because we cannot know how the universe was brought 

into existence by an ultimate cause does not mean that we are going beyond our 

rational limits in claiming the necessity of an ultimate cause. What is being claimed 
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by the kalam cosmological argument is that since the universe, that is this whole 

space-time reality, has an origin, it must have a cause that is transcendent, i.e. an 

ultimate cause. It is making this claim on the fact that contingent existence requires an 

explanation beyond itself, and given the contingent origin of the universe, the 

universe itself must have a cause that is not within, but beyond itself; the only thing 

that fits this description is an ultimate cause. 

 

Given the fact that the universe has an origin why should we not make the claim that 

the universe has a cause? It would be very inconsistent to claim that contingent 

existence requires an explanation and yet when it comes to the origin of contingent 

existence, suddenly we cannot claim a cause. Why do we have to do away with the 

principle of sufficient reason when it matters most? What antagonists of the Kalam 

cosmological argument have to demonstrate is that the claim that the universe has a 

cause depends upon knowing how such a cause works. Only then does Kant’s 

argument hold any sway. Yet it is evidently impossible to prove that knowledge of 

how the universe was brought into existence is a precondition to claiming that the 

universe has an ultimate cause. The necessity of an ultimate cause is based upon the 

principle of sufficient reason and the fact that the universe has an origin, whilst 

knowledge of how the universe was caused into existence pertains to how the ultimate 

cause relates to the contingent nature of space and time. They are two separate issues; 

one is concerned with the need to find a cause for something that is not self-

explanatory, whilst the other is concerned with how the business of causing actually 

takes place. Hence knowledge of one cannot be made to depend upon knowledge of 

another.  This is why the often repeated atheistic claim that the idea of an ultimate 

cause does not satisfactorily explain the origin of the universe because it does not tell 

us how the ultimate cause did the actual causing, is a little unintelligent to say the 

least.    
    

If everything is related in a state of causal dependence, then who or what caused 

the ultimate cause? 

 

It has long been a trait of the opponents of the kalam cosmological argument to assign 

to it premises that it does not hold in order to produce contradictions that are thought 

to effectively block or derail the conclusion of the argument. Since these counter-

arguments are usually designed to belittle the Kalam argument rather than to come to 

terms with its genuine intellectual depth, they ca be easily exposed as being little more 

than fatuous and reveal, if anything, the deep psychological  unease many people 

share about acknowledging the existence of an ultimate divine reality. The argument 

we are about to consider is one such example.   

 

For anyone who truly understands the Kalam cosmological argument, the question of 

who caused the ultimate cause does not even arise. The first premise of the argument 

is not the belief that everything that exists has an explanation beyond itself. The 

premise is in fact that everything that begins to exist has an explanation or a cause that 

is beyond itself. The universe, as has been shown through scientific evidence and 

philosophical argument, began to exist and therefore has an ultimate cause. The 

reason why we are looking for a cause of the universe is because the universe has an 

origin. The ultimate cause by definition does not have an origin, so to enquire about 

the cause of the ultimate uncaused being is to misunderstand the premise of the 

argument. The ultimate cause does not have a cause because the ultimate cause did 

not begin to exist. It is wrong to assume, as atheists often do, that proponents of the 

Kalam argument are deliberately avoiding the question; nothing could be further from 
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the truth. They are not avoiding question, they are simply pointing out its illogical 

nature. To ask someone to find a corner of a circle is to misunderstand what a circle 

is. Similarly to demand a cause for an ultimate uncaused being is  to misunderstand 

the meaning of an ultimate cause.  

 

But does this mean that the belief in an ultimate cause requires us to do away with 

rational explanation whilst all the time insisting that there must be a rational 

explanation for the universe? The belief in an ultimate cause is not an affront to 

rationality, on the contrary it is an affirmation of rational thought.  The ultimate cause 

is not devoid of an explanation. The difference between it and the universe is that it 

contains its own explanation. The ultimate cause is a necessary being, a being whose 

non-existence is impossible. It is the source of the existence of the contingent 

universe, a universe whose non-existence is possible. The universe cannot be the 

necessary being since the existence of the universe is contingent.   

 

Michael Tooley, a renowned atheist philosopher, asserts that the causal premise 

‘everything that begins to exist has a cause’ is arbitrary and has been deliberately set 

up by theists to avoid the problem of explaining how God can exist without a cause.20  

Instead he proposes an alternative premise that states that ‘every state of affairs has an 

explanation’, and since God is a state of affairs, God still requires an explanation.  

This seemingly ingenious effort by Tooley to derail the Kalam argument, does not, on 

closer inspection, appear to be particularly ingenious at all. The description of the 

ultimate cause as a necessary being is an explanation. The explanation is that in the 

end we have to conclude that there is a cause to the universe that contains its own 

explanation. Why does this not count as an explanation? The only possible answer to 

this question is that something only constitutes an explanation if it is explaining the 

thing, event, or as Tooley puts it, ‘state of affairs’ beyond itself. But this raises such a 

contradiction in the nature of causal explanation that the object of explaining things 

beyond themselves becomes totally redundant and nullified. If we can never conclude 

that there is an ultimate being  (a being that contains its own explanation) it means 

that we must forever push for an explanation further and further back without ever 

coming to an ultimate explanation, in other words push explanations out to infinity. 

One gets the feeling that we have been here before. Nevertheless, let us briefly recast 

the argument so that it answers the specific point Tooley has raised. If we have to 

push explanations out to infinity to avoid the conclusion of an ultimate cause, what it 

really means is that we have to insist that there is always a point  (an explanation) 

beyond the one we have currently reached. This is exactly what produces the most 

irrational of implications, for it means that whilst we must be absolutely adamant in 

believing that there is always an explanation, in the final analysis we have to conclude 

that nothing has an explanation!   

 

If we cast our minds back to the discussion about infinity, we will remember that if an 

explanation of one thing is dependent upon another, we never have an explanation of 

even one thing or event until the whole series has an explanation. So if we can never 

conclude that there is an ultimate explanation, we are led to the most irrational of 

arguments: it is axiomatic that everything has an explanation, although in the end we 

know that absolutely nothing has an explanation.  The premise that everything that 

begins to exist has an explanation avoids this absurd irrationality and affirms our 

belief in the possibility of rational explanation with complete and elegant coherence, 

                                                 
20 See Michael Tooley, Causation: A Realist Approach (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988) 
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whilst the premise suggested by Tooley undermines rational argument altogether even 

though it ironically claims to be functioning to the contrary.     

 

If an actual infinite is metaphysically impossible, then how can the existence of 

God be possible, given that God, having no beginning or end, is an actual 

infinite? 

 

The importance of understanding the exact structure and content of the Kalam 

argument is arguably most evident when confronting the question of how one actually 

conceptualises the existence of an ultimate uncaused cause. It may appear to be a 

contradiction or a case of special pleading for God to argue that although an actual 

infinite is metaphysically impossible, it is perfectly acceptable to believe in the actual 

existence of a being that has no beginning or end.  But what does the kalam argument 

actually say? Does it at any point deny the metaphysical possibility of an eternal 

being? One might be led to believe that it effectively does in denying the existence of 

an actual infinite. Yet such a presumption would be a serious misreading of the Kalam 

argument.  

 

What the Kalam argument denies is the metaphysical possibility of an actual infinite 

of contingent entities. This is a considerably different ontological proposition than the 

denial of an eternal being that is independent of space and time. It is the universe that 

is composed of concrete contingent entities that cannot exist as an actual infinite. In 

other words, it is an actual infinite number of things that is a metaphysical 

impossibility. The ultimate uncaused cause is not made up of an actual infinite 

number of things; it is not a composite whole that can be broken down into an actual 

infinite number of individual units. The ontological status or reality of the ultimate 

cause is best understood as a type of existence that is self-explanatory and necessary; 

it does not depend upon any of the physical contingencies of time and space since the 

very origin of the space-time reality that we know as the universe is brought into 

existence by the ultimate cause. As discussed previously, the ultimate coherence of 

causal explanation demands the existence of an uncaused cause and the existence of 

such a cause logically requires the description of absolute eternity in order for it to 

function as the ultimate uncaused cause of the universe.   Thus whilst the existence of 

a universe that is made up of an actual infinite of contingent entities is metaphysically 

impossible, the existence of an eternal, uncaused cause is a metaphysical necessity.   

 

The principle of sufficient reason cannot be proven, how then can an unproven 

premise be used to establish the necessity of an ultimate cause? 

 

Being utterly unable to assail the intellectual potency of the Kalam argument, some 

atheists have decided to cast scepticism onto the principle of sufficient reason itself. If 

the very idea of cause and effect, or to put it alternatively, the belief that something 

cannot come from nothing is dislodged from its firmly rooted place as an 

indispensable metaphysical truth, then it means that even if an origin to the universe 

can be established one could still deny the need for an ultimate cause.    

 

Some atheists often cite David Hume as the philosopher that gave rational proofs for 

the existence of God the coup de grace from which they never have, and never will, 

reasonably recover. Hume is infamous for his insistence that no matter how persistent 

the phenomenon of cause and effect is said to exist through our constant observation 

of it, the truth of the process of causation cannot be discerned by any amount of 

observation. Unfortunately, as is often the case when a subject matter is so 
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ideologically loaded, Hume’s point has been deliberately misrepresented to suggest 

that he actually denied the reality of cause and effect altogether.  As a result a certain 

myth has made its way into the thinking of atheists and agnostics alike, that Hume, 

together with Kant, gave the final deathblow to all attempts to demonstrate the 

rational plausibility of an ultimate cause.  This is an ingenious way of ridiculing 

theists who try to ground the belief in an ultimate cause on a rational footing, because 

it paints theists as intellectually naive individuals that are desperate to reopen a closed 

chapter in the history of the philosophy of religion to perhaps salvage some reminisce 

of intellectual credibility. The myth may function as part of the ideological armoury 

of atheism, but it does nothing to enhance our understanding of the rational 

plausibility of an ultimate cause.  

 

 

On a point of fact, Hume never denied the reality of cause and effect at all. What he 

did deny was the possibility of demonstrating the truth of causation through 

observation.  Indeed Hume regarded the denial of the reality of cause and effect as 

‘absurd’. Rather interestingly, he does not bother to present us with a lengthy 

argument for why the denial of cause and effect is absurd; he presumably regards it as 

being such a self-evidently true proposition that justifying it becomes a needless 

undertaking. As Hume states, ‘ But allow me to tell you that I never asserted so 

absurd a Proposition as that anything might arise without a cause: I only maintain’d, 

that our Certainty of the Falsehood of that Proposition proceeded neither from 

Intuition nor Demonstration, but rather from another Source’.21   

 

Notwithstanding this, Professor Mackie, the author of ‘The miracle of Theism’, asks 

why we should accept the principle of sufficient reason when it is not an a priori truth, 

as he provocatively exclaims, ‘How do we know that everything must have a 

sufficient reason?’. Mackie goes onto argue that since the principle of sufficient 

reason is not an a priori truth, ‘The form of the cosmological argument which relies 

on the principle of sufficient reason therefore fails completely as a demonstrative 

proof’.22 Well, how do we then assert the validity of the Kalam argument if the 

principle of sufficient reason remains unproven? Or is it perhaps that we are in danger 

of asking the wrong question? Do we necessarily need to prove the principle of 

sufficient reason to accept it as a metaphysical truth? If we try to prove the principle, 

we can only do so by resort to arguments that are not as self-evident as the principle 

itself, and in doing so are likely to give the impression that the principle is not so self-

evident after all. In this regard, Craig quite pertinently states, ‘What the defender of 

the Kalam argument maintains is that it is really impossible for something to come 

from nothing. But how can this be shown? I think that one could produce arguments 

for the principle, but that since the principle is so intuitively obvious in itself, it would 

be perhaps unwise to do so, for ought not one to try to prove the obvious via the less 

obvious. After all, does he really think that things can pop into existence uncaused out 

of anything? Does he believe that it is really possible that, say, a raging tiger should 

suddenly come into existence uncaused out of nothing in the room in which he is now 

reading this article? How much the same would this seem to apply to the entire 

                                                 
21 David Hume to John Stewart, February 1754, in The Letters of David Hume, 2 vols, ed. J.T. Grieg 

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1932), 1, 187. 
22J. L. Mackie, Critique of the Cosmological Argument, in Philosophy of Religion, Selected Readings 

Ed Michael Peterson et al, p189-191. For the full text see Mackie’s The Miracle of Theism (Oxford 

University Press).   



 23 

universe! If there were originally absolute nothingness –no God, no space, no time—

how could the universe possibly come to exist?’23 

 

Despite Craig’s wise counsel that trying to prove the principle of sufficient reason 

might take the force out of it as a self-evident truth, there are nevertheless forms of 

argument that indirectly attest to its metaphysical veracity. The first is related to how 

even naturalistic explanations, that do in fact use the notion of cause and effect, are 

denied any privileged status of possessing explanatory power. The second is related to 

how the principle of sufficient reason is such an irreducible presupposition of human 

reason that one is compelled to concede to the truth of the principle in the very act of 

casting doubt about its metaphysical veracity.  

 

To take the first one: if there is no a priori truth to the principle of sufficient reason 

(PSR), then it means that something coming from nothing is no more or less 

believable than something coming from a certain cause.  To reject the PSR as an a 

priori truth is to reject the belief that certain things are ontologically impossible. This 

totally undermines the efficacy of causal explanation altogether. We might as well 

throw away every law of every natural science since these sciences try to explain the 

workings of nature by the notion that there is always an explanation that can account 

for how processes in nature occur- things just don’t happen with absolutely no cause 

or explanation. But if we seriously commit ourselves in denying the PSR as a 

metaphysical truth and follow the logical implications, it becomes apparent very 

quickly that we can never offer an explanation for anything, be it to do with how 

earthquakes occur, or the journey of the embryo , or the laws that explain the rotation 

of the earth. Why cannot we offer any explanation? Well, because it is just as possible 

that there is absolutely no explanation whatsoever.  

 

 If it is just as possible for an event to occur, say a lamppost emerging out of the 

pavement completely uncaused, then an explanation that insists that the lamppost was 

purposefully constructed by a builder is not an explanation at all, because the 

opposite, that it came into being completely uncaused, is just as possible.   In this case 

nothing can count as an explanation because it is no more believable than that there is 

no explanation at all. Thus Ward rather mocking observes, ‘ Now if anything at all 

might pop into existence for no reason, there is actually no way of assessing the 

probability of laws of physics doing so. One day, there might be nothing. The next 

day, there might be a very large carrot. Nothing else in existence whatsoever, but 

there, all alone and larger than life, a huge carrot. If anything is possible, that certainly 

is. The day after that, the carrot might disappear and be replaced by a spotted gorilla. 

Why not? We are in a universe, or a non-universe, where anything or nothing might 

happen, for no reason. Why does this thought seem odd, or even ridiculous, whereas 

the thought that some law of physics  might just pop into existence does not? 

Logically, they are exactly on a par’.24   What makes the existence of the universe 

even more unintelligible is why everything within the universe should be explicable 

from the point of view of cause and effect if the origin of the universe is based upon 

the complete opposite.     

   

The second line of argument that indirectly lends credence to the PSF is that one is 

inevitably impelled to invoke the principle in evaluating the cogency and plausibility 

of any argument. This is precisely what Mackie does in his critique of the 

                                                 
23 “Professor Mackie and the Kalam Cosmological Argument”. Religious Studies 20 (1985): 367-375. 
24 Keith Warde, God, Chance and Necessity, p 109 
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cosmological argument. After explaining the case for the cosmological argument, 

Mackie quotes al Farabi’s principle that a series of contingent beings cannot be 

infinite, and comments (in reference to examples such as an infinite chain of links 

hanging off a ceiling with no hook) that ‘this principle is at least highly plausible’. 

But if the PSR is not an a priori truth, then can Mackie even comment that al Farabi’s 

principle is ‘highly plausible?’ It seems impossible to even suggest plausibility 

without in some sense maintaining a commitment to the PSR.  For why not say that a 

link in a chain can suddenly come into existence uncaused, or a series of links can 

come into existence uncaused to form a chain but are not supported or dependent 

upon each other?  

 

In fact, Mackie later on effectively argues that such possibilities cannot be ruled out, 

because though the principle is plausible, it is not demonstratively cogent. But then 

we must ask why it must be demonstratively cogent? The very notion of 

demonstrative cogency is reducible to the PSR because it assumes that there are 

certain a priori rules that determines the framework of what makes a rationally sound 

argument.  To argue that the plausibility of the principle rests upon demonstrative 

cogency is to invoke the very sense of the principle of sufficient reason, for it is to 

assume a certain criterion for rational explanation. But if something can come from 

nothing – that is if there is no a priori reason for why things cannot flit in and out of 

existence completely uncaused, then what becomes of any notion of rational 

explanation, be it expressed in the form of demonstrative cogency or any other form 

of rational explanation? If nothing is a priori impossible, then there is nothing to say 

that one argument is more or less sound than another.  On what basis and why should 

demonstrative cogency be regarded as a means of determining the rational validity of 

any explanation if the PSR can be so easily jettisoned?  If there is, a priori, no truth to 

the principle that there is always a reason or explanation to account for everything, 

then there is no way of accounting for anything, not even for the plausibility of the 

very notion of rational plausibility. Yet Mackie, in trying to show the supposed 

implausibility of the Kalam argument is indebted to the principle all along because the 

demand of demonstrative cogency falls back on to the acceptance of ‘particular 

givens’; a priori rules that govern rational discourse and determine what counts as a 

rationally sound or unsound case, without which any argument, no matter what its 

intended point might be, cannot be coherently articulated.  

 

What this quite neatly shows is that the a priori metaphysical truth of the PSR is not 

something for which an assertive proof is needed. It is the detractors of the principle 

on whom the burden of proof lies. It is not the proponent of the Kalam argument that 

needs to prove the principle but the sceptic that needs to disprove it, together of 

course with addressing all the aforementioned problems.  This is a challenge that even 

the most inveterate of atheists has not been willing to take up.    

 

In fact Mackie’s uncompromising scepticism is exaggerated. Although he tries to 

remain logically robust in questioning the source and validity of the PSR, even 

Mackie finds it difficult to fully embrace such an intuitively repulsive idea. As he 

unequivocally declares, ‘ I myself find it hard to accept the notion of self-creation 

from nothing , even given unrestricted chance. And how can this be given, if there 

really is nothing?’25  

 

                                                 
25 J.L.Mackie, Times Literary Supplement, 5.02.82, p126 
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Does not the Kalam cosmological argument presuppose the ontological 

argument? 

 

Kant’s misgivings with the Kalam argument have already been addressed and have 

shown to be seriously wanting. Yet another line of attack Kant employs is to suggest 

that the Kalam argument somehow presupposes the ontological argument, and since 

the ontological argument is an unsuccessful attempt to prove the necessity of an 

ultimate being, the Kalam argument must be viewed in the same light.  The 

ontological argument, famously formulated by St Anselm, draws our attention to the 

very definition of God, from which an argument leading to His necessary existence is 

made.26  In essence, Anselm argued that God ‘is a being beyond which no greater can 

be conceived’ and since it is greater to exist in reality than it is to merely exist as an 

idea, God by definition must exist, otherwise to deny the existence of God would 

amount to violating the definition of God as ‘ a being beyond which no greater can be 

conceived’. By the very definition of God, it is logically impossible for God not to 

exist. Much has been written and debated since St Anselm penned the ontological 

argument, and although it has attracted a few modern defenders, even Alvin Planting, 

a modern Christian apologist, admits that at best all the argument establishes is the 

rational acceptability of believing in God and does not therefore quite manage the feat 

of proving that God necessarily exists as an objective, factual reality.  Aside from 

other criticisms that have been made of it, the fundamental objection often raised is 

that one cannot proceed from definitions and then cross over into reality. What is true 

by definition is always restricted to the realm of abstract concepts, so all the definition 

of God establishes is an abstract conception of God, it does nothing to prove that such 

a conception is in fact real.  

 

Kant’s view that the Kalam argument presupposes the ontological argument is hence a 

criticism that has serious implications, chief among them is the suggestion that the 

Kalam argument must be similarly rejected as an unsuccessful attempt to prove the 

existence of God. But is Kant right? Nothing about the structure and content of the 

Kalam argument suggests that Kant is right. The ontological argument begins with a 

definition of God, it begins with the possibility that such a being can exist, from 

which an argument about actual existence is made. The Kalam argument is quite the 

reverse: it begins with the actuality of contingent existence from which an argument 

about the metaphysical possibility of God is made. The existence of an ultimate cause 

does not prefigure in the Kalam argument at all in the way in which clearly does in the 

ontological argument, it only comes into the explanation once the origin of the 

universe is established. Just because the conclusion of the Kalam argument is a 

description of an ultimate cause that is effectively equivalent to Anselm’s definition 

of God, does not mean that the Kalam argument presupposes the ontological 

argument. The kalam argument begins with premises that logically lead to the 

conclusion of an ultimate being whereas the ontological argument works backward 

from the conclusion that it already makes sense to believe in an ultimate being. Far 

from disproving the Kalam argument, Kant has only succeeded in exposing his 

misunderstanding of it. 

 

Why cannot there be a purely naturalistic cause to the Big Bang?  

 

As we noted earlier, the philosophical arguments for the existence of an ultimate 

being have been powerfully fortified by the scientific argument that the universe owes 

                                                 
26 See Proslogium, in St. Anselm: Basic Writings, ed. S. N. Deane. LaSalle, I11.:Open Court, 1962. 
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its existence to a ‘Big Bang’. The important point to note is that the Big Bang shows 

that the universe is not to be understood as some static, eternal reality, but rather 

something whose very existence can be traced back to an origin. So if the 

philosophical arguments are capriciously dismissed, then the atheist has to also 

contend with the scientific argument as well. Some atheists, being acutely conscious 

of the theistic implications of the Big Bang, in spite of the weight of the evidence, 

insist on holding onto a metaphysics of the universe that is philosophically untenable 

in as much as it is scientifically indefensible. Such individuals are not concerned with 

the noble quest to enhance our knowledge and understanding towards the truth, but 

are preoccupied with the psychologically primitive task of maintaining an illusory 

belief only because it helps to keep uncomfortable truths at bay.  Consider, for 

example, Anthony Flew’s remark about the Big Bang: ‘ Notoriously, confession is 

good for the soul. I will begin therefore by confessing that the stratonician atheist has 

to be embarrassed by the contemporary cosmological consensus….So long as the 

universe can be comfortably thought of as being not only without end but also 

beginning, it remains easy to urge that its brute existence, and whatever are found to 

be its most fundamental features, should be accepted as the explanatory ultimates. 

Although I believe that it remains still correct, it certainly is neither easy nor 

comfortable to maintain this position in the face of the Big Bang story’.27 But why 

does Flew still believe the atheistic view to be correct if it is ‘neither easy nor 

comfortable’ to maintain in light of the Big Bang? It would be interesting to know 

whether any evidence or argument would ever force Flew to change his mind.   

Whatever the case may be, an irrationally driven intransigent mindset that is never 

amenable to change is not the position to be adopted by anyone who cares to know 

what is actually true and not what simply one wants to believe to be true.  

 

Other atheists who are perfectly willing to acknowledge the Big Bang and therefore 

the fact that the universe had an origin nevertheless try to weave ingenious 

cosmological fantasies to avoid the necessity of admitting to an ultimate supernatural 

cause.  Of the most common theories wheeled out to explain the Big Bang in purely 

naturalistic terms is the ‘Quantum model of the universe’. This model accepts that 

since the Big Bang is the origin of the universe, before the Big Bang there was no 

time, no space, no matter, no energy; there was absolutely and utterly nothing. The 

task now is to explain how something came from nothing without referring to an 

ultimate cause. The story goes something like this: in a spaceless, timeless vacuum 

governed by unpredictable and indeterminant energy fluctuations particles appear and 

disappear into the vacuum. These subatomic particles violate the conservation of 

energy principle (there is a set amount of matter and energy that can neither be created 

nor destroyed) and come into existence literally out of nothing. The universe we 

inhabit is one such chance occurrence or quantum fluctuation that has brought it into 

existence. In other words, the origin of the universe can be explained in a purely 

naturalistic paradigm that by definition makes the assertion of a supernatural cause an 

idle conjecture.  This model however is inherently fraught with serious contradictions 

and difficulties, so much so that it has failed to gain scientific credibility. As Isham 

states,  ‘ Major conceptual problems arise when trying to apply quantum theory to the 

universe as a whole. This problem is so severe that many highly respected theoretical 

physicists think that the whole subject of quantum cosmology is misconceived. It 

follows from the above that theories of the quantum origin of the universe are highly 

speculative and do not have anything like the scientific status of, say, even the more 
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exotic branches of modern elementary particle physics’28. Or as Estling candidly puts 

it, ‘ The problem emerges in science when scientists leave the realm of science and 

enter that of philosophy and metaphysics, too often grandiose names for mere 

personal opinion, untrammelled by empirical evidence or logical analysis, and 

wearing the mask of deep wisdom….I do not think that what these cosmologists, these 

quantum theorists, these universe-makers, are doing is science. I can’t help feeling 

that universes are notoriously disinclined to spring into being, ready-made, out of 

nothing’.29    

 

It is not at all surprising to find that such an extravagantly speculative hypothesis has 

not been empirically validated. In addition to the paucity of scientific evidence is the 

crucial question of whether, even if the quantum explanation is assumed, the need to 

admit to the existence of an ultimate supernatural cause is automatically eliminated. 

What we find in fact is that the quantum model offers a series of solutions to the 

ultimate question of existence by leaving a trail of further contradictions behind. Take 

for example, the notion of a vacuum being a pre-existing background state to the 

physical appearance of space and time. This is more than just an inconvenient 

conundrum for the quantum cosmologist because it raises the issue of whether the 

quantum model produces more irresolvable questions than satisfactory answers.  

 

What exactly is this pre-existing state of existence that is not actual physical 

existence?   In what sense does this background space exist, and how is this consistent 

with the description that this background space is ‘nothing’? What accounts for the 

existence of this background space? Interestingly, Quentin Smith, an atheist who 

insists on a purely naturalistic explanation, openly admits that the notion of a 

background space fails to provide an answer to the question of existence. As he states, 

‘A disadvantage of…theories that postulate a background space from which the 

universe fluctuates, is that they explain the existence of the universe but only at the 

price of introducing another unexplained given, viz, the background space’30. In 

which case it does not explain the existence of the universe at all! 

 

What is most revealing about this admission is the particular choice of words used to 

describe the background space; ‘ an unexplained given’ is remarkably close to what 

theists call God in so far as the unexplained given is a timeless reality not explained 

by any previous state of existence and is the source from which physical reality 

springs.  So in the end it seems that atheistic naturalism cannot even escape the 

theistic implications of its own hypotheses that are paradoxically intent on proving the 

opposite.  This is by no means accidental for the atheist has to admit, albeit by 

couching it in the mysterious language of metaphysical naturalism, what the Kalam 

argument has already established: rational explicability of the universe requires a 

belief in ultimate transcendence. It is not important whether we describe it as an  

unexplained given , a necessary God or a timeless nothing: what is important is what 

we understand by the use of those terms. What the theist and the atheist (although he 

may admit it begrudgingly) both understand is that there is something beyond which 

no further explanation can be reached. Both understand that there must be something 

that is ultimate. The syntax of their respective discourses should not be allowed to 

confuse this fundamental agreement.  

 

                                                 
28  Quoted in ‘The Caused Beginning of the Universe: A Response to Quentin Smith’, by W Craig. 

British Journal for the Philosophy of Science 44 (1993): 623-639.  
29 Ralph Estling, Skeptical Inquirer Summer 1994 
30 Quentin Smith, ‘World Ensemble Explanations’, Pacific Philosophical Quarterly 67:73-86, p54 
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If a timeless, spaceless void exists prior to the universe and brings the universe into 

existence, then the logical attribute of this timeless void is that it exists eternally and 

has the infinite power to cause the universe into existence. Nothing is gained by 

stating that the universe is still uncaused because quantum fluctuations are 

unpredictable; something can be unpredictable or indeterminant yet still be caused. 

Certain conditional antecedents must still pertain even if such conditions are 

characterised by indeterminacy. Surely this pre-existing timeless void is just the 

atheists’ description of God (an ultimate starting point), even though the atheist would 

not countenance the use of the word ‘God’. Although the detail of the narrative might 

not find favour with all theists, the moral of the story certainly does: an eternal state of 

being brings the universe into existence. Yet this ultimate cause cannot be physical for 

then it would be operating within the structure of space and time and thus could not be 

logically seen as the originator of the space-time reality.  As Hugh Ross, the 

American astrophysicist states, “ By definition, time is that dimension in which cause-

and-effect phenomena take place. No time, no cause and effect. If time’s beginning is 

concurrent with the beginning of the universe, as the space-time theorem says, then 

the cause of the universe must be some entity operating in a time dimension 

completely independent of and pre-existent to the time dimension of the cosmos…It 

tells us that the Creator is transcendent, operating beyond the dimensional limits of 

the universe. It tells us that God is not the universe itself, nor is God contained within 

the universe”.31  

 

The atheist is blinded by the mysterious void of quantum physics and cannot see how 

such a description contains all the seeds of an endorsement of a theistic world-view. 

The problem is that the atheist wants to have his cake and eat it; he wants to construct 

a cosmology that bears all the qualities of ultimate causation yet at the same time 

proclaim that there is no ultimate cause.  

 

Another sleight of hand that must rank as one of the greatest attempts at literary 

obfuscation is to describe the void as ‘nothing’, and at this rate claim that the universe 

came from nothing because the void is a state of nothingness. This way all talk of an 

ultimate cause becomes futile and irrelevant. The obfuscation of course comes about 

when this state of ‘nothing’ is endowed with very specific and peculiar qualities that 

alone allow the void to supposedly bring the universe into existence from absolutely 

‘nothing’. In order for the trick to work we are required to think of the quantum void 

as being simultaneously something and nothing, without ever once feeling perturbed 

about what exactly it is that we are supposed to be describing. A something-nothing is 

a logical contradiction. As Keith Ward points out, ‘ On the quantum fluctuation 

hypothesis, the universe will only come into being if there exists an exactly balanced 

array of fundamental forces, an exactly specified probability of particular fluctuations 

occurring in this array, and an existent space-time in which fluctuations can occur. 

This is a very complex and finely tuned nothing’!32   

 

What the quantum cosmologists are telling us is that this ‘nothing’ is a peculiar kind 

of something, but that they would rather persist in describing it as nothing to maintain 

the fantasy that the universe came into existence uncaused from a previous state of 

absolute non-existence (nothing). Why such bizarre linguistic gymnastics that ends up 

divesting the words ‘nothing’ and ‘something’ of all meaning?  Why use words in 

                                                 
31 Hugh Ross, The Creator and the Cosmos: How Greatest Scientific Discoveries of The Century 

Reveal God, Colorado: NavPress, revised edition, 1995, p76.  
32 Keith War, God , Chance & Necessity, p40.  
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such a way that they describe a reality in a manner that is opposite to what is 

intended?  The answer is to found in the mindset of naturalism and hence has little to 

do with the verities of the scientific argument.   

 

The intention of the quantum model of the universe is to give the impression that an 

explanation to the origin of the universe can be arrived at without recourse to an 

ultimate cause. Since no coherent and comprehensive explanation of the universe can 

be reached without an ultimate cause, the (atheist) quantum cosmologist is forced to 

distort language in such a way so that he never exposes the obvious incompleteness 

and fallacy of his argument.  If the void is characterised by specific and complex 

forces then it clearly is not nothing. The question we then have to entertain is what 

accounts for the very existence of this void.  Since no satisfactory explanation can be 

provided to this most elementary yet fundamental of questions, the quantum 

cosmologist quickly responds by reminding us that we are asking a logically 

incoherent question because we are asking for an explanation for something that 

doesn’t even exist! The void is, after all, nothing. We are then compelled to pursue a 

different line of questioning.  How do we explain the emergence of something from 

nothing? The answer given is that the void is characterised by a complex array of 

forces that indeterminately violate the conservation of energy principle and thus bring 

particles into existence. But what explains the existence of this void? And so the dog 

continues to chase his tail.  

 

Thus does the quantum cosmologist get trapped into a ludicrous process of circular 

reasoning, continually shifting and redefining the void to save himself from admitting 

that he quite simply does not have a complete answer. The problem is not the 

quantum model itself, but the impression it tries to convey of having arrived at a 

complete explanation on a purely naturalistic basis.  As Keith Ward explains, the 

quantum model need not be seen as negating an ultimate cause: ‘ So this universe 

looks highly contingent after all, and a creator God might well choose to create a 

partly probabilistic universe by choosing just such a mode of origin for it’.33   

 

The explanatory potency of a logically contradictory something-nothing is, well, 

absolutely nothing when compared with the beauty, coherence and completeness of an 

ultimate cause.  Estling cleverly points this out in referring to his attempt to get to 

grips with what exactly this something-nothing deal is all about. “ I’ve had 

correspondence with Paul Davies (a British astronomer who has championed the idea 

that the Universe created itself from nothing-BT) on cosmological theory, in the 

course of which I asked him what he meant by “ Nothing”. He wrote back that he had 

asked Alexander Vilenkin what he meant by it and that Vilenkin had replied, “By 

Nothing I mean Nothing,” which seemed pretty straightforward at the time, but these 

quantum cosmologists go on from there to tell us what their particular breed of 

Nothing consists of. I pointed this out to Davies, who replied that these things are very 

complicated. I’m willing to admit to the truth of that statement, but I think it does not 

solve the problem”.34  The logically contradictory problem of a something-nothing 

cannot by definition be solved; it has instead been deliberately set up to corrupt our 

understanding of the real question that lies underneath; can the origin of the universe 

be rationally explained without an ultimate cause? This question is embarrassing for 

all those who invest an undying faith in metaphysical naturalism, because it shows 

                                                 
33 Ibid 
34 Ralph Estling, Skeptical Inquirer, January/February 1995 edition 
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that purely naturalistic hypotheses are shot through with erroneous reasoning, made 

painfully evident by their need to continuously avoid this question by insincere 

obfuscation. The best such hypotheses can offer is a dubious contradiction that makes 

a mockery of our capacity for rational thought.  
 

 

Conclusion 

 

We have come far in our journey that was started by asking why anything exists at all 

when it could well have not existed. This deceptively simple question has provided a 

profound insight into the reality of existence. The contingent universe does not 

contain its own explanation; it owes its existence to an ultimate, necessary being or 

cause that has willed the universe into existence. This is the most rationally plausible 

answer to the question of existence, borne out not only by its own terms of reference 

but by the insurmountable contradictions and incompleteness of the atheistic 

alternative.   We have certain choices before us: To either accept that something can 

come from nothing or that something cannot come from nothing of its own accord. To 

either believe the universe is an actual infinite, with all its attendant absurdities, or to 

recognise that the universe has an origin. To either accept the necessity of an ultimate 

cause to explain the origin of the universe or to commit oneself to the logical 

contradiction of a something-nothing. Which set of answers is most rationally 

plausible? Which set of answers is the most coherent and comprehensive? On the 

basis of the evidence and arguments explored there can be but only one answer: the 

existence of an ultimate being is rationally undeniable.  

 

Although a mass of intellectual argument has been surveyed to thrash out and refine 

our understanding and appreciation of this ultimate question, it would not be too 

flippant to regard much of this philosophical discourse as somewhat superfluous. This 

does not denigrate or devalue the rational case for the existence of an ultimate being, 

but serves rather to point to the universal intuitive recognition that the finite, temporal 

universe is not in itself the final, ultimate reality. We all know this to be true; deep 

down in our inner most thoughts and feelings we all experience those momentary, yet 

invaluable flashes of insight that instruct us about our earthly mortality. The yearning 

for something beyond our earthly existence, the need to plead to higher values, the 

need to hold tenaciously onto some notion of sacredness, the continuous placing of 

our lives into some grand narrative, all so vividly attest to the indispensable belief in 

an ultimate, transcendent truth.  How we choose to describe this ultimate truth is for 

the moment not entirely relevant, what is important is that we accept that a carefully 

formulated, rational articulation of an ultimate cause already exists in our hearts and 

minds as a simple, intuitive response to our existential condition. The rational 

arguments are there to silence the few sceptics that are fond of casting aspersions on 

those that are glad to acknowledge this intuitive truth. The rational arguments 

demonstrate that in denying a transcendent ultimate cause or truth one only ends up 

denying oneself.  Hence it is not a matter of mere coincidence, as we have seen, that 

to try to convince someone that there is no ultimate cause requires a flight from reason 

into superstitious fantasy, which produces counter-intuitive conclusions that forever 

fail to carry the force of conviction.  

 

We must now take a step further into our quest for ultimate truth. The process of 

questioning is not over; it has taken a certain direction that demands more answers.  

What is the purpose and meaning of our existence? Has the ultimate being 

communicated a purpose to us? What form does this take? Is there such a thing as 
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divine revelation? Are all religions aberrations of an original, authentic divine truth? 

Or do they all contain a kernel of divine truth? Does any single way of life contain the 

complete, unadulterated truth, and is this still compatible with accepting that other 

religious beliefs may nevertheless contain an element of divine truth?   Or is it the 

case that the only conclusion we can draw is that although a conviction in an ultimate 

cause is rationally plausible, we must forever remain vexed about coming to an 

unbreakable impasse over all these accompanying questions?  
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THE KALAM ARGUMENT: A RESPONSE TO Dr FOSTER’S ATTEMPTED 

REFUTATION 

 

The chapter on the existence of God forms chapter 3 of the book I am writing. 

Although it is still in draft form, the essentials are pretty much final. I had of course  

written this chapter long before our many discussions on the subject; it must not 

therefore be read as a direct response to your criticisms. Yet interestingly enough, and 

without running the risk of pomposity, I believe it answers all the points you have 

raised and indeed many more. Nevertheless below are a few points that are in fact a 

direct response to you criticisms, which can be found in a more elaborated form in the 

actual chapter.  

 

Dr F: 

That arguments for the universe having/not having a beginning are inherently 

unprovable; Cantorian mathematics is irrelevant to the debate.  

 

The notion that the origin of the universe is inherently unprovable is stated almost as 

an a priori truth, yet the assertion remains ungrounded particularly in light of the fact 

that no argument is given for why it is supposedly inherently unprovable. The very 

idea of inherent unprovability is a little vague and in other respects somewhat 

paradoxical. What exactly is it about the universe and/or the nature of human 

understanding that makes it inherently unprovable? Furthermore, if it is inherently 

unprovable then on what basis can one form such a dogmatic position about its 

supposedly inherent unprovability? One would presume, logically speaking, that the 

factors that limit our ability to conclude about the origin or otherwise of the universe, 

would also preclude us from making an assertion that it is inherently unprovable. 

Something can be unprovable due to lack of empirical evidence or the limits of human 

logic and knowledge, yet to say something is inherently unprovable is to suggest that 

by its very nature the question cannot be answered either way. But of course the 

paradox becomes apparent when one has to admit some definitive knowledge about 

the universe in order to assert that it is inherently unprovable. I await for further 

clarification on this point. What exactly do you mean by the idea of it being inherently 

unprovable? 

 

As for Cantorian mathematics, I find you point a little puzzling. Craig and indeed all 

advocates of the kalam argument would be the first to admit that abstract 

mathematical theorising is irrelevant to an understanding of the contingent and 

concrete universe. Yet it appears that you make this point as a counterargument to 

Craig’s position.  

 

Dr F: 

There is an inherent assumption that the cosmos can be understood by human logic. 

 

This is going to sound terribly pedantic, but ‘understood’ is too vague an expression 

for an issue that requires more conceptual precision. Craig and other advocates of the 

Kalam argument make no claim to explain how the universe actually functions and 

works, and I am willing to accept that such an endeavour does involve serious 

methodological difficulties. The question the Kalam argument is addressing is not 

about how the laws of physics ensure the continuance of the universe, but the 

metaphysical question of whether the universe has an origin. The former set of 

questions must not be identified with questions of a metaphysical nature, and neither 

must we fall into the trap set up by the language games of logical positivists who 
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insist that the metaphysical involves an irrational, or at best a non-rational realm. 

Your reference to quantum theory leads me to believe that you have made such an 

implausible identification- misconstrual even.  The Kalam argument demonstrates that 

the presupposition of the principle of sufficient reason, coupled with the contingent 

origin of the universe leads to the rationally plausible inference of an ultimate cause. 

The contingent origin of the universe is shown to be a metaphysical necessity by 

pointing to the ontological impossibility of an actual infinite. Wherein lies the 

irrationality? The mere assertion that it is irrational or non-rational does not in itself 

constitute a refutation.  

 

Dr F: 

Craig believes in Absolutes. Science deals with probabilities. The two do not mix. In 

the real world of a scientific understanding of the cosmos Absolutes have no place.  

 

On a point of fact, we all believe in absolutes, even science has its absolutes or 

‘axioms’ as they are often called.  

 

However, what is most revealing about your point is not the issue about absolutes 

(although I will return to this later), but your implication that only science can afford 

us with a proper or real understanding of the universe. This I feel is partly the 

arrogance of science and partly a reflection of its faith in metaphysical naturalism. In 

essence, what you seem to be arguing is that since the question of the origin of 

universe cannot answered by science (a view not held by many scientists), it cannot be 

answered by any mode of intellectual inquiry. I disagree. Basic and fundamental 

principles of logic can lead to rationally plausible conclusions about the universe. Just 

because an argument is not strict empirical science, do not mean that it is not 

rationally valid.  

 

Referring back to the issue of absolutes, some clarification is in order. We are faced 

with two incommensurable absolutes: either the universe has an origin or it doesn’t. 

The very nature of the question admits of only two possible absolute alternatives. 

Secondly, Craig and I do not claim that the Kalam argument is absolutely conclusive, 

but only that it is more rationally plausible than the atheistic alternative. In this sense, 

one could still couch it in the language of probability: It is far more probable (on 

rational grounds) that an ultimate cause/being exists than the atheist claim such a 

being does not exist. Theism is more rationally probable and therefore plausible than 

atheism.  

 

Dr F: 

Craig argue that time consists of a successive addition. Nowhere does he prove that 

this is the case and until he does so his argument (or more correctly premise) 

concerning infinitudes remains unproven.  

 

Strictly speaking, the argument is not necessarily linked to the notion that time is a 

successive addition, but that rational intelligibility of the universe requires us to posit 

an origin to time itself. The way Craig attempts to prove this is by demonstrating the 

impossibility of forming an actual infinite amount of time by successive addition. If it 

is impossible to traverse an actual infinite then by definition it is impossible to form 

an actual infinite. Since an actual infinite is an ontological impossibility (it just 

doesn’t work or make sense in the physical world we inhabit) , the only thing we are 

left with is a potential infinite.  
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Now, you appear to acknowledge the distinction between an actual infinite and a 

potential infinite: ..’A argued that an actual infinity could not exist - an idea that I 

think I now understand and would agree with’.  Yet I feel that you have not fully 

come to terms with your own admission and that this is partly to do with a slight 

misunderstanding of Aristotle’s explanation. 

 

You rightly quote Aristotle as stating that ‘the infinite is that of which, however much 

one has taken, there is always more to take, whereas that of which there is nothing 

more to take is complete and whole’. Yet your understanding is not entirely accurate, 

for you go on to assert that ‘an infinite by the very meaning of the term has no 

beginning and no end’. An actual infinite has no beginning and no end- hence it is 

actual. A potential infinite has a beginning and no end, or alternatively one could 

describe it as an indefinite process with no determinate end. When Aristotle states that 

there is ‘always more to take’, what he clearly means is a potential infinite, a fact 

made evident by the focus of Aristotle’s explanation on something not having an end 

rather something not having a beginning nor an end.  

 

Thus contrary to your view that ‘the statement that infinity exists is neither illogical or 

irrational’, it is patently obvious that an actual infinity is irrational; a fact that you  

concede to by the admission that a valid distinction can be maintained between an 

actual and potential infinite. The essential point to remember is that a potential infinite 

is an actual finite.   

 

My question is simple: how is it logically possible to admit that an actual infinite is 

impossible and yet not acknowledge that a potential infinite (by definition an actual 

finite with an origin) is the only rational way to describe the universe?   

 

I am interested to see how you are going to square this circle.  

 

Dr F: 

 

Craig’s first premise that whatever begins to exist has a cause is also unproven by 

Craig. It is surely incumbent upon Craig to prove this, not for others to disprove it.  

 

Craig commits a serious but revealing error on p6 where he makes the assumption 

that his opponents believe that “something comes into being out of nothing”. I make 

no such assumption and nor do many (most?) cosmologists who believe in Big Bang 

theory’.    

 

When the two above statements are read carefully, an insidious contradiction, or at 

least an inconsistency, can be seen to have crept into the argument. Just as anticipated, 

this is a serious stumbling block for  atheists. You wish to challenge to principle of 

sufficient reason and yet simultaneously choose not to deny it. Dare I say, a case of 

being caught between a rock and hard place.  

 

What is most revealing about your approach towards the principle of sufficient reason 

is your apparent  refusal  to assume any position with regards to it. If you admit to the 

PSR then you have to acknowledge the rational plausibility of the Kalam argument, if 

you deny it, then you undermine the foundations of your own argument.  

 

You claim that the PSR needs to be proven. Firstly, why does it need to be proven by 

the advocate of the Kalam argument in particular when it is necessarily presupposed 
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by everyone- irrespective of their standpoint? Secondly, how would it be possible for 

anyone to develop a critique of the Kalam argument if they did not presuppose some 

notion of rational plausibility?  Your own arguments so eloquently attest to this fact. 

If you choose to disagree, then the best way to falsify my claim is to show how you 

have not presupposed the PSR in your arguments. 

 

You make the unequivocal claim that you do not make the assumption that something 

can come from nothing. The logical corollary of this would then have to be that you 

assume that something can only come into being if it is caused by something else. If 

this is your assumption, which logic dictates that it must be, then you do in fact 

commit yourself to the PSR, albeit unknowingly. This provides ample justification to 

my philosophical view on the PSR that it does not stand in need of proof, but it is the 

critic that seeks to cast doubt on it, that must disprove it. What more proof of this is 

needed beyond your own unwillingness to deny the PSR even though you try to 

challenge it all along?  

 

Again, a simple and straightforward question: do you deny or affirm the PSR? 

 

If you deny it, then how can you maintain any rational credibility for your own 

arguments? 

 

If you affirm it, then how can you possibly disagree with the rational inference of the 

Kalam argument that the origin of the universe requires an ultimate cause?  

 

 

Dr F: 

 

I consider that it tells us about his underlying belief in the need for a creation event, 

not the fact of the event itself 

 

This is all very much 19th century old hat business, but again the ball is firmly in the 

court of the theists. The point of course should be turned on its head. It is the atheist 

who needs an ultimate being not to exist, so that his ideological and philosophical 

views remain intact. The intellectual totalitarianism (I am not accusing you of this of 

course) of the ideology of secularism suffers from the greatest psychological 

insecurity of all. It is the fear that there is a purpose and meaning to our lives and that 

we will be ultimately accountable for all our earthly actions. A pretty disconcerting 

thought for an atheist, who has the need to deny an ultimate being, just in case such as 

a  belief gains intellectual credibility and assumes a significance beyond the realms of 

academia. 

 

Perhaps another inversion is in order. ‘There is not much of the Kalam argument left 

now is there?’ This should undoubtedly read, ‘There is not much of the atheist 

argument left now is there?’  

 

I await for your reply in eager anticipation- I just hope it doesn’t take you as long as it 

took me!   
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