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The Kalam Cosmological Argument

As early as with Plato, philosophers have explored cosmological arguments to defend, or refute, god’s existence. Many different approaches to the cosmological argument have been made, one of the more notable being the Kalam argument. The Kalam argument, first posed back in the middle ages, attempted to prove that the universe is not infinite but that is has a beginning, and philosophical analysis reveals that such a cause for a beginning carries with it key theistic attributes. Research professor of philosophy, William Lane Craig, approaches the Kalam cosmological argument from two versions that serve the purpose of proving the universe must have a cause for its existence. He formulates the argument through three simple, valid steps. Through proving the premises true, the soundness of the argument is proven. The three steps are:

1. Whatever begins to exist has a cause.

2. The universe began to exist.

3. Therefore, the universe has a cause.

Craig continues to support these premises by proving two different points; the impossibility of an actually infinite number of things/events, and the impossibility of forming an actually infinite collection by successful addition. Craig poses both so that to refute the argument, one would have to refute both versions of his Kalam argument.

Craig proceeds with his argument by defending the validity of the individual premise. The first is that whatever begins to exist must have a cause. Craig’s defense of this premise is mainly that it is a logically appealing statement, and that it would only complicate the issue to prove what he believes to “obvious” with evidence that is less obvious. Craig simply defends the first premise against the most popular criticisms. He argues against J.L. Mackie’s criticism that there is no a priori support why the originations of things can’t lack cause, yet the existence of a god that has the power to create something out of nothing is acceptable. Craig labels Mackie’s argument as being against that it is not a priori, seeing how he never refutes the principle.  Again, Craig returns to simply restating the premise and argues that it would be foolish to believe that an object can come into existence from nothing, just because one can conceive of it. The other major contention with this premise is that if prior to the universe, there was no space and no time, how did the universe come into existence. Along side with this contention is how god was able to create the universe outside of time/space, and how god himself came about existing. Mackie avoids this criticism by arguing that god, outside of creation, is timeless. Such a feat may be seen as divine and mysterious, but not unintelligible. Such a god would not be confined by the restraints of time, and existed in an undifferentiated time that lacked such terms like minutes, hours, days. Thus, Mackie’s definitions would not be contradictory with the Kalam argument that an infinite regress of events cannot exist. The assumption that Craig makes is that the space-time continuum did not exist before the universe did. However, the argument can be made that the two, the existence of the universe and the existence of space-time continuum, are not related to each other. If this is the case, then the question about god’s own creation and cause can be brought to light. Craig does argue against this point though later on through disproving that time can actually be infinite. However, whether or not this premise applies to god himself is not stressed or refuted by Craig.

The second premise of Craig’s, the universe began to exist, is proven by Craig using two different approaches. Both eliminate the possibility of an infinite time line without a starting point. His first line of argument is that there is an impossibility of an actually infinite number of things. This argument is three stepped as well:

1. An actually infinite number of things cannot exist.

2. A beginningless [sic] series of events in time entails an actually infinite number of things.

3. Therefore, a beginningless [sic] series of events in time cannot exist.

The biggest defense needed for this argument is the first premise, which would raise a clamor. Craig claims there are two types of infinity; potential infinite, which is a collection increasing towards infinity as a limit but does not reach it, and actual infinite, which is a collection of numbers whose numbers in the collection is actually infinite. The latter, which is the description that labels time, brings up many absurdities that would come off as completely illogical. The example he gives is that of David Hilbert’s Hilbert Hotel. Such a fictitious hotel would have an infinite number of rooms, and they’d all be full. Contradictions arise were they to admit another guest, although the number of rooms would remain the same (infinite). Were half of the hotel guests to leave, and half the rooms were empty, it would still host the same number of guests. Hypothetically, if all the guests of the infinite rooms leave except for the guests in room 1, 2, and 3, mathematically there would still be the same number of guests. In such a situation, the hotel would have no vacancy, yet would welcome all guests. Even if every guest in the hotel invited three more each, it would remain the same number of guests. Hence, the possibility of an actual infinity is irrational. The other argument Craig makes is that it is impossible to form an infinite collection by adding consecutive members. The form of the argument is that 
1. A series of events in time is a collection formed by adding one member after another 
2. A collection formed by adding one member after another cannot be actually infinite 
3. Therefore, the series of events in time cannot be actually infinite. 
Such a collection would be constantly changing and heading towards infinity, but could not be infinite. If time was infinite, then it would never make sense to make it to today, since we would have to pass through the infinite time that occurred before today. Our concept of time would only be validated through reference points on the infinite timeline, and there are only distances between such points, if there were to be no beginning. Thus, it is more logical to believe that time is finite than to believe that time is infinite.
Craig provides solid points for his argument, and refutes many of the objections that Mackie had. His argument leaves holes in consideration of whether or not god could be timeless before the creation of the universe, and the question as to what caused god’s own creation. The sheer fact that the Kalam cosmological argument shows that there was a state of timelessness before god created universe, and a separate timeline for the universe, the two cannot then be juxtaposed. The problem brought up is that for god to have conjured such an act that changed from one state of timelessness into the state of our timeline would require a temporal duration which would contradict the timelessness that god existed in. Temporal duration is god’s ability to exist and act for a period of time and such a period, no matter how brief, would conflict with god’s timelessness since the temporal act would be measured in time. Craig also does not acknowledge other philosophies that deal with the possibility of infinite time. It is still a convincing argument that Craig delivers, and it would seem that time is indeed finite, although this is not a linear argument for the proof of god. This however, is another issue that requires a much more elaborate argument than I wish to address at this time.

