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Introduction 

What exists? What is it like? How did it come to be? These are, in my opinion, 

some of the superlative questions of philosophy. Other questions do have their 

value, but almost all of them are logically subsequent to these monumental 

questions of existence. It is these questions we will be concerned with in this 

master’s thesis. I will attempt to give my own answer through an argument which 

represents my thinking at its most mature up until this point in my philosophical 

education. My treatment of the argument will involve metaphysics, logic, and 

empirical science. Introductory chapters leading up to the argument will concern 

history of philosophy, metaphilosophy, as well as some metaphysical questions 

that must be settled before going into the argument proper of this thesis.   

As the title suggests, the argument will be one against metaphysical 

naturalism. The term is somewhat ambiguous, but I will make sure to give it an 

unambiguous definition before attempting to refute it. The other part of the title, 

“cosmological argument”, will be given a historical treatment in the very 

beginning of this thesis, after which the reader will hopefully see how my own 

argument is a continuation of that tradition. As for the argument itself, the ideas 

expressed by the premisses will be ancient, but the objections against them will be 

contemporary, and most of them scientific. We will therefore touch on subjects 

such as cosmology, quantum physics, and thermodynamics. While I am not an 

expert on these subjects, I hope that the philosophical treatment of these subjects 

will be satisfactory.  

The purpose I have myself set for this master’s thesis, as a philosophical 

exercise, is to refute metaphysical naturalism with the most persuasive argument 

possible and with the minimal effort required. Therefore, even if I begin with a 

historical survey of cosmological arguments for God’s existence, the explicit 

purpose of this thesis is not to demonstrate the existence of God. But by the end of 

this thesis, if one accepts my argument, one might also want to adopt my 

argument for their defence of a theistic or non-naturalist worldview. 

 I have divided this master’s thesis into three parts. Part one is introductory, 

where I will study the argument’s history and presuppositions, and give some 

essential definitions and clarifications. Part two contains the exposition of my own 

argument against metaphysical naturalism. Part three, although brief, will contain 

an important discussion about the implications and impact of my argument, if 

successful. 
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1. Cosmological arguments: A historical survey 

I begin these introductory chapters with an overview of the cosmological 

argument for God’s existence. The domain of inquiry I have myself set for this 

thesis stops me short of arguing for the existence of the theistic God, but as the 

reader will find by the end of this first part of the thesis, the label of a 

cosmological argument is quite appropriate for my argument. Shedding light on 

the background of my project therefore means surveying these arguments – both 

classical and contemporary – for God’s existence. I will include in this catalogue 

not only Christian and ancient Greek thinkers, but also an important glimpse into 

the world of Islamic philosophy. We will begin with, as it often happens, with 

Plato and Aristotle. But before that, it is good to start with some definitions and 

clarifications. First of all: What makes a cosmological argument? 

 

 

1.1 Characteristics of cosmological arguments 

A cosmological argument for God is always an a posteriori argument. Being such 

an argument, the cosmological argument incorporates as its premiss – possibly 

alongside some a priori element – something that can only be known through our 

experience of the world. This is different from an a priori argument such as the 

ontological argument, whose premisses are supposedly knowable just by 

reflecting on them.1 An a posteriori element in a cosmological argument can 

pertain to general observations about movement, causation, or explanation of 

existence, or even to particular findings of the cutting edge of modern science.  

 The cosmological argument is also different from the teleological argument, 

which is another great and classical a posteriori argument for God. Also known as 

the design argument, its premisses and presuppositions are far more complex than 

those of the cosmological argument. The teleological argument argues that some 

entities in the world (or even the world itself) are machine-like or fine-tuned in 

such and such ways. As William Rowe writes, such premisses are rather difficult 

to establish by experience, or at least harder than the premisses of a typical 

cosmological argument. He goes on to note, that teleological arguments are more 

like inductive arguments, meaning that they lend support for the conclusion, but 

they do not establish it deductively. The cosmological argument on the other hand 

                                                 
1 Rowe 1998, 3. 
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is a deductive argument, and what is more, it can deductively establish the 

existence of God. The teleological argument usually arrives at the existence of a 

designer of life,2 whereas the cosmological argument establishes an entity with 

almost the whole package of theistic attributes. 3 The argument I present in the 

second part of this thesis checks all these boxes. It is a deductive argument with 

both a priori and a posteriori elements, and the premisses are all based on rather 

simple principles and observations about the world, causation, and existence. 

Rowe continues his characterisation of the cosmological argument:  

 

The Cosmological Argument… has two quite distinct parts. The first part is an argument to 

establish the existence of a first mover, first efficient cause, a necessary being, or, more 

generally, a being that accounts for the existence of the world… The second part is an 

argument to establish that the being established in the first part is God, that is, has the 

properties associated with the theistic concept of God.4 

 

Indeed, on the face of it, a necessary being or a first cause could be identified with 

something else than God. If one is a theist, they would have to then show why a 

theistic god is preferable over a deistic god, not to mention why the Christian god 

would be preferable over the Jewish or Islamic god, or vice versa. An argument 

for a first cause of the Universe is clearly just the beginning of the discussion. A 

textbook example of this is the kalam cosmological argument as propounded by 

William Lane Craig. The first part of that argument establishes the existence of a 

cause of the Universe, and then the second part shows how the plausible attributes 

of that cause imply that that cause is in fact God. We will consider that argument 

in a bit, but first we will study the early days of the cosmological argument. 

 

 

1.2 Plato and Aristotle 

While the thoughts of a few pre-Socratic philosophers foreshadowed the 

cosmological argument, it is generally agreed that it was no other than Plato (429–

347 BC) who introduced the cosmological argument, and at the same time natural 

theology, to Western philosophy. Plato was more preoccupied with teleology and 

                                                 
2 Though more modern teleological arguments which focus on the fine-tuning of the initial    

   conditions of the birth of the Universe, and not just on the genesis of life on Earth, often arrive at  

   conclusions similar to those of a successful cosmological argument. 
3 Rowe 1998, 4–5. 
4 Rowe 1998, 5–6. 
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teleological arguments, but he did produce an argument from motion with the 

explicit goal of refuting atheism, and this argument can be found in the tenth 

chapter of Plato’s Laws.5  

Plato distinguishes between communicated motion and self-motion. 

Communicated motion happens when a body is moved by another body: For 

example, when a bowling ball hits the pins and sends them tumbling down. Self-

motion is, of course, when the body moves itself, for example when a human or 

some other animal decides to move about, or perhaps decides to toss the bowling 

ball, thus initiating communicated motion.6 Plato’s argument (where by “motion” 

he seems to imagine chiefly the astronomical motion of the heavens) then 

proceeds somewhat like this: 

  

1. Some things are in motion. (This is obvious, but only if one observes the   

    world around him. This first step establishes the a posteriori nature of the  

    argument.)   

2. Things in motion imply a self-mover as their source of motion. (A body  

    moved by another implies a prior mover, but if none of the prior movers  

    are self-moving, then there is no way for the chain of movement to have a  

    starting point. If all bodies were at rest, then only self-movement could  

    arise from this immobility.)  

3. Therefore, self-motion is the ultimate source of all motion. (Plato’s  

    thoughts must be interpreted, that the ultimate source of motion is      

    continually in motion, and this perpetual motion accounts for the current  

    motion of the heavens.) 

4. To be self-moving is to be an animate soul, endowed with rationality and  

   immortality. (In Plato’s thought, self-movement and immortality are  

   understood as “the very meaning and essence of the soul”.7 Setting aside  

   Plato’s elaborate theories about the nature of the soul, perhaps this point  

   could be illustrated by pointing out that if there were a lifeless bronze   

   statue sitting on a bench, in the absence of any other movement in the  

    world, that statute could not move anywhere. But a living man endowed     

    with a Platonic soul could choose to stand up and walk wherever he  

                                                 
5 Craig 1980, 1, 4. 
6 Craig 1980, 5. 
7 Craig 1980, 4, 8. 
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    pleases, even if nothing around him were in movement to push him off  

    the bench.)  

5. Therefore, a soul (that is, a god) is the ultimate source of motion in the  

              Cosmos. 

 

Plato goes on to argue for the existence of a plurality of such souls or gods8 

responsible for the movement in the Cosmos, but that need not concern us.9 We 

may stop here to appreciate how this first of the cosmological arguments fits 

neatly in the pattern above given by Rowe, and which has been followed by 

cosmological arguments ever since: An empirical observation from which the 

existence of a first mover is deducted. And then, analysis of the first mover that 

identifies it with that which people understand to be God. 

Aristotle (384–322 BC) seems to have showed more interest in the 

cosmological argument than his teacher, devising at least a few different versions 

of it. Surveying one of his arguments, we see that Aristotle’s argumentation rests 

on analyses and presuppositions about (self-)movement, the eternality of time and 

motion, and distinctions such as that between potentiality and actuality, that far 

surpass in complexity those present in Plato’s argument above. While Plato 

identified the terminus of the chain of bodies in communicated motion with self-

movement, Aristotle goes beyond that, and argues that the members of the series 

of bodies in communicated movement and self-movers “must be in motion only 

by reference to an unmoved mover”. Anything that Plato would call self-

movement happens, because any self-mover (like a man or animal) has an 

unmoved part which then moves the other parts.10 

Being no expert on Aristotle, I find his argumentation hard to follow at 

places, and attempting further elaboration of this part of the argument would 

probably do no justice. At any rate, Aristotle arrives at the existence of a first 

unmoved mover, to which the Cosmos owes its eternal movement. Furthermore, 

this unmoved mover is found to possess attributes such as eternality, 

changelessness, incorporeality, Aristotelian “pure actuality”, and that there exists 

only one such thing.11 This is starting to sound a lot like the God of theism. 

                                                 
8 Whether Plato was a true polytheist, an implicit monotheist, or whether such categories are   

   even applicable to Pagan Greek philosophy in general and Plato’s though in particular, is another  

   discussion. (Craig 1980, 10–12.) 
9 Craig 1980, 4. 
10 Craig 1980, 23–24. Emphasis mine. 
11 Craig 1980, 39–40. 
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With this, the first chapter of the cosmological argument is concluded. Plato 

introduced the argument to the Western world, and established its a posteriori 

character. Aristotle improved on his work, and greatly increased the complexity of 

the argument and its sub-arguments. Next we will look at the work of medieval 

Muslim philosophers, in particular one whose importance to the cosmological 

argument must not be understated.  

 

 

1.3 Abu Hamid al-Ghazali 

If one should name a thinker from the Muslim world who has had an impact on 

the cosmological argument, a sound choice would be Abû Hâmid Muhammad ibn 

Muhammad al-Ghazâlî (1058–1111). Al-Ghazâlî was a notable figure in the so-

called kalam movement in Islamic thought. Kalam could be characterised as 

Islamic philosophical theology, or Islamic scholasticism, which discusses and 

argues about points of Islamic doctrine. Unlike the competing movement of  

falsafa, that is, Aristotelian philosophy in the form it took in the Muslim world, 

kalam did not question the foundational truths of islam, but rather presupposed 

them and defended them.12 

 Though al-Ghazâlî was opposed to the Aristotelian falsafa, and in the words 

of William Lane Craig, “dealt a blow to it from which it would never recover” 

with his book The Incoherence of the Philosophers,13 al-Ghazâlî did incorporate 

elements of falsafa in his own thought.14 The whole enterprise of falsafa was not 

corrupt in his mind. But he criticised its practitioners for not meeting the 

epistemological standards they had set for themselves, and for thinking that 

“demonstrative proof” made for an epistemology superior to divine revelation and 

its rational interpretation.15  

 It is al-Ghazâlî’s opposition to the Aristotelian notion of the eternality of the 

world, entertained by falsafa, that propelled him to formulate a cosmological 

argument. Lacking the wealth of empirical data we enjoy in our time, he had to 

                                                 
12 Craig 1980, 49. 
13 Craig 1979, 42. 
14 Al-Ghazâlî may have been an Islamic apologist, but he was a very intellectually open-minded  

    one, accepting any sound doctrinal innovation as long as it did not contradict a small number  

    of tenets in the very core of the Islamic faith. (Griffel 2016.)  
15 Griffel 2016. 
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first argue philosophically for the temporal beginning of the world.16 His 

subargument for the temporal beginning of the world can be formulated thus: 

 

 1. There are temporal phenomena in the world. (We see this by observing  

              the world around us, and seeing things that begin to exist and pass away.)  

 2. These are preceded by other temporal phenomena.  

 3.1 The series of temporal phenomena cannot regress infinitely. (An   

               actually existing infinite series leads to numerous absurdities.) 

4. Therefore, the series of temporal phenomena must have had a 

beginning.17 (In other words, the world cannot have existed from eternity.) 

 

As a matter of fact, I use this particular subargument in the defense of my own 

argument in the second part of this thesis. I have therefore saved the more detailed 

exposition of these premisses for that later chapter. 

 With the proof of the temporal finitude of the world in place, al-Ghazâlî 

goes on to argue for the existence of the Creator. 

 

 1. Everything that begins to exist requires a cause for its origin. (A cause is  

             something that gives preference to the thing existing over its non-  

             existence. Anything whose non-existence is possible requires such a  

             condition to make it arise rather than not (and to arise when it does, rather  

             than later or earlier),18 and to al-Ghazâlî this is a self-evident axiom of  

             reason.)   

 2. The world is a thing that begins to exist. (As demonstrated by the  

             subargument above.) 

 3. Therefore, the world has a cause of its origin.19 (The argument is a valid 

             universal modus ponens; the conclusion flows from the premisses.)  

 

The cause of the world, then, is no other than its Creator. Al-Ghazâlî summarises 

his argument thus: 

 

                                                 
16 Craig 1979, 42–45. 
17 Craig 1979, 45–49. 
18 Craig 1980, 58. 
19 Craig 1979, 44, 48–49. 
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[T]he people of truth… hold that the world began in time; and they know by rational 

necessity that nothing which originates in time originates by itself, and that, therefore, it 

needs a creator. Therefore, their belief in the Creator is understandable.20 

 

Al-Ghazâlî’s argument is of the same type as Plato’s and Aristotle’s 

arguments in the sense that they all appeal to the impossibility of some infinite 

regress. But unlike Aristotle, al-Ghazâlî vehemently denied that the past is eternal, 

so his argument rests on the impossibility of an infinite temporal regress. Thus, 

the cosmological argument found a new way forward borne out of the clash 

between Aristotelianism and a revealed, fiercely monotheistic faith. 

 

 

1.4 Thomas Aquinas 

The “Five Ways” of Thomas Aquinas (1225–1274) is one of the most famous 

programmes of natural theology in history. Out of these five arguments for God’s 

existence, the first three are types of cosmological arguments. If al-Ghazâlî 

opposed many of Aristotle’s teachings, Aquinas embraced them. In the first way, 

the prima via, we see Aquinas making use of Aristotle’s distinction and analysis 

of actuality and potentiality. 

 Aquinas’ first proof, then, goes like this: 

 

 1. Some things in the world are in process of change. (Change, according to  

              Aristotle, is the actualisation of some potential. For example, a piece of  

              dry wood has the potential to burn and become hot, and when the piece  

              catches fire, that potential is actualised.) 

  2. Anything in process of change is being changed by something else.  

              (Again, the Aristotelian analysis: To actualise some potential, something  

              that already has that actual property must act on the potential thing that is  

              to change. Fire is actually hot, and when it acts on the piece of wood, the  

              the potential hotness of the yet cold piece of wood can be actualised. The  

              piece of wood will never become hot by itself.) 

 3. An infinite regress of changers, each changed by another is impossible.  

                                                 
20 Al-Ghazali, 89. 
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 4. Therefore, there is a first cause of change, itself not in a process of  

             change, and this is what everybody understands by God.21 

 

This is not a very impressive argument. The first premiss is self-evident, but there 

seems to be numerous counterexamples to the second premiss. For example, I am 

a thing that is in a process of change, at least on the cellular level where my cells 

die and are renewed constantly. But how is such intrinsic change supposed to fit 

in the pattern of “anything that changes is changed by something else”? Moreover 

the Aristotelian analysis of change, at least when taken literally, is obviously 

false. A matchstick has the potential to be hot, and that potential may actualise if a 

hot spark causes it to catch fire, but when I create that spark by striking the side of 

the matchbox, none of the objects involved have the actual property of being fiery 

hot. 

 But maybe Aquinas’ second proof, the secunda via, is more successful? 

Here we see again an argument from the impossibility of an infinite regress, but 

instead of motion or change, the talk is about things whose existence is caused, 

and who cause the existence of other things. Here is the argument: 

 

 1. Some things exist and their existence is caused.  

 2. Whatever is caused to exist is caused to exist by something else. 

 3. An infinite regress of causes resulting in the existence of a particular  

             thing is impossible. 

 4. Therefore, there is a first cause of existence, and this is what everybody  

             understands by God.22 

 

Once again, the first premiss is self-evident to anyone who has observed the world 

around them. The formulation of the second premiss here is more waterproof than 

in the second premiss of the first way. There Aquinas presupposes that there are 

no brute facts of change, or that there can be nothing that is in process of change 

without reference to something outside that changes them (anything in process of 

change…). Here, in the second premiss of the second way, the formulation is 

instead “whatever is caused to exist is caused to exist by something else”. This 

                                                 
21 Rowe 1998, 10–13. Summa theologiae, 1a. 2, 3. 
22 Rowe 1998, 21. 
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boils down to the simple fact that a thing cannot cause itself to begin to exist, 

because then it would have had to exist before it existed, which is contradictory.23 

 Things become a bit confusing when we consider the third premiss, because 

it is not clear why it should be true. If we think about for example a son who was 

begotten (that is, caused to exist) by his father, who was begotten by his father, et 

cetera, there seems to be no logical reason why such a chain could not continue 

infinitely. William Rowe writes, that to save the argument, we must understand 

such a regress not as an accidentally ordered series (where each member can act 

causally regardless of the cause of their own existence – a son can produce 

children even if his own father is not alive) but as an essentially ordered series 

(where the causal power of each member is dependent on the causal power of the 

preceding member – a stone moved by a stick is only moved if the hand holding 

the stick moves, and so on).24  

 How is Aquinas’ second argument to be reimagined, then? Instead of the 

coming into existence of things, the argument must concern the present existence 

of things.25 Frederick Copleston says: 

  

[W]hen Aquinas talks about an “order” of efficient causes he is not thinking of a series 

stretching back into the past, but of a hierarchy of causes, in which a subordinate member is 

here and now dependent on the causal activity of a higher member.26 

 

It is admittedly very hard to give an example of such a chain of causes, at least for 

us in the modern times. It is even possible that the sun and other celestial bodies 

played such causal roles in Aquinas’ thought. If so, it suffices to say that medieval 

astrology is no longer a great presupposition for an argument.27 

 Craig does suggest a charitable and friendly reformulation of the argument 

by separating it from its medieval trappings and Aristotelian cosmology: 

 

[F]or example… my existence now is dependent upon the temperature of the earth’s 

atmosphere, which in turn is dependent upon the distance of the earth’s orbit from the sun, 

which is dependent upon the mass of the sun, which is dependent upon the sun’s relation to 

other stars, which are dependent for their existence upon our galaxy, which is dependent for 

                                                 
23 Rowe 1998, 21–22. 
24 Rowe 1998, 23–25. 
25 Rowe 1998, 27. 
26 Copleston 1955, 118. 
27 Rowe 1998, 31. 
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its existence upon surrounding galaxies, and so on and on into the recesses of the 

universe.28 

 

If there can be such an essentially ordered series of causes which threatens to 

constitute an infinite regress, then thus reformulated the Thomistic cosmological 

argument might go through. 

 After centuries of philosophical progress, it seems that these arguments of 

Aquinas are perhaps not as successful as they are famous. In any case, their 

exposition has served this chapter by introducing another type of cosmological 

argument, that is, argument from change. The denial of an infinite regress 

continues to be a recurring theme, but we also see another argument revolving 

around causation of existence, this time from the Christian West. Next, and 

finally, we will look at the currently most influential version of the cosmological 

argument. 

 

 

1.5 William Lane Craig 

William Lane Craig (1949–) is a Christian theologian and apologist, but also one 

of the most remarkable figures in the field of evidentialist philosophy of religion 

today. He is credited with the revival and updating of the cosmological argument 

propounded by al-Ghazâlî (which we covered earlier), to which he gave the name 

“kalam cosmological argument” in honour of the medieval Muslim theologians. 

The argument’s impact on natural theology and philosophy of religion has been 

considerable. According to Craig’s critic Quentin Smith, “a count of the articles in 

the philosophy journals shows that more articles have been published about 

Craig’s defense of the Kalam argument than have been published about any other 

philosopher’s contemporary formulation of an argument for God’s existence.”29 

 Craig’s own formulation of the argument is the following: 

 

 1. Everything that begins to exist has a cause of its existence. 

 2. The Universe began to exist. 

 3. Therefore, the Universe has a cause of its existence.30 

                                                 
28 Craig 1980, 177. 
29 Q. Smith 2007, 183. 
30 Craig 1979, 63. 
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The contents of the premisses are practically identical to those of al-Ghazâlî’s, and 

both enjoy the same logical validity. The defender of the argument must 

demonstrate the truth of both premisses, while the detractor of the argument must 

refute at least the other. 

 In his 1979 book The Kalam Cosmological Argument Craig devotes merely 

eight pages to defending the first premiss “everything that begins to exist has a 

cause”. He wrote: 

 

[T]he first premiss is so intuitively obvious, especially when applied to the universe, that 

probably no one in his right mind really believes it to be false... Indeed the idea that 

anything, especially the whole universe, could pop into existence uncaused is so repugnant 

that most thinkers intuitively recognise that the universe’s beginning to exist entirely 

uncaused out of nothing is incapable of sincere affirmation.31 

 

I agree that the premiss has a rational appeal to it, and that any positive case for 

the premiss will likely be more about pointing at that intuition of reason, and less 

about giving some technical demonstration of the fact. Actually, the reader will 

later find me doing just that. Craig also reports, that it has been to his utter 

surprise that in defending the argument against its opponents, he has been 

challenged to defend precisely his first premiss, instead of the second premiss “the 

universe began to exist”.32  

 As Craig thinks that the first premiss is nothing short of obvious, he 

identifies the second premiss as his key premiss.33 True to tradition, he argues for 

this premiss on the basis of the impossibility of an infinite regress of temporal 

events.34 As he introduced his argument in the latter half of the 20th century, and 

has continued to defend it up until this day, he has been in the position to also 

supply scientific arguments for the truth of the second premiss. I will also make 

use of those arguments in the second part of this thesis, so we need not be 

concerned with them just yet. 

 Having arrived at the cause of the Universe, Craig gives an analysis of its 

plausible properties, and finds them to be essentially those of the God of theism: 

                                                 
31 Craig 1979, 141. Emphasis his. 
32 Craig, “The Scientific Kalam Cosmological Argument” lecture. 
33 Craig 1979, 65. 
34 Craig 1979, 63. 



 17 

Personality, timelessness (prior to creation), and transcendence.35 Following this 

pattern identified by Rowe and exemplified by Craig, I will also give a similar 

analysis of the conclusion of my own argument at the end of the second part of 

this thesis. 

 As expected, Craig finds the kalam cosmological argument based on the 

temporal finitude of the Universe to be the “most likely to be sound and 

persuasive”.36 After the exposition of the different variants of the argument in this 

chapter, I am inclined to agree. Indeed, the argument which I will present in the 

second part of this thesis will largely be based on the kalam argument as 

propounded by Craig. I will discuss the connection between the two in the next 

subchapter. 

 

 

1.6 Conclusion and motivation 

My purpose in this chapter has been to present an overview of the cosmological 

argument for God’s existence. The subject, being not only ancient but also hotly 

debated, would be difficult to exhaust in a complete book, let alone in an 

introductory chapter such as this one. Much has been omitted, such as the family 

of “Leibnizian” cosmological arguments from contingency. But I hope that I have 

given the reader an idea about some of the most important historical developments 

of the argument, as I prepare to present my own humble contribution to this 

tradition. 

Plato was the first to introduce the cosmological argument to Western 

philosophy, and he set the pattern the ensuing variants of the argument would 

follow up until this day. Plato’s student Aristotle made remarkable improvements 

to the argument and introduced more complex ideas into the chain of reasoning. 

He also arrived at a definite set of properties possessed by the first unmoved 

mover of the Cosmos – properties that peculiarly mirror those of the God of 

classical theism.  

 Al-Ghazâlî opposed many things his Aristotelian contemporaries said, 

though he did not reject everything and anything endorsed by “the philosophers”. 

His, and the works of other Muslim theologians and philosophers mark a point in 

                                                 
35 Craig 1979, 149–153. “But as to whether this Creator is omniscient, good, perfect, and so forth,  

    we shall not inquire… These questions are logically posterior to the question of His existence.”  
36 Craig 1979, 63. 
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the history of the cosmological argument where it was being developed in defense 

of a revealed and monotheistic religion. In the case of al-Ghazâlî, the temporal 

finitude of the world, an orthodox tenet of said religion, is taken as a premiss of 

the argument. 

 Thomas Aquinas wrote some of the most influential works in Western 

Christian theology and philosophy, and his five ways or proofs of God’s existence 

are some of the most famous pieces of natural theology. Looking back at the 

history of the cosmological argument up until Aquinas’ day, I think he did not 

bring to the table anything radically novel, and at least in some places his 

arguments must be charitably reformulated in order to save them from fallacy. But 

even so, his influence has been so remarkable that any historical survey of the 

cosmological argument cannot afford to omit him. 

 William Lane Craig’s kalam argument is perhaps the most noteworthy of 

the recent developments in the field of cosmological arguments. His formulation 

of the argument is essentially the same as al-Ghazâlî’s, but he is credited with 

reviving the argument. Like al-Ghazâlî, Craig employs philosophical arguments to 

demonstrate the temporal finitude of the Universe. He has had to defend the 

premisses against scientific objections, but he has also advanced scientific 

arguments for their truth. Craig’s kalam argument is also important to my own 

argument in this thesis. The metaphysical content of the key premisses of the two 

are largely the same, and the analyses of their conclusions follow the same 

pattern. The premisses of both arguments face the same scientific objections, 

which I will deal with in the course of this thesis. 

 

1.6.1 A new argument 

Having studied the kalam cosmological argument for some time, I have also 

observed the current debate revolving around the argument, mostly the exchanges 

between Craig himself and the argument’s detractors. The genesis of my own 

argument was not an attempt to improve on Craig’s work, but once I had the 

formulation down, I noticed that my premisses and conclusion had essentially the 

same metaphysical content as in the kalam argument.  

The wording of the premisses, however, is a bit different. Instead of 

“everything that begins to exist has a cause”, I urge the reader to cede that “out of 

nothing comes nothing”. In my opinion, that latter wording delivers the same 

metaphysical statement, but in an even more commonsensical way that bypasses 
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the ponderous philosophical discussion about causation, and appeals directly to 

the intuition of reason that out of nothing, indeed, nothing comes. Instead of “the 

Universe began to exist”, my argument has the premiss “the Universe has not 

always existed”. These two are surely logically equivalent, but I am pleased with 

how my wording makes it clear what its denial would amount to, namely, the 

affirmation that the Universe has always existed; a statement that is clearly 

contrary to the findings of cosmology as we will see in a later chapter.  

During the final stages of writing this thesis I discovered that my argument 

is very similar to a cosmological argument from the principle of sufficient reason 

given by Samuel Clarke (1675–1729).37 Whether my argument could be 

considered an improvement on Clarke’s work I shall have to investigate in the 

course of some later project. I claim no originality for any of the individual 

premisses, but I have independently come up with the composition of this 

hopefully successful argument against metaphysical naturalism, and I hope the  

reader will find the argument as concise and persuasive as I do. 

 

 

 

2. The presuppositions and nature of my argument 

As I indicated in the previous chapter, the argument of this thesis is a 

metaphysical one with ties to the tradition of natural theology, and more precisely, 

to the family of cosmological arguments. As such, its premisses have to do with 

the Universe as a totality, and contingent facts pertaining to it. This combination 

raises some old questions about the nature and autonomy of metaphysical inquiry, 

and the meaningfulness and possibility of such arguments. Assessing these 

questions in depth would fall out of the scope of this work, but I will at the very 

least present to the reader these presuppositions that guide my philosophising, 

even if no thorough defence of them is offered in the confines of this thesis. 

 

 

2.1 Cosmological arguments as metaphysics 

As for my conception of metaphysics, the reader will notice that I do not defend a 

strictly autonomous and completely a priori metaphysics from the armchair in the 

                                                 
37 Rowe 1998, 61–71. 
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ivory tower, the kind of enterprise Kant imagined traditional metaphysics to be. 

Instead, I find that statements of science can work as meaningful premisses in 

philosophical and metaphysical arguments. If a finding of science seemed to 

explicitly refute a metaphysical position of mine, I do not know what it would 

even mean to ignore it and appeal to autonomy of metaphysics instead. Rather, on 

the issue of demarcation between metaphysics and science, I agree with E.J. Lowe 

when he writes thus:  

 

 [W]here a metaphysician asserts the existence of some fundamental structural feature of   

 reality which he deems to be contingent in character, then, indeed, he should acknowledge 

 that this claim is answerable to empirical evidence, at least in part. But it is important to see 

 that such a claim is not answerable solely to empirical evidence. For where a metaphysician 

 makes such a claim, it is incumbent upon him to establish… that the existence of that 

 feature is at least possible… Thus metaphysics, like mathematics, does have a non- 

 empirical subject-matter, to the extent that it is the intellectual discipline whose concern it 

 is to chart the possibilities of real existence… the question will remain as to which of many 

 mutually incompatible possibilities... actually obtains – and this question can only be 

 answered… with the aid of empirical evidence.38 

 

 In other words, though metaphysics and science have their own respective 

fields of inquiry, we must consult them both in order to reach, as Lowe would say, 

indivisible truths about the one reality. For example, one could devise a clever a 

priori argument in favour of infinitely descending hierarchies of composition39 – 

but according to modern physics the hierarchy of composite parts does find its 

terminus in the elementary particles such as electrons and quarks.40 In my mind, 

this would be an example of a metaphysical statement that is a candidate for 

scientific falsification or corroboration. Accordingly, in the course of this thesis I 

seek to both advance scientific arguments for my premisses, as well as to refute 

scientific arguments against them, in order to achieve a metaphysical conclusion. 

 As I see it, the focus of contemporary debate on cosmological arguments is 

on the empirical premisses and sub-arguments, rather than on the a priori 

elements of these arguments. I see no reason to refrain from this lively discussion. 

Rather, I hope that the reader will find my treatment of these empirical questions 

                                                 
38 Lowe 2002, 10–11. Emphases his. 
39 That is, the view that every composite part of some whole is itself a composite, so that there  

    exist no indivisible and fundamental substantial building blocks such as Democritean  

    atoms. (Lowe 2002, 60.) 
40 Lowe 2002, 60. 



 21 

to be some of the most substantial sections of this thesis. 

 The argument of this thesis, then, is perhaps not to be located in the most 

traditional field of metaphysics – that of a priori reasoning about more or less 

abstract subjects where science plays little to no role. But it is undeniably an 

exercise in metaphysics in the sense that it seeks to establish a robustly 

ontological conclusion that answers the two traditional core questions of 

metaphysics: “What is there?” and “What is it like?” Though this thesis stops 

short of arguing for the existence of God, the argument it presents does join the 

tradition of contemporary Anglo-American natural theology and philosophy of 

religion, where discussion often takes the form of logically valid arguments and 

counter-arguments of numbered premisses both empirical and rational. 

 

 

2.2 Answering the Kantian objection 

Immanuel Kant was a vocal critic of the natural theology of his time, and his 

shadow is still, at times, cast on exercises in realist metaphysics and natural 

theology, such as the argument I am about to propound. Indeed, this project of 

mine is unabashedly traditionalist and realist as opposed to Kantian in its 

metaphysical outlook, but nonetheless I wish to at least acknowledge the Kantian 

objections to the very foundations of my thesis. For this purpose, I choose to 

address two such objections: The general suggestion that metaphysics is more 

sensibly conducted as an inquiry into the structure of thought about reality, rather 

than into the structure of reality itself; and the specific complaint that Kant’s 

famous antinomies of pure reason demonstrate the futility of arguing about the 

nature of transcendent reality, something this thesis is very much in the business 

of doing. 

 Kant was preoccupied with the question of how metaphysical knowledge, 

which for him meant knowledge of a priori synthetic statements, was possible in 

the first place. His answer was to construe metaphysics as stated above: As 

inquiry into the fundamentally necessary features of our thought about reality that 

eschews attempts to reach knowledge about the objective reality an sich. I find 

E.J. Lowe’s response to this appealing. He reminds us that if the mind-

independent world is inaccessible to us, so are our thoughts. For if they are 

anything, they are a part of that same reality and their existence is not dependent 
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on us thinking of them.41  

 Moreover, Lowe and his student Tuomas Tahko have argued that Kant was 

led to this path of metaphysical scepticism by his characterisation of a priori 

truths as necessary, and at the same time by his conception of metaphysics as 

being entirely a priori and dealing only in concepts. Metaphysics has since moved 

on, as most modern metaphysicians have incorporated a posteriori elements in 

their theories, and the existence of contingent a priori truths has gained 

acceptance.42 

 Kant’s insistence on treating metaphysics as “a wholly isolated speculative 

cognition of reason that elevates itself entirely above all instruction from 

experience”43 culminates in the so-called antinomies of pure reason, which mean 

to show that reason can only bankrupt itself if it tries to reach conclusions about 

the unconditioned – either by rejecting both the thesis and the antithesis, or by 

affirming both. The first antinomy is especially interesting for my project, as I 

argue contra Kant, that we should affirm its thesis and reject its antithesis. 

 The thesis of the first antinomy is this: “The world has a beginning in time, 

and in space it is also enclosed in boundaries.” The antithesis to this is the 

converse statement that the world has no beginning in time, and that space is 

unbounded. In short, Kant’s argument for the thesis is that if the world had no 

beginning in time, an infinite series of events should have expired before any 

given point in time, but the infinity of such a series means precisely that it cannot 

be completed. Thus, a world without a temporal beginning is unacceptable to 

reason. 44 The supposedly equally convincing argument for the antithesis is on the 

other hand this: If the world had a temporal beginning, it would have been 

preceded by an “empty time” where nothing at all existed. But this makes no 

sense, because in such an empty time there could not have been any condition that 

would have discriminated between the world arising from this void, rather than 

not.45 The question about the (un)boundedness of space is not immediately 

relevant to my task at hand, so I shall ignore it here. 

 The failure of Kant’s claims, according to Richard Swinburne, is simply that 

there is no reason to suppose that the arguments for the theses and antitheses must 

                                                 
41 Lowe 1998, 5–6. Lowe 2002, 8. 
42 Tahko 2008, 35–37. 
43 B xiv. 
44 B 454. 
45 B 455. 
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always be equally convincing.46 Evidence can make the other more plausibly true 

than the other, and as it happens, I hope to later supply plenty of such evidence for 

the truth of the thesis of the first antinomy. Conversely, I am of the opinion that 

the antithesis of that antinomy must be discarded. While I concentrate on building 

a positive case for the thesis, the antithesis is not without its critics. William Lane 

Craig goes as far as to remark that the argument for the antithesis is “a terrible 

argument that is obviously fallacious and easily refuted.”47  

 But we need not treat this part of Kant’s critical project unsympathetically. 

Looking at things from a historical perspective, Swinburne muses: 

 

Since just before Kant’s death, scientists have produced evidence making probable detailed 

theories not merely about things too small, but about things too big, too old, and too strange 

to be observed. Kant had great respect for the physical sciences; if he had known of their 

subsequent history, he might have acknowledged great scope for human reason to acquire 

probably true beliefs about matters far beyond the observable.48 

 

While we cannot know what Kant would have thought about the achievements of 

modern physics, he did ask some important questions about what kind of 

discipline metaphysics is, and why is it that up until his day metaphysics had not 

yet been able to “enter upon the secure course of a science”. Admitting empirical 

elements into metaphysical reasoning and abandoning the search for only 

absolutely certain and necessary truths is an answer that maybe should have 

occurred to him. 49 Those two features, at least, characterise my conception of 

metaphysics, and have guided me in the writing of this thesis.  

 

 

2.3 Becoming and the nature of time 

Having established the metaphysically realist character of my inquiry, I find it 

necessary to discuss a certain metaphysical presupposition of my argument: The 

nature of time and its implications. 

J.M.E. McTaggart (1866–1925) famously made the distinction between the 

A-series of time and the B-series of time. The A-series (or the A-theory as I like 

                                                 
46 Swinburne 2012. 
47 Craig 2013. The reader will notice, though, that my argumentation in the second part of this  

    master’s thesis will echo some of the sentiments expressed by Kant’s argument for the first  

    antinomy’s antithesis. 
48 Swinburne 2012. 
49 Tahko 2008, 40–41. 
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to call it) is the common-sense view that the flow of time is real. The present is 

the only real time that exists. The past does not exist (anymore) and the future 

does not exist either (yet), but nonetheless it is sensible to refer to certain events 

as past or future events, their “pastness” or “futureness” being determined by the 

objective present.50 

The B-theory, being the adversary of the A-theory, is the view according to 

which events or points in time can be arranged linearly without referring to the 

past, present, or future. The order of events is the same on both the A and the B-

series, but events have no properties such as “being two days past” or “being 

seven days future” or “being present”, because no objective “present” in fact 

exists. All points in time are equally real, be it the assassination of Caesar in 44 

BC, or the day of me writing this chapter in March 2018, or when the first man 

sets foot on Mars. What is true enough on the B-series is that Caesar was killed 

earlier than this thesis was written, and that if and when we send a human on 

Mars it will be later than the writing of this thesis. But even if it appears to me 

subjectively and psychologically that the moment of my writing this chapter is the 

present (and when the reader reads this, that moment is “present” to them), that is 

merely an illusion.51 

The B-theory is the one that is problematic for my argument, but how? It 

has so far been my assumption, and it will continue to be, that things genuinely 

come into being, and when destroyed, they pass from existence. However, the B-

theory of time paints a radically different picture when its implications are studied 

carefully. The B-theory can be seen as a part of a wider bundle of views, and the 

ontological component of that bundle is called eternalism. According to 

eternalism, since all points of time are equally real, so are the things at those 

times. 1994 is as real as 2018, and therefore the passenger ship Estonia being at 

the bottom of the sea is as equally real as the same ship being afloat. Caesar, too, 

is alive and kicking, in a sense. Supposing that humanity will start colonies on 

Mars, those are also as real as this thesis. These things in the “past” and in the 

“future” are merely located in different locations in space-time. At one point we 

are conscious of them, and at another, we are not, and this constitutes the illusion 

of time passing and things coming into being.52  

                                                 
50 Markosian 2016. 
51 Markosian 2016, 
52 Markosian 2016. 
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In other words, things do not genuinely come into existence, and no genuine 

change happens in the world, according to the B-theory. Worse yet, not even the 

Universe or time itself actually came into being, as the third premiss of my 

argument would have it. Craig uses a yardstick as an analogy: It has a front edge 

and a first millimetre, but it does not begin to exist at that point.53 Similarly, the 

Universe is to be understood as a static four-dimensional block where entities are 

constituted not only by their spatially located physical building blocks, but also by 

their temporally located temporal parts. Thus, I am myself constituted not only by 

the molecules that make up my physical body, but also by the temporal “slices” of 

my every living moment up until now.54 

What shall we make of the B-theory of time, then? In the second part of this 

thesis I will defend the premiss that “out of nothing comes nothing”, which at the 

first glance might seem relevant to what I have explored in this subchapter so far. 

But surely ordinary considerations of causation and the alleged causal potential of 

nothingness remain the same even if we were to align our presuppositions with 

that of the B-theory? There might exist a fresh layer of paint on my bedroom wall 

or the score of a new musical piece on my desk two days later than the time of 

writing this, but only if I set aside the computer and start painting or composing 

earlier than the time those things are supposed to exist. The B-theory does not 

endorse things popping into existence ex nihilo, only that future things such as a 

novel composition or fresh paint exist “already” in an ontological sense,55 

provided that appropriate causal effort is expended in order to bring them into 

existence. 

 

2.3.1 B-theory and the Universe 

The real challenge to my argument comes from the way the Universe itself is 

conceived on the B-theory. This objection is directly relevant to the third premiss 

of my argument (“The Universe has not always existed”), but I am inclined to 

deal with this matter of metaphysical presupposition here, for our hands will be 

quite full with details of empirical evidence in that later chapter. 

 Indeed, if the B-theory were the superior view of time, it would be a lot 

harder to defend the premiss that the Universe in fact began to exist. On the B-

                                                 
53 Craig & Harris 2015. 
54 Dowden. 
55 Markosian 2016. 
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theory, the Universe did not strictly begin to exist, rather, it simply exists. Recall 

the example of the yardstick: It has a front edge and the first millimetre, but that 

first point is not distinguished in some special way from any of the other points of 

the stick – all of them exist at once and they are all equally real. Even if the B-

theory – with its talk about things not actually beginning to exist – does not give 

permission to ignore considerations of causation like I pointed out above, it does 

make it harder to discuss the beginning of the Universe itself, which is something 

we will be very much doing later in this thesis. 

But be that as it may, a B-theoretical version of my argument is not 

impossible, either.56 But like Craig, on whose kalam argument my own argument 

is based, I will leave it to B-theorists to develop such an argument.57 Instead, I 

will go forward with this thesis with the A-theory of time as my presupposition. 

The debate between the two camps is quite overwhelming, and naturally I cannot 

adjudicate between the two in this subchapter. But I will invite the reader to cede 

this presupposition at least for the sake of argument, but also because I find the A-

theory to be the superior alternative, and because there is a considerable 

intellectual price to be paid for endorsing the B-theory. 

 

2.3.2 The case for the A-theory 

Let us reiterate the characteristics of the A-theory of time, and the ontology it 

entails. It is the view that there exists an objective and real present, which is the 

only real time there is. The future does not exist yet, and the past does not exist 

anymore, but it is meaningful to refer to things as being in the past or in the 

future. Metaphorically it is appropriate to say that time “flows”. Events change 

from being in the ever nearer future, to being present, and then to being in the ever 

more distant past. Only the things that exist now, at this present moment, exist. 

This thesis – being a thing of the present exists, but contra eternalism and the B-

theory, Caesar does not exist, and the Martian space colonies do not exist. 

 All this is eminently commonsensical, and surely the opinion of the majority 

of ordinary people. That in itself is not an argument for accepting a view, but it is 

uncanny how reality imposes such an experience of time upon us. The experience 

of the flow of time is so vivid, and yet the B-theory requires that we regard it as 

                                                 
56 And even on the B-theory the naturalist would have to deal with Leibnizian style cosmological   

    arguments based on the principle of sufficient reason and the contingency of the Universe.  

    These arguments do not require the truth of the A-theory. 
57 Craig & Harris 2015. 
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an illusion. Indeed, the whole of humanity is in the grips of a deception, an almost 

psychotic delusion, according to the B-theory. I think we ought to regard any 

metaphysical theory with such implications with suspicion. This is my first major 

complaint against the B-theory. 

 My second complaint is that, as far as metaphysical theories are subject to 

empirical corroboration and falsification, I find that B-theory/eternalism does not 

“stick out its neck”. No matter how many times I point at entities that begin to 

exist and pass from existence, the reply of the B-theorist will be “no, you see, that 

is just an illusion”. Now, one might object that the B-theory is the kind of 

metaphysical theory that is not subject to corroboration and falsification, and that 

is fair enough. But I would rather work with a theory that passes those hurdles, 

namely the A-theory, and I invite the reader to share my preference.  

 I even have a hunch that the implications of the B-theory undermine our 

trust in the faculties of our minds so much, that it undermines metaphysics itself. 

The B-theory posits that the faculties that inform us about the existence or non-

existence of entities is crippled by illusions, as well as the faculties that give us 

the impression of the flow of time. These are some of the very faculties that we 

use when we do metaphysics, theories of time included! I cannot devote more 

space to developing this though here, but if I am on the right track, the B-theory 

implies something that is very undesirable in a metaphysical theory. 

 More points could be raised against the B-theory. For example, if all the 

points of time are real and time is static, how is it to be explained that we only 

ever experience time moving “forward” instead of “backward”? The best 

explanation to this and many more questions, I believe, is because time actually 

moves forward with the present moment as the “edge of becoming”. All in all, to 

choose the A-theory over the B-theory is to choose the commonsensical over the 

outlandish. Of course, one must always be open-minded about the different ways 

in which the truth might be stranger than fiction, but for now I am inclined to 

recommend the A-theory of time, which, going forward, will be a presupposition 

of my argument. 
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2.4 Conclusion 

In this chapter I have explicated on the nature of my enterprise in writing this 

thesis. My conception of metaphysics is realist, and my methodology is at least 

somewhat naturalist. In other words, I strive to obtain truths about the mind-

independent world not only by using the philosophical method, but also by 

appropriating findings of science. I leave it to the reader to judge whether I find 

any success. 

 I also explored a particular presupposition of my argument: The A-theory of 

time. I find the A-theory to be superior to its competitors, and while a non-A-

theoretical version of my argument could perhaps be formulated, I choose to 

direct my own efforts towards defending both the A-theory and the argument of 

my thesis as I shall soon present it. 

         As for the presentation of the Kantian critique of metaphysics in this 

chapter, it has been by no means exhaustive, and I do not claim to have addressed 

every or even most of the objections that could be launched from the Kantian 

viewpoint. However, the presupposition of my argument remains, that contrary to 

Kant, these kinds of arguments can be used meaningfully to capture truths about 

reality in its totality.  

 Having acknowledged Kant’s objection to perhaps the most fundamental 

presupposition of my argument and having given some reasons for not 

succumbing to it, I choose for the purposes of this thesis to disregard it for the 

time being. And I find myself in good company for it. I join the centuries old, yet 

currently vibrant and stimulating tradition fuelled by scientific discovery and 

philosophical progress, and whose list of partakers reads like a Who’s Who of 

Western philosophy. 

 As I stated above, I take this tradition to be that of natural theology – or at 

least the argument of this thesis is intimately connected to it. Even so, I do not feel 

compelled to address evidentialism or other questions of religious epistemology as 

a matter of identifying my presuppositions in writing this thesis. Instead, let us 

turn our attention to what the argument at hand explicitly does concern: 

Metaphysical naturalism. 
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3. Defining naturalism 

Naturalism is one of the more ambiguous terms in contemporary philosophy. As 

such, it requires a thorough definition and clarification before we can move on to 

the second part of my thesis where I use the term frequently, and in a manner that 

presupposes that the reader knows exactly what kind of naturalism is under attack. 

Thus, in this final introductory chapter, I will study different varieties of 

naturalism as a philosophical school of thought, and isolate the exact strain of 

naturalism I am concerned with in this thesis.  

       For the purposes of this thorough clarification I will include also such kinds 

of naturalism that are not strictly relevant to the subject of my thesis. But even in 

those cases I hope to continue to illuminate the presuppositions guiding my work 

by contrasting them with these naturalist doctrines. 

 

 

3.1 Methodological naturalism 

Most if not all of the prominent varieties of naturalism have to do with the natural 

sciences. In the philosophy of science, naturalism is used to describe the position 

that science and philosophy have essentially the same task and the same 

methods.58 On this view, the difference between questions of science and 

questions of philosophy is not so much that of quality, but of grade, with 

philosophy investigating the more general and science investigating the more 

specific questions on the same continuum. 

         On the other side of the debate, some philosophers are more suspicious of 

science and jealously guard the autonomy of philosophy. But the philosophical 

impact of some of science’s findings should be obvious to even those 

philosophers, as should the number of differences between science and 

philosophy be apparent to even the staunchest naturalist.59 

 Especially within philosophy of religion, methodological naturalism often 

has significance for the scientific method itself, instead of the method of 

philosophy. It goes without saying that the scientist, when studying the natural 

world with its causes and effects, must search for natural explanations and not 

attribute anything to the activity of gods, spirits, or the like. Methodological 
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naturalism as understood in the philosophy of religion affirms this, and with it the 

possibility of religious believers conducting scientific inquiry as any other 

scientist, whether atheist or agnostic, would. That is, as long as they check their 

religious commitments at the door.60 

 Against this view, Alvin Plantinga takes a different position. He argues, that 

“the Christian scholarly community should do science, or parts of science, in its 

own way and from its own perspective.”61 Whether Plantinga’s exhortations are 

salutary to the Christian or other religious communities or not, his view is 

normative and apparently not shared by many religiously minded scientists around 

the world. 

 In any case, the variety of naturalism my argument calls into question is not 

that of methodological naturalism. In fact – as I mentioned in the previous 

introductory chapter – my own way of philosophising here has some naturalist 

features. I treat statements of science as permissible premisses of philosophical 

argumentation, and I hold that metaphysical theories can rise or fall with findings 

of science. However, I strive for the careful demarcation between science and 

philosophy when appropriate. 

 

 

3.2 Epistemological naturalism 

Epistemological naturalism is also sometimes known as methodological 

naturalism. Its core thesis might be summarised thus: “Every legitimate method of 

acquiring knowledge consists of or is grounded in the hypothetically completed 

methods of the empirical sciences.” This is also often known as scientism.62 

       Given this formulation of naturalism and the description of methodological 

naturalism in the previous chapter, it is easy to see that the discussion of 

naturalism does not concern merely different fields of philosophy, but what kind 

of enterprise philosophy itself is. Is there an exclusively philosophical method, a 

“first philosophy” that is prior to and has authority over sense experience and the 

empirical sciences?63 The naturalist answer is: “No”. 

       A proponent of traditional epistemology could raise an objection against 

naturalist epistemology, that it is circular. Traditionally, it has been seen as a task 

                                                 
60 Papineau 2016. 
61 Plantinga 1997. 
62 Moser & Yandell 2000, 10. 
63 Moser & Yandell 2000, 3. 



 31 

of epistemology to establish that empirical knowledge is even possible in the first 

place, whereas naturalists ignore this task and help themselves to the results of 

science right from the start.64 

       An even more lethal objection can also be launched from the traditionalist 

armchair, namely, that naturalist epistemology is self-refuting. After all, the thesis 

that “every legitimate method of acquiring knowledge is grounded in the 

empirical sciences” is itself not offered by the empirical sciences.65 And how 

could it be? Rather, it is a theory of philosophy. Philosophical theories are allowed 

such all-encompassing and universal pronouncements in a way that the empirical 

sciences are not. The different fields of science have their own well-defined 

domains of inquiry, and there is no reason to suppose that even after their 

hypothetical completion (recall the exact formulation in the beginning of this 

subchapter) any science would be able to offer such an epistemological thesis.66 

       When we reach the second part of this master’s thesis, the reader will notice 

that I do not share this naturalist view of epistemology. Sure enough, I regard 

science as a successful enterprise to the point that its findings can potentially 

refute philosophical theories, as I stated above. However, scientific results must 

be considered together with results obtained through the philosophical method. In 

the second part of this thesis I will argue on the basis of non-scientific 

metaphysical intuitions that impose themselves on us, so much so that in the 

absence of their explicit refutation I see no choice but to accept them. 

       As much as I disagree with epistemological naturalism, it is not this variety of 

naturalism that I seek to disprove in the argument of this thesis. In fact, as far as 

questions of the autonomy of philosophy and metaphysics go, the position of 

science in my project is relatively elevated. 

 

 

3.3 Naturalism in the philosophy of mind 

The philosophy of mind is an arena where naturalism has come to dominate 

perhaps more than in any other field of philosophy. Here naturalism assumes a 

form of more or less reductive physicalism concerning mental phenomena. In 

other words, there exists no soul or mind that is independent of the brain, and to 
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which mental phenomena should be attributed to.67 In the words of the naturalist 

philosopher David Papineau: 

 

            A central thought in ontological naturalism is that all spatiotemporal entities must be     

            identical to or metaphysically constituted by physical entities. Many ontological naturalists  

            thus adopt a physicalist attitude to mental, biological and other such “special” subject  

            matters. They hold that there is nothing more to the mental, biological and social realms  

            than arrangements of physical entities.68 

 

Papineau identifies the main motivation for physicalism with the limits 

imposed by modern physics on things that can produce physical effects. 

Surveying the history of natural science, he notes that Newtonian physics allowed 

for disembodied forces to cause physical effects, and it was fairly open-ended 

about what kinds of forces do exist. In the mid-nineteenth century it was noted, 

that the principle of the conservation of energy implied that if any such mental 

forces exist, they must be governed by strict deterministic laws. In the twentieth 

century the study of the nervous system found no physical effects that could not 

be explained in the terms of the known physical forces. By the end of the 

twentieth century, physicalism had become the dominant view in the philosophy 

of mind.69 

 This failure to find evidence of any sui generis mental force or substance led 

to the prominence of the so-called causal closure thesis: “Anything that has 

physical effects must itself be physical.” Coupled with the principle that we 

should not attribute any more causes to an effect than is necessary to explain it, 

the physicalist conclusion is reached, that “the mental causes of those [physical] 

effects are not ontologically separate from their physical causes.”70  

 Papineau also reports of other philosophical arguments for the truth of 

physicalism that rely more or less explicitly on the causal closure principle. 

Assessing them would fall out of the scope of this thesis by far, but without going 

deeper into the question, I have some reservations about the physicalist reasoning 

discussed above. To reiterate, the thinking behind the physicalist thesis that 

mental causes are the same as their physical causes seems to be made up of two 

components, at least according to Papineau’s presentation: The failure to find 
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mental phenomena that could not be explained in the terms of the physical, and 

the Principle of Simplicity, of which Occam’s Razor is one variant. The former is 

not supported by any positive evidence, but rather it is based on the absence of 

evidence, so it seems that the logical possibility of the existence of sui generis 

mental forces remains. The latter, on the other hand, is a normative guideline for 

theorising, and the question of its justification is far from resolved.71 This is not to 

dispute the merits of simplicity as a guiding principle, or to dismiss the causal 

closure thesis in the absence of evidence to the contrary. Rather, it is to question 

the watertightness of argumentation with these two as the key premisses. 

 Be that as it may, my argument in this thesis does not strictly concern 

naturalism or physicalism in the field of the philosophy of mind. This type of 

naturalism however is very closely linked with my subject, or at least more so 

than the epistemological or metaphilosophical varieties described above. The 

position that there is no dualist soul or mind usually comes with the same package 

as the position that no supernatural entities or anything beyond the Universe 

exists. As it happens, it is this latter statement that I am concerned with in this 

thesis, and which I will attempt to refute.  

 

 

3.4 Ontological naturalism 

The argument of this thesis concerns the truth of ontological or metaphysical 

naturalism. Unsurprisingly, there are questions about how to best describe this 

position and what it implies. For example, to what extent is materialism entailed 

by ontological naturalism? And how to construe “material” in the first place?72 

Since even this sub-category of naturalism can take many forms, it is best that I 

give my own description of the position I am about to attack in the second part of 

this thesis. 

An elaborate description of ontological naturalism could be given as 

follows: “Every real entity either consists of or is somehow ontically grounded in 

the objects countenanced by the hypothetically completed empirical sciences.”73 

Even if not always, the proponents of this view typically hold on to materialism or 

physicalism, which is sometimes construed as simply as this: “Everything that 
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actually exists is extended in space, and thus nothing non-spatial exists”.74 It is 

easy to see how this kind of naturalists are motivated to attack doctrines such as 

Cartesian dualism, which posits the existence of an immaterial and non-extended 

mental substance. Indeed, discussion about ontological naturalism tends to 

revolve around questions concerning mental phenomena. In contrast, I intend to 

transcend this debate, and to tackle naturalism at its grandest scale. 

The view I am targeting is defined by D.M. Armstrong as “the doctrine that 

reality consists of nothing but a single all-embracing spatio-temporal system.”75 In 

other words, the Universe is all that exists. In this quote Armstrong is giving a 

definition to “naturalism”, but to decisively distinguish it from any other view, 

this statement could be called Global Ontological Naturalism. It does not concern 

merely the status of things within space-time (such as mental states), but the 

possibility of the existence of a wider reality. It is this possibility I am going to 

defend in this thesis, and it is this global statement of ontological naturalism I 

intend to refute. Whatever implications the argument of this thesis will have for 

these other strains of naturalism discussed above will be to a lesser degree. 

 

 

3.5 Conclusion and clarification 

This thesis is not a study in the philosophy of science or epistemology. As such, it 

does not concern the varieties of naturalism within those fields, and I do not think 

that I make strong presumptions in neither field. Rather, I believe that my 

opinions about the Rationalist–Empiricist and Naturalist–Traditionalist divides are 

pretty middle-of-the-road, and in need of no further elaboration for now. 

 What this thesis does concern is metaphysics and ontology. Naturalism in 

that field is often preoccupied with questions about substance dualism, the 

metaphysical status of mental states, and such. My argument, however, is not. 

Instead, I will set out to defend the claim that “something else than the Universe 

exists”. If that were to be done successfully, it would amount to the refutation of 

ontological or metaphysical naturalism on the cosmic level.   

 To use similar vocabulary as William Lane Craig, whose work is the 

principal foundation on which this thesis is built, I call the argument of this thesis 

a “cosmological argument against metaphysical naturalism”. Accordingly, from 
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here on I will refer to the opposing position “nothing but the spatio-temporal 

universe exists” as “metaphysical naturalism”. Unless otherwise specified, any 

references to “naturalism” in the second part of this thesis will also refer to this 

particular statement of this particular sub-category of naturalism. 

 I will return to the different varieties of naturalism discussed in this chapter 

later, in the third part of this thesis. There I will reflect on the possible 

implications of the argument, if successful, for the different varieties of 

naturalism. 

 Having reviewed the past and the present of cosmological arguments, 

having explicated and elaborated on the presuppositions that guide my 

philosophising, and having specified exactly what kind of naturalism I wish to 

challenge, all is set for the actual treatment of the argument of this thesis. 
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PART TWO 

A cosmological argument against metaphysical naturalism 
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4. The formulation and logical form of the argument 

The argument I propose against metaphysical naturalism relies on both 

metaphysical and scientific key premisses. The metaphysical premiss, I hold, is 

established and intuitive to the point of obviousness. The scientific premiss, while 

subject to potential revision like any other scientific finding, stands more than 

firmly in the mainstream of cosmology. 

 Let us lay out the argument: 

 

1.1 Out of nothing comes nothing. 

1.2 Therefore, either something has always existed, or nothing has     

      ever existed. 

2.1 Something exists. 

 2.2 Therefore, something has always existed. 

3.1 The Universe has not always existed. 

 3.2 Therefore, something else than the Universe has always existed. 

4. Therefore, metaphysical naturalism is false. 

 

Consider premiss 1.1: Out of nothing comes nothing. A direct implication of the 

truth of this premiss is the disjunction and the first conclusion within the 

argument, that either something has always existed, or nothing has ever existed. 

When paired with the truth of the second premiss (something exists), we solve the 

disjunction and are brought to the second conclusion within the argument: 

Something has always existed.  

 Premiss 3.1 is the scientific one which will be discussed at a length in a later 

chapter, where I will invite the reader to cede the premiss on the grounds of 

established science and philosophical argument. Given the truth of the third 

premiss, the Universe is ruled out as a candidate for something that has always 

existed. The third conclusion of the argument then presents itself: Something else 

than the Universe has always existed. 

 Contrast this conclusion with the claims of metaphysical naturalism. “The 

Cosmos is all that is or was or ever will be”? Not so if my argument is successful. 

While it seems like a common and reasonable intuition that the Cosmos could not 

have bootstrapped itself into existence out of nothing, the question of whether this 

“something else” exists now and will continue to exists is left open for now. I will 

develop that thought in a later chapter, but first I will strike at naturalism by 
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arguing that the Universe in fact came into existence, and it did not come from 

nothing. 

 

 

 

5. The first premiss 

The first premiss of my argument is the metaphysical principle that nothing can 

come out of nothing, ex nihilo nihil fit. I take this to be self-evident, or at the very 

least more plausible than its contradiction. Indeed, the intuition that nothing can 

come from nothing is so strong that one doubts if anyone can sincerely believe the       

opposite.  

 I will nonetheless present an analysis of what it would mean for something 

to come from nothing, after which I will make my case for the premiss through 

the study two objections, one empirical and one philosophical.   

 

 

5.1 Material and efficient causation 

Craig defines something coming into being from nothing as something beginning 

to exist without a material cause and without an efficient cause.76 These types of 

causation were studied already by Aristotle and the philosophers before him.77 In 

Metaphysics Aristotle uses a bronze statue as an example. The material cause of 

the statue is “that from which, as immanent material, a thing comes into being… 

the bronze is the cause of the statue”.78 The efficient cause of a thing is “the 

primary source of the change”79, in the case of the statue, its sculptor.80 Instances 

of material things coming into being involving a material and an efficient cause 

are the most mundane and the most easily grasped by our intellect, but other kinds 

of coming-into-being can be explored. 

 The creation of abstract objects (without going deeper into the immense 

question of their ontological status) could be seen as something coming into being 

without a material cause. Such abstract objects would include for example plays, 

novels, musical pieces and so on. Jean Sibelius’s Finlandia cannot be identified 
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with any printed or handwritten musical score or recording, but rather it seems to 

be an immaterial thing.81 It did not have a material cause, since there was no 

“stuff” which was moulded by Sibelius to bring the piece into existence. 

However, it did have an efficient cause, namely Jean Sibelius.82 As another 

example, interestingly enough, the continuing creation of space by the expansion 

of the Universe could be thought of something real coming into being without a 

material cause.83 

 The opposite, i.e. an effect involving a material cause but not an efficient 

cause, is far less intuitive. On certain interpretations of quantum physics there are 

indeterminate and uncaused subatomic events. But such interpretations like the 

traditional Copenhagen interpretation are by no means the only game in town,84 

and many if not most other interpretations of quantum mechanics do not have 

these uncaused events.85 But the premiss that out of nothing comes nothing is not 

committed to denying such events, and the premiss does not rise or fall with the 

success of alternatives to the Copenhagen interpretation. 

 The discussion about quantum physics does bring us to a popular objection 

to the premiss that nothing can come out of nothing. So far in this chapter I have 

illustrated how things can come into being involving at least one of the 

Aristotelian causes, but the question is, can something come from nothing, 

without any of them? 

 

 

5.2 The challenge of quantum physics 

Based on Heisenberg’s uncertainty relation and indirect observational evidence, 

the phenomenon of virtual particles that pop into and out of existence in a 

quantum vacuum can be postulated.86 It has become a staple of popular naturalist 

philosophy to argue on this basis, that something can come out of nothing after 

all. There is also a family of theories known as “vacuum fluctuation models”87 
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that have the Universe itself, in the same vein, spontaneously spring into existence 

from an empty background space or even from literally nothing.88 

 A closer look at the quantum vacuum proves, however, that it is far from 

“nothing”. Rather it is a sea of energy, and the emergence of a virtual particle 

represents a fluctuation of that energy.89 The German philosopher of science 

Bernulf Kanitscheider muses: 

 

 From the philosophical point of view it is essential to note that the foregoing is far from 

 being a spontaneous generation of everything from naught, but the origin of that embryonic 

 bubble is really a causal process leading from a primordial substratum with a rich physical 

 structure to a materialized subsystem of the vacuum. Admittedly this process is not  

 deterministic, it includes that weak kind of causal dependence peculiar to every quantum 

 mechanical process.90 

 

In other words, though there is indeterminacy involved, the virtual particles 

certainly do not come from nothing. No exception to the first premiss my 

argument has therefore been successfully presented.  

I am aware that some naturalists think that the virtual particles constitute a 

substantial challenge to the truth of my premiss, and might therefore not be 

impressed with the brevity of my handling of the issue here. However, being a 

non-specialist, I do not think I have a much more technical treatment to offer in 

this master’s thesis. What I can do is to note how the non-nothingness of vacua 

conforms to the common-sense notion that is the first premiss of my argument, 

and to confirm, based on my own experience, the way scientifically (but not 

philosophically) informed people cling to definitions of nothing that are actually 

something after all. 

 

 

5.3 Absurdity and necessity 

Even in the face of the intuitiveness of the premiss, David Hume suggested that 

something coming from nothing might not be absurd after all. In A Treatise of 

Human Nature Hume contends, that since something coming into being from 

nothing can be conceived by the imagination, and because “it implies no 
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contradiction nor absurdity… it is impossible to demonstrate the necessity of a 

cause.”91 

 Craig points out, that Hume has merely demonstrated how the premiss is 

non-analytical, and that its denial commits no logical absurdity.92 But I do argue 

that denying the premiss leads to metaphysical and empirical absurdities. Craig 

goes on to say: 

 

 The causal proposition could be defended as an empirical generalisation based on the 

 widest sampling of experience. The empirical evidence in support of the proposition is 

 absolutely overwhelming, so much so that Humean empiricists could demand no stronger 

 evidence in support of any synthetic statement.93 

 

 But perhaps the objection could be raised that, while the principle applies in 

the Universe, it does not necessarily apply in its absence, and something can arise 

from nothing after all? As Craig points out, this is arbitrary and inconsistent.94 To 

erect this objection is to dismiss a self-evident principle not before, and not after, 

but at the precise moment when its implications become disturbing for the 

naturalist. 

 Craig also asks why it should even be thought that the Universe would be an 

exception to the principle? After all, ex nihilo nihil fit is not a physical but a 

metaphysical principle and therefore not dependent on the Universe itself.95 

Indeed, if one would make this objection, I would say that the treatment would be 

worse than the disease. For if it is absurd that things would come from nothing in 

the Universe, it would surely be doubly absurd for something to come into being 

if nothing at all existed. 

The metaphysical intuition that nothing can come from nothing is not failed 

by our experience of the macroscopic world, but rather it is constantly verified.96 

The only serious challenge has come from the microscopic world, namely the 

objection that virtual particles emerging from the quantum vacuum provides an 

exception and therefore a refutation of the premiss. But as we saw, the sea of 

energy with a “rich physical structure” that is the quantum vacuum is evidently 
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not nothing, and even if the process by which they emerge is indeterminate, they 

do have a cause, namely the fluctuation of the energy of the vacuum. 

 It seems the reason the objection from virtual particles is so tenacious is the 

way scientist use the word “nothing” when discussing things like vacua. Indeed, 

the popular book A Universe from Nothing (2012, New York: Free Press) by the 

vocal naturalist cosmologist Lawrence Krauss even has a chapter titled “Nothing 

is Something”. With this implicit confession from professor Krauss we may move 

on to further analysis of, not something, but Nothing as it is properly understood 

in philosophy: Not anything. 

 

 

5.4 The implications of nothing 

The study of being and non-being goes all the way to the presocratic philosophers, 

like Parmenides of Elea (born c.515 BC) who affirmed the first premiss of my 

argument in his poem On Nature: 

 

 I shall not let thee say nor think that it came from what is not… if it came from nothing, 

 what need could have made it arise later rather than sooner? Therefore must it either be 

 altogether or be not at all.97 

 

This excerpt hints at the logical conclusion which can be inferred from the 

principle that out of nothing comes nothing: Either something has always existed, 

or nothing has ever existed. Let us unpack this passage further, even if it may 

seem trivial. 

 Firstly, nothing and something (or as Parmenides would say: ὅπως ἐστίν καί 

ὡς οὐκ ἐστίν (Is and Is not))98 are exhaustive – there is no third alternative. 

Panagiotis Thanassas writing on Parmenides puts it nicely: “The two routes of this 

ontological crossroads stand in a contradictory relation and form a complete 

disjunction.”99 This is also in accordance with the law of the excluded middle, 

which would be formulated later by Aristotle.100 

 Secondly, the statements that nothing can come from nothing, but that 

something cannot come from nothing, are logically equivalent and contained in 
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the axiom we established earlier in this chapter. That something can come from 

something is evident and needs no argument. For now I will also affirm the 

Parmenidean notion that if something existed before, it could not be the case that 

nothing existed now.101 I will study this proposition more later in this thesis. 

 

 

5.5 The first conclusion 

In this chapter I have elaborated on and defended the ancient axiom that out of 

nothing comes nothing. Even if it is not true a priori, its denier must explain 

away, without conflating nothing with something, our deepest metaphysical 

intuitions and a record of never being empirically disproven, not even in the realm 

of quantum physics. 

A further conclusion can be drawn from the axiom ex nihilo nihil fit. If 

nothing existed before, nothing would exist now. And conversely, if something 

exists now, something must have existed before.  

With this disjunction in mind, we must turn to the second premiss of my 

argument: Something does exist now. Though it seems even more obvious than 

the premiss of this chapter, some things can be said about it. 

 

 

 

6. The second premiss 

The second premiss of my argument is that something does exist. The literal truth 

of this premiss could be demonstrated by a Cartesian thought experiment – that at 

least the reader of this thesis exists whether as an embodied consciousness, as a 

brain in a vat, or perhaps as an unembodied soul having illusions of reading this 

chapter. However, as my argument calls into question the truth of metaphysical 

naturalism, we are more interested in the existential claims of that philosophy, and 

premisses that are acceptable to the naturalist. 

Peculiarly, the metaphysical considerations of nothingness and causation 

which I explored in the previous chapter might drive those who otherwise profess 

naturalism to contradict naturalism, that is, to say that the Universe in fact does 

not exist in some sense. As in the previous chapter I take the premiss that the 
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Universe exists to be evidently true and in need of little defence. Rather, I will 

again make the case for the premiss through the exploration of objections against 

it. 

 

6.1 Zero-energy universe 

The hypothesis that the total energy of the Universe is exactly zero might 

encourage the naturalist to concede the first premiss of my argument (out of 

nothing comes nothing), but instead to contest the second premiss. The 

philosopher of religion Rem Edwards summarises this position thus: 

 

Our universe was created out of nothing by nothing, for nothing, and is nothing, according 

to extreme Big Accident quantum cosmologists. All the forces operating in the Universe 

exist in such perfect balance or symmetry that the net energy of the Universe is absolutely 

zero. Supposedly, the kinetic energy of the initial explosion is perfectly balanced by the 

counter-tug of gravity; positive and negative electrical charges of material particles all 

ultimately cancel one another out, as do matter and antimatter. Everything in the Universe 

is so arranged that absolutely everything adds up to absolutely nothing.102 

 

In a popular essay the astronomers Alexei Philippenko and Jay Pashachoff 

explain the same idea: 

 

          In other words, the total energy of the Universe is zero! It is remarkable that the Universe     

            consists of essentially nothing, but (fortunately for us) in positive and negative parts… If    

            this admittedly speculative hypothesis is correct, then the answer to the ultimate question  

            is that the Universe is the ultimate free lunch! It came from nothing, and its total energy is     

            zero.103 

 

The question of whether the total energy of the Universe really is zero falls out of 

the scope of this thesis. But since the zero-energy hypothesis has been sometimes 

brought up in the discussion by prominent naturalists such as Stephen Hawking 

and Victor Stenger, I will explore the hypothesis and its supposedly naturalistic 

implications in this chapter.  
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6.2 The Universe as nothing 

The more radical notion which has been inferred from the zero-energy hypothesis 

is that nothing in fact exists. Therefore, the principle of ex nihilo nihil fit has not 

been violated – nothing has come from nothing, and yet the conclusion of my 

argument – something else than the Universe has always existed – is false.  

I find this to be grossly misguided. This thesis and its reader obviously 

exist! Craig has called this sort of objection a “bookkeeping trick”. If one digs a 

hole in the ground and piles all the extracted dirt into a mound so that the amount 

of dirt missing from the hole is exactly the amount of dirt in the mound, does that 

mean that neither the hole nor the mound exist? Obviously not.104 Rather, this 

objection once again represents the conflation of nothing with something, and is 

so weak an objection that the credibility of this thesis requires that I devote no 

more space to dealing with it. 

 

 

6.3 Other objections 

The assumption of a zero-energy universe does enable other objections against the 

first premiss of my argument, necessitating that we revisit the topic here shortly.  

Victor Stenger argues on the basis of the zero-energy hypothesis that no 

energy was required to produce the universe.105 Does it then follow that the 

Universe was created not only from nothing (absence of a material cause) but also 

by nothing (absence of an efficient cause)? I think this would only go as far as to 

show that the Universe did not have a material cause, which is happily accepted 

by non-naturalists such as metaphysically informed proponents of sophisticated 

theistic religions, who certainly do not hold that the Cosmos was moulded by God 

from some pre-existing “stuff”. 

Philippenko and Pasachoff elaborate their claim that the Universe came 

from nothing. They appeal to the fluctuation of the quantum vacuum for the “tiny 

bit” of energy that would kick off the world-creating inflation. In their words, this 

fluctuation could have either taken place in a vacuum in a pre-existing space-time, 

or out of nothing altogether, creating time and space in the progress.106 The first 

option concedes that it did not come from literally nothing, and the second option 
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is simply baffling. For surely the fluctuation still needs a vacuum for its 

occurrence? And what would it even mean for a physically extended thing like a 

vacuum or a fluctuation to exist when no physical dimension even exists?  

It seems that not even a zero-energy universe can bring something out of 

nothing, at least not without woefully conflating the two. Philippenko and 

Pasachoff, it seems, can be counted among the many scientists guilty of 

committing this fallacy. 

 

 

6.4 The second conclusion 

To summarise, even a zero-energy universe is decisively not nothing, but rather 

has an ontological status not terribly different from a nonzero-energy universe. 

That an immense amount of positive energy and an equally immense amount of 

negative energy should spring into existence from nothing whatsoever is as 

scandalous to reason as an immense amount of negative energy and a slightly 

more immense amount of positive energy doing the same. As Craig nicely puts it, 

believing that a universe can come from nothing would be worse than believing in 

magic, since “when a magician pulls a rabbit out of a hat, at least you’ve got the 

magician, not to mention the hat!”107 

This is to say that something exists, and something still cannot come from 

nothing. We have therefore reached the second conclusion of this argument, 

something Parmenides already knew: Something has always existed. 

 

 

 

7. The third premiss 

Like all the cosmological arguments of a certain type, the cosmological argument 

of this thesis also has the crucial premiss that the Universe began to exist and is 

therefore not eternal. In this chapter I will present some of the philosophical and 

scientific arguments for this premiss. I will include some scholarship straight from 

the relevant physical sciences, but for the purposes of this thesis I will mostly 

refer to philosophers writing on the issue, again particularly to the voluminous 

writings of William Lane Craig. 
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 I will first review some of the more philosophical arguments for the 

finitude of the past, beginning with a reductio ad absurdum from the second law 

of thermodynamics. Finally, I will consider Big Bang cosmology, its correct 

interpretation, what implications it bears for the premiss of my argument, and 

some attempts in cosmology to avoid the absolute beginning of the Universe. I 

will also touch on multiverse theories, arguing that such theories, even if 

successful, are no exception to the temporal finitude of physical reality. 

 

 

7.1 The argument from thermodynamics 

In The Kalam Cosmological Argument (1979) Craig maintains that the second law 

of thermodynamics implicitly confirms the premiss that the Universe is not eternal 

in the past. The law may be presented in a number of ways, such as: “All systems 

have the tendency to pass from a more ordered state to a less ordered state.” Or: 

“Tendency toward levelling [in nature] is founded on the tendency of any system 

to pass from a less probable to a more probable state”, or: “All systems have the 

tendency to pass from a state of lower entropy into a state of higher entropy”.108 A 

mundane example of this would be hot water which begins to cool until it reaches 

thermal equilibrium with its surroundings, like the temperature of the room where 

it is placed. The reverse is not possible without compensation, that is, without 

energy being transferred to the water to heat it up. 

 Things become less mundane and more interesting, however, when the 

second law of thermodynamics is, defying the exhortations of Kant, 

applied to the Universe as a whole. The law applies only to closed systems, 

meaning that no energy comes in from the outside, and no energy can leak out of 

the system. To assume that the Universe is such a closed system seems like the 

scientific thing to do. In short, the law predicts that the whole universe with its 

processes will run down. Galaxies will turn all their remaining residual gases into 

stars, and the stars will deplete their fuel and degenerate into black holes and other 

stellar remnants. The Universe goes on expanding forever (provided that it is not 

overcome by gravity, causing the Universe to contract on itself and die a fiery 

death instead), becoming increasingly still, quiet, cold, dark, and eventless.109 
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 But this is evidently not the current state of affairs. Instead of a dark, cold 

and dead universe of high entropy we find ourselves in a state of relatively low 

entropy, which is full of light and energy. The question then presents itself: If the 

Universe were eternal in the past, why has it not reached a state of high entropy 

and heat death described above? In the face of these considerations and the near 

absolute certainty of the second law of thermodynamics110, we can infer that the 

Universe is not eternal in the past.111 

 

 

7.2 The impossibility of an infinite regress of events 

This more ethereal yet appealing argument is also used by Craig in his defence of 

the finite past of the Universe. First, one should recall the distinction between 

actual infinity and potential infinity. For example, an infinite sequence of numbers 

(1,2,3…) is potentially infinite, for one can always add one more member to the 

sequence. Likewise, space and time are potentially infinite in the sense that space 

can always be divided into smaller parts. A unit of time, for example a second, 

can also be infinitely divided into smaller sections. But these are only potential 

infinities, because a second lasts only for a second and the length of a meter is 

only a meter, not an infinity of meters. Likewise, the sequence of numbers, though 

it always approaches infinity, never reaches it. In contrast, an actual infinite would 

mean a literally infinite number of entities in the objective extra-mental world, the 

possibility of which was denied already by Aristotle.112 

Craig also denies the possibility of an actual infinite on the grounds that it 

would lead to hopeless contradictions. Consider an actually infinite collection of 

coins numbered 1,2,3… and into infinity. If you were to subtract all the even 

numbered coins 2,4,6… you would have subtracted an infinite number of coins, 

but the number of remaining coins would also be infinite. Infinite minus infinite 

equals infinite. Now, if you were to subtract all the coins numbered greater than 

three 4,5,6… you would have subtracted an infinite number of coins, but you 

would be left with only three coins. Infinite minus infinite now equals three. Two 

identical operations with different results! In Craig’s view such absurdities 
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demonstrate that an actual infinite in the real world simply cannot be.113 There is a 

great number of arguments that could be made against the possibility of an actual 

infinite, but for the purposes of this thesis it suffices to say that the idea of the 

existence of an actual infinite faces severe, even impossible challenges. 

Having established that an actual infinite cannot exist in reality, we can 

move on to the second premiss of this sub-argument: An infinite regress of events 

would be an actual infinite. Here the discussion again concerns the distinction 

between potential and actual infinity, and the ontological status of future and past 

events. By “events” I mean, in the words of Craig, “arbitrary but equal, nonzero, 

finite intervals” of time. The reader can take these to be for example seconds or 

minutes, or whatever pleases one. 

 The number of future events from any point in time x will be potentially 

infinite only. The sequence of events is ever increased by successive addition one 

by one, so it can never become larger than any natural number. In other words, the 

number of future events has the ideal limit ∞, since it increases without any 

bound, but remains at all times finite.114 This is further highlighted by the nature 

of future events. They do not exist in actuality,115 as if waiting for us to arrive at 

them.116 Conversely, past events have actually existed and as a consequence they 

can be numbered. And if the series of past events is without beginning, that 

number is larger than any natural number, and thus actually infinite. And as such, 

all the absurdities involving actual infinities would apply to the infinite past.117  

 Transfinite arithmetic is a branch of mathematics that does deal with the 

infinite and even infinities of different sizes. However, it would be misguided to 

think that therefore an infinity can exist in the real world. The influential 

mathematician and champion of transfinite numbers David Hilbert (1862–1943) 

said as much: 

 

 [T]he infinite is nowhere to be found in reality. It neither exists in nature nor provides a 

 legitimate basis for rational thought… The role that remains for the infinite to play is solely 

 that of an idea.118 
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The infinite may be a useful concept in the abstract mathematical world, but it has 

no ontological import for the actual world outside of the mind. 

 To summarise the argument: An actual infinite cannot exist. An infinite 

regress of past events would be an actual infinite. Therefore, it is not the case that 

there has been an infinite number of past events. In other words, the Universe had 

a beginning. 

 

 

7.3 Standard Big Bang cosmology and its competitors 

Before the models of Friedmann and Lemaître and the groundbreaking 

observations of Edwin Hubble, the prevailing view among cosmologists was that 

of a static and eternal universe, such as in the 1917 cosmological model by Albert 

Einstein. When evidence for the seemingly inexplicable expansion of the 

Universe began to emerge, there was hesitation to accept the implied “sudden and 

peculiar beginning of things”.119 By the 1930s, to the distaste of some 

cosmologists, the beginning of the Universe had become an accepted subject of 

scientific inquiry.120 By the 1960s, the so-called steady-state models were largely 

abandoned due to their inability to explain findings such as the galactic redshift 

and especially the cosmic microwave background (predicted in 1948 and 

discovered in 1965121), which made the hot Big Bang model into the standard 

model of the Universe.122 Historian of cosmology Helge Kragh writes: 

 

 [A]lternative theories have not been serious competitors to mainstream big bang theory, 

 and have either been abandoned or marginalized. The most fruitful and interesting  

 developments in cosmology since the late 1960s have taken place within the standard 

 model, inspired by problems generated from within the paradigm.123  

 

 What, then, is exactly to be said about the Big Bang? Physicist Paul Davies 

affirms that an initial cosmological singularity such as predicted by the 

Friedmann-Lemaître model forms a past temporal extremity to the Universe, 

meaning that the Universe began to exist.124 He goes on to say: “[T]he Big Bang 
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represents the creation event; the creation of not only all the matter and energy in 

the Universe, but also of space-time itself.”125 The standard model then seems to 

provide ample evidence in favour of the premiss that the Universe began to exist. 

 The idea of an absolute beginning of the Universe is as distasteful to some 

contemporary cosmologists as it was in the beginning of the last century. It is no 

surprise that there are also competing models to the Standard Big Bang model 

which try to avoid the absolute beginning of time and space. We shall examine 

some of these next. 

 

7.3.1 Hartle-Hawking no-boundary model 

If there was an initial singularity, the Universe had an absolute beginning. 

However, there are models of the Big Bang that do not feature a singularity, such 

as the one introduced by Stephen Hawking and James Hartle in 1983. If one 

pictures the Standard Big Bang model as a cone where the apex is the singularity, 

the Hartle-Hawking model resembles a shuttlecock more than a cone. On this 

model there is no singularity and no boundary to space-time.126 As a result 

Hawking characterizes the Universe as “completely self-contained, having no 

boundary or edge”, and that “it would have neither beginning nor end.”127  

 However, the objection could be levelled that Hawking and Hartle achieve 

this by introducing imaginary numbers to the equations in order to treat time as 

space. Imaginary numbers are more like a mathematical tool and less like 

anything that corresponds to reality. Usually a mathematician, having solved a 

problem with imaginary numbers, would convert back into real numbers, but here 

Hawking refuses to do that. And it just happens that if one were to convert back 

into real numbers on Hawking’s model, the singularity would reappear.128 Despite 

Hawking’s claim to have avoided the singularity, his model appears as a mere 

mathematical exercise with no ontological significance for the real world. The 

naturalist philosopher Quentin Smith recognizes this dilemma: 

 

 Either we adopt a realist interpretation of Hawking’s theory, in which case we are faced 

 with metaphysical absurdities, or we adopt an instrumentalist interpretation, in which case 
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 we cannot take it as a representation of reality… Instrumentalism gives us no picture of 

 reality but merely a device for calculating observations.129 

 

 Moreover, even if we grant the lack of a beginning point it is misguided to 

interpret it as the lack of a temporal beginning. Stephen Hawking himself stated in 

a 1996 lecture: 

 

 The conclusion… is that the universe has not existed forever. Rather, the universe, and time 

 itself, had a beginning in the Big Bang… The beginning of real time, would have been a 

 singularity, at which the laws of physics would have broken down… This says that in 

 the imaginary time direction, space-time is finite in extent, but doesn't have any  

 boundary or edge.130 

 

The question of the Hartle-Hawking model therefore is not whether the Universe 

had a beginning, but rather how to describe it.  

 The model is of some appeal to the naturalist, but whatever objections it 

could raise against other cosmological arguments need not concern us. Hawking’s 

affirmation above could not be clearer – the Universe has not existed forever. 

 

7.3.2 Oscillating model 

One alternative model in particular has caught the public imagination: The 

oscillating model. Here every big bang is followed by a period of expansion, until 

the universe contracts on itself in a so-called “Big Crunch”, which is followed by 

another big bang and expansion and so on. At first look a model like this would 

allow a past-eternal universe.131  

 However, when one takes a closer look at the model several problems arise: 

 

a) There is nothing in physics which says that a contracting universe could 

“bounce” back to a new expansion.132 Further, the idea is directly contradicted 

by the Hawking-Penrose singularity theorems.133 If the Universe began to 

collapse on itself, according to our understanding of physics it could never 
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recover. One should not imagine a falling and bouncing tennis ball, one should 

imagine a falling rock.  

b) Entropy is conserved through every oscillation.134 In the beginning of this 

chapter I discussed the problem for an infinite past raised by thermodynamics, 

and the argument holds also here. If entropy has been building up from eternity 

past, we should observe a universe different from the one we actually do 

observe. 

c) The accumulation of entropy from cycle to cycle would also mean that each 

expansion is larger and longer than the last. This can be extrapolated into the 

past just like the expansion of the Universe in the Standard Big Bang model. 

As the oscillating cycles become smaller and shorter in the past, one is bound 

to find the first, smallest and shortest oscillation, and thus the beginning of the 

Universe.135 

 

Considering these challenges, it is not surprising that physicists have largely 

abandoned the oscillating universe. Though we can speculate about gravity 

pulling the Universe into a contraction, it seems it cannot serve as a basis for a 

past-eternal universe. 

 

7.3.3 Borde-Guth-Vilenkin theorem 

Another devastating blow to attempts at building a past-eternal model of the 

Universe was dealt in 2003 by Arvind Borde, Alan Guth and Alexander Vilenkin. 

Their theorem maintains that any universe which has been expanding on average 

cannot be eternal in the past, but must have a beginning. Craig and James Sinclair 

report: “The Borde-Guth-Vilenkin Singularity Theorem is now widely accepted 

within the physics community” and that “it has gone largely unchallenged”.136 

 The BGV theorem is noteworthy because of its “sweeping generality”. Its 

only assumptions are that the average cosmic expansion rate never becomes zero, 

and that nothing can exceed the speed of light. Even if Einstein’s equations need 

modifying, the theory holds.137  

 The theorem is particularly interesting, because historically the expansion 

of the Universe has been one of the least controversial facts of cosmology, or at 
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least less controversial than the beginning of the Universe or that the beginning 

involved a singularity. The BGV theorem shows that any model involving average 

nonzero expansion must have had a beginning or a singularity.138 Not that 

cosmologists have stopped trying to bypass the BGV theorem. In the previous 

chapter I discussed the oscillating model of the universe, which, if successful, 

would be an exception to the BGV theorem (if the expansions and contractions 

are of the same size, therefore constituting an average expansion rate of zero). But 

as shown above, the oscillating model faces numerous severe challenges, making 

it a rightly marginalized and unpopular theory. Other models bypassing the BGV 

theorem exist also, but for this thesis it is enough to say that they are found 

wanting. Craig and Sinclair conclude in their exhaustive 2009 essay: [T]hese 

models either have a beginning or are not viable.”139 

 

 

7.4 Multiverse theories 

The idea of a multiverse is often evoked by proponents of naturalism in 

discussions of natural theology, especially those concerning the design argument. 

When our universe seems to play too well into the hands of the non-naturalist, the 

number of existing universes is multiplied (even into infinity) to explain away 

premisses of non-naturalist arguments. Even if our universe is finite in the past, 

perhaps the multiverse is infinitely old? 

 Firstly it should be noted that apart from any scientific considerations, the 

philosophical arguments for a finite past (of which I presented one in the 

beginning of this chapter) hold not only in the Universe, but in the wider reality 

also, if it exists. After all, they are not physical but metaphysical arguments, and 

not dependent upon any laws or constants of nature that happen to hold in this 

universe. If one were to contradict this by saying that outside of our universe all 

bets are off and a priori reasoning does not apply, in my judgement, one would 

then depart philosophy and enter a game of make-believe. 

 Secondly, the BGV theorem also applies to the multiverse, in any case to the 

least controversial models of it.140 These models141 posit that the era of inflation 
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immediately after the Big Bang caused different parts of space to expand at 

different rates, giving birth to “bubble universes” which due to the expansion of 

space are beyond our cosmological horizon (that is, no light or information from 

them can possibly reach us), while the “mother universe” keeps expanding 

eternally into the future.142 Alexander Vilenkin himself is a vocal champion of the 

multiverse theory, but he also thinks it cannot be infinitely old, like his theorem 

suggests.143 

 There are also reasons to regard the multiverse with scepticism. Whether the 

other universes are entirely causally disconnected bubbles or merely too far to 

retrieve information from, they cannot be directly observed, which is a serious 

flaw for a scientific theory.144 Moreover, the application of the Boltzmann Brain 

argument to the multiverse points to the conclusion that if the multiverse existed, 

it would be vastly improbable that we would observe a gigantic and orderly low-

entropy universe such as the one we inhabit.145 But even if the multiverse can 

overcome this criticism, I am confident that my argument will survive it. 

 

 

7.5 The temporal finitude of the Universe 

In this chapter I have briefly examined some of the arguments, both philosophical 

and scientific, for the finity of the past. Firstly, the second law of thermodynamics 

flies straight in the face of a past-eternal universe. When applied to such a 

universe the law makes predictions completely unlike what we observe. That is to 

say, we find ourselves in a universe of relatively low entropy where there is still 

plenty of energy to go around, unlike the eternal universe which should have used 

up all of its energy. 

 The advent of the Standard Big Bang model changed cosmology forever. A 

series of observations since its inception has further corroborated the model, and 

improvements have been made along the way. The most perplexing feature of the 

standard model and the initial singularity is how it represents the temporal 

extremity of the Universe and hence, the absolute coming to being of time, matter 

and space. 
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Some would like to avoid this conclusion. For example, the oscillating 

model of the Universe with its infinite expansions and contractions continues to 

fascinate inquiring minds. The model is, however, fraught with problems, 

including once again the second law of thermodynamics. And even if the 

ultimately failing oscillating model could escape the Borde-Guth-Vilenkin 

theorem, the vast majority of cosmological models cannot. Alexander Vilenkin 

himself summarises the significance of the theorem:  

 

With the proof now in place, cosmologists can no longer hide behind the  

possibility of a past-eternal universe. There is no escape: they have to face  

the problem of a cosmic beginning.146 

 

The shortcomings of the past-eternal universe and the continuing success of 

scholarship confirming the opposite comes as no surprise to the philosopher who 

has considered the a priori argument (and many like it) which I gave in the 

beginning of this chapter: An infinite past is impossible, for it would lead to 

absurdities. 

Though much more could be said about the merits and failures of different 

cosmological models and the philosophical side of the debate, and though 

scientific knowledge is always subject to change by new discoveries and theories, 

at this point it seems reasonable to affirm the third premiss of my argument: The 

Universe has not always existed. 

 

 

 

8. The summary and conclusion of the argument 

Having studied all the premisses of the argument, we have now reached the end of 

the hard core of my thesis. Let us reiterate the steps of the argument and 

summarise my reasons for accepting each one: 

 

1.1 Out of nothing comes nothing. 

 

The first premiss is a formulation of one of our deepest metaphysical 

intuitions, already written about by the presocratic philosopher Parmenides of 
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Elea. The obviousness of this statement was questioned by David Hume, but 

ultimately he only demonstrated its non-analytic nature. More recently, 

developments in quantum physics have encouraged objections to this premiss 

on the grounds of a phenomenon where virtual particles pop in and out of 

existence in quantum vacua, seemingly out of nowhere and without cause. 

These objections fail, because they all conflate nothing with something, and 

philosophically ill-informed naturalists, even scientists, keep on committing 

this fallacy with impunity. 

 

1.2 Either something has always existed, or nothing has ever existed.   

 

This is a direct implication of 1.1. There are four options in total: Either 

nothing existed before and nothing exists now, or something existed before 

and nothing exist now (these are both refuted in the next step of the 

argument). Or, either nothing existed before and something exists now (this 

must be discarded, given the truth of 1.1), or something existed before and 

something exists now. This latter option is the only one that can be reasonably 

affirmed, given the truth of 1.1 and the next step of the argument. 

 

2.1 Something exists. 

 

This premiss can be affirmed from the comfort of the armchair, because 

obviously at least the reader of this thesis does exist. Curiously, an objection 

can be raised that, in a sense, the Universe itself and the things in it do not 

exist. This is based on the speculative hypothesis that the total net energy of 

the Universe is zero, that all the positive and negative forces in the Universe 

cancel each other out, so that “absolutely everything adds up to absolutely 

nothing”. It is questionable if this hypothesis is correct, but even if it were, the 

Universe is still clearly a “something” instead of “nothing”, and this sort of 

bookkeeping trick cannot be credibly used to explain away the mystery of 

existence. The proponent of metaphysical naturalism who holds that only the 

Universe exists surely must affirm the premiss that the Universe indeed does 

exist! 
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2.2 Therefore, something has always existed. 

 

Having inferred the disjunction 1.2 from the premiss 1.1, and having 

established the truth of 2.1, we arrive at a crucial conclusion within the 

argument: Something has always existed. The proponent of metaphysical 

naturalism then has only one candidate for that which has always existed, 

namely the Universe itself. This claim is assessed in the next step of the 

argument. 

 

3.1 The Universe has not always existed. 

 

I presented an a priori argument for the impossibility of an infinite past, the 

kind of which were employed already by philosophers and theologians of 

antiquity and the middle ages. The development of cosmology and other 

physical sciences has enabled scientific inquiry into the question of the 

beginning of the Universe, and the current verdict of science seems to be in 

favour of this premiss: The Universe had a beginning a finite time ago. The 

Standard Model of the Big Bang has proved to be a tenacious theory with no 

serious competition in sight. The success of temporally finite cosmological 

models is further supplemented by the Borde-Guth-Vilenkin theorem, which 

confirms the temporal finitude of any universe that is expanding on average. 

 

3.2 Therefore, something else than the Universe has always existed. 

 

Given the truth of 2.2 and having ruled out the Universe as a candidate for that 

which has always existed, we are brought to the third conclusion of the 

argument: Something else than the Universe has always existed. The argument 

thus far has demonstrated that the Universe cannot have come from nothing 

but rather from something. The question remaining is: Does this something 

else exist also now? I will study this question in the next chapter. 

 

 

8.1 Further analysis of the conclusion 

As I mentioned in the introduction to this thesis, the metaphysical content of the 

key premisses of my argument is essentially the same as in William Lane Craig’s 
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kalam cosmological argument. This also largely applies to the conclusions of the 

two arguments, and for the analysis of my conclusion I could do no better than to 

reiterate Craig’s analysis of his conclusion. 

 Since the beginning of the Universe in the Big Bang represents the coming 

into being of time and space, whatever else has existence must plausibly do so 

atemporally and non-spatially. That is to say, it is both immaterial and timeless, 

and therefore also changeless.147 A kind of entity that would fit this description 

and not reek of theism or supernaturalism would be an abstract object, if they 

exist at all in a real sense.148 After all, numbers, sets, and musical pieces are not 

material things and they occupy no space – it would make no sense to ask “where 

was the number six yesterday?” or “what is Sibelius’s Finlandia made of?” 

Though the latter was certainly brought into being in the year 1900, at least some 

abstract objects can be quite confidently said to not exist in time at all, or to have 

always existed, like the Pythagorean Theorem.149 

 Firstly, I would note that this kind of immaterial plane of existence should 

not sit well with the kind of metaphysical naturalism that admits only the 

existence of the physical reality. Though some metaphysical naturalists are 

indifferent or accepting of abstract objects, a more robust form of naturalism, such 

as the one championed by D. M. Armstrong, rejects the real existence of 

abstracta.150 I, too, find this to be the more coherent position. 

        Secondly, while I am hesitant to plunge into the larger questions of causation 

in this thesis, it suffices to say that the causally impotent nature of abstracta makes 

them unacceptable candidates for that which has always existed.151 According to 

the Aristotelian analysis of causation, for something to come into being from 

something rather than from nothing in the absence of any material stuff, at least an 

efficient cause is required. Being causally inefficacious, an abstract object cannot 

satisfy this condition. If only abstract objects existed before, only abstract objects 

would exist now. 

 The analysis at hand, therefore, has teased out further conclusions: The 

Universe did not come from nothing, but from something that is timeless, 
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immaterial, and spaceless, but also concrete in the philosophical meaning of the 

word. At first this conclusion might seem exotic, but one should be reminded of 

the discussion about the different varieties of substance dualism in the philosophy 

of mind, where some conceive of mental events as immaterial yet endowed with 

causal powers.152 Craig even goes as far as to argue for the existence of the 

theistic God on these grounds, since allegedly the only candidate left that fits the 

picture would be a mind or a spirit.153 In the self-imposed confines of this thesis I 

choose not to pursue this argument myself, but rather focus on the negative task of 

refuting metaphysical naturalism. 

For the decisive refutation of metaphysical naturalism, it seems that it must 

be argued that this something else than the Universe – described above – also 

exists now. J. Howard Sobel, discussing cosmological arguments for God’s 

existence, brings up as a “most serious problem… with first-cause arguments the 

apparent possibility that first generating and moving causes should no longer 

exist”.154 But I am not sure how serious a problem a mere possibility is supposed 

to be in Sobel’s thought. A timeless, spaceless and immaterial thing is plausibly 

changeless, so what could possibly contribute to its demise?155 If the choice is, 

and it is, between supposing that such a thing continues its existence, or that it has 

inexplicably expired, then the former option should be chosen. 

 Parmenides’s On Nature can also be seen as lending support for this view: 

  

One path only is left for us to speak of, namely, that It is. In it are very many tokens that  

what is, is uncreated and indestructible, alone, complete, immovable and without end… 

Thus is becoming extinguished and passing away not to be heard of.156 

 

For if that which existed prior157 to the Universe was indestructible and without 

end in the absence of the Universe, it cannot have been destroyed or ended even 

with the Universe in place. I do not mean to say that the reader must accept the 

continuing existence of something else than the Universe because of the word of 

this ancient philosopher. I am merely pointing out that also this part of the 

                                                 
152 Robinson 2017. 
153 Craig 1999. 
154 Sobel 2004, 200. 
155 Craig 2006b. 
156 On Nature, VIII. 1–5, 21–22.  
157 Since time itself came into existence with the Universe, using words implying temporal  

     relations such as “prior” is problematic, but I trust the reader to understand what I try to   

     convey. 
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argument enjoys credentials of antiquity, and is not entirely of my own 

imagination. 

 If the existence of something else than the Universe is accepted on the 

grounds of the premisses and the soundness of the argument, that something is 

plausibly immaterial, timeless, and changeless. Consequently, it is reasonable to 

also suppose that this something has continued to exist to this moment. The final 

step of my argument awaits us in the next subchapter, namely, contrasting this 

conclusion with the existential claims of metaphysical naturalism. 

 

 

8.2 Refuting metaphysical naturalism 

Let us recall the definition of metaphysical naturalism offered by D. M. 

Armstrong in the introductory part of this thesis: Naturalism is “the doctrine that 

reality consists of nothing but a single all-embracing spatio-temporal system.”158 

Even a softer naturalism accepting of abstract objects does not avoid the 

conclusion of the argument, since it brings us to the existence of something that is 

beyond the material universe, but concrete (i.e. non-abstract). Speculative physics 

sometimes attempts to reach beyond what was thought to be the beginning of the 

Universe, like when postulating a vacuum fluctuation that preceded the 

inflationary expansion of the very early universe, but ultimately there is no 

escape. If my argument is successful, there exists something else besides the 

spatio-temporal universe, the study of which lies outside of the purview of the 

physical sciences.  

Faced with the irreconcilable contradiction between the core tenets of 

metaphysical naturalism and the results of my argument, we may pronounce the 

final conclusion of the argument: 

 

4. Therefore, metaphysical naturalism is false.  

 

At this point the objector might appeal to the incomplete nature of scientific 

knowledge. Perhaps science will one day be able to investigate that which lies 

beyond the boundary of the beginning of the Universe? If there exists something 

that caused the Universe to come into being, why not count that as part of the 

                                                 
158 Armstrong, 1978, 261. 
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natural world also? Why should not naturalism embrace that whose existence can 

be postulated? These are the kinds of suggestions I have heard when discussing 

the conclusion of this argument. I would answer that this would be fallacious on 

the grounds that it makes metaphysical naturalism incapable of falsification, and 

thus not worth anyone’s time as a metaphysical theory. If the existence of 

something beyond nature can be postulated and argued for successfully, then 

supernaturalism, not naturalism, is the preferred doctrine. 

I do appreciate the fact that logically proving the nonexistence of something 

is a lot harder than logically proving the existence of something. Even if the 

Universe were eternal in the past, and even if virtual particles truly emerged from 

nothing whatsoever, that would still not count as positive evidence against the 

existence of something else than the Universe. I have therefore assumed the 

burden of proof to show that something else than the Universe does exist, and I 

invite everyone who agrees with the premisses to share this conclusion. 

With this, I conclude the second part of my thesis. In the next and final part, 

I will discuss the implications and impact of the argument, if successful, for 

philosophy of religion and the project of natural theology. 
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PART THREE 

Implications and impact 
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9. The consequences of the argument 

The argument of this thesis has attacked a very specific philosophical position, 

and conversely, the positive results obtained are admittedly very limited. This 

does not come as a disappointment for myself, as the purpose of this thesis has 

been from the start an exercise in analytic philosophy, with the goal of producing 

a definite if not broad conclusion from the most irresistible premisses possible.  

 I realise that this confession is slightly contradictory to the more grandiose 

language about refuting an entire worldview and philosophical school of thought I 

have used elsewhere in this thesis. It is therefore necessary to continue analysing 

the results obtained in terms of philosophical positions that would affirm that 

“nothing but the spatio-temporal universe exists”, or other such physicalist 

statements. 

 

 

9.1 Naturalism and the soul 

The first variety of metaphysical or ontological naturalism I introduced at the end 

of the first part of this thesis concerned the status of mental states and the 

possibility of an irreducible mental substance or force – a soul, if you will. The 

naturalist statement here, as you recall, was that no such thing exists. According to 

David Papineau, the motivation for this rejection is largely due to the limits 

physics supposedly places on things that can produce physical effects, and this 

apparently excludes any hypothetical immaterial substances. 

 The argument of this thesis has not been one for the existence of the soul or 

the mind as an immaterial substance, and it gives warrant to no strong statements 

about the issue. But, if we accept the conclusion of the argument and the analysis 

I gave at the end of the second part of this thesis, there exists something 

immaterial and non-spatial but causally potent, to which the Universe, a physical 

effect, owes its existence.  

 I am reluctant to go deeper into the questions about what modern physics 

exactly says about causation within the limits of this thesis. The most optimistic 

thing I am willing to say is that if successful, my argument could potentially serve 

as a metaphysical objection against this limit supposedly placed on the causal 

powers of the immaterial, and therefore undercut the argument for naturalism 

from modern physics. 
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 Of course, this amounts to no positive evidence or argument for the 

existence of the soul. Given the inability of neuroscience to find phenomena that 

are not reducible to the physical, the burden of proof lies firmly on the shoulders 

of those who would hold on to the dualist hypothesis, such as Richard Swinburne. 

But as stated above, my argument could be used to undercut certain naturalist 

arguments against the soul. And perhaps, as Craig hints,159 some way forward 

could be open for analogical arguments for the immaterial yet causally potent 

soul. 

 

 

9.2 Ontological naturalism reconsidered 

Recalling the more elaborate definition of ontological naturalism offered by Paul 

Moser and David Yandell in the first part of the thesis: “Every real entity either 

consists of or is somehow ontically grounded in the objects countenanced by the 

hypothetically completed empirical sciences”, we see that my argument refutes 

this, if successful. After all, the analysis of its conclusion brings us to the 

existence something real outside of the purview of natural science, even if 

hypothetically completed. It is hard to conceive, to say the least, a natural science 

that would be able to investigate something that is immaterial, non-spatial, 

atemporal, and beyond this space-time manifold.  

 Besides this epistemologically formulated statement of naturalism, the more 

straightforward statements of materialism or physicalism associated with this kind 

of naturalism are, accordingly, refuted straightforwardly also. “Everything that 

actually exists is extended in space, and thus nothing non-spatial exists”? This 

presumes that the Universe either popped into existence from nothing or that it is 

eternal in the past. Both options must be discarded, if one accepts my treatment of 

the argument of this thesis. 

 Let it be spelled out here, that the results of this argument do not concern 

any scientific investigations of phenomena within the Universe, or even the 

scientific inquiry into the beginning of the Universe itself. After all, if any 

cosmological model of the Universe presupposed the conclusion of my argument, 

that model could not be appropriated for the support of the argument without 

                                                 
159 Craig 1999. 
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engaging in circular logic. Methodological naturalism must reign even with the 

conclusion of this argument in place.  

 Like I stated in the previous subchapter, this argument does not directly 

provide positive reasons for accepting the existence of, say, souls or other 

supernatural substances or entities that might operate in the world. The same goes 

for other questions in the philosophy of religion such as miracles and the afterlife. 

But, the argument of this thesis could persuade one that they are not strictly 

impossible, either. The conclusion of my argument might be of cumulative and 

analogical significance, provided that independent arguments for the soul or other 

supernatural forces carry their burden of proof. 

 

 

9.3 Atheism, theism, and natural theology 

Similar answers could be given to the question whether this argument could be 

seen as a piece of natural theology. I see my argument as a part of that tradition, 

even if, as a matter of defining the domain of inquiry of this thesis, I have stopped 

short of arguing for the existence of the theistic God. But one need not take the 

analysis of the argument’s conclusion much further than what I have done to 

accomplish that. As I have indicated, the metaphysical content of the premisses of 

this argument are for all means and purposes identical with those of Craig’s kalam 

cosmological argument, which is currently one of the most prominent arguments 

for God’s existence. The analysis of the conclusion I gave also followed closely 

the pattern – laid out by Craig in his treatment of the kalam argument – of 

identifying the plausible properties of that which exists beyond the Universe. 

 The purpose of this argument, then, has been to deliver much of the 

metaphysical contents of the conclusion of the kalam, but in a different packaging, 

one that will hopefully appeal to those who would resist Craig’s language and 

argumentation revolving around causation (not that I have managed to completely 

avoid the subject, in the end). If one were to appropriate the argument of this 

thesis for the purposes of some apologetic enterprise, it could serve as a step 

before introducing more explicit arguments for God’s existence.  

 Does the conclusion of the argument, then, contradict atheism as properly 

understood – as the positive position that no god in fact exists? Taken at face 

value, no. But the implications of the conclusion should give serious pause to 

anyone propounding atheism on evidentialist grounds. The falsity of atheism is 
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not logically implied by the falsity of naturalism, but the two cohere to such a 

degree that an argument against the latter might almost as well be an argument 

against the former also. It would be a queer atheism indeed if it affirmed the 

existence of something immaterial, spaceless, and timeless transcending the 

Universe and causally relevant to its temporal beginning, even if the name of God 

were not ascribed to it.  

The reason I have not gone as far as to identify this something with God is 

not due to antipathy towards the idea of God’s existence, not at all. It is because as 

you might recall, the purpose of this thesis has been, as a philosophical exercise, 

to refute metaphysical naturalism with the most persuasive argument possible and 

with the minimal effort required. Placing God at the centre of this discussion 

would be going above and beyond that task, and create resistance in committed 

naturalists, who I would like to consider my argument with a cool head. 

 In summary, the argument of this thesis, if successful, produces no 

groundbreaking results. By design, it has sacrificed broadness of conclusion for 

persuasiveness. As such, it serves as a more general argument against naturalistic 

worldviews such as atheism. If one desires more specific results in favour of some 

supernaturalist or religious worldview, independent arguments for things such as 

God, the soul, miracles, et cetera must prevail on their own. The argument of this 

thesis, however, might offer the religiously minded philosopher some tools for 

those tasks. 
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