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A Reasonable Argument for the Existence of God 

Throughout most of history and across the globe 
there has been a general consensus that a 
supernatural world exists and that among this 
supernatural world is a supreme being, commonly 
referred to as God. In the last century, however, a 
growing and more vocal contingent argues for the 
non-existence of God. While the objections of the 
New Atheists are not new, their greater visibility 
gives reason for the theist to dust off what are 
sometimes ancient arguments for the existence of 
God.  One such argument is the Kalam Cosmological 
Argument (KCA). 
 
The KCA is rather simple.  It states: 
  

1. Everything that comes into existence has a 
cause 

2. The cosmos came to existence 
3. Therefore, the cosmos was caused 

 
The three-step argument of the KCA is logically 
valid, taking the shape of what philosophers call a 
modus ponens argument.  If premise one and two 
are legitimate, then the conclusion must follow. So 
then, let us consider the first two premises.   
 
Defending the First Premise 
 
The first premise states that everything that comes 
into existence has a cause. This premise does not 
state that everything has a cause, only that those 
things that come into existence have a cause. The 
Empire State Building did not exist prior to 1930. 
The explanation of how it moved from non-
existence to existence is that it was caused into 
being by those who built it.  As it has not been 
human experience to see things (from buildings to 
hamburgers to deadly diseases) pop into existence 
from nothing, this premise was readily received for 
centuries. It is only recently that it has seriously 
come under attack. 
 
In large part this attack is motivated by the strength 
of the Big Bang Theory. Prior to its formation, there 
were those who believed that the cosmos was 
something that always existed. Since it was 
considered eternal, it was not something that 

required a cause. But no sooner than the Big Bang 
Theory had been proposed, its implications were 
understood: vulnerability in the first premise must 
be found if the conclusion to the cosmological 
argument is to be avoided. 
 
Despite efforts to undermine the first premise, a 
rather straightforward argument supports its 
validity. This argument is the simple contention that 
something cannot come from nothing. Common 
experience and empirical evidence has a perfect 
record of confirming this to be true. When you trip 
over shoes in the hallway, you do not assume that 
they popped into existence; you assume that 
someone put them there! 
 
Some point to quantum theory and make the claim 
that something can come from nothing in quantum 
vacuums.  The very tentative understanding of 
quantum vacuums that exists today is enough to 
weaken this objection, but the greatest weakness in 
the quantum vacuum argument is that these 
quantum vacuums (whatever they are) are never 
described as nothing, but are always imbued with 
properties of one sort or another.  Since this is the 
case, anything that is produced by them is not a 
something that has come from nothing, but rather a 
something that has come from a quantum vacuum.  
One must remember that when speaking of 
nothing, one talks of something with no properties 
whatsoever. To argue that something without 
properties could be a causal agent is simply not 
reasonable. 
 
If things could just come into existence, one might 
ask, “Why don’t bicycles and Beethoven and root 
beer just pop into being from nothing?  Why is it 
only universes that can come into being from 
nothing?  What makes nothingness so 
discriminatory? There can’t be anything about 
nothingness that favors universes, for nothingness 
doesn’t have any properties. Nor can anything 
constrain nothingness, for there isn’t anything to be 
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constrained.”1 Indeed, if it is reasonable to believe a 
whole universe can come into being from nothing, 
then would not our children be justified in claiming 
that the dirty dishes in the sink just popped into 
existence?  Certainly it would be easier for dirty 
dishes to come into existence than a whole 
universe! 
 
Defending the Second Premise 
 
There are two reasons to believe that the cosmos 
came into existence, which is the second premise. 
The first reason is philosophical and the second 
reason is scientific. The philosophical argument has 
to do with the nature of infinities and goes like this: 
if the cosmos were infinitely old, it is unreasonable 
to believe we would have ever reached today. Just 
as one could never reach the end of an infinite 
future, so too one cannot go back to an infinite past 
and arrive at today.  The time between now and an 
infinite past would be infinite and would simply be 
impossible to traverse. This might be a mind-
twisting argument for many, but it is mind-twisting 
because ultimately there cannot be actual infinites 
in the arena of time, space and matter, which is the 
cosmic arena in which we live. 
 
The second reason to believe that that the cosmos 
came into existence is because of what modern 
science tells us relative to the beginning of the 
universe. In the late 1920’s, scientists, including the 
famed Edwin Hubble, recognized that the universe 
was expanding and that there was reason to believe 
it had been expanding throughout its existence.  But 
if the universe is constantly expanding, says the 
theory, then we can use the expansion rate to 
determine how long ago the universe came into 
existence—an estimate which today stands at 13.77 
billion years. As one traces back the expansion of 
the universe, the distances between any two points 
in space ultimately becomes zero and space, time, 
matter, and energy no longer exist—or everything 
that we know the cosmos to be.  Thus, the Big Bang 
Theory (the name given to the idea of cosmic 
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expansion from nothingness) supports the idea that 
the universe came into existence.2 
 
Not only does The Big Bang Theory support the 
notion that the universe came into existence, so 
does the Second Law of Thermodynamics. This law 
states that unless energy is being fed into a system 
the system will become increasingly disorderly until 
it reaches equilibrium. That is, over time energy will 
be dispersed throughout the universe into a state of 
equilibrium, such that there will not be significant 
pockets of heat such as are found in the sun or the 
other stars.  Today, however, we see that there are 
such pockets of energy and from this we can 
reasonably conclude that an eternity has not passed 
before the present and that the cosmos came into 
existence at some time in the past.   
 
Thus, in regards to the second premise there are 
good reasons—both philosophical and scientific—to 
believe that the cosmos is not something that is 
eternal, but rather came into existence.  
 
The Conclusion and Its Implications 
 
As we noted earlier the Kalam Cosmological 
Argument is logically valid meaning that if the 
premises are true, then its conclusion must follow. 
Based on the discussion above, there are ample 
reasons to believe that the premises are true, and if 
they are true to believe in the conclusion that the 
universe was caused.  One might argue, “But you 
can’t prove beyond a shadow of a doubt that 
everything that comes into existence is caused or 
that the universe came into existence.”  That may 
be so, but the question here is whether it is more 
reasonable to believe that things which come into 
existence have a cause and that the universe came 
into existence or whether it is more reasonable to 
believe in the alternative.  It seems that those who 
prefer the alternative do not stand on the side of 
either evidence or justifiable reason. 
 
If the conclusion that the universe was caused is 
valid, the question then becomes what caused the 
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universe. There are some limitations as to how we 
might describe the Cause based on the KCA alone, 
but there is much that we can deduce. Since time 
and space and matter were not created until The 
Big Bang, then it follows that the Cause is timeless, 
non-spatial, and immaterial. The Cause must also be 
described as powerful because of its ability to 
create the cosmos. While these characteristic are 
helpful in understanding the Cause, they could be 
true of a non-personal force as well as a personal 
agent.  
 
Beyond these traits, however, we should also 
conclude that the Cause is both self-determined 
and mindful. The Cause is self-determined because 
if there was anything that determined its action, it 
would not be the ultimate Cause but would rather 
be caused itself by some greater self-determined 
cause. Without reason to infinitely egress, it is 
appropriate to say that the uncaused Cause was the 
creator of the universe and not an effect of some 
uncaused creator in the background. Finally, the 
Cause can be said to mindful in that as a self-
determined entity, it was aware of the option to 
exercise the choice to create or not.  It is these later 
two traits of the Cause of the cosmos that are 
products of a personal agent and not an impersonal 
force. 
 

The standard concept of God among theists is that 
he is timeless, space-less, immaterial, powerful, 
self-determined, and mindful, and further that he is 
the Creator of the cosmos. This aligns with what is 
reasonably deduced from the KCA.  Thus, the theist 
(whether Christian, Jew, or Muslim) is not 
unreasonable to believe in God.   
 
In coming to this conclusion, however, the Christian 
theist must recognize that the KCA says nothing 
about the authority of Scripture, the incarnation of 
Christ, or the way of salvation. It does not 
contradict these further claims of Christianity; it just 
does not speak to them.  In other words, the Kalam 
Cosmological Argument has its limitations and these 
limitations must be recognized. It is simply an 
argument for the existence of a timeless, space-less, 
immaterial, powerful, self-determined, and mindful 
Creator. But for a generation that thinks even this 
basic idea of a deity is no more founded than belief 
in winged fairies, the KCA provides a formidable 
counter. 
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