
A Level Philosophy Applicants’ Event 

Before our live Virtual Philosophy event, in order to get a flavour of 

this rich, engaging subject, please complete the following tasks 

below.   

Task 1: Read the handout below and answer the questions in the grid 

towards the bottom of the document. Note down your ideas about the 

Kalam argument. Is it successful or not? If you think that it fails, then 

explain your reasoning. Similarly, if you think it succeeds, then say 

why?   

Task 2: Secondly, watch the following Youtube Video and consider 

how convincing the Kalam argument is. Does it establish the existence 

of a timeless, spaceless being of awesome power?   

Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0YyI29iL-XQ  

The Kalam Cosmologial Argument with William Lane Craig  

Task 3: EXTENSION. Read through the extension grid at the end of the document. Access the 

relevant web-links to investigate these criticisms further.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0YyI29iL-XQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0YyI29iL-XQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0YyI29iL-XQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0YyI29iL-XQ


 SECTION B RELIGION 

Cosmological Arguments: The Kalam Argument 

The Kalam argument for God’s existence 

• The Kalam argument attempts to prove God’s existence.  It has two reasons (or

premises, which are bits of evidence) in support of a conclusion:

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

(Premise 2) The universe began to exist.  

(Conclusion) Therefore, the universe has a cause of its existence.  

Premise 1 - detail 

• This is based on the principle that ‘from nothing, nothing comes’ –

ex nihilo, nihil fit.  Things don’t pop into existence from nothing.

Premise 2 – detail 

• He supports this premise with scientific

evidence.

• Most physicists claim that the universe

began to exist, with a Big Bang, some

13.7 billion years ago.

Conclusion – detail 

• Why should we suppose that this cause is anything like God?

• There are only two kinds of explanations available:

(a) natural explanations, which draw upon natural events and

(b) personal explanations which draw upon the intentions of rational agents

(or persons) to explain something.

• We cannot appeal to (a) because there were no natural events prior to the Big Bang.  So,

we must appeal to (b).



Philosophical questions and arguments  

Philosophers argue about the deepest questions that humans face like, ‘does life have a 

meaning or purpose?’, ‘where did the universe come from?’ and ‘can we prove God’s 

existence?’  

They attempt to answer these questions by producing 

arguments.  An argument is made up of one or more 

reasons (called premises), which attempt to convince 

someone of the truth of a conclusion.  The premises or 

reasons are bits of evidence, which suggest that the 

conclusion is true.  A conclusion could be any claim that you 

want to prove.  For instance, I might want to prove the 

conclusion that ‘Eating meat is wrong’.  So, I would need to 

produce reasons or premises:  

(Premise 1) Eating meat harms animals  

(Premise 2) It is wrong to cause unnecessary harm to 

others.  

(Conclusion) Therefore, eating meat is wrong  

Importantly, the reasons or premises are ‘evidence’ offered in support of the conclusion. 

The Kalam argument for God’s existence  

The Kalam argument attempts to prove God’s existence.  It has two reasons (or premises) in 

support of a conclusion.  The kalam cosmological argument was originally developed by 

Islamic (Muslim) scholars but has been supported, in recent times, by the Christian 

philosopher William Lane Craig.  He formulates the argument in the following way, with two 

reasons or premises (bits of evidence) supporting the conclusion:  

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

(Premise 2) The universe began to exist.  

(Conclusion) Therefore, the universe has a cause of its existence.  

So, let’s have a look at all the premises in more detail. 

Premise 1 - detail  

The first premise states that everything that begins to exist has a cause of its existence.  This is 

based on the principle that ‘from nothing, nothing comes’ – ex nihilo, nihil fit.  According to 

Craig this is a ‘metaphysical intuition’; in other words, we simply see the truth of this principle 

with our minds.  We simply see that something could not come into being without any cause.    

And it seems that we do assume the truth of this principle throughout our lives.  When we look 

at things that begin to exist, like rocks, trees, birds and humans, we always assume that 

something caused them to exist.  For instance, we assume that a tree was produced by a range 

of causal factors, including energy from the sun, nutrients in the soil and the original tree that 

the seedling derived from.  It would be absurd to image the tree popping into existence 

without a cause.  



Premise 2 - detail  

Now the key move in Craig’s argument is perhaps premise 2, which claims that the universe 

began to exist.  Craig develops an important argument to support this premise.  He notes that 

most physicists claim that the universe began to exist, with a Big Bang, some 13.7 billion years 

ago.  This theory is supported by the observations of two scientists who discovered 

background radiation in the universe.  This radiation appears to be remnants of some gigantic 

early explosion, or the Big Bang.  So, it seems that the universe began to exist as premise 2 of 

Craig’s argument claims.  

Conclusion – detail  

So, if it is true that (1) everything that begins to exist has a cause of its existence, and it is also 

true that (2) the universe began to exist, the conclusion must follow that the universe has a 

cause of its existence.  

Is the cause of the universe God?  

So, we’ve established that the universe had a cause of its existence.  But why should we 

suppose that this cause is anything like God?  Well, Craig notes that there are only two kinds of 

explanations, namely (a) natural explanations, which draw upon natural events to explain 

something and (b) personal explanations which draw upon the intentions of rational agents (or 

persons) to explain something.  In everyday life we appeal to these two kinds of explanations.  

For instance, we may appeal to natural explanations to account for cold symptoms like 

sneezing and coughing.  These might be caused by preceding natural events, like the build-up 

of a virus in your nose.  Similarly, we can provide a natural explanation of global warming, by 

appealing to the build-up of greenhouse gases, like carbon dioxide which trap heat in the 

atmosphere.  But we also appeal to personal explanations as well.  For instance, if I might 

explain why you are sat is this class by referring to your intention or desire to study 

philosophy.  Your desire caused you to get to class in time.  Equally, I might explain why an 

Ipad exists by referring to the intentions of a designer.  Their desire to create a useful device is 

(in part) the cause of the Ipad.  

Craig’s point is that we cannot appeal to natural explanations to account for the Big Bang.  Why 

is this?  Well, there were no natural events prior to the Big Bang that can explain its’ 

occurrence.  The physical world with its laws of nature, like gravity, simply did not exist before 

the Big Bang.  Since there are only two kinds of explanations, then, we must appeal to a 

personal explanation.  So, the Big Bang must have been caused by the intentions of a rational 

agent.    



Questions on the Kalam argument 

1. Identify the two premises and the conclusion of the argument: (Premise1)

(Premise2)

(Conclusion)

2. What principle is the first premise based upon?

3. Explain Craig’s scientific argument for thinking that premise 2 is true?

4. What are the two kinds of explanation that Craig identifies?

FIRST KIND OF EXPLANATION: 

SECOND KIND OF EXPLANATION: 

5. Why must we appeal to a personal explanation for the cause of the universe?

6. EXTENSION: Is Craig’s argument convincing?  Give reasons for your response.



First extension argument 

Criticism of Craig: Could a timeless personal being really exist?  

We might object to Craig that a   personal agent (God) cannot be the cause of the universe, 

because such a being would have to be timeless.  Why is this?  Well, they would have to exist 

independently of the temporal realm that they created some 13.7 billion years ago.  But, it  
 might 

be argued, the idea of a personal being that does not exist in time is self-contradictory. For it is a 

necessary condition of personhood that an individual be capable of remembering, anticipating, 

reflecting, deliberating, deciding, and so forth. But these are inherently temporal activities; they 

take place in time. Therefore, there can be no atemporal persons.  For instance, the act of 

deliberating or carefully thinking things through takes time.  It might take you a few minutes to 

deliberate about whether to buy a burger or a more healthy salad.  Moreover, it may take you 

several months of deliberation about which university course you wish to choose.  The idea of an 

atemporal person is thus contradictory.  We cannot appeal to a timeless, personal explanation to 

account for the beginning of the universe as theists wish to do.  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V82uGzgoajI – See 1.25.24-1.26.43 for Craig’s explanation of 

his counter-argument. 

Counter-argument: A timeless person could be self-consciousness and free However, 

the above response confused the common properties of persons with essential properties of 

persons.  The properties of remembering, anticipating, reflecting, deliberating, deciding might 

be common properties of temporal persons.  However, this does not mean that they are essential 

properties of personhood.  Craig claims that essential properties of personhood might be self-

consciousness and free volition or free will.  Now such properties do not seem to be inherently 

temporal.  For instance, God might be aware of Himself and everything else in a single, all-

embracing vision.  Hence, an atemporal being might possess the property of self-awareness.  

Similarly, He might possess a changeless intention of the will to create a universe with a 

temporal beginning.  Hence, a timeless personal being could exist and explain the existence of 

our universe.  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V82uGzgoajI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V82uGzgoajI



