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Arguments for Gods Existence I – Arguments from Science  
 
The Kalam Cosmological Argument 
 
I. Defining the Kalam Cosmological Argument 

 
A. Formal statement 

1. Whatever begins to exist has a cause 
2. The universe began to exist 
3. Therefore, the universe has a cause 

 
B. It’s nature (cf. Thomistic) 

1. Infers God’s existence from the universe’s temporal beginning 
2. Conclusion requires qualification to equate with God via examination of 

properties 
3. Easiest cosmological argument to state and defend 

 
II. Defending the Kalam Cosmological Argument 

 
A. The major premise 

1. Objection: “Everything must have a cause” is self-defeating – straw man: 
misstates the argument 

2. Objection: “Causation is only in the mind” and thus (1) cannot be 
sustained – assumes highly questionable metaphysical assumptions 
regarding the nature of causality (Humean/Kantian metaphysics). 

3. Objection: “(1) disproven by quantum mechanics” – but not true, since QM 
(a) is not finalized, (b) does not observe non-causation but is only ignorant 
of causation, and (c) at best only proves indeterminate causation, since 
effects in QM always occur within fields of statistical probability 

4. Objection: “Who made God (the cause)” proves, by reductio, (1) false – 
God is not something that “comes into existence.” 

 
B. The minor premise 

1. Objection: “The universe is eternal” – goes against scientific evidence (see 
below concerning philosophical evidence) 

a. Big Bang 
b. Heat death 

2. Objection: “Beginning of the universe incoherent” 
a. Category mistake, the universe is a collection of things – but sets of 

things can come into existence 
b. Definitional mistake, the universe is all that is – impossible for 

scientists to speak of “this” vs “that” universe; further, either defines 
God as part of the universe, in which the KCA is misstated and can be 
understood as referring to this space-time continuum or else defines 
God out of existence a priori. 



PMIN 205/610 – Apologetics  Lecture 3 Notes 
Chris Morrison, M.A., Assoc. Professor  February 13, 2012 

2 
 

3. Philosophical defense 
a. Impossibility of actual infinities: not convincing 
b. Impossibility of infinite temporal series,  

i. Stated: 

 The temporal series of events is a collection formed by 
successive addition 

 The collection formed by successive addition cannot be 
an actual infinite 

 Therefore the temporal series of events cannot be an 
actual infinite. 

ii. Simplified: “Impossible to traverse an infinite” 
iii. Objections: 

 Assumes A theory of time (corresponding to (1)) 

 Category-error – the universe, as a whole, need not traverse 
an infinite (corresponding to (2)) 
 

III. Refining the Kalam Cosmological Argument 
 
A. Objection: (2) can only be defended on scientific grounds, and as such, 

makes this argument a “God-of-the-Gaps” argument. 
 

B. Restatement of (2): either, 
1. 2a. The universe necessarily came into existence: seems unprovable 
2. 2b. The universe probably came into existence: not a metaphysical 

demonstraton 
 

C. Proper form of the KCA 
1. Whatever beings to exist has a cause 
2. The universe probably began to exist 
3. The universe probably has a cause 

D. Proper nature of the KCA 
1. Not God-of-the-Gaps 
2. Draws best inference from modern science 
3. No claim at demonstration 
4. Highly probable 

 
IV. Nature of the Cause 
 

A. Humility about nature of cause 
 

B. Compatible with biblical view of God 
 

C. Confirms Gen 1:1 (over and against other mythologies) 
 

D. Argument for framework for discovering attributes 
1. stated 
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a. The universe is the complete set of things in the space-time 
continuum; 

b. The cause of a thing cannot be a part of the thing itself; 
c. Therefore, the cause of the universe cannot be a part of the space-

time continuum. 
2. Examined 

a. Cause fully transcendent 
b. Cause outside of time 
c. Cause omnipotent 
d. Cause personal? (Highly questionable, but possible, given immaterial 

action implies “mind”) 
 
The Teleological Argument (The Argument from Design) 
 
I. Defining the Teleological Argument 
 

A. Informal statement 
1. Don’t some things in nature, and in fact in some ways nature itself, appear 

designed? 
2. Doesn’t design require a designer? 
3. Doesn’t that mean nature has a Designer? 

 
B. Development of Argument 

 
1. Information and Matter 

a. Matter is passive (potentiality) and requires “shaping” 
b. Information is the active principle that shapes matter; immaterial by 

nature 
i. Some information natural 
ii. Some information designed 

2. Keys to identifying designed information  
a. Irreducible Complexity 

i. Rat trap 
ii. Bacterial flagella (complete with propeller, u-joint, stator, rotor, 

bushings, and drive shaft) 
b. Specified Complexity 

i. Alphabet soup 
ii. DNA 

c. Fine-Tuning: 
 

Probability for occurrence of all 75 parameters:   approx. 10 -99 
Maximum possible number of planets in universe:  approx. 10 22 

 

“Much less than 1 chance in a hundred thousand trillion trillion trillion trillion 
trillion trillion exists that even one such planet would occur anywhere in the 
universe.” 
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d. Purpose (teleology): Day-to-day contemporary biology is rife with terms 
like ‘design’, ‘machine’, ‘purpose’ and allied terms. And that is not just 
arbitrary convention, but may be virtually inescapable. Indeed, Kant, 
although a critic of design arguments, saw design as a regulative 
principle of science—that is, a principle which, whether true or not, 
science could not operate without. 

 
 


