V. God and the New Physics

For!

Throughout the 19th Century and for most of the 20th it was axiomatiaumber of
intellectual circles that the fading away of belief in Gemlld be an inevitable
consequence of the spread of scientific and rational thougleady as 1882
Nietzsche could claim that 'God is dead in the hed&msem, science and rationalism
have killed him? Of course Nietzsche subsequently recognised that he had been
premature 'l come too early...this tremendous event i®stits Way.3 Yet Nietzsche
and many other leading intellectuals of the nineteenth angltearhtieth century
such as Karl Marx, or Sigmund Freud, or Bertrand Russelhbatbubt that belief in
God would die out as scientific knowledge spread. Such a viewfeuad several
champions within the Christian Churches in the 'Death of ogement of the
1960s and the 'Sea of Faith' movement of the 1980s.

However belief in God has not died out, and appears to havegongein some
guarters at least, a substantial revival. Indeed accordifgubJohnson, author both
of theHistory of Christianityand ofModern Times, The most extraordinary thing
about the twentieth century has been the failure of God toAdithe end of the
Twentieth Century, the idea of...God is as lively and realvas.' Johnson believes
that the reason for this is that science and religion have t@m new harmony.
Indeed he even claims that the situation has changedstically that ‘the great
majority of those who work in the scientific world perhapsnasiy as eighty percent
now profess some kind of religious belref'.

In terms of scientists in general Johnson's figures are obvieushg, but
presumably he must be referring only to scientists workingaratba of the so-called
new physics where, according to Terry Miethe, 'The argumemt design has very
recently gained acceptance among many scierftisath Ward makes a similar
point about the new physics when he observes in his DoeK urn of the Tidéhat
‘Just when philosophers had thought that the argument from dessggone for ever,
the physicist brings it back agaln'.

The reason for this is that according to Russell StannarceRBamfof Physics at the
Open University, 'the very latest revelations of scienstead of posing fresh
difficulties, have led to new harmony, and the methods oftigetion used in

! The For’ section is written by Paul Badham, Professor lsédlogy and Religious Studies at
University of Wales Lampeter; it is an extract frbims bookThe Contemporary Challenge of
Modernist TheologyUniversity of Wales Press, Cardiff, 1998). Thidl\we followed by a response,
by David Cockburn, to the arguments Badham presents
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science and religion, far from being opposed to each othleeiindutiook, are in
many ways similaf'Paul Davies goes even further and insists that in thedfghe
new physics we can legitimately claim that 'scien¢ersfa surer path to God than
religion.®

Before this sea-change took place among some scientistspinilosbphers of
religion believed that the arguments for God's existencdéan definitively
answered by Hume and Kant and there was little mileagefuting them except as
an introductory exercise for first year philosophy students. Legivgetwo examples
of this. When | was a student in the late 60’s lan Ramsagned from the Nolloth
Chair of the Philosophy of the Christian Religion in order twbez Bishop of
Durham and several leading philosophers proposed that the Cladiolished since
the subject was dead. Fortunately the proposal was resmteteaappointment first
of Basil Mitchell and then Richard Swinburne led to a tremendmsiggence of
interest in the subject.

As another example Kai Nielsen, a Canadian philosopher eonvinced atheist,
wrote in 1971 that philosophers who took the claims of religion seyiowesie 'very
much in the minority and their arguments have been forcefaliyested.' But nearly
twenty years later Nielson's estimate of philosophicalid#s has changed. He be-
lieves that 'Philosophy of religion in Anglo-American conteas taken a curious
turn in the past decade...what has come to the forefrorg grisup of Christian
philosophers of a philosophically analytic persuasion, but hostdedn the residues
of logical empiricism or Wittgensteinianism, who returntte old topics and the old
theses of traditional Christian philosophy and natural theot8gy/e should of
course notice that Nielsen describes this development asuguindicating that he
himself is unconvinced by it. We should also note that philosopie¢rsngaged in
the current discussions in the philosophy of religion often rennaaffected by it.
Nevertheless if we are looking simply at the current staittise arguments for the
existence of God it is interesting to notice Richard PgrgNaluation of the scene:
'All the traditional arguments have able and respectedhdefs and if there is not a
consensus in favour of philosophical arguments for God's existeaa®witonger true
that there is a consensus agaifist.’

The main reason for this new interest in the arguments faxistence of God
mainly focuses on the relevance of recent developments incghgsiwo of the
classic arguments for the existence of God. The reasonisanterest is that there
appears to be a surprising correlation between what scidrdigtsdiscovered about
the universe and what the theistic religions have histoyicidimed. Judaism,
Christianity and Islam affirm that the universe and tinegarcreated from nothing by
God. They also affirm that the universe is God’s handiworkersense that God
designed all that is. Science as such can make no coromeunth claims. As Kant

8 Russell Stannar&cience and the Renewal of Bel{&bndon, SCM, 1982) Cover.
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argued in hi€ritique of Pure Reasoscience as such can only work within the limits
of what is ultimately available to us through the senses apneted within the
categories of space and time. Since God cannot be known througimsles sand
transcends both space and time, God'’s reality is not the kiedldy that science can
make any comment upon. On the other hand if science were todernicat the
universe did come into being literally from nothing, and ifftmedamental constants
of the universe gave the appearance of having been ‘darfiolsen’ with a view to
the evolution of ‘observers’ then such conclusions would at ledsghl/ congruent
with the concept of a Creative Mind behind the Cosmos. Lekpkore the evidence
behind such notions.

The first phenomenon | want to look at is the hypothesis us@déyred to as the
‘Big Bang'’ theory of creation. This is the claim that theverse as we know it has
not always existed but came into being from nothing fifteen bilfears ago. Four
leading astronomers put it like this: ‘The universe beganavgreat explosion from a
state of infinite density about 15 billion years ago.... [S]paceiar@were created in
that event and so was all the matter in the univéf€&uit as William Craig points out
‘infinite density’ is precisely equivalent to ‘nothing’. No objean possess infinite
density for ‘if it had any size at all it would not be infaly dense". Hence a literal
application of the Big Bang model implies that the universe datoeexistence from
‘nothing at all’. There is a strong consensus among contempaiantists, including
Russian scientists, that this is*8o.

No consequences necessarily follow from accepting this faom & strictly
scientific perspective one can simply accept as an ulifaat about reality that the
universe came into existence from nothing 15 billion years agmn4 Flew defends
this view strongly, reminding us that well over 2000 yearsStgaton of Lampsacus
had contended that ‘the existence of the universe and whataydverdiscovered to
be its fundamental laws ought simply to be accepted as thenatqua ultimates for
which no further explanation is either necessary or posskiem Flew's perspective
Stratonician atheism is therefore as valid as ever agdllsefor scientists like
Stephen Hawking to cease talking about the ‘The Mind of God'tasicould
provide some ‘other kind of causg’Flew’s view is similar to Peter Atkins’ who
insists that that ‘the whole universe tumbled out of absoluatetlying’ but Atkins
adds ‘There is no purpose behind it, it just happened to hafpen’.

Other scientists are less happy about such a view. Asedtétawking says in his
Black Holes and Baby Universester everything that science can say ‘You still have
the question: why does the universe bother to exist? If youylikecan define God to
be the answer to that questidhClearly such a response is not the only one. It
remains possible that the sudden emergence of the universe, andptieng way it

2 william Craig citing J.R. Gott Ill, James E. Guridavid Shramm and Beatrice M. Tinsley, ‘Will
the Universe Expand Foreve8cientific American(March 1976) 65 in W.L. Craig and Q. Smith,
Theism, Atheism and Big Bang Cosmol@@xford, Clarendon 1995) 43.
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developed will always remain inexplicable. But from a sdienpoint of view there is
something very odd about Atkins’ claim that it ‘just happeteeldappen’. The whole
scientific enterprise got going only when people stopped supposirtitigs just
happened to happen and began to look for explanations, reasosiaes. €ertainly
within the natural order this is utterly axiomatic so it iszbug that when it comes to
the cosmos as a whole one should abandon the quest for explanatignobllem is
of course that if one is to give any kind of explanation for thelezcosmos tumbling
out of absolutely nothing one is forced to posit some cause wWwhitscends the
cosmos and this is a very challenging concept.

In fact the reason why the ‘Big Bang’ is thought by many pihsts to be relevant to
belief in God is that it appears to give an empirical fotinddor an important
version of the cosmological argument for God'’s existence. $hkisawn as the
Kalam Cosmological Argument and was developed by two maldiglamic scholars,
Al-Kindi and Al-Ghazali. It goes like this:

1. Everything that begins to exist has a cause of its exestenc
2. The universe began to exist.
3. Therefore the universe has a cause of its exist&nce.

Philosophers have always accepted that if the first two pesmisre true the
conclusion would follow. But during the Middle Ages the second @Eemas

derived from a complicated and to us not very convincing philosdmrigament
about the logical impossibility of an actually infinite tempaaties, so the argument
didn’t carry much weight and is generally thought to have befeed by Immanuel
Kant in his firstCritique. What Kant argued is that any alleged proof ‘attempted
independently of empirical principles’ and simply assertingrtiygossibility of

infinite regress on speculative principles of reason ingeetupposes what it seeks to
establish and is therefore subject to all the objectioriabesarlier raised against the
ontological argumenit Richard Swinburne fully agrees that there is no futuge in
priori arguments which purport to show that the universe must have beginning.
But the whole situation is transformed if the argument s28anra posteriori
observation by scientists that as a matter of empiricatiie@ universe did have a
beginning®. Once this is accepted then the second premise seemsie.be

That leaves the first premise: ‘everything that begirexist has a cause of its
existence’. Here | have to confess that | share Williaeig3 view that this premise

is ‘so intuitively obvious...that probably no one in his righhdreally believes it to

be false. Even Hume himself confessed that his academial af the principle’s
demonstrability could not eradicate his belief that it was rioadess true’* What
David Hume actually wrote was: ‘Allow me to tell you thaever asserted so absurd
a proposition aghat anything might arise without a caus@nly maintained that our
Certainty of the Falsehood of that Proposition proceeded neitmerftuition nor
Demonstration; but from another SoureAll that Hume had intended to show was

8 William Lane CraigThe Kalam Cosmological Argumefttondon, Macmillan, 1979) 63.
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that the principle of causation was not analytic, and thexéfevaslogically possible
that itmightnot always apply. However all our experience teaches usthesl life
the principle of causation in faatways does applyAs Craig says: ‘Constantly
verified and never falsified, the causal proposition may kentas an empirical
generalisation enjoying the strongest support experience affoldss’therefore not
unreasonable to suppose that the principle of causation which appesrything of
which we have experience should also apply to the univisedé And if we accept
that the universe came into being from nothing it is rationpbgtulate a
transcendent cause of its existence.

Antony Flew points out that all the argument actually estaddiss the existence of a
‘physically unknowable cause of the Big BaAgHowever this is a by no means
insubstantial thing to have established, and it is certa@mlynbre than Flew would
have conceded as possible before the rise of the new cosmdloggn Smart
suggests that the argument shows the existence of a ‘CosmosaExpBeing’, and
argues that to be religiously important the idea would habe enriched® This is
undoubtedly true. The God of the religious believenigsethan the ‘physically
unknowable cause of the big-bang’ being postulated by this argume@oBusnot
lessthan the Creator. It is no accident that all the Clarns@reeds start with affirming
belief in the Creator. They then go on to affirm that @isator has made himself
known in Christ. But the starting point is belief in God. Simylaml Jewish and Is-
lamic thought. What matters for Judaism is the covenant bet®&eédrand Israel, and
what matters for Islam is the belief that Muhammad wasldfiaitive Prophet of God
through whose recitation of the Qur'an, God’s will has been maderkrigwt in all
cases the initial belief in God is the necessary conditiofurther beliefs about
God'’s character and mode of self-disclosure.

In this argument the concept of God being employed is eithdriteless God of
classical theism, or the biblical picture of God as ‘frorarkasting to everlasting®

In neither case does it make sense to ask ‘what caused Gbd7irst premise of the
Kalam Cosmological argument is that ‘anything that begingish bas a cause of its
existence’. Since no theist believes that God began tq thastquestion has no
application to God.

The coming into being of everything from nothing does not compedfhieliGod
because as we have already noted it is always open to i @itsay that if the
universe did come into being from nothing this should simply bededas an
inexplicable fact. But one can at least legitimatelytbay the widespread belief
among modern physicists that the universe exploded into existencabthing at all
more compatible with the theistic belief that God credite universe out of nothing
than any previous scientific world-view, and this is a highdgyiicant development.

However although there is a strong consensus that the univergekasw it began
with the Big Bang a significant number of physicists deny thia should be
understood as an absolute beginning. Some believe think that previdegh matter

2 Wwilliam Craig, Theism, Atheism and Big Bang Cosmoldidy,
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exists in the universe there will come a time when grawital forces will eventually
stop the expansion of the universe and it will collapse on itsalfBig Crunch’
analogous to the Big Bang. If this will happen in the dishatotre then it is likely that
it also happened in the distant past and hence that thealdig\Bas the ultimate
product of an earlier Big Crunch! Another theory is the quantuotuation theory.
This holds that it was only matter that originated in theBagg, but that background
space-time, quantum field and laws of nature were alreadlyaratior?” A third
theory is the Hartle-Hawking model. According to Ward thiksé® eliminate the
background space-time and generates the temporal state of tlessarout of a
wider timeless domain of three-spaces’ linked in ‘fuzzgys. The model aims to
resolve time as we experience it into a wider mathieaibt statable reality®® The

key point in this theory is that it presupposes that the unive&xs@o beginning or
end, no boundary or edge. Hawking believes that if this theoy todre confirmed it
would raise in an acute form the question, ‘What placefitvea Creator?® On the
other hand as we shall see Hawking is quite clear that thBddig plays a key role in
the way our current universe has developed and that the fundaowrgiants of
reality are extremely finely tuned and this might point mataer different direction.

If any of these alternatives theories to the classicHzing view end up by gaining
general acceptance then the Kalam Cosmological argument needto be
modified. It would lose its original primary premise which et the universe
literally began from nothing and hence requires a transcendeseé to explain its
coming into being. Instead one would have to argue that tleecsttite universe
before and after the Big Bang was so fundamentally difféhatthe coming into
being of this fundamentally different universe requires a trauasce cause. We will
return to this issue later when we see how great theseedifies actually are. But
before doing so we might note that if the universe in some sdmags existed as
posited both by a theory of oscillation between Big Crunch and@Bigy and also by
the Hawking-Hartle model, this would pose no difficulty for thelitranal
understanding of the Cosmological argument.

Christian theological tradition has for the most part acceghte assumption of St.
Thomas Aquinas that the dependence of the universe upon God has whidiieger
to do with whether or not the universe began to exist or nets@me conclusion was
reached by Muslim philosophers like Ibn Sina (Avicenna) or lbn Ri{slvérroes)
who did not work within the Kalam framework of Al Ghaz&IBoth Aquinas and his
Muslim counterparts thought that belief in creation ex nivds a doctrine derived
from scripture rather than philosophy. From a philosophical point of &ien if the
universe had existed from all eternity it would still lependent on God

Keith Ward is a strong contemporary defender of this viesvakdues that the
‘intelligibility, beauty and (mathematical) harmony of theuemse®! as described by
modern mathematical physics might best be interpreted asrshthow the material

2" My account is compressed from Keith WaReligion and CreatioiClarendon Press, Oxford, 1996)
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cosmos can be understood as arising from a deeper intelliggaletiful and non-
material reality. This paves the way for a better undashg of God as a self-
existent reality which generates the whole material urétéfs$He thinks that there
are many far more cogent reasons for believing in God thapgaging God to
account for a supposed ‘first temporal moment’. Indeed Ward kslignat the nature
of the existence of the universe is a far more compaiéagon for believing in God
than the coming into existence of the universe would be. For iManiild be odder
to suppose that the universe as a ‘highly ordered mathematioairdexists on its
own than to say that a material universe just comes inbg loei its own

This understanding of the Cosmological argument leads very riptiaral
consideration of the second new argument for the exister@ed)yfnamely the
argument derived from ‘The fine-tuning of the Universe’. Tiagtgg point is that
‘Cosmologists, physicists and astronomers have identified a mwhbpecial
conditions which had to be fulfilled in the structure and evolutfothe universe if
human life was one day to exist withinit. These conditions, often referred to as
‘cosmic coincidences’ have led to the formulation of thealted ‘Anthropic
Principle’ which suggests that the way the universe caméeitay and subsequently
evolved was in some way related to the emergence of hlifeman

This principle is based on the discovery over the past twerityrty years of ‘how
complex and sensitive a nexus of conditions must be given in amdgaefuniverse to
permit the origin and evolution of intelligent life on eartbday in the various fields
of physics, astrophysics, classical cosmology, quantum mechanidsachemistry,
various discoveries have repeatedly disclosed that the recesté intelligent carbon-
based life on earth at this time depends upon a delictaedesof physical and
cosmological constants such that were any of these quantibesstmhtly altered the
balance would be destroyed and life would not exist’.

Such facts almost instinctively lead one in the directiahioking about God. As
Stephen Hawking observes in Bigef History of TimeThe initial state of the
universe must have been very carefully chosen indeed lifothigig bang model was
correct right back to the beginning of time. It would be \difffcult to explain why
the universe should have begun this way, except as theaGad who intended to
create beings like u§®When Hawking says that the initial state of the Univensst
have been ‘very carefully chosen’ he refers to whatewsgidescribe as the ‘fine-
tuning’ of the Universe in the first moments of creatioor. €&xample, Hawking says
that the heat of the Universe one second after the Big Bad to be exactly as it was
because a decrease of heat by as little as one partiliroa million would have
caused the Universe to collapse. One part in a millioniomils 132, a fantastically
remote chance. But other features of the Universe had teebengore ‘carefully
chosen’: Electro-Magnetism and gravity had to be corremtéopart in 1, the rate
of expansion to 19, density to 18 and the smoothness of expansion t&3L@ll

%2 Keith Ward,Religion and Creation296.
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these and many other constants had to come right simultaneautitg Universe to
come into being and to evolve in the way it did. Paul Daséays that the odds against
all of them coming right together are at least one follolyed thousand billion,

billion zeros. The evidence cited above is derived from thi wf leading
mathematical physicists as summarised in John Leslielaiaed work Universe?’.

For anyone who is not a mathematician it is difficult to urtdedsthe basis on which
the authorities cited by Leslie work out these figures. Howtheefact of the fine-
tuning of the Universe seems to be agreed by all concernietiaver way they
subsequently interpret such facts.

The evidence for the fine-tuning of the Universe totally dgstHume’s attempted
refutation of the argument from design by postulating insteadpicurean
hypothesis that given unlimited time the particles of thevéhsie would go through
every combination possible to them. For we simply do not balmited time
available, and moreover the statistical chances relatitigetfine tuning of the
Universe are unimaginably greater than the number of sub@particles in the
Universe.

The question is how does one explain the fact that if up ty tfithe most
significant physical features of the universe had beiemtesimally different,
galaxies would not have formed, planetary systems would netdexeloped and
human beings would never have evoRfe@he universe looks as if it had been
‘designed with the goal of generating and sustaining obsef/eFhis is what lies
behind the development and discussion of the so-called ‘Anthropicifte’. This
exists in both ‘weak’ and ‘strong’ forms. The Weak Anthropiéiple says ‘We
must be prepared to take account of the fact that outidada the universe is
necessarily privileged to the extent of being compatibte wur existence as
observers’. However the chances seem far too remotedoritent simply with that
position. Let m e give an analogy which | have heard RicBaiidburne develop.
Imagine a prisoner before a firing squad. All twelve sofdieiss on three occasions
and therefore the prisoner is freed. We would not be conteattmat for his

survival simply on the basis that had he not survived thg staid not be told.
Instead we would look for explanations in terms of the motivadf those who aimed
to miss. So too with our presence as observers in the cosheedds are so unlikely
that they cry out for explanation in terms of purpose. Hemoeake sense of the
Cosmos one seems compelled to move to the Strong Anthropic Rrianiplsay ‘The
Universe (and hence the parameters on which it depends) maigttbas to admit the
creation of observers within it at some stafjéri other words the fine-tuning of the
Universe leads most naturally to the view that it wad-doacted by some
intelligence for the emergence of life and mind. AccordmBaul Davies ‘far from
exposing human beings as incidental products of blind physical faiesss
suggests that the existence of conscious organisms is a fundai®atiad of the

37 John LeslieUniversegRoutledge 1989) 29,37,3,29,29,28.
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universe. We have been written into the laws of natueedeep and | believe
meaningful way'*

Does this agreed evidence for the fine-tuning of the Uniyen®ee the existence of a
designer God? Not absolutely, for if there were an infiniteberof Universes, or
even many thousand trillions of Universes one might expect &ofewolve naturally
in the way ours has doffeHence H. Everett's ‘Many-world quantum theory’ has
developed as a naturalistic way of making sense of the pheaontech others
attribute to a designer G4d.

However one of the most basic principles of science igkh@am’s Razor’ according
to which the simplest hypothesis is always the most playsibld a philosopher
should always ‘claim existence for as few non-sensible emkis one possibly can'
(or in the traditional Latinised translation should 'avoid muyliiqg entities beyond
necessity’.) In this context one could argue that Many-world quatiteany is the
most extreme possible instance of a defiance of Ockhants fBa invoke an infinity
of universes in order to explain the remarkable features afrtlyeuniverse of which
we have any knowledge is a remarkable alternative to the Guhesis. As
Swinburne comments, ‘faced with such difficulties, we cuiditje it altogether better
to reject the many-universes approach, putting our trust instead God
hypothesis* The same conclusion is reached by the mathematical physicist
theologian, John Polkinghorne who argues against the many world hypothes
metaphysical suggestion of equal coherence and greater econthatytigere is only
one universe which is the way it is because it is not anyoitt, but the creation of
a Creator who wills it to be capable of fruitful proceSs.’

Sir Roger Penrose, Professor of Mathematics at Oxford atigaiefr our Universe

to come into being in the way it has done the ‘Creator’'smust have been precise to
an accuracy of one part in 10 to the 10 to the 123'. Penrose paitithat this is such
an extraordinary figure that no one could possibly even write thé&udown in full.
If we were to write it out in the ordinary denary notatiowatuld be 1 followed by so
many ‘0’s that ‘if we were to write an ‘0’ on each segiarproton and each separate
electron in the entire universe - and we could throw ithallother particles as well -
we should fall short of writing down the figure need@dWhen one is talking of odds
like this there seems no meaningful difference betweemtingeaut of nothing at all,
and selecting at odds of this inconceivable order out of the gpase of possible
universes!

The second range of data we explored were all based on themtpgpgreement that
our universe has been incredibly finely tuned as if for the purpa$e @mergence of
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Schuster 1992) 203.
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One World Changing Perspectives on Redlifyrecht, Kluwer Academic Publishers 1990) 88.

6 Roger Penrosd@he Emperor's New MinDxford University Press, 1989) 444-45.

28



life and mind. This can be regarded as a new versiorediitpument from Design.
These new arguments from modern science do not prove theneeisif God, but
they do show that belief in God is a very reasonable waya&fimg sense of the way
the world is. Faced with such evidence, belief in God ngghtn more probable than
any alternative explanations of reality. This is a ratliddifferent situation than that
which applied in the recent past in the intellectual wdlat. | believe it does show
that perhaps believers in God might legitimately claimhilgé ground in the
contemporary debate.

Against
Not everyone is convinced by the kinds of argument presented abeweilMiow
consider a range of responses to them.

The Cosmological Argument

Paul Badham suggests that recent developments in physicsneombith a
pervasive feature of our normal experience of the world, lgrsaéngthens the
traditional Kalam Cosmological Argument. The argument & thi

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.

The argument appears to be valid: that is to say, theusdaolfollows from the two
premises. (Though | will have something to say a littlerlabout the relation of the
premises to the conclusion.) The key question then is: do veeduaguate grounds
for accepting the premises. Badham argues that we have haghpeding grounds
for accepting the first premise, and, further, that recganse has filled a crucial gap
in the traditional cosmological argument: that of providingugds for the second
premise’’ | want to consider these suggestions.

Premise 1: Everything that begins to exist has a cause efiggenceBadham quotes

the following remark by Craig: ‘Constantly verified and nefadsified, the causal
proposition may be taken as an empirical generalisation enjty@ngfrongest

support experience affords.’” Since experience provides strong graritie tlaim
thateverythingthat happens has a cause, we have strong grounds for supposing that
the world as a whole has cause. | would like you now to panserhoment and to

make a note of your answer to the question: is Craig corrédd Buggestion that the
causal proposition [‘Everything that happens has a causebistantly verified and
never falsified’ in our normal experience of the world?

I o e o e O A

Well, I don’t know about your experience of the world, but it isaiely not true of
my experience. If | am to count simply on experience lardy say that every day |
am confronted with instances of apparent falsification. Te gigingle, extremely
regular, example from my own life: | put my glasses dowone place; half an hour
later they have moved from there to another plateout any cause at &llfaken at
face value, that, and other things of the form, is whapégence. Of course, | don'’t

47 See pages 8-9 of this module where the questiarpoksible infinite regress of causes is discussed
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believe that that is the way it really is. | alwaysuass that there is some explanation
of things seeming this way: no doubt | misremembered whefethém; or perhaps
somebody moved them from one room to the other. One way or anuitieng
happened without a cause. That, as | say, is what | assuwrases such as this. But so
far as what | actually experience in such cases goevittenee seems to support the
conclusion that now and then things do happen without a causedéiwt hormally
stop to work out what actually happened, and sometimes whetolwork it out |
simply can't.

Here is another, very different, kind of example. | decidéherspur of the moment
that it would be nice to have a chat with John, with whér@ave had no contact for
over a year. Just as | am about to lift up the phone it @ngslohn is on the line: for
no particular reason he had decided to call for a chaadt some will say, a
coincidence: there is no explanation of - no cause of - John’s phowirag just the
moment when | was about to phone John. Of course, some thingedhat be
coincidences are not really so. (Perhaps we later mangigctotogether an
explanation: it is the anniversary of the death of a mutoakdriend, and this set the
thoughts of both John and myself on a path that led to the )o#tmet. some people
suggest that a hidden hand is at worklircases of apparent coincidence. But as far
as our actuadxperiencegoes, ‘coincidences’ seem to provide another domain of
counterexamples to the thesis that everything that happenshase (As at all other
points while working on this, or any other, module, if you feel ajmagdoubt about
what | have said here, make a note of your doubt before reading on

| have been speaking of the principle that ‘Everything thapkns has a cause’.
Premise 1 of the cosmological argument is, in fact, ${ighore specific than this; for
it is concerned with the causes of a particular kind ofiewvents of coming into
existence. | leave it to you to decide whether Craig'srcébout what our experience
teaches us is any more plausible in relation to the proposkeerything that comes
into existence has a cause of its coming into existence’.

| must stress again that, in my everyday life | do n@tractice doubt, nor am |
encouraging you to doubt, that everything that begins to existdwmssa of its
existence. | assume, as, | guess, does pretty well eveslamehat if a cake, a house,
or a pile of gravel appears where there was none beforitheome cause of this.
Whether | have good reason to assume this is, however, anutter. We cannot, |
think, take it for granted quite as readily as do Badham aaig) @r their defence of
the cosmological argument that we do have such reason; sugldst, we certainly
cannot find such reason in the suggestion that our everydayenqeenever runs
counter to it.

There is a further point here. What we are concernedimvitie cosmological
argument is the coming into existence of a rather particuldrddi thing: the
universe. This may be important. When, in the practidairafof everyday life, we
assume that if something has come into existence there ensshie explanation of
its doing so, we have in mind a picture of what would count &xplanation. At a
very general level, the assumption that we make appeassdf the form: if
something new comes into existence this is the result dfrithging together in this
particular arrangement of the parts of which it is compo&exhming into existence
is a combining in a specific way of a number of things — sutheabricks of which a
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house is composed - that already existed. But now the wholegbaiat ‘the
universe’ — what allows it to play the key role in thiguanent - is precisely the fact
that, as it is supposedothingexisted before it: there were no previously existing
elements out of which it was then constructed. In view ofdhiking difference, it is
not at all clear that we can safely carry over our noassiimptions about things
coming into existence having causes.

So our question now becomes: does our normal experience of tliepnmride us
with grounds for making any assumption aboages like thiscases, that is, in which
something comes into existence not as a result of a comlmhalgments? Make a
note of your answer to this question.

T e L O

The trouble, as the philosopher C.S. Peirce remarks, islimaterses are not as
plentiful as blackberries'. It is not as though we have had a lgioofl experience of
things popping into existence from nothing — composed, that is, tsfthat simply
did not exist before - and found that they always have a cAuseormal experience
of the world can provide no grounds for any claim about what iasorgble to
assume in such a case.

Premise 2: The universe began to eX¥.comments on this will be brief, and will
amount to little more than a word of warning. Most of us arghysicists, and
would not make head or tail of the professional writings of plstsiciealing in
advanced cosmology. We are dependent on popular presentations r&sthies by
the physicists themselves or others. Now considerable caréenzeeded in
accepting at face value what is said in these prasamalt is important to remember
that the original work of these scientists is highly abstadttheoretical. Most of
what they write for their professional journals is, | suspadhe form of
mathematical symbols; at any rate, we can be quite saté is not in the form of
familiar English. What is more, the speculations that araaxst interest to the
theologically minded are often right at the frontiers of ptgsivhere the scientists
themselves may be struggling. There is, however, a big pagenaand for
pronouncements from the experts on these matters, and so calsigeessure for
someone to try to articulate in simple English the concluglmatsare reached.

Now it is important to keep all of this in mind as it seras a caution against
assuming too readily that we have a remotely adequatp gfavhat is being said.
Consider the issue that is our immediate concern: the commgxidtence of the
universe. In popular presentations that | have encountered, thisoquef what there
was before the ‘Big Bang’ has, in so far as | could undedstvhat was being said,
been answered in three, apparently incompatible, ways. f@sentations suggest
that there was literally ‘nothindf before. Others that there was energy, which, with
the Big Bang, turned into matter. And still others thatelveere 11 dimensions, 3 of
which, in the Big Bang, became space, 1 time, and the otnattér! While | am sure
that the physicists are doing their best to explain thetoderies to us, honesty may

“8| place ‘nothing’ in scare quotes as | am reably certain that | know what it means in this contex
Of course, if somebody tells me that there is ‘mghin the room next door | probably know what she
means. But does this example really help us verginiuthe cosmological context that is our present
concern: a context, for example, in which even tand space are to count as ‘somethings’?
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compel us to admit that we have only the faintest of gimmgs of what they are
talking about. We should, | suggest, be extremely cautious itraotisg potentially
life-changing arguments on such a basis.

The relation of the premises to the conclusiaonsidered the suggestion that the
first premise of the cosmological argument is one that wenyday experience of the
world gives us overwhelming reason to believe. There is, peraatightly different
way in which the premise might be defended. It is sometguggested that the
acceptance of something like this premise is a necessadjtion of science. It is,
then, not so much that we have some evidence for suppositgehmemise is true,
but that we have to work with this assumption if we argatan for science. For
scientific enquiry is driven by a refusal to accept that anythagpens without an
explanation: it is of the essence of science that wenpttto fill every gap in our
explanations of how things happen.

| have expressed that thought in a number of slightly differagswBut however it is
expressed, | am doubtful whether it will help us. The reasthisisWhile it is true
that one who maintains that the universe came into existence watlcause would
be left with an embarrassing explanatory gap in his gepetaire of the world, we
will equally be left with such a gap if we maintain tHa tvorld was caused to exist
by God. For, on the one hand, we are only satisfied by this propgpkthation
because we think of God as a being of a radically diffddedtfrom the created
world or anything in it. If we pictured Him as just anothemnigevithin the creation
we would be left with an explanatory question of exactlystrae kind as that with
which we started. We would be left with the question: wh#te cause dilis
existencé? But now, the more different we think of Him as being, the nspexe
there will be for the question: how could anythigdoes bring about the existence
of the world? The more different we think of Him as beihg, less room there will be
for any account of a mechanism by means of which He brings the intwol
existence.

Now it might, with some justice, be replied that thi& @fl a ‘mechanism’ is out of
place here. The situation is simply this: God willed thatworld should come into
being, and it did. This is to say, in effect: what we haae lis a mystery that we must
just accept. Fine. But then it becomes clear that in intiaduGod to fill an
explanatory gap, we have, in fact, done no such thing. Weedimply exchanged one
mystery for another: the mystery of the world’s coming intigterce without a cause
for the mystery of how God'’s willing something should bring thatg about.

Since my argument here is, | think, liable to be misunderdtougst stress again that
my point is not that there is a problem with the idea of Gedtorg the world. My
suggestion is, rather, that there is a problem with the follpweasoning: because the
hypothesis that God exists would fill an explanatory gap, we heason to believe
that He does.

9 paul Badham suggests in his defence of these @amfsrthat the question ‘What caused God to
exist?’ does not arise because the theist doelsatiet/e that God began to exist. This may be a good
response to the point that | make it here. If seilllhave to draw back a bit. One might argue dimp
that the theist does in fact insist that God igimdp of a radically different kind from the createdrld

or anything in it; and that it is not at all cleginat would be the significance of calling ‘God’ aeitg of
which this was not so. This would be enough forrgst of my argument at this point.
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The same point, or a closely related one, can be madeightlystlifferent way. It is
suggested that it is a deep rooted assumption in our thoughtthboubrld that
whenever something comes into existence there is a oaiiseloing so; and on the
basis of this assumption it is argued that it is reasonaBlgpjmose that there is a God
who brought the universe into existence. Now we need to note rieieeadeep-
rooted assumption: when a person, or some other thing, brings saiseth
existence there is sonm&yin which she does so. As we can express this, there is an
answer to the question ‘How did she do it?’ What is more,usbapy answer to that
guestion will do. Thus, suppose that after we have been awmyniome for a month
we return to find, to our astonishment, a new house standing gmetiously empty
plot next door to ours. To our question ‘How did it get there?teeeive the reply
‘The milk-woman snapped her fingers’ (or, perhaps, ‘The blodlats down the road
gave birth to it’.) On further questioning our informant insikt it is not that the
milk-woman has a team of builders who respond to her evepy gveas the snap of
her fingers itself that directly brought the house into existebar.we say that, while
no doubt leaving us slightly baffled, our informant is at leekhowledging the
requirement that whenever something comes into existeam itha cause of its
doing so? Take a moment to ask yourself how you would answeguéstion.

A Ao 20 o S

My own answer is that | would not say this. What he hasexdfes is not, as it stands,
a possible candidate for the cause of the house coming intoneeistes | have said,
‘The milk-woman snapped her fingers’ might be turned into a caredinjathe
suggestion of a further mechanism linking her action with pipearance of the
house. But in the absence of any such suggestion our infornrasitésen making a
serious attempt to address our question ‘How did this get heme9'more than is the
person who responds to our question ‘What is holding up this metaevith the
words ‘A snowflake’.

In the light of this, we can ask: have we provided an answtbie question ‘What
brought the universe into existence?’ when we say ‘God did?’ Gdwea
considerations suggest that even to be a candidate for\marame must have some
conception of a possible mechanism by means of which He ave imust have some
conception of a possible answer to the question ‘How did He&thd/ihat is more,

not just any old answer to that question will do — any mone ‘Blae snapped her
fingers’ will, just like that, be an answer to the gimstHow did the milk-lady bring
the house into existence?’

Couldthere be answer of the required form to the question ‘Howidido it?’? |
leave that as a question for you to reflect on. Its impogain summary, is this: in
the absence of any picture of what such an answer mightikepkhe suggestion that
God did it may no more meet the requirement that there be a chtle universe
coming into being than the suggestion that a snowflake is dammgets the
requirement that there be something holding up a metal beam.
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The Argument from Design

Paul Badham suggests that the traditional argument fromndeasgybeen
significantly strengthened by the recent recognition of ‘the-fiming of the
Universe’. He quotes the following summary of current sciertiiderstanding:

Today in the various fields of physics, astrophysics, claksic
cosmology, quantum mechanics and biochemistry, various discoveries
have repeatedly disclosed that the existence of intelligehbn-based

life on earth at this time depends upon a delicate balance otphged
cosmological constants such that were any of these quantibes to
slightly altered the balance would be destroyed and life wooti@xist.

In the light of the suggestion, made by scientists, thabdis against all of these
guantities coming right together are simply colossal, Badhataswr

The odds are so unlikely that they cry out for explanation mgexf
purpose. Hence to make sense of the Cosmos one seems comapelled
move to the Strong Anthropic Principle and say ‘The Universe (and
hence the parameters on which it depends) must be suchdmitdhe
creation of observers within it at some stage.’ In otheds/tie fine-
tuning of the Universe leads most naturally to the view thaas goal-
directed by some intelligence for the emergence of liferaimd.

In response to this argument, | would like to suggest fiegtttie extreme

unlikelihood of an event is not, in itself, any grounds for sayiag there must be an
explanation — a cause - of its happening as it does. Consédialltwing example. |
toss a coin one thousand times, and it comes down in a totally rasedprance:
heads, tails, tails, tails, heads, heads, tails ...... Nowdks against that sequence
are exactly the same as those against a sequence of 100QuteedezadsEvery
possible sequence is equally unlikely. Yet we do not insisthieae must be some
explanation of the random sequeticiVe only judge that there is reason to suppose
that there must be an explanation of what happens if itsgrire sense special: for
example, if we got a sequence of 1000 heads. Now there nsayrteepuzzling
guestions heraVhyshould we suppose that the one series, but not the other equally
improbable one, must have a cause? In what sense is the oercgeduut not the
other, ‘special’? And how ‘special’ does a sequence have to $tand in need of
explanation? While a full treatment of these issues woujdire some form of

answer to these questions, | am not, I'm afraid, going ¢ongtt to supply any such
answers. My discussion will stick (as did the defencé®fargument from ‘fine-
tuning’) at the level of our intuitive sense of what does and dib@s not stand in
need of explanation in terms of some prior cause. In litie tat, the lesson that |

am taking from the coin tossing example is this: the argumemt the fine-tuning of
the universe to God requires the claim, not simply that theittmmgineeded for the

%0 Some care is needed here. Perhaps we think #vat thust be an explanation of the result of each
throw taken individually: for example, an explaoati perhaps in terms of the precise force and angle
at which my thumb struck it, of its coming down tis@n a particular throw. But in the case where it
comes up heads 1000 times in a row we stronglyesispot simply that there is a cause of each
individual toss producing a head, but that theioime overarching explanation that links together
each of the thousand tosses: for example, thatdimewas weighted.
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emergence of observers are extremely - astronomicallykelylibut that the
emergence of observers is, in some relevant sespegial’

How, if at all, is such a claim to ‘specialness’ todadended? It may not be possible
to offer any very adequate answer to this question without dibendetailed work
that | have said | am not going to attempt. But a few thilags perhaps, be said.

Here is one thing that might be said: ‘The emergence of vérser at least, the
emergence of human beings — is enormously importarg.that is sufficient
grounds for judging it to be ‘special’ in the sense requirechimatgument’. What do
you think of that proposal? Can you think of an analogy - anotlzenghe - that
might help us to assess the proposal?

i L I e o

Here is an analogy that occurs to me. | am one of 1000 pebpldave been
condemned to death by a despotic ruler. In his great merdgdiares that each of the
condemned will draw a straw and the one who draws the shwilidsé set free. |
draw the shortest. Now the odds against my doing so are 100Pretty.long odds;
and my having drawn the shortest is enormously importaneté&or all that, sticking
to the intuitive level at which we have been operatindoés not seem right to insist
that there must be an explanation of its having been me wha thavghortest straw.

The case is different in various respects from that ingbinehe fine-tuning
argument. If you think there are differences that are sogmif for the validity of the
reasoning involved in each of them you should make a note of theilemiake only
the following comment: the example of the condemned men sudbatthe
enormous important tas of the emergence of observers is not, in itself, seifficto
make this event ‘special’ — special in the sense requirédedfme-tuning argument.
As we might put this, we need to find a more objectiveeseng/hich the emergence
of observers is ‘special’ if the argument is to go through.

‘Well, setting all that to one side, is it not transpdsediear that the emergence of
conscious life — and, more specifically, of human life something deeply special:
special in a sense such that it manifestly cries outdolaaation when we recognize
the quite fantastic odds that were stacked against its appehing?’ Well, some will
certainly find this transparently clear; and it may welthweg if onestartsfrom a
position of religious belief of some form one is likely tosio Suppose, however, that
one starts from the assumption that life is a tale told hgliat) full of sound and
fury, signifying nothing. Suppose that one starts from the assomipbiat
consciousness in general, and human life in particular, isfesmore of the absurd
things thrown up by the roaring, rambling processes that makees upstory of the
universe: processes that, as one sees it, are apparentlyngeingre at all. If one
starts fromthat point one may not recognize anything here that cries out for
explanation.

Perhaps, then, the situation is this. While a key premiieecirgument is likely to

appear clearly sound from the perspective of one who alreadgligious belief, it
may not do so to one who is not already within that persgead it is far from
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clear how we could show such a person that the premise thairghe should
1
accept

What is, perhaps, the same point can be made in anotheBa@tyam quotes the
observation by Barrow and Tipler that the universe looks asaflitdeen ‘designed
with the goal of generating and sustaining observers’. Idairuio reply: ‘Well, it
may look like that to them; but to someone with rather diffemterests it would
look as if it had been designed with the goal of generatnysustaining fossilized
ammonites or digital watches; and to someone with differestasts again it would
not look like something that had been designed at all (and cgntaintlesigned by a
being that is worthy of our reverence and praise)’?

| have deliberately presented this in the form of a quedtiam not certain that this
response to the fine-tuning argument and the anthropic prinedqulk be fair. It

might, for example, be replied: ‘The fact that this versiothefargument from design
will cut no ice with some, particularly disenchanted, pebplelly shows that it is not
a genuine argument that has real force. After all, therknaite to what one should
expect fromanyargument. The fact that we can’t teach advanced mattosnat
someone who won't pay any attention whenever we get to numbeve five hardly
shows that there are no genuine arguments in advanced matsearhatust leave it
to you to decide whether this might be a good response to Wwhaé Isaid.

Religiousimplications of the arguments

| will close with a brief comment on possible religious imglions of these
arguments for the existence of God. It is possible that terpiof God’s relation to
the universe that is presupposed by (or implied by) these angsinaéses potentially
awkward theological questions. The picture is one in which Godeciéae universe
at a particular past point in time. Now if one thinks of tteter like that it might
seem that there must be room for the question: what was God @dbarg ble created
the universe? Are we to picture Him as trying to decide hdrat is a good idea to
create a universe? Or, perhaps, as trying to work out hdw itpor as waiting for a
rainy day on which He has nothing better to do? Now these queatmrigake it,
clearly idiotic. That is to say: a religious believheosld find them clearly idiotic. But
now, if there is something wrong with the questions there ntisgtems, be
something wrong with picture of God'’s creation that led tonthe picture, that is,
that is embodied in the forms of argument for His existémaewe have been
considering.

Suppose that someone responded to the above charge in the foll@yirn&wwce
God is not in time, this talk of what He was dobeforeHe created the universe is
senseless. For God there is no “before” or “after”. Ba yhink that this would meet
the difficulty?

L

*L If the situation is something like this it mighelp to explain why thoughtful and intelligent befkes
and non-believers cannot agree whether argumeiissdfiorm are any good.
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It seems to me clear that it would not. There may bekbomething right in the
thought that God is not in time: that is to say, this may wedl blaim that the
religious believer should make. It does not, however, appé@r &cclaim that can be
combined with the picture of God’s creation that we have bersidering. For the
suggestion of the arguments we have looked at is that 15 lyiems ago God did
something that brought the universe into existence. And that, stegqlyres that God
isin time.

In the light of these considerations, it seems to me posh#i¢he believer would do
well to picture the dependence of the world on God in a quiterdiff way: should
not think of this dependence in terms of its having coming instenge at some
point in the past as a result of some action on God’s parteWtid not have
anything very positive to propose at this point, it may be bktpfclose with a
guestion. While those who put forward the arguments we have beederorsare
particularly struck by the idea that the world came intoterce (with the ‘big bang’)
at a particular point of time in the past, are they gfegght to be? Should we, that is,
be morestruck by this than by the fact that@ntinuesn existence? Is the world’s
popping into existence from nothing more extraordinary than thehfaicit tdoes not
pop out of existence into nothing? | am tempted to say tha iéxistence of the
world is astonishing what is astonishing about this has nothing-tamdat least
nothing specifically to do - with how it came to be; and sdingtto do with the
scientific ar%uments that are eloquently articulated by Badham in the first half of
this section.

In this section of the module you have been presented waithevy different
assessments of a particular set of arguments for teeeze of God. There is much
here that remains unresolved. As at every other point in i@, our aim has not
been to tell you how to think about these issues, but to givegyoe kelp in thinking
them through for yourself.
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