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Kalam cosmological argument

The Kalam cosmological argument is a modern formulation of the cosmological argument for the existence of God;

named for the kalam (medieval Islamic scholasticism), it was popularized by William Lane Craig in his The Kalam
Cosmological Argument (1979). The argument is a variant of the unmoved mover in Aristotelianism; it is named for
medieval Islamic scholasticism because Craig, arguing against the possibility of the existence of actual infinities, traced the
idea to 11th-century philosopher Al-Ghazali.

Since Craig's original publication, the Kalam cosmological argument has elicited public debate between Craig and Graham
Oppy, Adolf Griinbaum, J. L. Mackie and Quentin Smith, and has been used in Christian apologetics.'l According to
Michael Martin, Craig's revised argument is "among the most sophisticated and well argued in contemporary theological
philosophy", along with versions of the cosmological argument presented by Bruce Reichenbach and Richard
Swinburne.[?]
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Form of the argument

Craig states the Kalam cosmological argument as a brief syllogism, most commonly rendered as follows: 3]

1. Whatever begins to exist has a cause;
2. The universe began to exist;

Therefore:

3. The universe has a cause.
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From the conclusion of the initial syllogism, he appends a further premise and conclusion based upon ontological analysis

of the properties of the cause:[*!

1. The universe has a cause;

2. If the universe has a cause, then an uncaused, personal Creator of the universe exists who sans the universe is
beginningless, changeless, immaterial, timeless, spaceless and enormously powerful;

Therefore:

3. An uncaused, personal Creator of the universe exists, who sans the universe is beginningless, changeless,
immaterial, timeless, spaceless and enormously powerful.

Referring to the implications of Classical Theism that follow from this argument, Craig writes:

"... transcending the entire universe there exists a cause which brought the
universe into being ex nihilo ... our whole universe was caused to exist by
something beyond it and greater than it. For it is no secret that one of the
most important conceptions of what theists mean by 'God' is Creator of

heaven and earth."[®]

Historical background

The Kalam cosmological argument is based on the concept of the prime-mover, introduced by Aristotle, and entered early
Christian or Neoplatonist philosophy in Late Antiquity, being developed by John Philoponus.[®! Along with much of
classical Greek philosophy, the concept was adopted into medieval Islamic tradition, where it received its fullest

articulation at the hands of Muslim scholars, most directly by Islamic theologians of the Sunni tradition.
Its historic proponents include Al-Kindi,!”] Al-Ghazali,!®! and St. Bonaventure.[?l101l11]

One of the earliest formulations of the cosmological argument in Islamic tradition comes from Al-Kindi (gth century), who
was one of the first Islamic philosophers to attempt to introduce an argument for the existence of God based upon purely
empirical premises. His chief contribution is the cosmological argument (dalil al-huduth) for the existence of God, in his

work "On First Philosophy".['?] He writes:

"Every being which begins has a cause for its beginning; now the world is a
being which begins; therefore, it possesses a cause for its beginning."[13!

Between the gth to 12th centuries, the cosmological argument developed as a concept within Islamic theology. It was
refined in the 11th century by Al-Ghazali (The Incoherence of the Philosophers), and in the 12th by Ibn Rushd
(Averroes).['* It reached medieval Christian philosophy in the 13th century, and was discussed by Bonaventure, as well as

Thomas Aquinas in his Summa Theologica (1, q.2, a.3) and Summa Contra Gentiles (1, 13).

Islamic perspectives may be divided into positive Aristotelian responses strongly supporting the argument, such as those
by Al-Kindi, and Averroes, and negative responses critical of it, including those by Al-Ghazali and Muhammad Igbal.['®]
Al-Ghazali was unconvinced by the first-cause arguments of Al-Kindi, arguing that only the infinite per se is impossible,

arguing for the possibility of the infinite per accidens. He writes:
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"According to the hypothesis under consideration, it has been established
that all the beings in the world have a cause. Now, let the cause itself have a
cause, and the cause of the cause have yet another cause, and so on ad
infinitum. It does not behove you to say that an infinite regress of causes is
impossible."[16]

Muhammad Igbal also stated:

"A finite effect can give only a finite cause, or at most an infinite series of
such causes. To finish the series at a certain point, and to elevate one
member of the series to the dignity of an un-caused first cause, is to set at
naught the very law of causation on which the whole argument proceeds."

Modern debate

According to atheist philosopher 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."[”]

The Kalam cosmological argument has received criticism from philosophers such as J. L. Mackie, Graham Oppy, Michael

Martin, Quentin Smith, physicists Paul Davies, Lawrence Krauss and Victor Stenger, and authors such as Dan Barker.[18]

Modern discourse encompasses the fields of both philosophy and science (quantum physics and cosmology), which Bruce

Reichenbach summarises as:

"... whether there needs to be a cause of the first natural existent, whether
something like the universe can be finite and yet not have a beginning, and
the nature of infinities and their connection with reality".[1°]

Richard Dawkins stated in The God Delusion when referring to cosmological argument's "The five ‘proofs’ asserted by
Thomas Aquinas in the thirteenth century don’t prove anything, and are easily—though I hesitate to say so, given his
eminence—exposed as vacuous. The first three are just different ways of saying the same thing, and they can be considered

together. All involve an infinite regress —the answer to a question raises a prior question, and so on ad infinitum.

1. The Unmoved Mover. Nothing moves without a prior mover. This leads us
to a regress, from which the only escape is God. Something had to make the
first move, and that something we call God.

2. The Uncaused Cause. Nothing is caused by itself. Every effect has a prior
cause, and again we are pushed back into regress. This has to be
terminated by a first cause, which we call God.

3. The Cosmological Argument. There must have been a time when no
physical things existed. But, since physical things exist now, there must have
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been something non-physical to bring them into existence, and that
something we call God.

All three of these arguments rely upon the idea of a regress and invoke God to terminate it. They make the entirely
unwarranted assumption that God himself is immune to the regress. Even if we allow the dubious luxury of arbitrarily
conjuring up a terminator to an infinite regress and giving it a name, simply because we need one, there is absolutely no
reason to endow that terminator with any of the properties normally ascribed to God: omnipotence, omniscience,
goodness, creativity of design, to say nothing of such human attributes as listening to prayers, forgiving sins and reading

innermost thoughts." (20]

Premise one: "Whatever begins to exist has a cause.”

Craig defends the first premise as follows:[21122]

1. Rational intuition: He states that the first premise is self-evidently true, being based upon the Causal Principle that
"something cannot come into being from nothing", or "Ex nihilo nihil fit", originating from Parmenidean philosophy. He
attests that this is a crucial first principle of science.

2. Reductio ad absurdum: If false, it would be inexplicable why anything and everything does not randomly appear into
existence without a cause.

3. Inductive reasoning from both common experience and scientific evidence, which constantly verifies and never
falsifies the truth of the first premise.

According to Reichenbach, "the Causal Principle has been the subject of extended criticism", which can be divided into

philosophical and scientific criticisms.[?3!

Philosophical objections

Graham Oppy, J. L. Mackie and Wes Morriston have objected to the intuitiveness of the first premise.[24l25]126] Oppy
states:

"Mackie, [Adolf] Grunbaum, [Quentin] Smith and | —among many others—
have taken issue with the first premise: why should it be supposed that
absolutely everything which begins to exist has a cause for its beginning to
exist?"

Mackie affirms that there is no good reason to assume a priori that an uncaused beginning of all things is impossible.
Moreover, that the Causal Principle cannot be extrapolated to the universe from inductive experience. He appeals to David
Hume's thesis (An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding) that effects without causes can be conceived in the mind,
and that what is conceivable in the mind is possible in the real world.[?”] This argument has been criticised by Bruce
Reichenbach and G.E.M. Anscombe, who point out the phenomenological and logical problems in inferring factual
possibility from conceivability.[8129] Craig notes:

"Hume himself clearly believed in the causal principle. He presupposes
throughout the Enquiry that events have causes, and in 1754 he wrote to
John Stewart, 'But allow me to tell you that | never asserted so absurd a

Proposition as that anything might arise without a cause™.[301[31]
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Morriston asserts that causal laws are physical processes for which we have intuitive knowledge in the context of events

within time and space, but that such intuitions do not hold true for the beginning of time itself. He states:

"We have no experience of the origin of worlds to tell us that worlds don't
come into existence like that. We don't even have experience of the coming
into being of anything remotely analogous to the “initial singularity” that
figures in the Big Bang theory of the origin of the universe."[32]

In reply, Craig has maintained that causal laws are unrestricted metaphysical truths that are "not contingent upon the

properties, causal powers, and dispositions of the natural kinds of substances which happen to exist", remarking that:

"The history of twentieth century astrophysical cosmology belies Morriston's
claim that people have no strong intuitions about the need of a causal

explanation of the origin of time and the universe."[33]

In support of the first premise, Andrew Loke reasons that if something (e.g. universe=physical reality as a whole) begins to
exist without any antecedent necessary condition whatsoever, then many other kinds of things which can begin to exist
within our universe would also begin to exist within our universe without antecedent condition, because (i) there would
not be any antecedent condition which would make it the case that only universes (rather than these other kinds of things)
begins to exist, and (ii) the properties of universes and the properties of other kinds of things which differentiate between
them would be had by them only when they had already begun to exist. In that case our universe would have been very
different.[34]

Quantum physics

A common objection to premise one appeals to the phenomenon of quantum indeterminacy, where, at the subatomic level,
the causal principle appears to break down.[3®! Craig replies that the phenomenon of indeterminism is specific to the
Copenhagen Interpretation of Quantum Mechanics, pointing out that this is only one of a number of different
interpretations, some of which he states are fully deterministic (mentioning David Bohm) and none of which are as yet

known to be true. He concludes that subatomic physics is not a proven exception to the first premise.[3°!

Philosopher Quentin Smith has cited the example of virtual particles, which appear and disappear from observation,
apparently at random, to assert the tenability of uncaused natural phenomena.l3”] In his book A Universe from Nothing:
Why There is Something Rather Than Nothing, cosmologist Lawrence Krauss has proposed how quantum mechanics can
explain how space-time and matter can emerge from "nothing" (referring to the quantum vacuum). Philosopher Michael
Martin has also referred to quantum vacuum fluctuation models to support the idea of a universe with uncaused

beginnings. He writes:

"Even if the universe has a beginning in time, in the light of recently
proposed cosmological theories this beginning may be uncaused. Despite
Craig's claim that theories postulating that the universe 'could pop into
existence uncaused' are incapable of 'sincere affirmation,' such similar

theories are in fact being taken seriously by scientists."l38!
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Philosopher of science David Albert has criticised the use of the term "nothing" in describing the quantum vacuum. In a

review of Krauss's book, he states:

"Relativistic-quantum-field-theoretical vacuum states — no less than giraffes
or refrigerators or solar systems — are particular arrangements of
elementary physical stuff. The true relativistic-quantum-field-theoretical
equivalent to there not being any physical stuff at all isn’t this or that
particular arrangement of the fields — what it is (obviously, and ineluctably,
and on the contrary) is the simple absence of the fields."[3°]

Likewise, Craig also argued that the quantum vacuum, in containing quantifiable, measurable energy, cannot be described
as "nothing", therefore, that phenomena originating from the quantum vacuum cannot be described as "uncaused". On the

topic of virtual particles, he writes:

"For virtual particles do not literally come into existence spontaneously out of
nothing. Rather the energy locked up in a vacuum fluctuates spontaneously
in such a way as to convert into evanescent particles that return almost

immediately to the vacuum."#0!

Premise two: "The universe began to exist."

Craig justifies premise two using both physical arguments with evidence from cosmology and physics, and metaphysical

arguments for the impossibility of actual infinities in reality.

Cosmology and physics

For physical evidence, Craig appeals to:

1. Scientific confirmation against a past-infinite universe in the form of the Second Law of Thermodynamics.[4"]
2. Scientific evidence that the universe began to exist a finite time ago at the Big Bang.[*2]

3. The Borde-Guth-Vilenkin Theorem, 3] a cosmological theorem which deduces that any universe that has, on
average, been expanding throughout its history cannot be infinite in the past but must have a past space-time
boundary.

Professor Alexander Vilenkin, one of the three authors of the Borde-Guth-Vilenkin theorem, writes:

"A remarkable thing about this theorem is its sweeping generality. We made
no assumptions about the material content of the universe. We did not even
assume that gravity is described by Einstein’s equations. So, if Einstein’s
gravity requires some modification, our conclusion will still hold. The only
assumption that we made was that the expansion rate of the universe never

gets below some nonzero value, no matter how small."[44]
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Victor J. Stenger has referred to the Aguirre-Gratton model*9 for eternal inflation as an exemplar by which others
disagree with the Borde-Guth-Vilenkin theorem.[*®] In private correspondence with Stenger, Vilenkin remarked how the
Aguirre-Gratton model attempts to evade a beginning by reversing the "arrow of time" at t = 0, but that: "This makes the

moment t = o rather special. I would say no less special than a true beginning of the universe."[*’]

At the "State of the Universe" conference at Cambridge University in January 2012, Vilenkin discussed problems with
various theories that would claim to avoid the need for a cosmological beginning, alleging the untenability of eternal
inflation, cyclic and cosmic egg models, eventually concluding: "All the evidence we have says that the universe had a

beginning."8] However, in an interview in 2014[4°] Vilenkin said:

"In quantum physics, events do not necessarily have a cause, just some
probability. As such, there is some probability for the universe to pop out of
'nothing.' You can find the relative probability for it to be this size or that size
and have various properties, but there will not be a particular cause for any
of it, just probabilities. | say 'nothing' in quotations because the nothing that
we were referring to here is the absence of matter, space and time. That is
as close to nothing as you can get, but what is still required here is the laws
of physics. So the laws of physics should still be there, and they are
definitely not nothing."

When asked if his work "proves the existence of God or at least of a divine moment of creation," Vilenkin responded "I

don’t think it proves anything one way or another."

In 2015, cosmologists Ahmed Farag Ali and Saurya Das published a paper outlining a model which applies quantum
correction terms to complement Einstein's theory of general relativity and suggests that the universe may have existed

forever.[0]

Actual infinities

On the impossibility of actual infinities, Craig asserts:[5']

1. The metaphysical impossibility of an actually infinite series of past events by citing David Hilbert's famous Hilbert's
Hotel thought experiment and Laurence Sterne's story of Tristram Shandy.

2. The mathematical impossibility of forming an actual infinite by successive addition.

Michael Martin disagrees with these assertions by Craig, saying:

"Craig's a priori arguments are unsound or show at most that actual infinities
have odd properties. This latter fact is well known, however, and shows
nothing about whether it is logically impossible to have actual infinities in the

real world."[%2]

Andrew Loke, however, thinks that even if an actual infinite is possible, there is an argument to show that it is impossible

to traverse it. He proposes the following argument:
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1. If time is beginningless, then it would be the case that a causal series which has members being
generated one after another as long as time exists would arrived at an actual infinite of generations of
members at a particular time.

2. It is not metaphysically possible for a causal series which has members being generated one after
another as long as time exists to arrive at an actual infinite of generations of members at a particular
time.

3. Therefore, it is not metaphysically possible that time is beginningless.[53]

But Loke, in fact, also proposes an argument against the metaphysical possibility of a concrete actual infinite using the

case of a ‘Christmas present generator’ and a 'person generator.' [%4],

Conclusion: "The universe has a cause."

In a critique of Craig's book The Kalam Cosmological Argument,[®® published in 1979, Michael Martin states:

"It should be obvious that Craig's conclusion that a single personal agent
created the universe is a non sequitur. At most, this Kalam argument shows
that some personal agent or agents created the universe. Craig cannot
validly conclude that a single agent is the creator. On the contrary, for all he
shows, there may have been trillions of personal agents involved in the

creation."[6]

Martin also claims that Craig has not justified his claim of creation "ex nihilo", pointing out that the universe may have
been created from pre-existing material in a timeless or eternal state. Moreover, that Craig takes his argument too far

beyond what his premises allow in deducing that the creating agent is greater than the universe. For this, he cites the

example of a parent "creating” a child who eventually becomes greater than he or she.[%’]

In the subsequent Blackwell Companion to Natural Theology, published in 2009, Craig discusses the properties of the
cause of the universe, explaining how they follow by entailment from the initial syllogism of the Kalam cosmological

argument:[58]

1. A first state of the material world cannot have a material explanation and must originate ex nihilo in being without
material cause, because no natural explanation can be causally prior to the very existence of the natural world
(space-time and its contents). It follows necessarily that the cause is outside of space and time (timeless,
spaceless), immaterial, and enormously powerful, in bringing the entirety of material reality into existence.

2. Even if positing a plurality of causes prior to the origin of the universe, the causal chain must terminate in a cause
which is absolutely first and uncaused, otherwise an infinite regress of causes would arise.

3. Occam's Razor maintains that unicity of the First Cause should be assumed unless there are specific reasons to
believe that there is more than one causeless cause.

4. Agent causation, volitional action, is the only ontological condition in which an effect can arise in the absence of prior
determining conditions. Therefore, only personal, free agency can account for the origin of a first temporal effect
from a changeless cause.

5. Abstract objects, the only other ontological category known to have the properties of being uncaused, spaceless,
timeless and immaterial, do not sit in causal relationships, nor can they exercise volitional causal power.

Craig concludes that the cause of the existence of the universe is an "uncaused, personal Creator ... who sans the universe
is beginningless, changeless, immaterial, timeless, spaceless and enormously powerful"; remarking upon the theological

implications of this union of properties.
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Theories of time

Craig maintains that the Kalam cosmological argument involves a commitment to the A-theory of time, also known as the
"tensed theory of time" or presentism, as opposed to its alternative, the B-theory of time, also known as the "tenseless
theory of time" or eternalism. The latter would allow the universe to exist tenselessly as a four-dimensional space-time

block, under which circumstances the universe would not "begin to exist":

"From start to finish, the kalam cosmological argument is predicated upon
the A-Theory of time. On a B-Theory of time, the universe does not in fact
come into being or become actual at the Big Bang; it just exists tenselessly
as a four-dimensional space-time block that is finitely extended in the earlier
than direction. If time is tenseless, then the universe never really comes into
being, and, therefore, the quest for a cause of its coming into being is
misconceived."®°!

Craig has defended the A-theory against objections from J. M. E. McTaggart and Hybrid A-B theorists.[5% Philosopher
Yuri Balashov has criticised Craig's attempt to reconcile the A-theory with special relativity by relying on a ‘neo-Lorentzian
interpretation’ of Special Relativity.[5'] Balashov claims:

"Despite the fact that presentism has the firm backing of common sense and
eternalism revolts against it, eternalism is widely regarded as almost the
default view in contemporary debates, and presentism as a highly
problematic view."[62]

In response to Balashov, Craig criticises Balashov for adopting a verificationist methodology that fails to address the
metaphysical and theological foundations of the A-theory.[63!

It has recently been argued that a defense of the Kalam cosmological argument does not have to involve such a
commitment to the A-theory.[64]

See also

= Arguments for the existence of God
= Cosmogony

= Natural theology

= Principle of sufficient reason

= Temporal finitism

= Kalam

Notes

1. Graham Smith, “Arguing about the Kalam Cosmological Argument,” Philo, 5(1), 2002: 34—61. See also:
Reichenbach, 2004

2. Martin, 1990: 101
3. Craig and Moreland, 2009: 102

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kalam_cosmological_argument 9/13


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/A-series_and_B-series
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Philosophical_presentism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/B-theory_of_time
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eternalism_(philosophy_of_time)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/J._M._E._McTaggart
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Hybrid_A-B_theory_of_time&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lorentz_ether_theory
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eternalism_(philosophy_of_time)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Philosophical_presentism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Verificationism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arguments_for_the_existence_of_God
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cosmogony
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Natural_theology
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Principle_of_sufficient_reason
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Temporal_finitism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kalam

4/16/2018 Kalam cosmological argument - Wikipedia

. Craig and Moreland, 2009: 194
. Craig, 2000: 149
. Duncan, S., Analytic Philosophy of Religion: lts History Since 1955 (2010), Humanities-Ebooks, p. 165.

N OO o B~

. Al-Kindi, On First Philosophy, with an Introduction and Commentary by Alfred L. lvry (Albany, N. Y.: State University
of New York Press, 1974), pp. 67-75

8. al Ghazali, Kitab al Igtisad, with a foreword by 1. A. Cubukcu and H. Atay (Ankara: University of Ankara Press, 1962),
pp. 15-16.

9. Francis J. Kovach, 'The Question of the Eternity of the World in St. Bonaventure and St. Thomas — A Critical
Analysis', Southwestern Journal of Philosophy 5 (1974), pp. 141-172.

10. Smith, 2007: 183
11. Craig, 2000

12. Nasr, trans. Seyyed Hossein, An introduction to Islamic cosmological doctrines. Albany : State University of New
York Press, 1993 pp. 168

13. Craig, 1994: 80
14. Averroes, Ibn Rushd, The Incoherence of the Incoherence (Tahafut al-Tahafut) London:Luzac, 1954, pp. 58
15. Igbal, Muhammad The Reconstruction of Religious Thought in Islam Lahore:Institute of Islamic Culture, 1986

16. Al-Ghazzali, Tahafut Al-Falasifah (The Incoherence of Philosophers), translated by Sabih Ahmad Kamali. Lahore:
Pakistan Philosophical Congress, 1963 pp. 90-91

17. Quentin Smith, "Kalam Cosmological Arguments for Atheism", in Michael Martin (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to
Atheism, Cambridge University Press, 2007, p. 183

18. Reichenbach, 2004: 4.1

19. Reichenbach, 2004: 5.6

20. https://books.google.com/books?id=yq1xDpicghkC&pg=PA100&Ipg=PA100#v=onepage&q&f=false
21. Craig, 1994: 92

22. Craig and Moreland, 2009: 182-190

23. Reichenbach, 2004: 5.1

24. Oppy G (2002). Arguing About The Kalam Cosmological Argument. Philo 5 (1):34-61

25. Mackie, 1982: 94

26. Morriston W (2002). Causes and Beginnings in the Kalam Argument. Faith and philosophy, 19(2).
27. Mackie, 1982: 85

28. Reichenbach, 2004: 3.4

29. G.E.M. Anscombe, "Whatever has a beginning of existence must have a cause": Hume's argument exposed',
Analysis XXXIV (1974), 150.

30. Professor Mackie and the Kalam Cosmological Argument (http://www.reasonablefaith.org/professor-mackie-and-the-
kalam-cosmological-argument), William Lane Craig

31. David Hume to John Stewart, February 1754, in The Letters of David Hume, 2 vols., ed. J. T. Grieg (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1932), 1, 187

32. Morriston W (2000). Must the Beginning of the Universe Have a Personal Cause? A Critical Examination of the
Kalam Cosmological Argument. Faith and Philosophy, 17:149.

33. Must the Beginning of the Universe Have a Personal Cause?: A Rejoinder (http://www.reasonablefaith.org/must-the-
beginning-of-the-universe-have-a-personal-cause-a-rejoinder), William Lane Craig

34. Andrew Loke, God and Ultimate Origins (Cham: Springer International, 2017), viii-ix, 138-153
35. Davies, Paul (1982). Superforce. Oxford: Clarendon Press. p. 94.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kalam_cosmological_argument 10/13


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Al-Kindi
https://books.google.com/books?id=yq1xDpicghkC&pg=PA100&lpg=PA100#v=onepage&q&f=false
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/professor-mackie-and-the-kalam-cosmological-argument
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/must-the-beginning-of-the-universe-have-a-personal-cause-a-rejoinder

4/16/2018 Kalam cosmological argument - Wikipedia

36. Moreland, James Porter, and William Lane. Craig. Philosophical foundations for a Christian worldview. Downers
Grove, lll: InterVarsity P. 469

37. Smith, Q (1988), "The Uncaused Beginning of the Universe," Philosophy of Science 55:39-57.

38. Martin, 1990: 106. Martin lists the following sources as examples: Edward P. Tryon, "Is the Universe a Vacuum
Fluctuation?" Nature, 246, December 14, 1973, pp. 396-397; Edward P. Tryon, "What Made the World? New
Scientist, 8, March 1984, pp. 14-16; Alexander Vilenkin, "Creation of Universes from Nothing," Physics Letters,
117B, 1982, pp. 25-28; Alexander Vilenkin, "Birth of Inflationary Universes," Physical Review, 27, 1983, pp. 2848—
2855; L. P. Grishchuck and Y. B. Zledovich, "Complete Cosmological Theories," The Quantum Structure of Space
and Time, ed. M. J. Duff and C. J. Isham (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), pp. 409-422; Quentin
Smith, "The Uncaused Beginning of the Universe," Philosophy of Science, 55, 1988, pp. 39-57.

39. On the Origin of Everything (https://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/25/books/review/a-universe-from-nothing-by-lawrenc
e-m-krauss.html?_r=0), David Albert, The New York Times, March 2012

40. "The Caused Beginning of the Universe: a Response to Quentin Smith." British Journal for the Philosophy of
Science 44 (1993): 623-639.

41. The Existence of God and the Beginning of the Universe (http://www.reasonablefaith.org/the-existence-of-god-and-th
e-beginning-of-the-universe), William Lane Craig

42. The Existence of God and the Beginning of the Universe (http://www.reasonablefaith.org/the-existence-of-god-and-th
e-beginning-of-the-universe), William Lane Craig

43. A. Borde, A. Guth and A. Vilenkin (2003). "Inflationary space-times are incomplete in past directions". Physical
Review Letters 90 (15): 151301.

44. Vilenkin, A. (2007) Many Worlds in One: The Search for Other Universes, p.175
45. Aguirre A and Gratton S (2002). Steady-state eternal inflation; Phys. Rev. D 65, 083507
46. Victor J. Stenger. God and the Folly of Faith: The Incompatibility of Science and Religion. Prometheus Books, 2012.

47. Victor J. Stenger (2011-04-15). The Fallacy of Fine-Tuning: Why the Universe Is Not Designed for Us (https://books.
google.com/books?id=h9BAXtVsfdcC). Prometheus Books. p. 244. ISBN 9781616144449.

48. Why Physicists Can't Avoid A Creation Event (https://www.newscientist.com/article/mg21328474.400-why-physicists
-cant-avoid-a-creation-event.html), New Scientist 2012

49. In the Beginning Was the Beginning (http://now.tufts.edu/articles/beginning-was-beginning), Tufts Now 2014

50. Cosmology from quantum potential (http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0370269314009381), Physics
Letters B, February 2015

51. Craig, 1996

52. Martin, 1990: 104-105

53. Andrew Loke, God and Ultimate Origins (Cham: Springer International, 2017), 67-68
54. Loke, 2017), 55-61

55. Craig, 1979

56. Martin, 1990: 103

57. Martin, 1990: 103—-14

58. Craig and Moreland, 2009: 193-194

59. Craig and Moreland, 2009: 183—184

60. Oaklander, L. Nathan (2002). "Presentism, Ontology and Temporal Experience". In Craig Callender. Time, reality &
experience (https://books.google.com/books?id=IxllgbSWg4gC). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. pp. 73—
90. ISBN 978-0-521-52967-9.

61. Balashov, Yuri; Janssen, Michel (2003). "Presentism and Relativity" (http://bjps.oxfordjournals.org/content/54/2/327 .s
hort). British Jnl. for the Philosophy of Sci. Oxford University Press. 54 (2): 327-346. doi:10.1093/bjps/54.2.327 (http
s://doi.org/10.1093%2Fbjps%2F54.2.327). Retrieved 2014-04-11.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kalam_cosmological_argument 11/13


https://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/25/books/review/a-universe-from-nothing-by-lawrence-m-krauss.html?_r=0
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/the-existence-of-god-and-the-beginning-of-the-universe
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/the-existence-of-god-and-the-beginning-of-the-universe
https://books.google.com/books?id=h9BAXtVsfdcC
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/9781616144449
https://www.newscientist.com/article/mg21328474.400-why-physicists-cant-avoid-a-creation-event.html
http://now.tufts.edu/articles/beginning-was-beginning
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0370269314009381
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Craig_Callender
https://books.google.com/books?id=IxIlqbSWg4gC
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cambridge_University_Press
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/978-0-521-52967-9
http://bjps.oxfordjournals.org/content/54/2/327.short
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Digital_object_identifier
https://doi.org/10.1093%2Fbjps%2F54.2.327

4/16/2018 Kalam cosmological argument - Wikipedia

62. Balashov, Yuri (2007). "A Future for Presentism" (http://ndpr.nd.edu/news/23018-a-future-for-presentism/). Notre
Dame Philosophical Reviews.

63. Response to McCall and Balashov (http://www.reasonablefaith.org/response-to-mccall-and-balashov), William Lane
Craig

64. Waters, 2015

References

= Barker, Dan (1999). "Cosmological Kalamity" (http://www.infidels.org/library/modern/dan_barker/kalamity.html). The
Secular Web. Retrieved December 3, 2009.

= Craig, William Lane (1979). The Kalam Cosmological Argument. Wipf & Stock Publishers. ISBN 1-57910-438-X.

= Craig, William Lane (1996). "Initial Arguments: A Defense of the Cosmological Argument for the Existence of God"
(http://www.leaderu.com/offices/billcraig/docs/craig-smith1.html). Leadership University. Retrieved November 28,
20009.

= Craig, William Lane (1994). Reasonable Faith. Moody Press. ISBN 0-89107-764-2.

= Craig, William Lane (2000). The Kalam Cosmological Argument. Wipf and Stock Publishers. ISBN 978-1-57910-438-
2.

= Craig, William Lane (2007). "Causal Premiss of the Kalam Argument" (http://www.reasonablefaith.org/site/News2?pa
ge=NewsArticle&id=5705). Reasonable Faith. Retrieved November 27, 2009.

= Craig, William Lane (2008). Reasonable Faith. Crossway Books. ISBN 978-1-4335-0115-9.

» Craig, William Lane; Smith, Quentin (1993). Theism, Atheism, and Big Bang Cosmology. Clarendon. ISBN 0-19-
826348-1.

= Craig, William Lane; Moreland, J. P. (2009). The Blackwell Companion to Natural Theology. John Wiley and Sons.
ISBN 978-1-4051-7657-6.

= Loke, Andrew Ter Ern (2017). God and Ultimate Origins. Springer International. ISBN 9783319575476.

» Mackie, J. L. (1982). The Miracle of Theism: Arguments For and Against the Existence of God. Oxford University
Press. ISBN 0-19-824682-X.

= Martin, Michael (1990). Atheism: A Philosophical Justification. Temple University Press. ISBN 978-0-87722-943-8.

= Oppy, Graham (1995). "Reply To Professor Craig" (http://www.infidels.org/library/modern/graham_oppy/reply.html).
The Secular Web. Retrieved December 3, 2009.

= Reichenbach, Bruce (2004). "Cosmological Argument: The Causal Principle and Quantum Physics" (http://plato.stan
ford.edu/entries/cosmological-argument). The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Retrieved September 10, 2016.

» Russell, Bertrand (1957). Edwards, Paul, ed. Why | Am Not A Christian. Simon and Schuster.

= Smith, Quentin (2007). Martin, Michael, ed. Kalam Cosmological Arguments for Atheism. Cambridge University
Press.

= Waters, B. V. (2015). "Toward a new kalam cosmological argument” (https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23311983.2015.1062
461). Cogent Arts and Humanities. 2 (1): 1-8. doi:10.1080/23311983.2015.1062461 (https://doi.org/10.1080%2F233
11983.2015.1062461).

Further reading

= Craig, William Lane (1999). "A swift and simple refutation of the Kalam cosmological argument?" (http://www.reason
ablefaith.org/a-swift-and-simple-refutation-of-the-kalam-cosmological-argument). Religious Studies. 35 (1): 57-72.
doi:10.1017/s0034412598004703 (https://doi.org/10.1017%2Fs0034412598004703).

= Copan, Paul; Craig, William Lane (2004). Creation out of Nothing: A Biblical, Philosophical, and Scientific
Exploration. Baker Academic.

= Moreland, J. P. (1987). Scaling the Secular City: A Defence of Christianity. Baker Academic.

= Nowacki, Mark (2007). The Kalam Cosmological Argument for God. Studies in Analytic Philosophy. Prometheus
Books. ISBN 1-59102-473-0.

= Vaas, Rudiger (2004). "Time before Time" (https://arxiv.org/ftp/physics/papers/0408/0408111.pdf) (PDF). Bild der
Wissenschaf (10): 32—41.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kalam_cosmological_argument 12/13


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dan_Barker
http://www.infidels.org/library/modern/dan_barker/kalamity.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Lane_Craig
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/1-57910-438-X
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Lane_Craig
http://www.leaderu.com/offices/billcraig/docs/craig-smith1.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Lane_Craig
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0-89107-764-2
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Lane_Craig
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/978-1-57910-438-2
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Lane_Craig
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=5705
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Lane_Craig
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/978-1-4335-0115-9
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Lane_Craig
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quentin_Smith
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0-19-826348-1
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Lane_Craig
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/J._P._Moreland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/978-1-4051-7657-6
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Andrew_Loke&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/9783319575476
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/J._L._Mackie
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0-19-824682-X
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Michael_Martin_(philosopher)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/978-0-87722-943-8
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Graham_Oppy
http://www.infidels.org/library/modern/graham_oppy/reply.html
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/cosmological-argument
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bertrand_Russell
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quentin_Smith
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23311983.2015.1062461
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Digital_object_identifier
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F23311983.2015.1062461
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Lane_Craig
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/a-swift-and-simple-refutation-of-the-kalam-cosmological-argument
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Digital_object_identifier
https://doi.org/10.1017%2Fs0034412598004703
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Paul_Copan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Lane_Craig
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/J._P._Moreland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/1-59102-473-0
https://arxiv.org/ftp/physics/papers/0408/0408111.pdf
http://ndpr.nd.edu/news/23018-a-future-for-presentism/
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/response-to-mccall-and-balashov

4/16/2018 Kalam cosmological argument - Wikipedia

= Waters, B. V. (2013). "Methuselah's Diary and the Finitude of the Past" (http://philpapers.org/archive/WATMDA-2.pd
f) (PDF). Philosophia Christi. 15 (2): 463—469.

Retrieved from "https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?tittle=Kalam_cosmological _argument&oldid=836659131"

This page was last edited on 16 April 2018, at 02:27.

Text is available under the Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike License; additional terms may apply. By using this
site, you agree to the Terms of Use and Privacy Policy. Wikipedia® is a registered trademark of the Wikimedia
Foundation, Inc., a non-profit organization.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kalam_cosmological_argument 13/13


http://philpapers.org/archive/WATMDA-2.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Kalam_cosmological_argument&oldid=836659131
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Text_of_Creative_Commons_Attribution-ShareAlike_3.0_Unported_License
https://wikimediafoundation.org/wiki/Terms_of_Use
https://wikimediafoundation.org/wiki/Privacy_policy
https://www.wikimediafoundation.org/

