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CHAPTER 1  
INTRODUCTION 

 

Throughout the years of philosophical and religious history, many have witnessed a battle on what could 
rightly be the most important topic to transcend the annals of history: The existence of God. Perhaps no 
greater issue is debated today than that of the possibility of God's existence. The approach that one takes on 
such an important philosophical issue as this one will tremendously shape the world view of that person. 
The existence of God is surely the par exemplar of this truth. Quite naturally, there are those of us who 
favor the proposition that God exists and see such an issue paramount to a religious faith. But there are 
other competing beliefs about God's existence that call such conclusions suspect under reasonable criticism. 
With the inclusion of reasonable inquiry in contemporary debates over the existence of God we find 
ourselves defending a fundamental assumption about who is or is not at work in our universe. It has indeed 
been progress since the Rationalist era as we have now rightly granted the readmission of reason back into 
the question of God's existence. This is certainly progress. Previously, many philosophers have given up 
the ideological fight to declare one way or the other whether or not God exists (and in some cases they have 
avoided the question altogether). Instead, discourse about the existence of God is now relegated to 
popularist media. On many levels of contemporary media it is even fashionable to make belief in God 
surrealistic. On a scholarly level, ever since theists have traveled the road of fideism and atheists have 
ventured through the forests of naturalism and positivism, we have found ourselves asking the same 
questions all over again. This may imply that our readmission of reason back into faith is an unavoidable 
phenomenon and that reason is to be properly regarded as the handmaiden to faith. Lest this statement serve 
as a premature conclusion, I shall address the antecedent issue of faith's relationship to reason in this work. 
If a critic already denies any application of reason to faith then the material on proving God's existence 
below will only be imbued with a premature disparagement. Therefore, this will make our discussion of 
faith and reason essential. 

You may be asking yourself, "Why is the existence of God still an issue when such a struggle antedates 
even the earliest philosophical thinkers?" Or, "Why have we bothered to come full circle only to end up 
repeating ancient controversies?" I suspect that the answers to these questions are found in the evolution of 
philosophical arguments. It seems that each generation is permeated with a different twist on the existence 
of God. For the Greco-Roman era, the existence of God (or gods) enjoyed very little opposition. But 18th 
century Rationalism and the Positivists of the Vienna Circle conveyed a disdain for God's existence such 
that even the notion of God was incoherent. And it is easy to see how one's view on the existence of God 
can serve as a foundation for other areas of philosophy. For example, think about discussions on ethical 
issues and basic civil liberties. 

There is no doubt that our concession of God's existence or our denial of such defines our perception of 
how the world operates and sustains a foundational plateau. In other words, how we answer the question 
"Does God exist?" will tell us what our world view will encapsulate. Let me illustrate this by means of 



analogy. If we believe that goblins coerce all human actions, then we would have, admittedly, a peculiar 
world view. But this world view would imply all sorts of interpretations for the real world. For example, 
numerous individuals who were and are on death row would be there for crimes of which they are not 
guilty (since the goblins are the constraining causal agents of their actions). Similarly, no beautiful work of 
art would be the production of the artists whose names appears in the corner, and no great work of 
philosophical history would be the product of those whose names are contained therein. Instead, we would 
have to attribute every human action to the mysterious goblins behind the intellects. Now, nobody seriously 
considers this analogy as a reflection of truth about the world; but it serves to illustrate how one can view or 
interpret the world we all share and enjoy. Now consider something else. You have just read an analogy 
that you found to be an imaginary piece of fantasy used to illustrate a point. But did you stop to think that 
due to your world view you were making judgments about the goblins of intellectual causation? Perhaps 
your rejection of a goblin world view is itself the product of antecedent presuppositions (and it no doubt is). 
If you are an Empiricist, you may have decided the question of goblin interaction simply by observation. 
Now, goblins driving human intellects is one thing but the existence of God entails an entirely different 
interpretation on our world. As a confessing theist, I suspect that a Creator freely created, either in time or 
timelessly, the universe in which we live. (1) If any reader of this article is a professing theist, then they 
would perceive the world as being the product of an intelligent being that somehow exists independent of 
temporal and spatial constraints. In some cases they may see themselves as individuals who have strived to 
worship such a God and to commune with Him, as in the Christian persuasion. If one is an atheist or an 
agnostic then they would perceive an entirely different world view. Their world view makes no individual 
person the product of any transcendent intellect. The universe and everything in it is just the cosmic 
furniture in which we find our existence. How an atheist or agnostic lives her life is truly a matter of 
personal endeavor and self-defined circumscription. In any case, any attempt to mix the different world 
views in this case is clearly like that of oil and water. 

In this work, we shall consider the role that reason has with respect to belief in God and how contemporary 
cosmology, as evidence, compels us to that belief. The particular argument we will be focusing on is the 
kalam cosmological argument in its deductive mode. Although arguments are not necessarily considered as 
evidence, per se, I believe that the advances of contemporary natural science and the theoretical sciences 
provide physical evidence for the kalam argument (which is discussed below). After the argument is 
presented, we will examine its strength in light of contemporary cosmology and philosophical scrutiny. 
Since this argument has come under much criticism, I shall attempt to leave no stone unturned. 

 

CHAPTER 2  
FAITH AND REASON 

 

In the previous chapter we saw how God's existence (or lack thereof) can shape our world view. We need 
to begin examining our approach to explicating the role of reason in the issue of faith in God before we can 
confidently assert any arguments for the existence God as a worthwhile enterprise. Historically, 
Christianity itself has always taught that reason plays a significant role in evangelism (at least up until the 
Enlightenment). The Christian (2) believes that from an inward epistemic experience from the Spirit of God 
there is a personal affirmation that God is known and genuinely real. On the other hand, the Christian (and 
usually the theist in general) is equally committed to providing reasons to both skeptics and pilgrims of 
religious convictions. This represents a real dichotomy in the theist. But to what extent does the role of 
critical thinking have with respect to a theistic apologetic? Throughout the centuries there have been theists 
who have affirmed the reality of God and yet postulated constraints for the boundaries of reason. Each era 
of human history, ever since the rise of Aristotelian philosophy in Christian, Islamic, and Jewish theism, 
has expressed an opinion on the matter. We shall briefly consider some of those views here. 

 
The Medieval Portrait: Thomas Aquinas  



Thomas Aquinas was born in the castle of Roccasecca just outside of Naples around 1224. At the early age 
of five, Aquinas was placed in the Benedictine Abbey of Monte Cassino as an oblate. He remained there 
for nine years until the Emperor Frederick II expelled him and the other monks. Aquinas then joined the 
University of Naples when his flirtation with the theology of the Dominican friars caused dissension in his 
home. He was kept from attending the University of Paris until 1245 when he enrolled and studied under 
his companion St. Albert the Great. After his studies, Aquinas managed several positions of lectureship and 
greatly contributed to the Papacy in Italy. He was summoned by Pope Gregory X to the Council and while 
en route from Naples to Rome at the age of 49 he passed away. Aquinas' life is characterized as one of 
study and minimal outside social involvement. For Aquinas, Aristotelian philosophy and the Scriptures 
were the most important elements in his studies as well as his upbringing. Nary a word can be said against 
Thomas' devotion to God. These elements that characterize Thomas's life make him an essential voice on 
the subject of relating faith and reason. 

A Thomistic analysis of the philosophy of religion leads us to conclude that Aquinas accepted a view of 
religious beliefs such that they were ascertained by faith. This mirrors Augustine's account of a sort of 
fideism. But not so fast. Thomas was surely conveying that the doctrines of Christianity were mysterious 
such that they did not enjoy empirical or rational certitude. For example, there are no empirical evidences 
that prove the doctrine of the Trinity or any certainty in evidence that would show that God was incarnated 
as a man. Moreover, the resurrection of the saints is not self-evident or experientially attested (since such 
an event is yet future). But Aquinas does suggest that there are evidences that make those doctrines 
believable. For example, he points to various prophetic pronouncements and miraculous support for the 
"proofs" of faith. (3) These miracles and prophecies undergird the authenticity of the Scriptures as the 
expressed revelation from God. Thus what makes the doctrine of the Trinity reasonably true is that it is 
inscribed by God in the Scriptures which themselves are confirmed by the prophetic and miraculous signs 
of authenticity. Of course the question that naturally arises is, How can Thomas vindicate the miracles 
which he purports proves the Scriptures true? Thomas found the answer in Augustine's notion that the 
Church stood as the miracle of Christianity. For Aquinas and Augustine, the fact that Christianity was 
embraced by "simple and lowly men" render its present existence a confirmation of the truth of those 
previous miracles. (4) Therefore, we could envisage Aquinas' progression of faith and reason by Figure 2-1: 

Figure 2-1: Aquinas' conception entails that the 
Church itself points to Miracles & Prophecies, 
while such point to The Scriptures, which 
ultimately point to specific ChristianDoctrines. 

 



In Aquinas' understanding of faith and reason, both appear to be equally tenable avenues to truths about 
religious matters. Sometimes faith is required for those things that are not demonstrable with certainty and 
other times reason points to the truthfulness of certain claims. 

 
The Modern Empiricist Portrait  

It is presumptuous to suggest that the modern (or British) empiricists denied belief in the existence of a 
divine being, or God, simply because they were empiricists. Often, empiricists are wrongly globalized as 
naturalists, which is to say that the only reality that exists is the perceivable physical world of time and 
space. This unfortunate conflation of empiricism has led many to surmise a disavowing of theistic belief 
subsequent to the Middle Ages simply because empiricism offered an evaluation of physical reality. In 
contemporary vernacular we understand this to be an early form of the controversy surrounding the 
relationship between religion and science. But the following analysis will show that modern empiricism did 
not a priori eliminate our ability to know about God. 

It seems historically true that if the various empiricists thought that a proper epistemological structure was 
only what can be perceived via the five senses, the fact remains that the most ardent critics, such as Thomas 
Hobbes and David Hume, would not have given tacit admission to the existence of God. (5) However, any 
attempt at rationalizing God or any organized religion, says Hume, is surely a vacuous enterprise for 
religion is not in any sense a "relation of ideas." Thomas Hobbes vigorously derides the notion of an 
immaterial world of a deity or angelic beings in his most notable work Leviathan; yet he accedes the notion 
of God all throughout his writings, perhaps thinking that belief in God was not a matter of reason but solely 
about revelation. Similarly, Francis Bacon, an empiricist philosopher who helped to shape scientific 
investigation, perceived God as a matter of revelation and not reason. (6) The mistake often committed by 
careless investigators is for one to conclude that because an empiricist's philosophy does not possess a 
rational or experiential means of acquiring knowledge of God then God must not exist. This would be to 
make a metaphysical conclusion from an epistemological standpoint, which is a mistake. Surely how one 
comes to know certain things has little (if any) bearing on the ontological status of those things. This is how 
the genetic fallacy is often committed. 

The empiricists by and large give explicit affirmation of their belief in God. Bacon writes, "Men must 
soberly and modestly distinguish between things divine and human . . . the oracles of sense and of faith." (7) 
John Locke writes, "The knowledge of the works of God proportions our admiration of them." (8) And 
Locke even contends that the Gospels in the Bible are God's written revelation. (9) It is also interesting to 
note how the great Idealist George Berkeley's "immaterialism" is contingent upon the existence of a divine 
perceiver, God, in order to bring reality to unseen objects. In this scenario one would be required to believe 
in God in order to exist! Woolhouse writes, 

  

"In a sincere attempt to display the importance of God in the 

scheme of things, Berkeley sought to rebuild the 'new philosophy' 

on the more solidly religious foundations of a complete and thorough- 

going spiritual immaterialism." (10) 

 

Although it sounds contradictory to speak of a "spiritual immaterialism," Berkeley means to suggest that 
the epistemological process of perception of objects are mere apprehensions of ideas in the mind. (11) And 



this only becomes a reality when it is ultimately understood that God's awareness of our universe gives it 
existence. Alas, one cannot help but perceive an early pronouncement of quantum physics. But as a 
philosophy of religion, knowledge about God is not so much a reasonable supposition but a necessary 
foundation for grounding existence. And if we follow Descartes and assert that some ego in the world 
really exists (even if it were the only existent) then it follows, from Berkeley's scheme, that God exists. (12) 

In order to tie in what the empiricists perceived was the proper relationship between faith and reason, there 
needs to be a stark contrast between the two. The British empiricists would not permit outright 
contradiction between claims of faith and the logic of reason. Faith claims could only be accepted if they 
were consistent with and to some extent even implied by reason. But as we have seen, the role of faith is 
construed as entirely unrelated to the role of reason, yet reason and faith cannot contradict each other. If a 
contradiction arose between the two roles then reason ought to be favored. Perhaps in an empiricist's world 
view one could provide a cosmological argument in order to corroborate theism with that of reason and 
then acquire via revelation the reality of God's existence. 

 
The Fideist Portrait: Kierkegaard and Barth  

The Danish philosopher Søren Kierkegaard suggested that the role of reason in matters of faith was too 
excessive. People simply do not appreciate the subjectivity of the experience of God in their lives and 
preferred merely intellectual assent toward matters of faith. As a reaction to the rationalistic Lutheran 
Christianity of his day, he presented an existentialist theory of meaning that entails a three-category view of 
human existence that could be acquired wholly apart from reason. In fact, reason should have nothing to do 
with it! Each category, or stage, is a progression toward achieving the virtues of meaning, purpose, and 
value in life. For Kierkegaard, the problems and sufferings of life bespeak the existence of God. The first 
category of existence is the aesthetic stage. On this level human beings are primarily concerned with 
personal gratification and living for self-complacency. This does not necessarily mean that the aesthetic 
man is a gross hedonist, rather, he is simply very circumspect about his life. Everything revolves around the 
aesthetic man. But Kierkegaard explains that this ultimately leads to unhappiness. Pursuers of meaning, 
purpose, and value are ultimately compelled to arrive at the ethical stage. This category of man is the 
attempt of the "struggling individual" (13) to find conformity in recognizing certain moral and absolute 
goods. The problem for the ethical man is that it also leads to despair. Such a man sees living the life of the 
ethical a fruitless task and an impossible achievement. The last stage and impending conclusion of the 
struggling individual is the religious stage. With the realization that the aesthetic man cannot bring 
happiness in personal pleasures and that the ethical man simply mirrors the problem of an infinite 
satisfaction in values (along the lines of Thomas Aquinas), the next level requires a drastic "leap of faith" to 
the realization of the existence of God. This "irrational" step compels us to view the meaning, purpose, and 
value of life through the perspective of divine providence. In this sense the notion of the truth of 
Christianity is subjective because it is quite real to the perceiver. Professor Solomon writes: 

 

A "subjective truth" is a psychological truth about the author. The object 

of the author's belief may be false, but it is true that the author has that 

belief. This account could also explain how it is that "subjective truth" is 

for only one person. (14) 

 



God then becomes the source of ultimate meaning and satisfaction and brings to the perceiver a deep sense 
of resolution. But reasonable arguments and rationalistic inquiries into the truths of Christian doctrine 
impede the subjective self-actualization of the individual who struggles to find that resolution. 

The great influential Protestant thinker Karl Barth is credited for making fideism a contemporary issue. For 
Barth, knowledge of God apart from revelation is incomprehensible. We must look to God's historical 
revelation which is found in the person of Jesus Christ. Thus the Bible is not itself the revelation of God but 
a container of the true revelation of God: Jesus. Barth's philosophy stems from his reaction to post World 
War I liberal theology. Having been educated under Adolf von Harnack and Wilhelm Herrmann who 
supported German imperialism, Barth rebelled against liberalism and sought theological reflection in the 
spirit of the Reformers. (15) This reaction led Barth to be an avid champion of divorcing faith from reason. 
People must come to the truth of God's existence by accepting the revelation contained in the Scriptures 
and by opening their hearts to receiving that revelation. The inability for the human mind to use reason to 
access God is, in Barth's analysis, due to a complete transworld depravity often paraded by the theological 
position known as Calvinism. (16) This depravity renders the human being totally disabled from the ability to 
believe in God unless God first illuminates the person's mind to do so. For Barth, the access to God is so 
incomprehensible that human reason cannot codify the steps required to obtain knowledge of God. Hence 
God enables the person to believe in God and then insures their response to Him by His irresistible 
Spiritual presence. 

 
Assessment  

For the some individual believers, there is a non-evidentialist sense in the way one believes that God exists. 
She accepts a personal testimony acceded by the heart and clings to this incorrigible experience as self-
validation for her religious theism. The famous philosopher of religion John Hick concurs with this 
instrospection. He admits that there are "different ways of conceiving and experiencing the one ultimate 
divine Reality" (17) either through evidence or direct personal experience. Such an experience is "generally 
cognitive of reality except when we have some reason to doubt it." (18) Thus a religious experience, such as 
knowledge of the existence of God, ought not to be dismissed without good reason but may be adhered to 
pending no defeaters to the experience. 

Christian theists also agree with this understanding as is often codified by Professor Alvin Plantinga of 
Notre Dame University. Plantinga teaches that human beings are created with belief-making faculties that, 
when unhindered by depravity, can produce true beliefs. (19) Moreover, such beliefs can be properly basic. 
A properly basic belief is a belief that does not depend on another belief for its acceptance by the believing 
agent. For example, someone observing a tree five feet in front of them would immediately believe that the 
tree is really five feet in front of them. A simple observation such as this would not entail that the perceiver 
has assessed certain philosophical propositions in order to conclude, "I now believe that a tree is really five 
feet in front of me." Such a belief is immediately known and initially unquestioned. When these belief-
making mechanisms are functioning properly and they espouse the belief "I had an experience with God 
that made Him real to me" then we would have good personal grounds for accepting the existence of God 
as true. Such a belief may be perceived, in Plantinga's words, as a properly basic belief justifiable apart 
from evidence. (20) 

With respect to the personal reality of God's existence as advocated by Hick and Plantinga, the fideist and 
the classical apologist agree. There is nothing that ultimately brings one to belief in God other than the fact 
that the free creature's will undergoes a life-changing experience. Regarding this revelatory pathway to 
knowledge, the New Testament itself declares: 

 

"I am the good shepherd, and know my sheep, and am known of mine" 



(John 10:14; KJV; emphasis mine) 

 

and 

 

"For ye know the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ" (2 Cor. 8:9; KJV; 

emphases mine). 

 

And perhaps the most vivid passage on the endowment of the knowledge of God in Christian theists can be 
found in Ephesians: 

 

God . . . may give unto you the spirit of wisdom and revelation in the 

knowledge of him: The eyes of your understanding being enlightened; 

that ye may know what is the hope of his calling, and what the riches of 

the glory of his inheritance in the saints (Eph. 1:17-18; KJV; emphasis 

mine). 

 

In this passage, we see that the source of a knowledge of God for the Christian specifically comes not from 
reason but from God Himself. This should make the fideist very happy. Furthermore, the Spirit of God also 
has the role of convicting non-believers of their spiritual reluctance. Concerning this, the New Testament 
states: 

 

But I tell you the truth: It is for your good that I am going away. 

Unless I go away, the Counselor will not come to you; but if I go, I 

will send him to you. When he comes, he will convict the world of 

guilt in regard to sin and righteousness and judgment: in regard to sin, 

because men do not believe in me; in regard to righteousness, because 

I am going to the Father, where you can see me no longer; and in regard 

to judgment, because the prince of this world now. (John 16:7-11; NIV) 



 

But, you may wonder, if the Holy Spirit is the one who compels and convicts people of their conviction-
producing faith then why should the evidentialist or theological rationalist have a voice at all? The answer 
is that through reason and argument one may benefit from the inner spiritual conviction. It seems as though 
the participation of reason assists the creaturely will in forming a belief in God. How is this accomplished? 
Indeed, influence is a classic tool in persuading anyone in considering the object of belief. For example, if 
you wanted to sell a product that you found extraordinary and wanted others to benefit from it then you 
would no doubt reason with your potential buyer that the benefits of having this product far outweigh the 
reality of not having it. You may even say to yourself that such a product sells itself and really curtails the 
need for a salesperson to go door-to-door in search of potential buyers. This is echoed by well-meaning 
Christians who declare, "I am just going to preach to people and leave it to God to win the souls." But even 
the owner of our analogous product knows that many people are not aware of such an item and that others 
simply need reasons to bridge the gap of their need with their buying it. Similarly, theists must include in 
their discussion the tool of apologetics. The word "apologetics" comes from the Greek word apologia 
which means "to give a defense." (21) If a non-believer begins to criticize theism or calls a certain issue into 
question, then the individual engages in what is called "apologetics." Apologetics, similar to the 
temperance of various martial arts and self-defense techniques, is generally used to deflect criticism. After 
all, no one would barge into someone's home with a product and begin defending it from critics without 
provocation. You would kindly and gently present your case for the potential buyer's appeal and begin 
defending the product only if circumstances require you to do so. If the product is truly that good, it may be 
revealed through the presentation. But if someone decides not to purchase it, it might be due to a weak 
presentation and not necessarily the product itself. I suspect the same is true of theistic apologetics. Theists 
tend to know that God exists, but they may just have a hard time conveying this message to the satisfaction 
of the recipient. 

The final reason why someone may not choose to buy a product is because they have closed their minds to 
the notion of ever receiving it under any circumstances. If salespeople encounter such closed-mindedness 
then we would only be wasting time and energy attempting to convince them. But again, such failure is not 
necessarily the fault of the product but perhaps of the potential buyer. In the cases of refusal we have seen 
above, neither one is necessarily to be attributed to the product itself. On the other hand there may be good 
reasons to reject the adequacy or the acclamations of the product. Either way, the seller needs to advance 
positive case for the product and then deflect criticism when prompted. Let us now match the analogy to 
the appropriating theistic arguments. If believers in God expect to convince anyone else of their personal 
faith then one must logically go beyond the subjective experience. After all, no one can know what 
someone else is experiencing without external exhibition. What good would it do if one acknowledged their 
belief in God and did nothing to convince others? Of course the Kierkegaardian fideist could suggest that 
the person's assessment of their existential predicament would compel them toward the religious 
persuasion. But it seems incomplete and vacuous to think that self-reflection would somehow necessarily 
drive the struggling individual toward belief in God. There must be some avenue of knowledge that is 
accessible. Maybe the individual will always consider God as a possible existent. But the question seems 
open-ended and unresolved. For I can think of no specific reason why anyone should abandon the aesthetic 
or ethical lifestyle unless they thought that their personal unfulfillment is not a truth about their existence. 
The critic would be within her logical rights to surmise: 

 

1. My life is ultimately about an objectively unfulfilled 
existence that is unpleasant but true.  

 

What the fideist would have to demonstrate is that: 



 
2. It is false that my life is ultimately about an objectively 

unfulfilled existence that is unpleasant but true.  

  

But how can any fideist assert that? Statement (2) speaks of the falsity of statement (1), and the fideist is 
not supposed to be interested in supporting her beliefs or denying others. If the fideist is sure that the critic 
falsely believes (1) then (2) must be somehow probable. So the fideist could probably assert: 

 
3. I should believe in God because His existence is real to me.  

 

This would be Hick's and Plantinga's approach to the issue. But even this statement bespeaks an existential 
truth not evident to the critic even though it may be true to the believer. In fact, I accept that (3) is 
unequivocally true (in agreement with Hick and Plantinga) but is lacking enough persuasion to convince 
the critic that (2) is true. It seems that on a Kierkegaardian level the fact that (3) is perceived as false to her 
is surefire confirmation that God does not exist. Now the fideist is in a pickle. 

It seems that the remedy is to append statement (3) above to protect the subjective truth of God's existence 
and yet maintain a semblance of probability to the critic. Thus one could say: 

 
4. You should believe in God because His existence can be shown to you.  

 

Although (3) may serve to be personal vindication of God's existence to my own satisfaction (wholly apart 
from reason), only (4) can be advanced by the theist who wants to convince the critic that God exists. As 
can be seen, if the critic believes (1) then nothing in (3) should change that. However, if the theist affirms 
(4) then this has a direct challenge to atheism regardless of the truth of (1)! Now the theist can be 
commensurate with the critic's denial of God's existence. The two competing world views are now in a 
shared arena where the issue can be battled. This should not serve to overturn the truthfulness of (3) since a 
theist can remain rational and still believe that (3) is true apart from supporting evidence. For the theist who 
personally acknowledges her belief in God on the basis of an internal experience of God is not threatened 
by the truthfulness of (4). The only thing that (4) accomplishes is that it is possible to convince others that 
God exists. It is only when the theist must show others that God exists does (4) become necessary. I think 
that the fideist and the rationalist can share a Thomistic middle ground here and affirm the knowledge of 
God from a personal perspective and yet demonstrate to others that theism is rational and should be 
considered. 

 
Conclusion  

In the context of debate or simple discussion about the existence of God, the theist is presenting their case 
for the reality of a Being they believe created the universe. The non-theist does not accept such a 
proposition and, thus, may advance criticism. As we have seen, reason plays an integral part in influencing 
others. It seems that on a level of pure fideism, the critic sees no reason to come to a belief in God. But a 
rational demonstration of how theism can be true might appease the critic's requirements for considering 
the truth of theism - yet theism may still be personally believed wholly apart from reason. As a salesperson 
tries to convince others that their product is worth the investment, the theist can also share in their belief in 
God by showing others that He exists. A theist can be rationally justified in their belief in God wholly apart 
from evidence (as Hick and Plantinga explain) but that reason plays a pedagogical role in influencing 
others toward the same belief. 



 
 
 

CHAPTER 3  
THE STRUCTURES OF ARGUMENTS 

 

I remember when I was in high school, an acquaintance of mine told me that if I believed in God then I did 
not use logic and reason in my everyday thinking (an insult to be sure). Of course, since I was just a 
teenager learning basic principles in various subjects along with everyone else, I was taken back by this 
remark. He told me that if I really believed in such fairy tales then I was not using any intellectual sense. 
He simply felt that logic and reason were diametrically opposed to a belief in God. With my buttons having 
been pressed, I managed to pose the following question, "How can our universe exist at all unless someone 
greater than it created it?" He just went on to another subject and we eventually lost sight of the initial 
discussion. Nonetheless, many theists have come across similar circumstances where belief in God is put 
under the microscope of rational scrutiny. However, we have already established that reason can possibly 
show that God exists. So the non-theist no longer has the monopoly on rational discourse. Thus the 
question that naturally arises is, "Where do we start?" Understanding and establishing the nature of the 
kalam cosmological argument's structure will be the paramount focus of this chapter. By perceiving how 
the argument is structured one will be given the opportunity to visualize the point of the argument and to 
see how the existence of God is to be concluded from a collection of evidence and concepts. In this chapter 
we will look at the general structures of logical arguments, the particular structure of the kalam 
cosmological argument, and the particular premises as they relate to the argument itself. 

Without delving deep into a written lecture on reasoning and critical thinking here, we will only be 
concerned with the differences between the structure of the kalam argument versus the structures of other 
arguments. Basically, what we need to understand is the nature of an argument in general, the structure of 
good arguments in particular, and which category the kalam argument will fit into. 

A collection of statements is said to be an argument when two necessary elements are involved. These 
elements are the supporting statements, or premises, toward the support of a claim, or the statement known 
as the conclusion. For example, if I say that roses are red and violets are blue because our uniform 
experience verifies this then I have just given an argument. This argument can be constructed as follows: 

 

premise: Our uniform experience indicates that 

roses are red and violets are blue. 

conclusion: Therefore, roses are red and violets are blue. 

 

Although the contents of an argument are uncompromisingly important, we need to see how the 
relationship between the premise(s) and the conclusion operate. In order to strip ourselves from any bias 
we will use letters, or variables, to represent statements of alleged fact. After all, just looking at this 
illustration automatically tells us that such a relationship is uncontroversial since our collective experience 
most certainly does suggest that roses are red and violets are blue. But before we look at any more 
examples of arguments (particularly those using variables in place of statements), let us look at a rough 
sketch at my intended goal. Just like the captain of a ship needs to chart his course of destination, I will also 
chart a course of argument structures for our final destination. 

 



Figure 3-1: This argument tree shows us that an 
argument breaks down into branches of subcategories 
(a process known as analyzing an argument). 

 

Here we see that an argument can either be deductive or inductive. A deductive argument is an argument 
such that if the premises are factually true then the conclusion is guaranteed to be true. So it is logically 
impossible to have true premises and a false conclusion. An inductive argument is structured so that the 
relationship of the premises to the conclusion is such that if the premises were true then the conclusion 
would only probably be true. So, it may be that the premises are true but this does not guarantee that the 
desired conclusion is true. The illustration about roses and violets I used above is a demonstration of an 
inductive argument. Since we do not need to be concerned with inductive arguments in our structure of the 
kalam cosmological argument then we will simply examine the deductive branch of an argument. (22) 

In the argument tree above you will notice that the deductive branch splits into valid and invalid. An 
argument is said to be invalid when the structure of the deductive argument yields true premises and a 
negligible conclusion. In this case it is all over for the argument. But if the deductive argument turns out to 
be valid then this tells us that there is never a time when the premises are true and the conclusion false or 
that the conclusion cannot possibly be other than what it is. Consider the structure of a deductively valid 
argument: 

 

p1: If X then Y. 

p2: X. 

C: Therefore, Y. 

 

We may substitute the variables with an example: 

 

p1: If I live in Nevada then I live in the United States. 



p2: I live in Nevada. 

C: Therefore, I live in the United States. 

 

This argument is deductive because the structure claims to guarantee the conclusion. It also turns out to be 
valid because no matter what truth value I substitute for the variables X and Y in the previous argument 
(either "true" or "false"), I will always have a true conclusion with true premises. In the second argument it 
is impossible for me to live in Nevada and not be in the United States. This setup guarantees our confidence 
in the structure. 

Our final consideration of general deductive arguments is the question of soundness. An argument is said to 
be sound if the premises are genuinely connected to the conclusion. This is the most difficult part of 
determining if the argument is ultimately a good one or not. For example: 

 

p1: If I eat breakfast this morning then the Yankees will win 

the next World Series. 

p2: I ate breakfast this morning. 

C: Therefore, the Yankees will win the next World Series. 

 

There is no doubt that the argument is deductive. It also happens to be valid. But there is something 
suspicious about my eating breakfast this morning causing a Yankee victory in the next World Series. As 
much as I would like it to be true, the argument is doomed to be unsound. 

So, how does all of this play into the kalam cosmological argument? We can answer this by using variables 
to illustrate its structure and, consequently, analyze with our argument tree. The kalam cosmological 
argument takes the form of a quasi-syllogism. This argument structure rationalizes a truth about a particular 
member from its class based upon the same truth about the class itself. 

This can be exemplified as follows: 

 
 

p1: All men are mortal. 

p2: Socrates is a man. 

C: Therefore, Socrates is mortal. 

 
 



The truth about a particular member (Socrates) is that he has a true property (mortality). This is inferred 
from premise 1 which tells us that every member of the class (all men) has the same truth (mortality). The 
kalam argument then fits the quasi-syllogism structure and can be represented as: 

 

p1: Every X has p. 

p2: Y is a member of X. 

C: Therefore, Y has p. 

 

In premise 1 the word "every" is used instead of "all." This difference is inconsequential. To say that all 
men are mortal is to say that every man is mortal. Thus, the same message is being conveyed. Both words 
in this sense are said to be universal. Now, this structure above is certainly a deductive argument. The 
conclusion must follow with uncontested certainty from the premises if they are true. The argument is also 
valid since every possible combination of truth values substituted for the variables never yields true 
premises and a false conclusion. This only leaves the question of soundness. Since soundness considers the 
actual statements themselves then we will have to examine the statements individually to see if they 
reasonably connect to the conclusion. This is where our assessment of deductive arguments operates. 
 

   

CHAPTER 4  
THE KALAM COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT 

 

I have met a variety of people ranging from those who see evidence for God's existence and are wholly 
persuaded and those who review the evidence and outright reject it. For this reason I prefer to preface my 
presentation of the evidence for God's existence with some simple words of caution and a stipulation about 
how arguments figure into the decision-making process. I am not claiming to be able to present evidence 
for God's existence in such a way as to yield mathematical certainty. Philosophers who have invoked this 
argument believe that the case for God's existence based on the kalam argument is a cumulative one. After 
all, deductive arguments ultimately find their success or failure in their ability to be sound, not in whether 
or not the conclusion is palatably conceivable. Occasionally I witness theists with such bold expectations 
about the evidence. They think that upon delivering the evidence, an atheist or agnostic will become 
overwhelmed by the evidence's magnanimous force and will immediately concede theism. Nay, human 
nature is far too stubborn. Reality has taught many of us that one can only provide the evidence, then the 
individual must decide for herself. How that evidence is psychologically processed is reserved solely for 
the listener or reader. 

There is just one final piece of information. The reader should know that argument you are about to read is 
not new. I do not intend to advance a revolutionary piece of disclosed evidence for God. In today's 
suppression of arguments for theism, theists are now making an unprecedented leap from evidence to 
esoteric proclamations. Take for example the popular literature on the presumed failure of the classical 
arguments for God's existence. These theists are aiming at a trend that finds peculiar defenses in such 
things as Equidistant Letter Sequencing or uncontrollable laughter during a church service as new evidence 
for God. As far as I am concerned, if theists can only make their case by resorting to questionable defenses 
then we have sorely neglected the rich arguments that great men and women of passed centuries have 
advanced. This is an attempt at a resurgence of what many today consider one of the most powerful 
evidences for the Christian faith: The kalam cosmological argument. Due to present-day advancements in 



cosmology, there is a sweeping force of theoretical speculation that is attempting to respond to the kalam 
cosmological argument. And to this we shall now turn. 

The kalam cosmological argument is the product of a history of philosophy and refined evidence. It utilizes 
astronomy and astrophysics to empirically demonstrate that a cause for the universe is necessary if we are 
to make sense of its existence. In addition, some powerful philosophical arguments have been injected into 
these arguments as further support for what appeared to Medieval philosophers as unquestionably obvious. 
"Kalam" is the general Arabic term for "argue" or "discuss," but no precise definition corresponds to it in 
English. (23) It has been a term associated with the "dialectical theology" promoted by Islamic philosophers 
during the peak of Aristotelian Christianity, and it represents the notion that, given the impossibility of an 
actual infinite, the universe could not have existed for all eternity since time itself is a set of discrete 
segments pointing indefinitely back into the past. In their scientific defense of the beginning of the 
universe, they saw the celestial sphere as empirical evidence for their philosophical conclusions. In 
Christian antiquity, great philosophers such as Thomas Aquinas and Bonaventure have also advanced 
cosmological evidences for the existence of a cause for the universe. Each philosopher who has pushed for 
a cosmological argument in support of the existence of God has stylized his own argument as a supplement 
to other cosmological arguments. There is no doubt that history has shown us such great literary 
presentations, but the present has taught us that ideologies and arguments are fair game for critics. Given 
the current advances of scientific knowledge about our universe and its origin, we have seen such Medieval 
and contemporary cosmological arguments weather even the most vilifying criticisms. Perhaps that is what 
makes cosmological arguments so appealing. They have survived the test of time. In contrast, I find that 
atheistic arguments have been refined, redefined, revamped, and even abandoned in order to seek that 
academic loophole that would allow the skeptic to safely regroup. But the final arbiter as to whether or not 
the kalam cosmological argument provides the good evidence to show God's existence will be the reader. 

The kalam argument is a simple construction. As noted in a previous section, it claims to be a deductive 
argument that has the form of a quasi-syllogism. For simplicity's sake, here is a reconstruction of the kalam 
cosmological argument in its skeletal form: 

 

p1: Everything that begins to exist has a cause for its existence. 

p2: The universe began to exist. 

C: Therefore, the universe has a cause. 

 

The argument itself is pretty straightforward but it does not end here. Remember that deductive arguments 
also have to survive the test of validity and soundness. The validity question can be answered right away. It 
seems that if the premises are true, then the conclusion definitely follows. There are additional reasons to 
perceive this argument as structurally effective simply because so many atheists have criticized this 
argument, not on the basis of false premises per se, but on the basis of the conclusion's insufficiency to 
point to God even if such an argument turns out to be undeniably sound. Skeptics usually say, "Even 
though there is a cause for the universe's existence, that doesn't mean that the cause is 'God'!" It seems that 
the presence of this question serves to show that the argument itself is valid but missing other elements 
necessary to declare the cause to be God (of course we will deal with this cumulative argument later once 
we have substantiated the conclusion). It is the question of the soundness of the argument that is the final 
one to be answered and the one which is not readily accepted by skeptics of theism. Yet non-theists have 
not been able to come up with a convincing response to it. As the reader discovers the individual support 
for each premise, my hope is that the reader sees the argument's success and how it provides ample support 
for the justification of belief in God despite attempts to the contrary. 



 
Everything That Begins To Exist Has A Cause For Its Existence.  

The first premise in the kalam argument claims to conform with the general uniform intuition that 
something is not spontaneously brought into being without any cause. Nothing in nature or in the 
theoretical sciences prompts anyone to push for an incredible belief that something can or did mysteriously 
"pop" into existence without a cause. This premise seems to stand as a monument to this intuition. It just 
seems to be a simple fact of life that everything that exists has a cause for its existence. We would naturally 
question anyone with an alternative claim. 

Our pre-noetic structure, or our intellectual makeup prior to its sensing the physical world, seems to guide 
our interpretation of sense data in the experiential world. Many philosophers have posited the notion that 
our intellects begin as blank slates prompting raw empirical input. They, that is the empiricists, identify this 
state of intellectual emptiness as the tabula rasa or the "blank tablet." Classically, ancient empiricists like 
Aristotle have argued against Plato's belief that our understanding and realizations about the world are 
based on a transcendent world encasing the Forms, or archetypal structures of identification, as the 
explanation for our awareness of certain objects and relationships. For Plato, causation may imply the Form 
of "Cause" being manifested through a particular event, say the causing of a computer to switch on, in order 
to bring comprehension of the event to the observer. Aristotle did not accept this world of the Forms 
because he believed that if Forms did exist, they would be a priori bound up in the particular 
manifestations themselves. So, how does Aristotle account for the existence of universals if they are only 
generalizations of particular occurrences? Philosopher and theologian Ed L. Miller writes: 

 

Aristotle's answer is that the universal and necessary elements 

of knowledge - the foundations of all subsequent reasoning - 

are built up in the mind through induction. (24) 

 

The process of induction is the inference of general characteristics necessary to identify a particular object 
or occurrence (or universals) to the particular object or event itself (or a particular). So, Aristotle believed 
that the source of our understanding of universals came through the induction of collected experiences 
leading us to conclude those characteristics that are necessary for that item or event to be categorically 
identified. Simply put, a universal is the whatness or essence of an object (i.e. What makes X an X to begin 
with?) and a particular ostensibly points to this or that as a representation of a universal. Thus, a chair is a 
particular object while chairness is its universal attribute. Both Plato and Aristotle concurred with this. But 
they disagreed how knowledge of universals became evident to the human intellect. Plato believed that the 
universal (or Form) defined a particular. Aristotle believed that a series of experienced particulars led to our 
understanding of the universal. But which one is correct? 

The preferred answer came not from Aristotle or Plato but through the school of Idealism. Idealism is the 
view that our intellects are "constructed" with "built-in" categories of objects and events in relation to each 
other. The reality of these objects depends on whether one is a subjective idealist or an objective idealist. 
The former believes that reality relies on perception for its existence. For example, the great British 
empiricist George Berkeley taught through the Three Dialogues that sensations are experiences that exist in 
our minds and that we only have direct awareness of those sensations. (25) Contrary to John Locke, 
Berkeley's notion of a substratum (an underlying reality for experienced objects) cannot even be conceived 
of because we cannot access anything beyond our sensations. Furthermore, our ideas about experiencing 
external objects are "fleeting, changing, [and] ephemeral" while the substratum is said to have a "fixed and 
real nature." (26) As if in anticipation of the modern-day Copenhagen school of quantum theory, Berkeley 



suggests that the external world exists in the perception of it. The "immaterialism" of Berkeley is 
descriptive of the epistemological process of perception of objects which are mere apprehensions of ideas 
in the mind. (27) Therein lies their reality. However, Berkeley wanted to avoid the mistake of the Solipsists 
who believed that objects outside of sensory experience actually cease to exist. Thus he suggested that there 
must be a divine mind that constantly senses the external world so that it never ceases to exist. 

The latter, objective idealism, suggests that reality simply exists apart from the perception of it. 
Historically, all men including George Berkeley, Reneé Descartes, Immanuel Kant, and John Locke have 
defined and defended differing views of idealism. For the purposes of this essay and in the interest of 
brevity, we shall presume a common sense approach to the situation (that is, one that is irrespective of 
either view of idealism). This will incline us to opt for a synthesis of both idealism and empiricism. Think 
how we could devise something like a one thousand sided figure or a mathematical infinity if only 
empiricism were exclusively true. We would, according to Aristotelian empiricism, be obliged to sense a 
variety of particular infinities and one thousand sided figures in order to universalize them. But this is 
clearly absurd. It is absolutely necessary that we have at least some sort of pre-noetic structure that 
possesses a way of defining particulars in their absence (we may even see that infinity is not even a real 
property in the world in which to sense; this implies some sort of idealism). (28) Therefore, we seem to have 
at least some pre-experiential intellectual structures which assist in our defining the actual world. 

When we think about the sentence "everything that begins to exist has a cause for its existence" it seems 
intuitively clear that such a systematic expression surpasses all experiences. We can be confident in the 
obviousness of this expression as it signifies cause-effect relationships in the actual world. Neo-Kantian 
Stuart Hackett makes the following comment: 

 

Either the categories are thus a priori or they are derived from 

experiences. But an experiential derivation of the categories is 

impossible because only by their means can an object be thought 

in the first place. Since the categories are preconditions of all 

possible knowledge, they cannot have been derived from an ex- 

perience of particular objects: the very first experience would be 

unintelligible without a structure of the mind to analyze it. (29) 

 

In other words, it makes no sense to suppose that we can derive the first notion that everything which 
begins to exist has a cause via experience unless something non-experientially distinguishes this notion 
with which to begin. But even if one denies the a priori category of the causal principle, it still strongly 
appeals to the intuitions of even the most ardent skeptic. Natural philosopher and empiricist David Hume 
once remarked: 

 

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 Falshood of that Proposition proceeded neither 

from Intuition nor Demonstration; but from another Source. (30) 

 

This implies that even one who questions the validity of cause-effect relationships has to admit its veracity 
in order to share in the common belief that causation at least appears to be consistent. I suppose that even 
empiricists unite on the most basic of beliefs when it comes to seemingly obvious truths such as this one. 
This makes our first premise of the kalam cosmological argument well established. 

Without neglecting the intellectual benefit quantum mechanics has had in our thinking culture, we need to 
consider one final objection that only a person living in or beyond the 20th century could propose. Modern 
day cosmological speculations about the utilization of quantum theory in the universe's origin are attempts 
to dismiss the notion that all things that begin to exist require a cause. In quantum physics, some critics 
suppose that a high level theoretical entity called a virtual particle may be exempt from the causation 
principle arguing that such theoretical entities are non-Newtonian in nature. This fancy scientific footwork 
used to elevate an exception to our premise that everything that begins to exist has a cause is only an 
imaginary distraction, much like David Copperfield's dancing assistants. But there really is a man behind 
the curtain! Upon closer inspection, the educated scientist is somewhat enlightened about the virtual 
particle. First, causal critics have to make the universe a virtual particle in order to make it an exception to 
the causal principle. (31) But if we are to press the issue, I find no correlation between a virtual particle and 
the universe's original singularity. All speculations about the universe's singularity entail a point of infinite 
mass at t=0. There is no similarity in definition or folk knowledge about it. Besides, why do we not observe 
additional universes "popping" into existence uncaused if virtual particles are the culprits? (32) If the critic 
supplies reasons to suggest that such a particle is unique then it is difficult to see how it can be identical to 
the general understanding of virtual particles today. The conclusion that the universe is not a virtual 
particle is, to me, a proper analysis. So, what if the universe were only analogous to a virtual particle? (33) 
This would also seem to fail since the universe's origin does not appear to have behaved like a virtual 
particle. But perhaps there are specific similarities with respect to initial conditions prior to Planck time 
(10-43 of a second after the initial singularity). Quantum physicists speculate that there existed a superforce 
and a superparticle prior to the hot Big Bang state of the universe. The superforce is the force from which 
the gravitational, strong, weak, and electromagnetic forces are derived. Similarly, the superparticle is 
divided into bosons and fermions following the Planck era. This superparticle could conceivably be broadly 
construed as a virtual particle. Granting the superparticle analogy, virtual particles derive their existence 
from quantum vacuums, which is not the same thing as saying "nothing at all." That is, a classical 
Newtonian vacuum is understood to be the absence of any energy or matter. But a quantum vacuum is the 
state of a particle that has not yet been provided the necessary qualities to be observed. Lastly, there is one 
final destination for the virtual particle argument: It relies on a metaphysical view of quantum mechanics 
not yet adhered to by the majority of physicists. Quantum physics is a theoretical science that remains in its 
underdeveloped infancy. The fact that quantum events are just comprehensible manifestations of 
unobservable entities demands that such a system be interpreted with caution. This is why most physicists 
opt for the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum events associated with Niels Bohr. (34) Quantum particles 
serve to provide answers to scientific problems but have no real bearing on reality. Such a view sees 
quantum physics as a science similar to astronomical theories about WIMPs and Dark Matter. Although 
they may be constructive and functional, there are no firm conclusions drawn about the unseen. 

Therefore, without having to spend too much time and energy dealing with what could only be criticized in 
a philosophical arena and not in the observable world, the premise that everything which begins to exist has 
a cause for its existence seems to be a well-established principle underscored by experience. 

 
The Universe Began To Exist.  



This premise is perhaps the vital organ of the kalam cosmological argument and, if successfully refuted, 
would certainly put this argument into academic arrest. There would be no need to worry about a clearly 
intuitive notion that everything which begins to exist has a cause for its existence since the other leg of the 
argument would be undermined. This simple statement, yet one which has been the target of both 
philosophers and scientists, is the key to the validity of the kalam cosmological argument whose 
implication is to believe in an ultimate cause of the universe. Defenders of the kalam argument have split 
the support for the belief that the universe began to exist into two categories: (i) Philosophy shows that 
there cannot be an infinite regression of time since that would imply the absurd notion that an actually 
infinite number of things exists in the real world. (ii) Science shows us through the best astronomical model 
of the origin of the universe and through the Second Law of Thermodynamics that the universe began to 
exist. If at least one of these independent categories of inquiry turns out to be true then we have no rational 
choice but to concede the truth that the universe began to exist (which is the logical necessity of this 
deductive argument). So we will now take a closer look at each of these two categories and why no 
rationally thinking person should reject them. 

  

Philosophical Arguments  

In order to make the case that our universe must have a beginning, we will concentrate in this section on the 
more abstract reasons to reject the real possibility of an actually infinite past. This particular argument 
suggests that if no real actual infinites exist and no actual infinites can be achieved through successive 
addition, then the only option for quantitative values is to be limited to a finite count (which may progress 
indefinitely). Since the total number of past events in the history of the universe is a quantitative value, then 
the total number of past events in the history of the universe would be finite: 

 
The space-time universe is x < years old.  

 

Our conclusion will expectantly yield the only other option to an actually infinite number of past events, 
which is to say that our universe began to exist some finite time ago. 

 

It is impossible to have an actually infinite number of things. 

The famous mathematician Georg Cantor developed a system of categorizing groups of numbers as 
members of a collective set. This systematic arrangement is commonly identified as set theory. A 
mathematical set is a collection of mathematical members belonging to that set, whatever it may be. We 
can label, manipulate, and compare members of a set to another value, set, or whatever a mathematician 
can come envisage. Let me provide a physical example of a set of people. Suppose that we wanted to talk 
about a small group of friends whose names are Joe, Frank, and Wendy. We can call this group set A: 

 
A = {Joe, Frank, Wendy}  

 

As you can see, within set A (the set that includes a closed circle of friends) are three friends. This total 
number of friends is called the cardinal number. Thus, in this example, the cardinal number of friends that 
we have is three. But what if we wanted to talk about only two of the three friends? How would we 
categorize them mathematically? When we begin pointing to members within a set, we call this reference a 
subset or proper subset depending on how we make our reference. But a general subset to our example may 
include just Joe and Wendy. So, if A1 represented the two friends we wished to discuss then: 



 
A1 = {Joe, Wendy}  

 

As you can see, set A has three members while subset A1 only has two members. With this example in mind 
we can now graduate to a more abstract usage of set theory. Consider the following: 

 
A = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}  

 

We can clearly see that any subset extracted from set A would have a cardinal number no greater than five 
(A1 5). It is possible that A1 could stand for {1, 3, 5} or {2, 4}. As long as our imagination is free to wander, 
we can come up with any number of combinations. If we begin comparing two sets then we can begin to 
see how mathematics begins to work its arithmetical and comparative magic. Suppose there are two subsets 
(A1 and A2) that are compared with set A, so: 

 
A = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}  

A1 = {1, 3, 5}  
A2 = {2, 4}  

 

According to the principle totum parte maiuis (or "the whole is greater than a part") we can never have a 
situation where a subset of A can be larger than the original set A (keeping in mind the rule about cardinal 
numbers) (35): 

 
A > (A1 A2)  

 

So, no matter how we formulate a subset, it must always conform to this principle. But when we intimate 
the simple realm of finite numbers into the realm of transfinite numbers then our world principle begins to 
break down. Sure, one could easily look at this and say that this principle works with finite numbers but not 
with transfinite numbers and, thus, could avoid the complications altogether. But I see this response 
unwarranted because numbers represent logical values. It supposes that transfinite mathematics can be 
categorized as an illogical subcategory of mathematics, obeying no rules of non-contradiction. This could 
lead to all sorts of unreasonable conclusions. Consider that if I count to the highest finite number of objects 
then the rule that the "whole is greater than its parts" applies. But if I add one more number then the rule 
supposedly breaks down. So: 

 
0, 1, 2 . . . finite n  

0, 1, 2, . . . finite n + 1  
 

But why should one more number make any difference to the rest of the set? Now, I am not suggesting that 
the abstract world of mathematics will not permit certain allowances that the real world cannot mirror. 
Instead, I am suggesting that a look at numbers with respect to the totum parte maiuis principle requires 
that although no contradictions can obtain there is a peculiar result offered by conclusions drawn from 
transfinite arithmetic. But, more fundamentally, this is why the finite/transfinite distinction exists in the first 
place. Transfinite numbers still must obey basic logical principles. It is only when they correspond to actual 
physical events that their internal game can no longer be played. 



Consider the following ancient approach to the problem of motion in the early Eleatic school of 
Parmenides. Zeno of Elea, born around 489 B.C., came to the defense of the non-existence of motion 
against Pythagorean pluralism. The dilemma of pluralism proffered to the Pythagoreans suggested that 
either everything that exists is infinitely large or infinitely small. If this is true then since individual 
components (or "units") of the universe possess no magnitude we could not possibly expect that a totality 
of these components could add up to produce magnitude collectively. To exemplify, anything multiplied by 
zero is still zero. This led Zeno to conclude that a plurality of "units" in the composition of reality is an 
absurd notion. Concerning motion, the problem of infinity again buttressed the Parmenidean concept of a 
single Reality. Because of this problem, the existence of such would preclude any honest belief that it truly 
exists as anything but an illusion. This is where Zeno's famous paradox of Achilles and the tortoise served 
as support for this notion. Zeno, in response to the Pythagoreans, asked us to imagine a race where Achilles 
and a tortoise are going to compete. Achilles, being the sportsman that he is, grants the tortoise a head start. 
But when Achilles begins his run after the tortoise has reached a certain distance then the supposition that a 
straight line on the racetrack has an infinite number of points promotes a paradox. Zeno shows that 
Achilles, in order to catch up to his opponent, must first arrive at the point where the tortoise was. In so 
doing, the tortoise naturally has advanced to another point on this racing line. Even if the tortoise only 
moves a relatively short distance, Achilles still has the task of reaching that point before proceeding any 
further. But, again, the tortoise has already moved on to another point on the line provided that nothing 
stunted his travel. On the surface, Achilles seems to be closing in on the tortoise, but since he must first 
traverse the same points already covered by the tortoise then he will never overtake his opponent. 

 
Figure 4-1 

According to this diagram, we see that in order for Achilles to catch up to the tortoise he must approach 
points 1 and 2. But when Achilles makes his move the tortoise is also moving toward points 3, 4, and 5. 
And Achilles must reach those points before he can at least catch up to his opponent. But since the tortoise 
is obviously not going to stop but keep running, then Achilles still has the task of reaching those same 
points that the tortoise has already covered. Thus, assume (t) = the tortoise and (A) = Achilles: 

 
If (t) is at 2 then (A) must traverse 1 to catch up.       
If (t) is at 3 then (A) must traverse 2 to catch up.       
If (t) is at 4 then (A) must traverse 3 to catch up.       

If (t) is at 5 then (A) must traverse 5 to catch up . . .  

 

Notice in the prior diagram that points 3, 4, and 5 are closer together showing that the tortoise is slowing 
down. But this is inconsequential to the tortoise. He still retains victory since he knows that Achilles must 
reach those same points before he can catch up. The tortoise need only advance one more point, no matter 
how short a distance, in order to insure that Achilles could never catch up. The fact that a line contains an 
infinite number of points entails that the tortoise can go as slow as he wants and never lose a race with even 
the quickest opponent, so long as the tortoise can begin the race with at least a one point handicap over his 
opponent. (36) 



With this illustration in mind, consider the mathematical formula expressing the impossibility of reaching 
the destination on an infinite line: 

 
- 1 =  

 

Because there are an infinite number of bisections that can obtain by dividing some whole number an 
infinite number of times then there are an actually infinite number of midpoints between two whole 
numbers. Fractions serve to exemplify how this is accomplished: 

1 1 1 1 1  
2 4 8 16 . . 
.  

It seems that we could multiply any whole number with an infinite number of divided fractions and never 
achieve a result equaling the next whole number. This seems to show that an infinite number of midpoints 
can never be achieved. 

Is it true, then, that Achilles can never catch up with the tortoise as long as the tortoise keeps moving no 
matter what the rate? Of course he can. The problem with Zeno's paradox is that there is no such thing as an 
actually infinite number of midpoints. Instead, we see the number of times a whole number can be divided 
as indefinite (or potentially infinite). Given the finitude of the real points on the racetrack where Achilles 
and the tortoise are racing, Achilles need only cover more finite points per every set of points covered by 
the tortoise. This is what we call rate. 

 
d = rt  

 

Given a certain finite distance d to be traversed in some length of time t, then we can calculate how long it 
would take for the tortoise to cover d: 

 
r = d/t  

 

So, in order for Achilles to win the gold medal, he must have a rate (r2) exceeding the tortoise's: 

 
r2 > r  

 

Given this, it is impossible to see how the tortoise could win the race as long as the rate is within the 
bounds of the time allotted. 

Therefore, if an actually infinite number of things really exists then such a number results in logically 
contradictory results. In this illustration we saw that an infinite set can have an infinite number of subsets 
removed from it and still contain an infinite number of members left. The lesson we ought to learn from 
Zeno's paradox is that there cannot really be an actual infinite since this would imply that a lagging racer 
could never reach his winning opponent no matter how long he had and how slow the winner moved. These 
considerations rationally force us to suppose that an actual infinite is just an idea fostered by the mind and 
not something that can exist as a property in reality. Since time itself is a set of discrete members of 



seconds, days, years, and so on, then time must be a finite set of members. This means that the universe 
must have begun to exist. 

 

It is impossible to obtain an actually infinite number of things through successive addition. 

Mathematicians have puzzled for centuries on the precise meaning of infinity as it relates to the actual 
world. Some have eliminated the puzzle by suggesting that infinity is merely something that exists in the 
mind (as we have seen above). (37) Others maintain that infinity possesses some ontological status in the real 
world. (38) In an attempt to demonstrate the difference between the reality of an infinite and the idea of an 
infinite, Aristotle had suggested the terms actual infinite (the completed whole value of infinity) and 
potential infinite (an indefinite count susceptible to infinite addition). (39) Analytic philosopher Bertrand 
Russell (1872-1970) believed that an actual infinite could be achieved as long as the counter possessed an 
actually infinite number of years to accomplish the count. In the example given in Sterne's novel, we have a 
man by the name of Tristram Shandy. (40) Sterne writes about Tristram Shandy as an extraordinarily slow 
individual committed to writing an autobiography. However, he is so slow that it takes him one year of 
writing in order to complete only one day of his personal history. This means that the most recent event that 
could be recorded is the day that occurred only one year ago. As Shandy writes on an additional day, it 
takes him an additional year to complete the events of that day. On the one hand it seems that if Shandy 
could write for an infinite number of years then he could eventually have complete his essay. On the other 
hand it seems that the longer Shandy writes, the further he distances himself from the days to write on. 
Russell uses this example and believes that an actual infinite can be achieved through successive addition 
only if Shandy has an infinite number of days to complete the task. 

Bertrand Russell suspected that a true life Tristram Shandy paradox could be solved. For Russell, it is the 
individual who possesses an infinite number of days. Of course mortal individuals possess merely a finite 
number of days. According to Russell, this is the key to solving the apparent problem. The paradox posits 
an autobiographer who writes on every day passed. Since it takes Shandy one year (=365 days) to complete 
one day, then in terms of a one-to-one correspondence with temporal history it would appear to be futile on 
a finite level: 

 

Observed History: 1 day, 2 days, 3 days, 4 days, 5 days, . . . 

Recorded History: 365 days, 730 days, 1095 days, 1460 days, 1825 days, . . . 

 

On the surface it would seem mathematically impossible for Shandy to complete writing on all the days 
passed. Since each day yields an additional 365 days to write then it would seem that the longer Shandy 
wrote the further behind he would get. Russell solves this mathematical problem by suggesting an actually 
infinite number of years as the required antecedent for finishing the task (and to be sure it is certainly a 
necessary antecedent). For the sake of written mathematical concepts, the symbol often used to refer to a 
mathematical infinite is the Aleph Null (Ao). As one observes the following equation, the paradox appears 
to suggest something not true of usual, finite numbers. 

 
Ao + 1 = Ao  

 



The implication here is that since any number added to infinity is still infinity, then the idea that an 
additional member adds to the set is defeated. One component of the equation (Ao) is quantitatively equal 
to the sum of both components (Ao and 1). The reader should notice the violation of the totem parte maiuis 
occurring here. This is a good mathematical illustration with the problem of the reality of an actual infinite 
we already looked at. But concerning the adding of individual discrete parts to total an infinite set, Russell 
asserts that given an infinite number of years to write plus the infinite number of days written about results 
in an infinite amount of time that actually transpired. Thus, the amount of time to write (if obtained) would 
be equal to the amount of time given to write about. Therefore (Let d = days to write on; y = years to 
complete; t = time obtained): 

 
y(Ao) + d(Ao) = t(Ao)  

 

Russell believed that when the presence of infinity is seen all at once, then the concept of infinity is 
something that can exist as a quantitative property in the real world (he does not mean exist in the Platonic 
sense). (41) 

At this time I will briefly present two opposing views on Russell's assessment of the Tristram Shandy 
paradox and the problem with an actual infinite through successive addition. 

Atheist philosopher Quentin Smith presents the Tristram Shandy paradox in his essay on the existence of 
infinity in the past. His purpose is to show that it is feasible to exist in a universe that does not have a 
beginning (this is in contrast to the non-Thomistic belief that the universe began to exist). Smith, with 
regard to Russell, makes this observation: 

 

the number of past days written about is a proper subset 

of the infinite set of past days, and a proper subset of an 

infinite set can be numerically equivalent to the set even 

though there are members of the set that are not members 

of the proper subset. Just as the infinite set of natural 

numbers has the same number of members as its proper 

subset of equal numbers, yet has members that are not 

members of this proper subset (these members being the 

odd numbers); so the infinite set of past days has the same 

number of members as its proper subset of days written 

about, yet has members that are not members of this proper 

subset (these members being the days unwritten about). (42) 



 

Smith maintains that the Tristram Shandy paradox is internally consistent in the light of sets and proper 
subsets. (43) If it is true that 

 
A = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, . . . 0}  

A1 = {2, 4, 6, 8, . . . 0} 

A2 = {1, 3, 5, 7, . . . 0} 

then: 

 

1) The total numbers of proper subset A1 = The total numbers of set A.
 (44) 

2) But, proper subset A1 does not contain the numbers of proper subset A2. 

3) Therefore, proper subset A1 contains the same numbers as set A while simultaneously not possessing 
numbers found in proper subset A2. 

 
 

Smith shows that set theory validates the Tristram Shandy story and shows that the completion of his 
autobiography is ultimately possible. 

Theistic philosopher William Lane Craig, one of the most stern contemporary defenders of the kalam 
cosmological argument, responds to Smith by asserting that both Russell and Smith have missed the real 
issue involved in the paradox. Craig responds to Russell that 

 

the problem with this argument seems to be that while an 

infinite number of years is a necessary condition of record- 

ing an infinite number of days at the rate of one day per year, 

it is not a sufficient condition. What is also needed is that 

the days and years be arranged in a certain way such that 

every day is succeeded by a year in which to record it. But 

then it will be seen that Tristram Shandy's task is inherently 

paradoxical; the absurdity lies not in the infinity of the past 



but in the task itself. (45) 

 

Craig claims that instead of Shandy writing forever and catching up on history, he would eventually be 
infinitely far behind. (46) Craig further points out that the picture Russell paints entails a beginningless task. 
That is, if one were to ask "Where in the temporal series of events are the days recorded by Tristram 
Shandy at any given point?" (47) then, according to Craig, one could only answer that the days are infinitely 
distant from the present. It appears that for every day Shandy is writing there is an infinite distance from 
that day to the last recorded day. Craig shares with his critics that Russell's assessment fails to consider the 
real problem of consecutively counting to infinity. 

On the question of an actual infinite, my sympathies are with Craig. I think both Russell and Smith have 
failed to consider the one-to-one correspondence in the actual world as it relates to the world of 
mathematics. At this point I will limit my response to Bertrand Russell's view of the Tristram Shandy 
paradox. My observation of the matter seems to yield two problems with Russell's justification. 

First, if we observe what is really going on in the paradox then it becomes apparent that it is logically 
unsolvable and not merely epistemologically unsolvable. When we see that for each day there are 365 
subsequent days of writing, then I fail to see how Shandy "catches up" on the autobiography. Mere 
comparisons of infinite sets and subsets bespeak the paradox's lesson. It is precisely because an infinite 
proper subset equals an infinite set why successive addition fails to obtain. It appears, then, that we are 
discussing two different worlds: the finite and the infinite. (48) So, if we uphold the principle of 
correspondence then it would appear that Tristram Shandy falls behind with each additional day he must 
write on. This makes the task unending. 

Second, if we grant Russell's solution by granting immortality to Shandy then it would appear that the 
problem is merely extended instead of solved. In other words, there is no reason to adhere to an actual 
infinite via successive addition by simply pushing back the length of the task to the time of the task. The 
question now becomes, "Will temporal segments of duration through successive addition arrive at an actual 
infinite?" (49) Would we not still be dealing with successive addition to the infinite? At this point it would be 
absurd to respond by suggesting that such an achievement is based on finite time because the argument now 
concerns time itself. The detractor could avoid this problem by reestablishing a definition for time such that 
it is perceived as being static instead of dynamic. The notion of discrete segments of durative temporal 
points could be construed as a singular point of presentness. It is only through the individual consciousness 
of an observer that separate segments of time exist and that individual segments are merely illusory. But 
even a phenomenological perception of time, such as this one, would not serve to defeat the problem 
because now we are relegating the existence of temporal infinity to a mere mental thought. As we saw 
before in the example of Achilles and the tortoise, it is only in the world of conceptual mathematics do 
there exist the types of paradoxes advanced by Zeno and Russell. Even a conceptual analysis of time 
requires the one-to-one correspondence if the history of the universe is to be envisaged. And this places the 
detractor back into the very seat that was being avoided. (50) No matter what the context of temporal 
duration, the question is inevitably about the actual universe in which we exist. It is that temporal segments 
adding up to infinity are alleged to exist apart from consciousness either by nature or by virtue of a 
conscientious correspondence to temporal segments. In order to see this illustrated, suppose that we 
mentally affirm this mathematical sentence: 

 
- 1 =  

 

According to Cantor's set theory, there is no reason why this cannot possibly be true. However, if we attach 
this sentence to objects of the real world then the problem of transfinite mathematics becomes 
incommensurable with those objects of external or actual existence such as: 



 
bars of chocolate - 1 bar of chocolate = bars of chocolate  

 

No one should accept the thesis that by subtracting one bar of chocolate from the set of all the bars of 
chocolate that the total number of chocolates has been unaltered. So, says the detractor, perhaps time is 
static and exists in a state of simultaneity relative to a Lorentzian or Newtonian privileged inertial frame of 
reference. (51) Briefly, these views hold generically that there exists an objective inertial frame of reference 
such that all time is measured by it even though the relativity of time can be seen differently in various 
frames of reference. (52) Thus, according to some views of temporal simultaneity, all time exists in one set 
of points all occurring simultaneously with respect to the privileged frame. So the detractor could argue that 
there are no distinct individual segments of time but one all-embracing point of presentness. Because the 
issue of temporal mechanics is beyond our present discussion, let us consider only one major problem with 
this understanding. If the detractor is correct in that all points exist simultaneously then it is false that 

 
Microsoft Windows 98 was released prior to Microsoft Windows ME.  

 

Rather, what the detractor would have to surmise is that both Windows versions were released 
simultaneously even though our inertial frames of reference suggest that one preceded the other. The fact 
that there is a real succession of temporal events militates against the idea of simultaneity in a privileged 
frame. Moreover, the decision to make the frame of reference that perceives temporal duration as 
simultaneous may just be arbitrary. If one believes that God exists in a frame of reference that human 
creatures ought to call privileged, then regardless of divine theories of time, the entire exercise of proving 
God's existence would be trivial since God would be assumed to exist as the basis of preferring a privileged 
inertial frame. And this would serve to negate the need to support the kalam argument. 

Therefore, given a static view of time in the absence of the assumption that God exists to prove a privileged 
frame of reference, it would be irrationally evasive to merely extend the problem of the length of time to 
time itself. And the theories of actual simultaneity engender unacceptable consequences about the actual 
world such that abandoning some form of a real succession of time is less plausible than preferring to 
relegate time to a finite number of temporal segments. 

We have seen Bertrand Russell's attempt to prove the real possibility of achieving an actual infinite through 
successive addition. Even though the Tristram Shandy paradox of the slow autobiographer was designed to 
show why such a successive addition is not actually possible, Russell suggested that the solution required 
Shandy to have an infinite number of days to complete his task. Quentin Smith agrees with Russell's 
contention and invokes the notion of sets and proper subsets to prove the point. William Craig suggested 
that Russell had focused on the wrong issue and that the problem rested not in the necessary time to 
complete it but, rather, on the sufficiency of consecutive counting. I concluded with two reasons why 
Russell had failed to solve the puzzle. I had also suggested that Russell's solution actually increases the 
problem and then extends it to successive segments of time. And since it makes more sense to affirm some 
form of actual temporal duration then its negation, then it makes more sense to abandon the history of the 
universe as being an infinite number of years old. We shall survey one final attempt at evading the 
problems of an actual set of infinite temporal segments. This criticism comes not from a denial of temporal 
duration but from an alternative analysis of that duration. Since this criticism is applicable to the entire 
exercise of denying an actually infinite number of successive events, my analysis that such an attempt 
cannot be adequately performed shall be categorized below. 

 

Robert Gillespie, Jr.'s defense of an actual infinite based either on the simultaneity of the universe's history 
or a replacement theory of time 



In the first issue of The Examined Life On-line Philosophy Journal, Robert Gillespie, Jr. (hereafter 
"Gillespie") responds to William Craig's philosophical sub-argument against an actual infinite (the second 
premise of the kalam cosmological argument), not by utilizing set theory or abstract mathematics, but by 
denying its consistency with the A-Theory of time that both Craig and I adhere to. (53) Gillespie argues that 
the A-Theory of time only permits the impossibility of an actual infinite if the actual infinite is somehow 
instantiated simultaneously notwithstanding the seemingly contradictory device employed here. In this 
section I wish to suggest that his objections can be disavowed because he either misapplies the A-Theory of 
time or he misunderstands the nature of past events. In either case one can justifiably retain the sentiment of 
the impossibility of an actually infinite number of things thus preserving the victory of the kalam 
argument's philosophical premise that nothing is actually infinite. 

Gillespie's layout of the kalam cosmological argument bears little controversy and does not require any 
further commentary. Those familiar with the kalam's structure, as we have discussed above, know that the 
controversy in the quasi-syllogism is the second premise: 

 
p2: The universe began to exist.  

 

Astrophysicists have spent a great deal of time and energy vitiating previous models of the Big Bang theory 
in favor of new and, needless to say, novel ideas about the universe's origin. Everything from chaotic 
inflationary models to quantum gravity theories have been proposed as new theoretical spins on the Big 
Bang portrait. (54) The success of the second premise in the kalam argument resides, not only in its popular 
confirmation by the general scientific population, but in the basking of the wealth of philosophical realism 
which precludes the actual infinite from ever being a real existent. The kalam argument, when it was 
originally proposed by Islamic philosophers in the Middle Ages, gained its force due to its argumentative 
tact in rebuffing the notion that there could ever be an infinite number of rotating concentric spheres in the 
universe because if time were infinite then each sphere (no matter how close or far) would have rotated an 
equal number of times. Since the Principle of Correspondence (55) seems to be threatened by this realization, 
Islamic philosophers considered this as evidence against the actualization of an infinite number of things. 
(56) Thus the contention in Gillespie's evaluation revisits this altercation by concentrating on the 
philosophical sub-arguments to the kalam's second premise which, as we have seen, posits a similar 
problem. 

Gillespie's first argument concerns the problem of an actual past from an A-Theory perspective. Fortunately 
for A-Theory defenders, the veracity of the A-Theory of time is not under dispute in his essay. Instead, 
Gillespie is only interested in showing that Craig himself adheres to the A-Theory of time. So the 
controversy surrounds, not around the A-Theory versus the B-Theory of time, but around the alleged 
internal inconsistency between an A-Theory of time and the problem of an actually infinite number of past 
temporal events. Gillespie writes: 

 

[A]ccording to the A-theory, past events no longer exist. That is, 

from an ontological perspective, the series of past events does 

not consist of a narrowly actual and coexistent membership, and 

therefore cannot draw upon those principles governing such a series. 

At most, the series of past events constitutes only a broadly actual 



series. Thus, if . . . the Hilbert's Hotel illustration demonstrates the 

absurdity entailed in a beginningless series of past events, then [the] 

argument either: 1) fails due to a misapplication of the illustration's 

principle (it cannot apply to a broadly actual series), or 2) [one] is 

conceiving of the series as being constituted by narrowly actual elements  

. . . [he] will not accept the first option, so he must be opting for the 

second. But if this is so, then this clearly places him at odds with the 

A-theory of time. (57) 

 

For Gillespie, if someone wants to maintain that past events do not exist (because of her allegiance to the 
A-Theory of time) then he cannot adhere to the view that past events are somehow "constituted by 
narrowly actual elements." By "narrowly actual" Gillespie means to suggest that something merely exists 
or, in his words, "that which exists." So the disarming feature confronting A-Theorist supporters of the 
kalam argument can be observed by the following statements: 

 

(1) There are no actual infinites. 

(2) Past events are not actual (implied by the A-Theory) 

(3) Past events can be infinite. 

 

Because the kalam defender accepts the truth of (2) then, logically, she is committed to the possibility of 
(3). The kalam defender certainly believes in (1) but it no longer has any force because (2) is logically 
consistent with (3). But is Gillespie's objection that an infinite past is consistent with the A-Theory a good 
one? Some reasons suggest that it is not. 

When one speaks of the impossibility of an actual infinite being instantiated in the real world we mean to 
suggest that there can be no actual infinite sets that bear any ontological status beyond nominalist or 
conceptualist restraints. So one way of unraveling the controversy is as easy as understanding the 
difference between past events and the past itself. The A-Theory is meant to disclose the nature of the 
tensed events contained in the past as ceased while the sub-argument for the second premise of the kalam 
argument is meant to preclude the actual existence of an infinite past itself. The reasoning behind this 
occurs from the simple fact of temporal accumulation. No kalam supporter is upset at the veracity of (2) but 
to conclude that the past itself is not an actual accumulation is to betray our intuitions about history. This 
would mean that my having eaten breakfast yesterday does not accumulate in a way that the breakfast 
contributes to the present. Thus it would result in the absurd notion that digestion occurs from nonexistent 
events! Past events are surely connected to present-day events. And I think this is the motivation behind 
William Craig's rejoinder on the subject. (58) Consider that the sinking of the Titanic is not a real thing at 
present (and is to be conceived of as having ceased to exist). But it is obviously false that the sinking of the 



Titanic as a historical event is not a real thing. Consider its equivalent atemporal statement: The Titanic 
sinks on April 14, 1912 on the North Atlantic Ocean. (59) There is something true about this tragedy 
regardless if it is 1912 or 2001. The only difference is that the Titanic is not presently sinking whereas it 
was presently sinking in 1912. That the Titanic is sinking is not true today should not rob the fact that in the 
past it was true that the Titanic is sinking. In other words, that event was true on April 14, 1912 but is no 
longer true today. But the present memory of that event suggests that there is something about the past that 
is carried unto today. Indeed, Gillespie wants to preserve a similar sentiment when he introduces broad 

actuality when he writes, "The sinking of the H.M.S. Titanic on April 14, 1912 was an actual event and 
constitutes an instance of broad actuality." The narrow/broad actuality dichotomy is understood to be a 
present-existence/former-existence contrast. (60) The Titanic sinking is an instance of broad actuality while 
the existence of this thesis is narrowly actual. But it seems apparent to me that when the past and the past's 
individual events are properly distinguished then Gillespie's elucidation of narrow vs. broad actuality 
conforms to 

 
(4) The past is narrowly actual.  

 

and 

 
(2') The past's distinct events are broadly actual.  

 

At first blush it appears that (4) overtly contradicts the A-Theory of time in that the theory defines the past 
as nonexistent. However, the subject of (4) is not the events contained in the past but the present 

acknowledgment of the existence of a past. That is, it is presently true in the here and now that we have a 
past history. This makes the past as a temporal container a narrow actuality to the present observer. 
However, the distinct events of the past can be understood as broadly actual. The "past" functions in an 
equivocal sense to that of the events of the past and an analysis that there is something of the past that 
exists today carries some weight. Thus if (4) and (2') can be true then there arises no problem for the A-
Theorist supporter of the kalam argument. But this objection appears to be too easy as it relies on a simple 
semantic re-evaluation. It appears that the critic could argue for an actual infinite number of other past 
events (i.e. infinite matter/energy) without being threatened by this solution. Are there other good reasons 
to deny Gillespie's objections and to accept a univocal meaning of "past" thereby sustaining confidence that 
there can be no actual events in the past? I think that there are. Let us look at Gillespie's second objection. 

His second argument rests on the notion that replaceable events of history permit an actually infinite 
number of them. Now I contend that past events cannot be actually infinite in an A-Theory interpretation, 
not because past events are tantamount to nonexistent events, but because the events of history are actual 

accumulations. Gillespie thinks that this cannot be the case because each event in history is replaced by 
another event of history so that it is possible for an infinite number of events to rotate through time. He 
writes: 

 

[A]s time progresses, certain events come into being (i.e., begin to 

occur) thereby augmenting the total number of events in existence 

at any given moment in time. Yet at the same moment other events 

are passing out of being (i.e., ceasing to occur), thus lowering the 



total number. As a result, the total number of events in existence 

over time is not static, but dynamic: past events cease to exist and 

future events come into existence. (61) 

 

For Gillespie, all temporal events are replaced instead of accumulated. So then he gives the analogy of a 
cargo truck that can hold an infinite number of boxes granted that for each box that is loaded one box is 
removed. He goes on to explain that "it is a process of constant rotation: the first worker loads one box, and 
the second worker simultaneously unloads another. In this way, there is no limit to how many boxes can be 
loaded onto the truck, for there is always room for another as a result of the simultaneous unloading." This, 
he surmises, means that "there is nothing that logically necessitates the view that there must have been an 
absolutely primary box." The careful reader may understand that what Gillespie is inadvertently arguing for 
is a potential infinite and not an actual one. While it is true that one could potentially load a cargo truck 
with an infinite number of boxes while simultaneously unloading one box as each box is added, it does not 
follow that one could actually do so. Therefore, the problem I have with this analogy is not with the 
number of boxes that could circulate through the cargo truck but with the number of boxes themselves that 
cannot accumulate to an actually infinite number. Surely their placement in or out of the cargo truck is 
irrelevant to the quantity of the boxes themselves. It seems that no matter how many times a new box is 
added and removed one could always add another box. In fact, one could take the Hilbert's Hotel 
illustration and convert it to this one. Consider that the number of boxes that have circulated in and out of 
the first cargo truck had been one at a time. Now consider a second cargo truck whose workers load their 
truck simultaneously with the first one. But this second truck loads every other box that the first truck 
unloads at the same time and then removes its box as another one is loaded. If the workers of the first truck 
have cycled an infinite number of boxes then the second truck, even though they only loaded every other 
box discarded by the first truck, has cycled just as many boxes as the first truck! So that 

 
(5) Truck #1 loaded boxes 1, 2, 3, . . .  

 

and 

 
(6) Truck #2 loaded boxes 2, 4, 6, . . .   

 

Even though truck #1 cycled twice as many boxes as the second truck, truck #2 loaded just as many boxes 
as the first one which seems to be absurd. This illustration shows why the Principle of Correspondence is 
violated and serves to show the initial problem of actualizing an infinite number of things. (62) So the initial 
problem of an actual infinite still remains. 

As I read Gillespie's refutation of the kalam cosmological argument it appears that the focus of his 
objection attempts to impale the problem of an actual infinite found in the philosophical sub-argument to 
the second premise on the A-Theory of time. For Gillespie, the nature of the A-Theory renders past events 
as nonexistent and that past events do not accumulate but are replaced. Therefore, he says, a kalam 

defender cannot object to an actual infinite because the actual infinite does not occur simultaneously. 
However, I have shown that the nature of the A-Theory of time does not preclude the problem of an actual 
infinite number of past events so long as one is able to make the distinction between past events and the 
past itself or that past events are not replaced but, rather, are accumulations. Either solution renders 
Gillespie's arguments about the inconsistency of the A-Theory of time with the impossibility of an actual 
infinite false. 



  

Therefore, theists can remain confident in the kalam cosmological argument's second premise because of its 
philosophical affirmation that past events or the past itself cannot actually be infinite. But if philosophy 
shows that the past cannot be infinitely old then the second premise to the kalam argument is sustained. 
This means that the universe began to exist and gloriously leads to the conclusion that the universe has a 
cause. 

 
 

Scientific Arguments  

Naturally when people view philosophical arguments, they tend to see them as abstract defenses of obscure 
propositions. The fact is, too many people find philosophical arguments both hard to follow and 
uninteresting. For those who find philosophical arguments worthwhile and appealing, such a defense for 
the non-existence of an actually infinite number of years as the total number of years in the history of the 
universe adds support to the kalam cosmological argument. One really need not proceed any further. In any 
case, we can survey two scientific arguments in support of what we have already concluded by philosophy 
alone. In so doing, we will briefly examine two scientific territories about our universe and compare them 
to the kalam cosmological argument's claim in the second premise. 

 
 

Astronomy and astrophysics declare that the universe began to exist via the Big Bang 

Science has certainly been at the forefront of modern philosophical thought. And there is little doubt that 
science has contributed greatly to philosophical pursuits. Some philosophers have even made it their 
ultimate methodology in ascertaining certain truths about our world. (63) Regardless of how one perceives 
the importance of science, the fields of astronomy and astrophysics are at the forefront of the science of 
origins. (64) On a purely scientifically methodological level, many great thinkers have pondered the 
cosmogonic implication of one of the most popular astronomical theories to surface: the Big Bang theory. 
(65)

 Ever since Albert Einstein associated his recent General Theory of Relativity (GTR) with cosmology in 
1917, Einstein and other scientists sought to make GTR commensurate with a currently-adopted static 
model of the universe. But there arose a significant error. The problem of GTR's cosmological predictions 
centered around the matter in the universe and its gravitational effects. Einstein assumed that the universe is 
homogenous and isotropic (which is to say that the universe is the same everywhere with properties 
independent of direction) with a constant curvature of space. Having made no concession for this anomaly, 
Einstein invented the cosmological constant so that the gravitational effect of matter could be compensated. 
Since Einstein's theory assumed a steady-state model of the universe then the effect of gravity had to be 
counterbalanced. Meanwhile, Alexander Friedman and Georges Lemaître were able to develop solutions to 
the field equations under the umbrella of an expanding universe. Thus the Big Bang theory was born. The 
so-called Big Bang theory originally derived its name from the Cambridge astronomer Fred Hoyle in 
describing the implication of the Friedman-Lemaître model tongue-in-cheek. 

Meanwhile, during the efforts of the applied sciences in 1929, Edwin Hubble made a remarkable 
observational discovery. During his examination of the light spectrum from various galaxies, he began to 
see an interesting pattern indicative of every galaxy he would observe: galaxies have redshift. This means 
that the light observed in the light spectrum of those galaxies is shifted toward the red end of the spectrum. 
When we match this observation with the so-called Doppler Effect (the rule that wavelengths, when they 
are "approaching" an observer, are shorter while wavelengths, when they are "receding" from an observer, 
are longer), we can ascertain the radial velocity of the galaxy given that redshift implies a receding of the 
galaxies observed. This can be illustrated by alluding to dropping a coin into a pond. If someone drops a 
coin into a pond then one sees the point of entry where the coin disturbs the pond and the waves produced 



by its wake. These waves travel outward away from the disturbance. Similarly, light and sound are 
composed of wavelengths and emit analogous waves through space. If an ambulance is blaring its sirens 
coming to rescue your sick neighbor, then you would hear the pitch of those sirens upon their approach 
increase. Once the ambulance picked up its ailed cargo then it would speed off to the nearest hospital where 
the sirens would then sound like they were running out of energy. This is due to the increase of distance 
between the disturbance (the sirens themselves) and the observer. So, the greater the rate of departure, the 
greater (or larger) the wavelengths to the observer. Thus the radial velocity implies that the galaxies (the 
source of the "disturbance") are receding away from our earth (where our observers reside). (66) But this 
seems odd since if all galaxies are receding away from us in all directions equally then, if we were to go 
back into time, we would eventually come to a point where all physical mass would be concentrated at a 
single point. This point is called the universe's singularity. One of the current subjects of cosmological 
debate centers around the very nature of the singularity and how it came into being. Does science have a 
grasp on the answer or is such a question simply a meaningless enterprise? One could say that just like 
nothing is north of the North Pole then it is meaningless to suppose that something can be before the 
beginning. Such controversy has given the empirical atheist breathing room for its destructive blow dealt 
by the Big Bang theory. We will delve into speculation about the singularity and what happened "prior" to 
it when we assess the evidence collectively for premise two in the kalam argument. For now, let us see 
precisely how one derives the conclusion, as is noted in a variety of astronomical sources, that the universe 
began to exist approximately 15 to 20 billion years ago. 

Just as there is a correlation between radial velocity and the light spectrum, we find a similar correlation 
between the expansion rate and the age of the universe. For the hopeful non-theist, she might expect to 
observe an infinite number of years for the age of the universe. But if we can calculate a finite number for 
the age of the universe then we can conclude that the universe began at some specific time in the past. In 
order to accomplish this, we have to find the correlation between the distances of the galaxy clusters and 
their radial velocities. This correlation is called the Hubble constant (H0); and if we were to graph the 
relationship between radial velocity and distance then we would end up with a straight line. This straight 
line (or slope) represents the Hubble constant. What makes the error of margin so large in determining the 
expansion rate is that the distances of the galaxies are difficult to determine. We may compare the absolute 
magnitudes (Mgal) of the galaxies with their "apparent magnitudes" (m) in order to derive our rough 
estimates of the galaxial distances. When we chart our observations of the K and H lines of, say, the 
ionized Calcium (Ca II) in the galaxial wavelengths and take their average, then we can calculate the 
expansion rate from these findings. (67) The resulting wavelengths found in Ca II are measured in 
Angstroms (Å). Nearby galaxies allow us to utilize the formula: 

  

  l - llab 
V

= 
c 

x
  l  

 
 
 
where V is the velocity of the galaxy in km/s and c is the speed of light (300,000 km/s). For the K and H 
lines, llab is 3933 Å and 3968 Å, respectively. If we observe, say, Bootes then we might come up with an 
average of 4449 Å for the K line and 4488 Å for the H line (as I did in my experiment). By plugging these 
values into our formula we then have: 
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This results in V being 39000. By repeating this formula for the K line we come up with: 

 

  4488-3968 
V(K line) = 
300,000 x 
  3968 

 
 

V then results in being 39000. Both of these values average, of course, to 39000. Given the values of both 
m and Mgal then we can now compute the distance (D) of the galaxy Bootes in MegaParsecs (MPc). By 
using the formula: 

 
  10(m-Mgal)/5  
D= 

  100,000 
 
 

with 7.74 as (m - Mgal)/5 then we can derive an answer for D as 549.54 MegaParsecs. If we continue this 
process for at least two more galaxies then we can ascertain the necessary information to finally calculate 
H0: 

 
 

  
H0 = 

  

V 
D 

 
 

My personal observations have yielded H0 = 76.1. Now we are ready to finally calculate the age of the 
universe (t0): 

 
  1000 x 109 
t0
= 
  H0 

  



By calculating this formula we derive our result in billions of years. By using 76.1 for H0 we come up with 
13, 140, 604, 468 years or 13.14 billions of years. I admit that my estimates are a little off since they fall 
behind the usually small estimate of 15 billions of years and assume an age value apart from any 
gravitational factors impinging upon the acceleration of the expansion, but this exercise only serves to 
show how these general calculations are accomplished. (68) This is why the debate about t0 causes us to alert 
ourselves to the objections recently leveled against these estimates pending the discoveries yielding a 
universe dating 8 to 12 billion years old. (69) But astrophysicists believe that this discovery only serves to 
refine our understanding as to how galaxies are formed. However, they are confident that their knowledge 
of nuclear reactions that power starlight and the chemical components of stars themselves retain those 
values opting for a 15 to 20 billion-year-old universe. Nonetheless, the evidence points toward a universe 
whose age is marked in finite terms.  

Therefore, the universe began to exist and perhaps originated about 15 to 20 billion years ago. The Big 
Bang theory is the landmark cosmological model that all subsequent models base their theories on. The 
extent to which these other theories explain the origin of the Big Bang itself remains to be seen. What we 
have gathered so far is that this is surefire empirical evidence against the notion of a universe that never 
began to exist. It is on this established basis that some well-meaning cosmologists contend that the obscure 
nature of the singularity may introduce theoretical support for a universe that both began to exist and yet 
was never caused. We will examine this controversy in chapter five below. In this chapter we are only 
interested in showing that the universe did indeed begin to exist contrary to supporters of those particular 
cosmologies sustaining an infinitely old universe. (70) Our next section will be supplementary evidence for 
the universe's finite existence. As the next section shall delineate, the universe exhibits properties that 
further imply the finitude of the past. 

 
 

The Second Law of Thermodynamics points to our universe as having begun to exist 

Natural science has also been the friend of theism in many respects. Most interestingly, nature has been 
governed by laws that consistently operate and maintain the modus operandi of the interrelations between 
the natural world and causal principles. Natural laws serve to represent, under ideal conditions, how events 
are going to turn out given the sum of the particular events in question and the over-arching governing law. 
(71) One of the best attested natural laws that so widely pervades the realm of science is the Second Law of 
Thermodynamics. Without this law we could not expect to take a warm bath or properly scent a house with 
air freshener. But what do we mean when we refer to the Second Law as opposed to the equally important 
First and Third Laws? (72) The truth is that each Law works together. The First Law was designed to deal 
with the method of the transference of energy which is conserved in its transmission. This is to say that 
kinetic energy, while never just appearing out of nowhere, must exist in some state under any circumstance. 
So, if we see wood burning then according to the First Law we must understand that the fire really isn't 
being eliminated on a flame-by-flame basis; instead, the energy bound up in the fire is gradually being 
dispersed into the atmosphere. The Third Law provides an objective frame of reference for values made to 
represent entropies. Entropy brings us to the Second Law. The Second Law entails two components of 
energy transfer: Temperature and Entropy. While temperature is a more familiar concept, entropy is more 
enigmatic since it is a term that is tossed about in various circumstances under different pretenses. Quite 
simply, entropy is a measure of the unavailability of some energy to do work. So the less energy that exists 
to do work, the more entropy there is in the closed system. In addition, the correlation between entropy and 
disorder is such that where entropy is increased, disorder is proportionally increased. (73) What does all of 
this mean? It means that if I turn on the hot and cold knobs for my bath then the water will not suddenly 
separate into a cold section and a hot section (like the presence of oil in a container with water). It also 
means that when we freshen up our house with an air freshener for soon-to-arrive guests then the pleasant 
odor will not retreat to the corner of the living room leaving the household air virtually unaffected. This 
dispersion of energy is properly understood in thermodynamical terms. In regard to high-temperature 
energy systems (should the system be isolated), the heat would eventually spread out over time throughout 
the system it inhabits. Once the dispersion is complete (or equilibrium is reached) then the energy begins to 



minimize until the energy "runs out." For example, suppose we enter a room where a cup of coffee is sitting 
on the table. Knowing that coffee is originally brewed hot, we sip it to see if it has been sitting out for any 
period of time. Upon taking a sip should it taste cold, then we know that the coffee had been placed there 
some time ago. If the coffee tasted very hot, then we may surmise that the coffee had just been poured. But 
the fact that the coffee is either hot or cold tells us that, given the nature of coffee when it is made, it had an 
origin. 

The question about whether or not to apply the Second Law of Thermodynamics to the universe has been 
answered differently by a variety of astrophysicists. They maintain that the Second Law can only be 
applied to the universe if it is a closed system (i.e. a system where new energy is not being added by any 
outside source; this is not to be confused with the notion of a closed universe). So, in order to retain 
thermodynamic relationships within the universe it must first be understood that the universe is indeed a 
closed system, but more likely an open universe. Concerning the universe's fate, Dr. Beatrice Tinsley 
vividly describes its inevitable outcome: 

 

If the universe has a low density, its death will be cold. It will expand 

forever at a slower and slower rate. Galaxies will turn all of their gas 

into stars, and the stars will burn out. Our own sun will become a cold, 

dead remnant, floating among the corpses of other stars in an increasingly 

isolated Milky Way. (74) 

 

Theoretical physicist Paul Davies made this striking observation: 

 

If the universe has a finite stock of order, and is changing irreversibly 

towards disorder - ultimately to thermodynamic equilibrium - two 

very deep inferences follow immediately. The first is that the universe 

will eventually die, wallowing, as it were, in its own entropy. This is 

known among physicists as the 'heat death' of the universe. The second 

is that the universe cannot have existed forever, otherwise it would have 

reached its equilibrium end state an infinite time ago. Conclusion: the 

universe did not always exist. (75) 

 



These observations about the Second Law of Thermodynamics when applied to our universe show how the 
universe must have begun at some point in history. It would be false to suppose that the universe existed 
infinitely and yet had not used up its energy. In addition, the fact that the universe is still moving toward a 
state of energy loss entails that the universe began to exist some finite time ago. As Davies explained, an 
infinitely old universe would already have reached a state of equilibrium. 

 

Conclusion 

These observations about our universe ought to give us pause. We must realize that what science is actually 
suggesting is that the universe did not always exist but began a finite time ago. When I first surveyed this 
evidence I was immediately taken back with the startling implication that our universe really did come into 
existence at some point vindicating the first part of Genesis 1:1 which so beautifully and delicately 
describes "In the beginning . . .". Could this actually be confirmatory evidence of what theologians have 
declared for years? If theistic philosophers and theologians are correct in their belief in God as the creator 
of the universe for reasons now perceived by contemporary cosmology then, for the naturalistic scientist, 
this conclusion would end as a nightmare. Robert Jastrow of NASA's Goddard Institute asks us to imagine 
the trek of a scientist who has struggled to find the answers to the cosmological mysteries permeating his 
world. Jastrow, almost cynically, anthropomorhizes the scientist's quest and so eloquently and poignantly 
muses: 

 

He has scaled the mountains of ignorance; he is about to conquer 

the highest peak; as he pulls himself over the final rock, he is 

greeted by a band of theologians who have been sitting there for 

centuries. (76) 

 
 

Therefore, The Universe Has A Cause.  

Now we are able to tie in all of the things we have learned so far. First, we realized how reason plays a 
crucial role in the Holy Spirit's work at convincing others of the truth of God's existence. Secondly, we 
examined the proper structure of logical arguments as they are typically arranged. Thirdly, we established 
the deductive structure of the kalam cosmological argument for God's existence and analyzed each of its 
premises. The final issue for us to wrestle with is the warrant for God as the most plausible cause of the 
universe and the kalam argument's relative soundness. 

If it is true that the universe began to exist and that everything that begins to exist has a cause for its 
existence, then it follows inescapably that the universe has a cause. But how does this import into the 
question of God's existence? The answer is found in the nature of the cause itself. Consider that if the cause 
precedes the beginning of or resides apart from the physical universe then it seems rather obvious that the 
cause must be non-physical or incorporeal. Plato, in the development of his theory of the incorporeal Ideas 
and Forms, once noted that the presence or status of materiality implies spatial existence. But, as Frederick 
Copleston notes, there is "no question of the Ideas being in a place, and, strictly speaking, they would be as 
much 'in' as 'out of' sensible things, for ex hypothesi they are incorporeal essences and incorporeal essences 
cannot be in a place." (77) Since the incorporeality and non-spatiality of God apply then we may surmise 
further that this cause is not mutable either. Mutability requires extension in space and time in order for real 



and measurable change to occur (it should be quite obvious here that such change does not equivocate to 
mean the changing of one's mind as was evident with the angelic realm). (78) Plato found agreement with 
Parmenides' concept of the incorporeal "One" because it too transcended physical space and time. Like 
Parmenides, Plato understood that matter implies change. (79) But if this cause resides outside of physical 
space and differentiated time and is an incorporeal and unchangeable entity, then how do we conclude 
personality? We know that events do not spontaneously "pop" into existence for no reason at all. Nor is it 
true that the cause must be event causation. If a cause begins to obtain by implication then it is because of 
an antecedent cause. But since we cannot regress back toward infinity then there must be something that 
decisively begins the causation process. Consider a pot of water sitting on a stove. In time the stove will 
eventually heat the water to a boil. Unless someone alters the temperature of the stove by either removing it 
or shutting it off then the water will boil indefinitely until it completely evaporates into the air. Simply put, 
a constant material cause will yield a constant effect. If the cause were eternal (the heating source for the 
water) then the effect would be eternal as well (the increase in the water's temperature) since it would 
forever apply the same conditions that existed at every other point of the effect's existence. This can only 
mean that if the effect is temporal then the cause itself must be something other than event causation. If 
someone speculates that there are antecedent causes to the one in question then she merely extends the 
problem a step further for our inquiry is about the very first cause. 

The only other option available to us is personal causation. A personal (or agential) cause freely brings into 
existence its intended effect at any specific time the cause so chooses. For example, the water sitting on the 
stove could be conceived of as being stagnant at room temperature until a certain time when someone 
decides to increase the temperature of the heating source. At this point the water would begin to boil and 
eventually evaporate pending no interference. Of course if the personal cause were to cause something as 
grand as our universe then it must be both extremely intelligent (if not all-knowing) and extremely 
powerful (if not omnipotent). For any mind to deliberately bring about a universe with a fragile balance of 
initial conditions appropriate for life, the cause would have to have parameters very close to those 
described by the God of classic theism. (80) 

Therefore, the cause of the universe, having been established by both philosophical and scientific 
considerations, must be an uncaused, changeless, timeless, incorporeal, personal being with vast amounts 
of knowledge and power. This evidence points conclusively to God. What else could it be? 

 
 
 

CHAPTER 5  
NATURALISTIC EXPLANATIONS FOR THE BEGINNING OF  
THE UNIVERSE FROM CONTEMPORARY COSMOLOGY 

 

In the previous chapter, we surveyed the evidence for the big bang theory. The big bang theory serves to 
underscore all major dynamic cosmologies that are positively affected by the wealth of support brought 
about by astronomy and astrophysics. Of course the static cosmologies (that is, those cosmologies that 
suppose that the universe is not in a state of expansion or never had a creation period) are adversely 
affected by the evidence wrought by contemporary cosmology. The explanation I have offered for the 
origin of the physical universe is the theistic hypothesis which suggests that a transcendent cause that is 
timeless, nonphysical, changeless, powerful, personal, and intelligent. These are the attributes that classic 
theists typically identify with God. If God is defined essentially by these terms and the evidence points to a 
being with these attributes, then it seems quite plausible that God caused the universe to exist. I should 
think that the previous analyses have brought about that conclusion. However, there is the equally 
important consideration of alternative hypotheses that may be better explanations. For our purposes we 
shall simply understand an explanation as that which gives an account for or defines the existence of 
something else. (81) 



In today's day and age there is a cornucopia of cosmological theories which are haphazardly and randomly 
appealed to by critics in their quest to answer the conclusion set out in the kalam cosmological argument. 
Some are birthed for this very reason. We have already seen philosophical support for the impossibility of 
an infinitely old universe and scientific support to sustain the Big Bang theory. The implication of this 
reflection is expressed by the Russian cosmologist at Stanford University, Andrei Linde, when he writes: 

 

The first, and main, problem is the very existence of the big bang. 

One may wonder, What came before? If space-time did not exist 

then, how could everything appear from nothing? What arose first: 

the universe or the laws determining its evolution? Explaining this 

initial singularity - where and when it all began - still remains the 

most intractable problem of modern cosmology. (82) 

 

The problem bespeaks a metaphysical one. As noted in a previous chapter, a beginning point for the 
universe cries out for a cause that logically transcends itself. Now inquirers must exacerbate all formidable 
cosmological theories and champion the one that attempts to escape the conclusion of theism if she is 
antecedently committed to denying any theistic ties. What non-theists generally begin to do is to grant the 
veracity of the scientific evidence for the Big Bang and either reinterpret the nature of the singularity or opt 
for a cosmology that entails an infinitely old universe consistent with observations about the universe's 
expansion. In this chapter we shall briefly examine each view and see why none of the naturalistic 
alternatives suffice as superior explanations over the theistic hypothesis for the origin of the universe. 

 
The Steady-State Model  

In the pre-Galilean scientific culture, the physical structure of the universe entailed a fixed existence as a 
spherically revolving universe (see Figure 5-1). Moreover, the idea that any internal change would occur in 
the "celestial bodies" was considered anathema. It was not until Copernicus's calculations when such an 
idea would be called into question. When Galileo surfaced to challenge the pre-Copernican trend then the 
idea of a mobile universe slowly became moribund. This was partially due to his now-famous telescope 
discovery since its use for observations, such as the sun spots, precluded an intrinsically static set of 
celestial bodies. (83) With the advent of the so-called Copernican Revolution, the universe as a whole was 
seen as a static environment (notwithstanding the individual moving planets). Subsequent thinkers 
continued the trend about various steady-state models. Ever since the Copernican Revolution it became 
quite clear that earth is a moving body amongst other moving bodies in a static and fixed spherical 
universe. The result was a universe in which spacetime remained in a static state but its diverging contents 
were explained by the additional ex nihilo formation of matter the galaxial recession points. 

There is surely not much more that can be added to the notion of a Steady-State Model simply because the 
positive evidence for the Big Bang theory renders such a model as false. Nonetheless, let us review the 
problems with the Steady-State theory for the sake of our cataloguing here. 

 



Figure 5-1: The Steady-State Model shown here depicts an all-
encompassing spacetime with galaxies receding away from a central 
point. At the central point, new matter/energy comes into existence. 

 

First, the Steady-State is naturalistically untenable. The only way a universe can exist in a state where new 
mass/energy is inputted is to posit causation ex nihilo. But no physical force or cause is capable of such a 
mechanism. Thus, there would be a need for a cause for the new mass/energy in order to compensate for 
the expansion and the density necessary for its structure. 

Secondly, the Steady-State contradicts observation. As we have surveyed, various observations about our 
universe preclude a non-expansion model. The discovery of Edwin Hubble in 1929 of galaxial redshift 
suggests that the galaxies are traveling away from each other. (84) Moreover, the matter in the universe and 
its gravitational effects greatly distort those formulas that depend on an isotropic and homogenous 
environment. And the cosmological constant posed by Einstein to compensate for this difficulty can only 
be seen as an ad hoc auxiliary hypothesis enjoying no warrant. The best explanation, as Friedman and 
Lemaître suggested, is that the universe is an expanding continuum of space and time itself. Figure 5-2 
shows how the typical Big Bang Model is visualized. 



Figure 5-2: The Big Bang Model can be seen as a cone-
shaped polygon. As time progresses "upward,"space 
expands proportionately. The convergingpoint at the 
"bottom" represents the universe's originat the singularity. 

 
 

The Oscillating/Cyclical Universe Model.  

Astrophysicists have suggested a compatibility of features between the notion of a cosmological singularity 
with an infinitely old universe in the cosmological theory of oscillation. This theory supposes that our 
universe's origin in the singularity is simply one occasion out of an infinite series of past universes 
produced from singularities of their own. This is to say that there have been universes in the past that have 
exploded from a singularity, expanded into a universe, and re-contracted back into an infinitely dense point 
whereby the next universe would "bounce back" (see Firgure 5-3). 



Figure 5-3: The Oscillating Model is a variation of the Standard Big 
Bang Model in that it depicts a conical representation of an 
expanding universe.The key difference is the ongoing recontraction 
and re-expansion phases. 

 
 

The problems with this model entail both scientific and philosophical difficulties too great to be reconciled. 
First, such a cyclical universe would have to be explained in terms of natural laws. But there is no known 
natural laws that offer real support for a "bounce back" from a re-contracting universe to a new one. Dr. 
William Craig cites a personal letter from Dr. Beatrice Tinsley of Yale University as stating: 

 

. . . even though the mathematics says that the universe oscillates, 

there is no known physics to reverse the collapse and bounce back to 

a new expansion. The physics seems to say that those models start from 

the Big Bang, expand, collapse, then end. (85) 

 

Secondly, if we consider what happens when a universe collapses and re-contracts it appears that our 
current observations betray those conclusions. As a universe begins to contract, all of the celestial bodies 
begin to draw closer to each other. This means that when black holes begin to engulf their celestial 
neighbors there would eventually be an uneven distribution of mass. So what accounts for the currently 
observed uniform and even expansion derived from the singularity created by a former contracting 
universe? Again, the question remains unanswered. In addition, one may properly question the ability of re-
contraction at all. If the universe does not possess the necessary mass to reverse the escape velocity of 



celestial bodies then there is no reason to imagine that the universe would be capable of re-contraction. For 
this reason modern astronomy seems to be sympathetic to a universe that is open rather than closed. (86) 

 
The Inflationary Universe Models  

The advent of the Big Bang model meant a restructuring of how astrophysicists do cosmological research. 
This put the popular Big Bang theory in front of the microscope. Because oscillating models and, of course, 
the Steady-State theory failed to bring about adequate solutions to the data, new and innovative theories 
were beginning to circulate. During the 1970's there appeared to be great dissatisfaction with the simple 
construction of the Big Bang universe. There were too many anomalies that could not be explained by the 
mere presence of a hot origin for the universe (not to mention the growing distaste for theistic implications 
for the origin of the universe). Let us now look at the four primary difficulties not explained by standard 
Big Bang cosmology. 

First, the universe is homogenous and highly isotropic. (87) This seems inexplicable since during the early 
history of the universe its regions were not in mutual causal contact. Secondly, the universe appears quite 
flat. Early in the beginning stages of the Big Bang, around the Planck Era (or 10-43 seconds after the Big 
Bang), the value of W should be approximately 1 with a 10-60 margin of error. (88) Any slightest deviation 
from that value would result in either a rapid collapse at an early stage or an empty universe in its present 
state. The need for such a fine-tuning bespeaks the so-called flatness problem. Thirdly, the lack of early 
causal connection should have yielded perturbations in the universe today. However, the universe appears 
structurally identical everywhere. What mechanism would have acted on the various parts of the universe 
in order to bring about such a homogenous structure? Finally, Grand Unified Theories (or GUTs) predict 
massive particles that would exist, yet they do not appear to be observed today. (89) In all of these 
parameters, one should wonder if the problems exist in the Big Bang theory itself or with the conjoined 
assumptions carried with it. But never mind. The proposed solution to the fourfold problem is itself a pool 
of muddied water. Alan Guth, the famous cosmologist of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, gave 
birth to the first Inflationary Model that sought a scientific explanation to these anomalies. 

The Inflationary Model is a period of inflation prior to the popular Big Bang expansion. This theory 
supposes that the tiny, hot patch of spacetime that existed before the hot big bang would have consisted of 
nothing but a vacuum (a spacetime fabric permeated by quantum fields). This vacuum would have been 
latent with energetic fields with rising and falling potential energy. Such fields are called scalar fields. 
Guth theorized that the potential energy of the scalar fields might have locked at a high value. The result 
would be a false vacuum containing antigravitational energy. (90) The antigraviational energy would act as 
source of expansion in a relatively brief amount of time (see Figure 5-4). This theory, because of its 
dependence upon the association of energy with matter, quite naturally rests on Einsteinian calculations 
about matter and energy. Moreover, in order for the density of the expanding bubble of the false vacuum to 
remain constant, there would be a need for a constant inflow of energy. Since the false vacuum would 
eventually decay, a sudden release of its massive energy buildup would result in an expanding fireball of 
radiation and particles. Hence the hot big bang gains is substance and velocity. (91) 



Figure 5-4: The Inflationary Model depicted here shows that 
the known existence of the hot big bang (that is, the theory 
from the observable data yielding the Standard Model 
discussed above) is generated by a period of inflation. 

 

Even though Guth's theory seems quite tenable, the Inflationary Model does not stand without its own 
difficulties. First, and most obvious, the Inflationary Model does not account for the initial quantum fields 
of energy in a spacetime fabric. If the answer is simply to posit a de Sitter phase of a superuniverse to 
which the present universe exists as a mere portion, then the solution is deferred rather than explained. (92) 
Nonetheless, the universe retains an initial singularity and, therefore, an origin for the universe that must be 
explained. Secondly, the current data for the universe posits the density of matter in the universe 
somewhere between 50 and 80 percent less than what is needed for flatness and considerably less than what 
is required for a closed universe. The Cambridge University mathematician, Neil Turok, surmises that even 
if a cosmological constant exists to make up the gravitational deficiency then it appears that the W value 
would still be less than one leaving the universe open contra inflation. (93) Thirdly, there is no evidence at all 
that the scalar fields would have locked at such a high value and, moreover, would have retained their 
potential long enough to cause symmetry-breaking. In basic English, there is no explanation for the suitable 
conditions for inflation. Inflationary Theory itself appears to be fine-tuned and could itself be the result of 
what Astronomy Magazine's journalist Tom Yulsman reports as "'supernatural' inflation." (94) 

These difficulties do not spell the end for all inflationary theories. Stanford University's Andrei Linde has 
surmised a possible solution to the problems of initial symmetry-breaking and the existence of antecedently 
fine-tuned conditions for inflation. Linde's model is called chaotic inflation because it proposes a grander 
scheme of inflation. Linde suggests that inflation may be "eternal" such that it never ceases to inflate. 
Champions of this view surmise that half of the original false vacuum never decayed and continued to 
expand beyond the decaying portion. The region that our universe exists would be the portion of the false 
vacuum that decayed. However, this implies that other portions of the universe still continue to inflate and 
other portions of the universe never began to inflate at all. Now this model suggests that our universe exists 
as a regional universe inside of a superuniverse harboring different fractal universes. This superuniverse is 
called a multiverse because of its different regions contained therein (see Figure 5-5). Each origin of one of 
these regions can be explained by appealing to a preexisting region that inflated from its predecessor which 
itself is explained by its antecedent region, and so on. Thus the number and totality of previous and 



concurrent fractal universes is potentially infinite. So the initial conditions necessary for any expanding 
region are already present in its multiverse. 

The glaring problem that still remains is the initial singularity. Linde, Guth, and others dismiss the 
singularity as a quest unavailable to the scientist. Yulsman reports that "the original birth of space-time 
occurred so long ago that it may be pointless to ask how it happened." (95) Here we see that the explanation 
is deferred to a superuniverse rather than explained by it. In fact, we seem to have come full circle here in 
that cosmologists have retained an infinitely old universe. If our philosophical understanding about an 
actually infinite old universe remains true then the Chaotic Inflation Model leaves very little answered. 

Figure 5-5: The Chaotic Inflation Model is a superuniverse with 
regions extruding from it. Unlike the Vacuum Fluctuations 
Model (see below), this construction permits the extrusion of a 
potentially infinite number of regional universes. 

 

Furthermore, with the problems of an actual infinite, we now end up with the same metaphysical 
speculation that began with our initial query. Hence, we still are within our epistemic rights to ask the same 
pressing question, "Where did the universe come from?" 

 
The Vacuum Fluctuations Model  

One of the most imaginative and popular attempts at invoking a cosmology that attempts to explain what 
Inflationary Models could not is the Vacuum Fluctuations Model. In a sense, this is not an alternative 
model to, say, the Inflationary Model or the Standard Big Bang Model but an auxiliary hypothesis used to 
explain the origin of either inflation or the hot big bang. Its concept was developed in 1973 by Edward 
Tryon, the theory's brainchild and a cosmologist at Hunter College of the City University of New York, 
who surmised that the universe itself might be a virtual particle. (96) A particle exists in a virtual state when 
two or more interacting charged particles (photons) exist in an unobservable state. Such particles are 
defined in terms of quantum mechanics for the purposes of explaining those particles. (97) This theory 
entails that a particle resulting in our known universe would have been generated from a primordial 



vacuum (the superuniverse we discussed in the previous section). The genesis of our material universe is 
explained by appealing to such a superuniverse where the existence of virtual particle pairs constantly 
fluctuate with energy. Ultimately, matter is created by these particles and they subsequently produce a 
mini-universe. The primordial vacuum, which is the steady-state superuniverse from which all mini-
universes originate, exists eternally and statically. (98) Once again, there are no conditions available to 
validate with observation whether or not such a superuniverse actually exists. But the quantum vacuum 
fluctuations require this primordial state from which an undisclosed number of mini-universes emerge (see 
Figure 5-6). (99) 

Figure 5-6: The Vacuum Fluctuations Model depicts a superspace 
containing mini-universes inside. The spherical superspace 
represented here is presumed to have infinite depth. 

 
 

Before us again is the pre-existence of a static environment (a superuniverse) from which subsequent 
regions or mini-universes are born. If the reader recalls the paradoxical nature of the Tristram Shandy 
autobiography (100) then it should be quite understood that an eternally existing environment would 
eventually yield an infinite number of mini-universes at every point in superspace. Within the superspace 
there would be an infinite number of vacuum fluctuations due to a non-zero probability leading to constant 
mini-universe formation. This would entail that all such mini-universes would eventually coalesce into one 
single infinitely old spacetime. Of course contemporary observations contravene an infinitely old universe. 
Furthermore, upon the eventual uniting of all mini-universes (as we would expect by now given an 
infinitely old primordial vacuum) we should expect the observational data to reflect that of a Steady-State 
Model. But as we have already seen in great detail, appeals to a Steady-State Model can no longer be 
rationally held under the umbrella of evidence for the Big Bang theory. 

Therefore, what we have seen in the progression of theoretical models for the origin of our universe is a 
reliance on the notion of a superuniverse. The Vacuum Fluctuations Model in particular suffers from its 
precarious adherence to a spacetime that exists eternally and statically in a steady-state. So the difficulty, 



given the eventual coalescing of all mini-universes into one spacetime, would be the glaring contradiction 
between this theory and the observational data for the big bang. 

 
The Unbounded Universe Model  

Perhaps no theoretical physicist since Einstein has been revered as much as Cambridge University's very 
own Stephen Hawking. In his much celebrated book A Brief History of Time Hawking grafts his theory of 
the Unbounded Universe in a palatable manner for those individuals that are not attentive to his more 
scholarly presentations in previous journals. (101) The book concentrates on the ontologies of time and space 
by attempting to explain the nature of the original spacetime continuum at its inception. The profound 
implication, not to mention the atheistic appeal, is the conclusion drawn in Hawking's theory of the 
Unbounded Universe. Hawking states: 

 

. . . if the universe is completely self-contained, with no singularities 

or boundaries, and completely described by a unified theory, that 

has profound implications for the role of God as Creator. (102) 

 

This caveat is placed on his theory only to avoid concluding atheism from his model, but there is no doubt 
that atheists would rejoice at Hawking's conclusions should he be right. Instead, he only wishes to remove 
the astrophysical evidence pointing toward the existence of an initial singularity. (103) The conclusion one 
draws on the "role of God as Creator" is supposed to be the sole responsibility of the reader because there 
may be other reasons to believe in God. Although I commend Hawking's openness, the Unbounded Model 
appears to threaten the impact of the kalam cosmological argument and so warrants immediate attention 
here. 

The Unbounded Model is typically portrayed as a Quantum Gravity Model. Instead of the usual analysis of 
the four-dimensional spacetime universe, Quantum Gravity Models utilize quantum mechanics in their 
assessment of the universe in terms of a wave function. Typical portrayals of Hawking's model view the 
spacetime universe as a cone. As time progresses (the height of the cone) then space continues to expand 
(the width of the cone). In the standard Big Bang Model, the converging point of the cone would be 
regarded as the initial singularity of an open surface. However, Hawking utilizes quantum physics to 
dismiss the idea of a precise point of origin (see Figure 5-7). 



Figure 5-7: The Unbounded Universe Model entails that the 
universe is finite but beginningless. Since the Unbounded 
Model is a Quantum Gravity Model then the rounded-off 
portion exists prior to Planck time (or prior to 10-43 seconds). 

 
 
Thus the point that existed in the standard model now is "rounded off" so that the bottom of the spacetime 
cone is spherical. This means that time emerges from a closed space from which no beginning exists. To 
visualize this, consider a sphere. No point on the sphere can be suggested as the "beginning point" of the 
sphere. However, the number of points on the sphere is surely finite and, hence, there is a finite sphere. 
Similarly, the rounded-off bottom of the conical universe picture eliminates a point of origin. Thus, the 
universe would not have an initial singularity from which spacetime would be birthed.  

Since the Unbounded Model contains some glaring problems we need to entertain some of those problems 
in this section. Hawking theorizes a status for time not latent in or necessarily implied by a quantum 
cosmological singularity. Instead of viewing time as an absolute progression of temporal segments 
(whether differentiated or not), Hawking perceives time to be "imaginary" where "there is no difference 
between the time direction and the directions of space." (104) This is clearly illustrated in the unifying picture 
of the conical universe. This "imaginary time" is supposed to be a "well-defined mathematical concept" that 
is admittedly a "[mere] mathematical device (or trick) to calculate answers about real space-time." (105) 
Regardless whether it is well-defined or not there is no reason to replace "real" time with the so-called 
"imaginary" time if it does not correspond to anything in the actual world. I would summon the obvious 
metaphysical difficulty with such a move by noting that time is just fundamentally different than space 
being categorized by the terms prior to, subsequent to, and simultaneous with. It makes no difference 
whether a mathematical "trick" can be constructed or not, there is no counterpart of an invented concept of 
time in the real world. Besides, what do we make of "imaginary" time when it makes just as much sense to 
posit "imaginary" meters or "imaginary" inches? The reason why real numbers cannot be switched for 
imaginary ones can be seen in a more mundane example. Consider this illustration. Suppose that a 
construction company seeks to minimize its payroll but needs to hire 14 workers to complete their next 
project. The accountant could take mathematically tricky approach and replace the figures with numerical 
representations. The accountant notices that to say his construction company is down 14 people is to say 
that there are -14 people working the new project. But if the accountant figures hiring 14 people (or +14) 
then the total number of people who will require pay will be 0. So: 



 
-14 + 14 = 0  

 

Obviously this scenario will not please the construction managers because there are really 14 people who 
would require pay. On paper the accountant is right in supposing that a deficit of 14 members being added 
with 14 members would be a net value of 0. So, this simple example serves to establish why we must be 
careful in interpreting mathematics for the actual world. And there would be no confinement for such a 
fertile imagination if "anything goes" is the battle cry of theoretical physics. There is a metaphysical 
responsibility in theorizing on cosmological models that reflect our actual history. 

Secondly, Hawking is forced to use imaginary numbers for his time coordinate equations. In order to avoid 
the technical difficulties of a particle's travel of all possible histories in Feynman's sum-over-histories 
approach, Hawking incorporates imaginary numbers in the places of real ones. In plain English, Hawking 
has just performed a "bait-and-switch" method where he is able to doctor his equations that would normally 
have resulted in a historical Big Bang singularity in order for the singularity to magically vanish. Hawking 
thus admits that "the distinction between time and space disappears completely" in this model. (106) 
Although this is an interesting trick, we are still left with the problem of translating such a theory to the real 
world. Is the World Series really subsequent to a season of baseball games or is it all in some ethereal sense 
during an imaginary period of a baseball season? What is before and after in an imaginary time context? I 
find no tenable warrant in Hawking making time and space indistinguishable because of the dubious 
repercussions this would have for the actual world. Remember our discussion on Hawking's use of 
mathematics for his field equations. 

Finally, Hawking himself admits that his theory is not for realist consumption. That is, he confesses that his 
model is for instrumental value only and does not presume to interpret how the model is to be understood 
for the actual world. (107) Hawking writes: 

 

I . . . am a positivist who believes that physical theories are just 

mathematical models we construct, and that it is meaningless to ask 

if they correspond to reality, just whether they predict observations. (108) 

 

Given Hawking's distance from metaphysical realism (with respect to science) the mathematical formulas 
imposed by Hawking admittedly have no real bearing on understanding our actual history and seek only to 
perturb how we construe cosmology. 

Therefore, the non-realist approach Hawking intimates into his theory does considerable damage when 
attempting to interpret it for the four-dimensional spacetime universe. An instrumentalist approach may 
serve to solve various mathematical anomalies but in the end actually serve as a mere alternative having no 
bearing on the singularity problem that was initially set out to be explained. Thus, it seems that Hawking's 
Unbounded Universe Model fails as a convincing alternative to the theistic model. (109) 

 
Conclusion  

Detractors of the kalam cosmological argument find a vast number of cosmological theories in the pool of 
alternatives. Theoretical scientists have managed to exercise fertile imaginations and to yield creative and 



intelligent models that are based on naturalistic explanations. As we have seen, none of these models 
explain the origin of our universe unless we permit an exaggerated ontology or a skewed metaphysic. It 
seems evident to me that the naturalistic alternatives to the standard Big Bang Model do not surface any 
better explanations than the theistic hypothesis, even if the mechanics of the other theories are vindicated 
by their respective evidence. There seems to be no good alternative to the theistic hypothesis so long as one 
does not default to an agnostic approach. But, then again, our study is about the positive evidence for 
theism in light of contemporary cosmology. 

 
 
 

CHAPTER 6  
ATHEIST MICHAEL MARTIN ON THE KALAM'S  

INFERENCE TO A PERSONAL CAUSE  
Michael Martin, professor of philosophy at Boston University, has become somewhat of an icon for 
skeptics, agnostics, and atheists in recent years. Martin is well-known for his two works on the subjects of 
atheism and Christianity entitled Atheism: A Philosophical Justification and The Case Against Christianity

 

(110) and a little less known for his commentary on H. L. A. Hart. The former book is a voluminous defense 
of negative atheism and positive atheism. (111) But despite the wealth of possible objections we could 
provide against Martin's works, we will only focus on his critique of the deductive version of the kalam 

cosmological argument seen in this work. Other defenders who have kalam in different ways include G. J. 
Whitrow, William Craig, and J. P. Moreland. (112) My purpose for examining Martin's critique is to observe 
the more common philosophically academic attempts to refute the kalam argument.  

Martin's critique can be grouped under two main headings. (i) The nature of the cause in the kalam's 
conclusion is ontologically vague; and (ii) There may be another option suggesting that infinite matter may 
exist transdimensionally and, consequently, there would be no need to infer creatio ex nihilo from the 
kalam argument. Let us look at each of these in turn. 

 
The Kalam's Conclusion and Ontological Vagueness  

Those who have studied contemporary defenses of the kalam argument know right away that the cause 
must possess certain attributes deduced from the argument itself. This is what we looked at earlier in our 
discussion of the kalam's cause. (113) In the following quote, Dr. Craig further elaborates on what we have 
seen: 

 

On the basis of our philosophical arguments for the beginning of 

the universe, we know that he must be uncaused and changeless . . . 

Since we know nothing about God's having been active prior to physical 

creation, we may assume for simplicity's sake that time (or at least 

differentiated time) begins at creation and that God without creation is 

changeless. Since he is changeless without creation, he must be either 

timeless without creation, or at least "relatively timeless," to borrow the 



expression of one philosopher; that is, he exists in an undifferentiated 

time prior to creation. Since he is causally related to the world, he must 

be in time subsequent to creation (given that the "flow" of time is in some 

sense real). Since he is changeless without creation, he must be im- 

material, since matter inherently involves change. Being immaterial, 

he must be spaceless as well as timeless. Since he created the universe 

from nothing, we know that he must be enormously powerful, if not 

omnipotent. Since he brought the universe into being without any 

antecedent determining conditions and fine-tuned it with precision 

that literally defies comprehension, he must be both free and un- 

imaginably intelligent, if not omniscient. (114) 

 

Craig argues that the very nature of the cause, as far as the kalam argument is concerned, is disclosed by 
the implications of God being causally prior to physical time and space. This just seems to make sense. For 
example, if a child named Joe was not inside of his house anywhere when his mother came looking for him, 
we could deduce that Joe must be outside of the house somewhere. Likewise, if I were in a chemistry lab 
and created the first and only plasmatic substance, we could infer that whatever I, as a human being, am 
made of must be something other than plasma. Similarly, God is outside of physical space and must be 
transcendent to it. Since God created the first and only physical space-time continuum, as the kalam 
argument suggests, He must not be physical or temporal (or He is not temporally differentiated). But if all 
of this is true, then what do we do with puzzling criticisms like "It should be obvious that Craig's 
conclusion that a single personal agent created the universe is a non sequitur" and "It is hard to see . . . why 
the creator or creators of the universe must be greater than the universe itself . . . experience by no means 
uniformly supports the hypothesis that a creator is greater than its creation" (115) advanced by Martin? 

Martin suggests that the kalam argument at best only opens the door to a dilemma: either the universe was 
created by one agent or by multiple agents. (116) There are two observations that can be made from Martin's 
conclusions here. First, whatever the number of agents that may be inferred from the kalam argument are, 
the fact remains that atheism is not one of the options. (117) Secondly, Occam's Razor applies here and 
requires that we not postulate more causes than is warranted by the evidence. So far, we see evidence for a 
timeless, changeless, and incorporeal intelligence. Any additional accidental features added to the kalam's 
argument needlessly complicate the matter. Further, I think that defenders of kalam have already given 
reasons to surmise the cause's ontological status and so render Martin's criticism that the cause is not 
necessarily "greater than the universe itself" ineffective. But Martin argues analogically that experience 
precludes such a rejoinder. He states, "Parents, for example, give birth to children who turn out to be 
greater than they are." (118) However, I think Martin has argued inappropriately. In the case of the cause, we 
are discussing its essence and nature compared to that of the universe; and in Martin's analogy he is 
discussing the performance and ability of the child to that of the parents. Martin's use of "greater" gives 
him the much needed ambiguity to use his analogy. But Craig does not argue for the cause's ambiguous 
"greatness" but for its distinctive category of ontology from that of creation's. 



The next criticism Martin gives against the nature of the cause is his belief that a personal agent is not 
sufficiently implied by the kalam's evidence. Martin says: 

 

In ordinary life and in science one would be ill-advised to appeal 

always to the choice of a personal agent to explain what happens when 

two events are equally likely and one occurs . . . Perhaps some nonpersonal 

causes are nontemporal and yet create events in time. (119) 

 

What he appears to be advancing is a general situation that could opt for either a personal or an impersonal 
cause. I certainly have no problem with this conclusion, all things being equal. The cause of the universe 
could just as feasibly be impersonal as well as personal. Martin then sees no problem, given the 
equiprobable choice of an impersonal cause over a personal cause, rejecting the seemingly arbitrary 
decision to surmise a personal cause. But the problem which seems to be glaring at me is that we are not 
looking at a general situation of causality somewhere in an indefinite causal chain where all things are 
equal. All things are not equal. Instead, we are looking at a first cause in the particular situation of the 
universe's coming into temporal existence. It seems more probable that, in the particular case of the 
universe, the cause is more likely personal. Martin has not critiqued this position accurately. This would be 
like criticizing an excavated manuscript as being the product of a plagiarist who may simply have borrowed 
his ideas from another writer. In the case of a manuscript in general this is certainly possible. But what do 
we say about the particular case of the very first manuscript to be excavated? It cannot be the product of a 
plagiarist if his work is uniquely the first one. And if the ideas are unique then the manuscript is more likely 
written by a person with exclusive originality on the written subject matter. It seems apparent that Martin's 
criticism here fails. 

 
Transdimensionality and the Causal Inference  

Martin's next criticism is twofold: (a) Although transfinite numbers possess odd properties, it does not 
imply logical impossibility; (b) There are practical possibilities for actual infinites. In order to see the full 
dimension of Martin's objections, let us look at each one in turn. 

Martin notes, in agreement with kalam defenders, that "the concept of an actual infinity in pure 
mathematics is perfectly consistent" and, contra kalam defenders, that such objections to real actual 
infinites fail "to show that there is anything logically inconsistent about an actual infinity existing in 
reality." (120) In his criticism, he focuses solely on the coherence of successive addition to the point of an 
actually completed set. We can certainly consent to the first statement about logical possibility, but the 
second statement is ignorant of the objections already surveyed. Martin reconstructs the typical argument 
against the real possibility of adding members to total an actually infinite total sum: 

 

(1) For any point, it is impossible to begin at that point and construct an actual infinity by successive 
addition. 



(2) In order to construct an actual infinity by successive addition, it is necessary to begin at some point. 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
(3) Therefore, an actual infinity cannot be constructed by successive addition. (121) 
 

As I read the argument structured by Martin, I see no genuine reflection of what kalam defenders have 
argued. Instead, critics of actual infinites by successive addition maintain that it makes no difference if one 
actually begins at some point (premises 1 and 2). This evades Martin's objection that "there is an alternative 
- namely, that an actual infinity can be constructed by successive addition if the successive addition is 
beginningless." (122) The premises reconstructed by Martin are incorrect and should be constructed how 
kalam defenders such as Craig initially state the argument: 

 

(1') The series of events in time is a collection formed by adding one member to another. 

(2') A collection formed by adding one member after another cannot be actually infinite. 
__________________________________________________________________ 
(3') Therefore, the series of events in time cannot be actually infinite. (123) 
 

The careful reader should notice that it is irrelevant whether one actually begins at any point in the 
counting. The problem lies in the impossibility of completing an actual infinite set of numbers via 
successive addition under any circumstances in any direction. To see this, just imagine someone who has 
been counting from infinity (where there is no beginning point) and is about to conclude today by 
approaching his exhaustive destination: 

 
. . . -3, -2, -1, 0  

 

But we must ask ourselves why the man ended today instead of yesterday. Remember that subtracting one 
member from an infinite set still yields an infinite cardinal number, and so the total number of days during 
which the man is doing his exhaustive countdown have been traversed prior to today. This means that the 
man should have finished yesterday, or two days ago, or five days ago, or 100 days ago, and so on to 
infinity. The point is, if he has been counting from infinity then he should have finished already. The initial 
question we are asking is: How is it possible to traverse the infinite set of discrete segments whether 
possessing a beginning point or not? The question implies no consistent solution which is why the notion 
seems absurd. If you cannot count to infinity then it makes no sense to suppose that you can count from 

infinity either. 

The final problem of Martin's objections is his notion that creatio ex nihilo is not implied by the kalam 

cosmological argument. He says, "According to [the] argument, the universe is not eternal but was created. 
From this it does not follow that the universe was not created out of something else." (124) The possibility of 
event causation is certainly logically possible, but there are two approaches by way of criticism that I find 
do not warrant event causation. First, the problem of an actual infinite is only extended and not eliminated. 
It makes no difference if we say "Matter/Energy began to exist" instead of "The universe began to exist" 
since the objections to an actual infinite still apply. Secondly, if matter existed transdimensionally to our 
space-time manifold then we would wonder how such material ever "decided" to create a life-permitting 
universe. We still have to explain the transmutation of matter to multi-phasic material with the intention or 
blueprint of forming human life. Although the infinity paradox seems squelched by positing eternal matter 
and by putting it in the same category as God, it still does not explain why or how a universe was caused by 
transdimensional matter. Worse than that, we still have the problem of a temporal effect by an eternal 
cause. The reader should recall our illustration about intense temperatures causing water to boil 



indefinitely. If the cause is material and eternal, then it could only cause an eternal effect. This is why the 
cause of the universe must be personal and free to create temporally. 

Although Martin seems to represent the academic atheist in a basic array of atheistic arguments, he offers 
no good objections to the deductive mode of the kalam cosmological argument. Martin first tries to dispel 
the exclusivity of monotheism by suggesting that the conclusion posits the possibility of a plurality of gods. 
But we have seen that this is not a good defense. Furthermore, he seems concerned that the conclusion of 
the kalam argument does not warrant belief in any god. As an isolated conclusion, he is certainly correct. 
But the cumulative case for the conclusion's warrant for God's existence is seen in our inference of the 
ontology of the universe's cause. His arguments are undoubtedly answerable and demonstrate that the 
kalam argument ought to be a serious consideration for the intellectual non-theist.. 

 
 

CHAPTER 7  
CONCLUSION  

Not since the first metaphysical philosophers have we seen such an interest in comprehending the 
possibility of God's existence. In more ardent attempts at a philosophical apologetic for a Creator God, the 
Greek philosophers inferred from the very nature of the universe that there must have been a deity that 
brought it into being. While popular attempts eventually eroded into a mythology suited for emperor 
worship or symbolic representations of the crop seasons, the Medieval philosophers carried the torch of 
theistic inquiry from their Greek predecessors and pressed harder for a decisively religious theism. It was 
not until the stifling of the Enlightenment period did theistic apologetics begin to flounder. As fervent 
proponents of a theistic world view begin to wane from the academic environment now wrought with 
skepticism, a theistic resurgence was soon to emerge from the very depths of academia from which it met 
its initial doom. In the 1980's, after a growing revival of academic theism, Time magazine made the 
following observation:  

 

In a quiet revolution in thought and argument that hardly anybody 

could have foreseen only two decades ago, God is making a comeback. 

Most intriguingly, this is happening not among theologians or ordinary 

believers, but in the crisp intellectual circles of academic philosophers, 

where the consensus had long banished the Almighty from fruitful 

discourse (125) 

 

However, our American culture has been permeated with the advances of various forms of entertainment 
media. Movies have successfully ridiculed belief in God as either a hopeless mythological fantasy for the 
child (in the same vein as Santa Claus) or as a product of a misguided inheritance from a generation of 
expired values. From movies ranging from Footloose to Dogma, teenagers are finding an all-new disrespect 
for belief in God. For those swayed by the media's influence, belief in God is not considered holy but, 
rather, a hindrance to a self-aggrandizement value system. But I dare stipulate that disbelief in God is not a 
result of hedonistic pursuits, though this has been argued by other well-intentioned thinkers. Nor is atheism 
always the product of a dysfunctional psychology of victimization as the affluent journalist John P. Koster 



suggests. (126) Instead, many atheists have a deeply thought-out disagreement with either the concept of God 
or the implications of believing in God. Many non-theists simply do not acquiesce to what they believe to 
be blind indoctrination of a value system that is passé. And many of them have well reasoned responses to 
queries about atheism. Still others simply do not have the exposure to a theistic apologetic and, therefore, 
live their lives as though God did not exist. Perhaps this work will be one among many expressions of just 
such an apologetic. 

I remember an event that occurred during my sophomore year in high school in physics class. When we 
were studying the basic concepts of cosmology (the Big Bang in particular) my friend aimlessly and 
without provocation asked me how anyone could believe in God. I just looked at him and said in my 
Christian infancy that it seemed to me that if the universe sprang into existence then something must have 
caused it. Couldn't this be God? He just sat there and pondered the reply and looked back at me said, "Good 
point." Now, I do not expect anyone who hears a cosmological argument or the kalam cosmological 
argument in particular in such a straightforward, childlike fashion to cease their unremitting skepticism and 
accept it. But I do believe that God, as seen in the Christian Bible, actively uses our well-reasoned answers 
to compel non-theists to belief in God. Early on in this work we saw the significance and role of reason in 
the web of a theistic apologetic. In particular, Christianity adheres to a well-reasoned apologetic as a 
genuflection to its particular brand of theism, although by no means is this work intended to exclude the 
possibility of a non-Christian form of theism. As discussed before, Islam and Judaism both have 
contributed to the apologetic framework of theism during the middle ages. Indeed, Islam is credited for 
having birthed the kalam argument in particular. My only goal that I hope has been actualized is a raised 
awareness of how theism can be defended and rationally warranted in the wake of advancements in 
contemporary cosmology. In fact, I think we have seen how contemporary cosmology has been the friend 
of cosmological theism. Perhaps the recent tragic events of September 11, 2001 where Al Qaeda terrorists 
participated in suicide missions leading to the thousands of deaths in New York, Washington D.C., and 
Pennsylvania will once again mainstream belief in God as being in vogue with its culture. Maybe this will 
be theism's way of finding not only the minds of the sojourners of truth but also the hearts of a culture that 
has unsuspectingly made God nothing more than a childhood fascination. 

To briefly summarize this work, we have surveyed the use of reason in its role in influencing non-theists of 
the truth of God's existence from the well-recognized area of astrophysics. We have also seen the structure 
of inductive and deductive arguments with a view toward the kalam cosmological argument's basic mode. 
When assessing the philosophical and scientific arguments in support of the kalam's premises it seems more 
likely than not that a personal, transcendent, timeless, and non-spatial cause must have brought it into 
being. Those detractors of the kalam argument that we have surveyed here have not been successful in 
defeating it. Moreover, naturalistic alternatives to theism using contemporary cosmological models fail on 
scientific and metaphysical grounds. The Steady-State Model is critiqued by the evidence for the Standard 
Big Bang Model. The Oscillating/Cyclical Model is physically untenable and ultimately requires a 
beginning anyway which can only prompt us to appeal to theism once again. The Inflationary Models fail 
to account for the origin of their respective superuniverses and only succeed in deferring the explanation 
for the origin of the universe to a forbidden area of inquiry. But this forbidden area is just a mask for 
ignoring the problems of an infinite superspace. The Vacuum Fluctuations Model fairs no better since it is 
contradicted by observation and convoluted by its unhindered infinity of space and time. And the 
Unbounded Model, as proposed by Hawking and Hartle, attempts to bond Einsteinian physics with 
quantum mechanics. But the result here is metaphysical foul play for it neglects to consider how the actual 
world perceives time and space, and it neglects to consider the ontological status of imaginary numbers. 

Therefore, in my final evaluation of the kalam cosmological argument, I find no good reasons to reject its 
structure, its premises, or its conclusion. Nor have I found the naturalistic explanations to be better 
explanations than a theistic cause of the universe. In fact, some of these theories still leave that question 
open to which an appeal to God can be quite warranted (as in the Inflationary Models). But in my overall 
estimation, I believe that a reasonable case can be made to show that there is a God who exists as the cause 
of space and time. That case, of course, is the undying kalam cosmological argument that has survived both 
time and technology. 
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