
1. Natural Cause 

 
     The CAUSED Evidence 

 

                                 Modern science has determined properties of the cause of the universe,            
                                    and these specific properties were predicted by the biblical account     
                                      thousands of years in advance of modern science, or any other source. 

                    Does the necessary, uncaused, cause of the universe have to be God? 
                  or is there something else that could be the cause the universe?   
 
 
 
 
 
 

Alternatives to the biblical model fall into 3 general categories:  
1. NATURAL CAUSES, such as vacuum fluctuations;  
2. HYPER-NATURAL STUFF beyond our universe, this includes multiverse models;  
3. ABSTRACT OBJECTS, such as laws of nature.  

 
Figure 1: Summary of the options for the ultimate or uncaused, first cause of the universe 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

your mind
EQUIP Interesting Questions.

Important Answers.
Thoughtful 

Beliefs 

XàY yes, XàX no. 
There was no nature. 

Naturalism is already disproven. 

2. Supernatural Matter, 
or Force, or Multiverse 

These also had a beginning, and therefore require a cause. 
Would have run out of energy an infinite time ago. 
If in a timeless state: it would stay the exact same forever. 

Explanatory Power  
The biblical model accounts for all the necessary 
properties of the uncaused, first cause. 
 

Explanatory Scope 
Furthermore, this model also comprehensively 
accounts for the fine-tuning evidence, and other 
areas of study that alternative explanations cannot. 
  

Lack of Ad Hoc 
This model was predicted over 3000 years before 
modern science discovered reached the same.     
Great examples of ad hoc are given on the right-side. 
 

Testability / Predictions 
Giving multiple, clear, specific predictions so far in 
advance of confirmation is one of the best indicators 
of an accurate model.  
 

Cumulative Case / Coherent Answers / Trends 
Biblical model is unmatched; fine-tuning and 
evidence for the resurrection are linked-in examples. 

 
 

3. Immaterial Mind or Abstract Object 
By definition abstract 
objects do not cause 
anything. 
 

Question 11: What other no-God-involved causes of the Universe do people believe in? 

Example claims:   
Quantum vacuum,  
God is energy, or 
We are 1 with Universe  

Claims:   
Multiple Universes  

Claims: Quantum gravity,  
Natural laws  



     1. A Natural Cause?                            Could the cause be any natural thing?  
 

                                                              3 reasons why naturalism is already disproven 
 
 

           
1.1 Naturalism or materialism has already been disproven. 

If all things of the universe (of nature) are contained in that circle of figure 
2, then because all in that circle had a beginning and was caused, the 
cause must be outside that circle – otherwise being in the circle just 
means it had a beginning and also requires a cause.  

  

 What does this mean? Naturalism or materialism (the belief that all 
things can be explained by things in nature, or the physical or material stuff in 
nature, and that there is nothing supernatural or beyond nature) has already 
been disproven by modern scientific discoveries. 

 
1.2 Something in nature cannot be the cause of nature – because there was no nature                

(there was nothing, not anything, or at the least, no natural things of this universe). A 
God that is “one with the universe or nature” would also need a cause, and would also 
suffer the same fate as our universe – what physicists call “heat death.” The cause 
must be transcendent, supernatural, or beyond nature. 
  

If I was standing on a no-god belief, I would be very uncomfortable with this, 
and would not like to use such terms as transcendent and supernatural, but that 
doesn’t change the fact that science determined these properties, and those directly 
involved recognize this:  

 

“The world began abruptly in an act of creation. . . . That there are what I or 
anyone would call super-natural forces at work is now, I think, a scientifically 
proven fact.”1 Astronomer Robert Jastrow, and echoed by astronomer, 
physicist, mathematician Sir Arthur Eddington, and others.2 

 
1.3  Claiming X created X is nonsensical.  

If you want to say something (let’s call it “X”) creates something else (let’s call the created 
thing “Y”), then you must presuppose the existence of X in the first place in order to bring 
about Y. X à Y, for example, parents à child. However, people who want to claim some 
natural cause led to the universe are saying something in nature (X) created itself and what 
turned into the rest of nature (X), and they must presuppose the existence of X to create X. 
In other words, part of nature has to exist before it or the rest of nature exists, in order to 
create itself and the rest of the natural universe! Confusing? It should be because it is 
logically absurd; as Frank Turek has noted, it’s like believing you gave birth to your parents. 
 

1.4 A God or energy, which is “one with the universe,” is in the same boat as a natural cause. 
It is just a part of nature, and suffers the same limitations as natural causes. 

  
 

                                                
1 Robert Jastrow, as quoted by B. Durbin, “A Scientist Caught Between Two Faiths: Interview with Robert 
Jastrow,” Christianity Today, Vol. 26, 6 August 1982, p. 15. 
2 Eddington, Arthur. “The Expanding Universe," Penguin: Harmondsworth, Middlesex UK, 1940, p.117. 
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 2. A Hyper-Natural Cause?     What about supernatural/hyper-natural stuff beyond our universe?  
 

                                                          4 reasons why hyper-naturalism is not a viable explanation 

  
 
 
 
In a recent debate, an atheist made the common naturalist claim, but after being faced with evidence 
displaying that naturalism is already disproven, he then adjusted to the argument that there could be 
something beyond nature that was not God. A reasonable thought to look into. So what about stuff that 
is entirely outside of or beyond our universe being the cause? Maybe super-matter, a pre-existing 
quantum vacuum state, or maybe something generating multiple universes?  

 
2.1  Any pre-existing quantum vacuum, supernatural matter, or any nature-like thing in any 

multiverse would still have a 
beginning, and therefore, would 
itself require a cause. When it was 
becoming apparent that the 
universe had a beginning, Arvind 
Borde, Alan Guth, and Alexander 
Vilenkin produced five papers over 
ten years demonstrating that even if 
there were supernatural matter or even 
multiverses, it would all3, just like our 
universe, have a beginning and therefore require a separate cause. It just pushes the need 
for the necessary, uncaused, transcendent cause back-a-step, as displayed in figure 3.  

 
2.2 Any natural explanation, even if it is different matter or energy or even a vacuum 

beyond our universe, still fails because one thing we know about matter, energy, or 
any part of any universe – nature is unstable and ceaselessly changing – that is how 
things get done, sometimes it takes a long time to be a change we can measure, but 
inevitably nature always hits that point where it changes. Any natural stuff is always 
moving closer and closer towards heat death (or at most a cold expansion of space) 
when all the energy, or instability, which is what nature uses to change and do 
anything, is used up, and nothing else would be able to happen.  

 
Any natural cause beyond our universe cannot be the eternal first cause, 

because, if so, then a long time ago we would have already reached heat death – 
no instability or potential to do anything – yet, the fact that stars are still shining 
disproves any natural cause even beyond our universe. 

 

A natural or even hyper-natural cause, like anything in nature, is described by 
initial conditions (how it starts off) and natural laws that describe how nature constantly 
changes over time. So a flashlight can be compared to a supposed natural cause of the 
universe as both can be described by the initial conditions and natural laws involved. If 
a flashlight were turned on, then knowing the initial conditions (new batteries) and 
natural laws involved (batteries convert chemical energy into electrical energy, and the 

                                                
3 Some multiverse models did not require a beginning, but any of the models that were 
capable of leading to our current universe did require a beginning.    
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Figure 3: Even if they exist, supernatural matter or 

multiverses would require a cause 



reaction can be sustained for maybe 24 hours in typical flashlight batteries), what would 
we be observing if the flashlight had been turned on an infinite time ago (or even a week 
ago)? No light. This is exactly what we would see if any natural thing caused the 
universe, because it would similarly have used up all ability to do anything, not a single 
star would still be shining – no light. 

  

Therefore, even if there were some speculative stuff beyond our universe it 
cannot be the necessary, uncaused, first cause because even if it was in another time 
dimension (separate from the time dimension that began with our universe) it would 
have ran into heat death a long time ago, and no stars would be shining, or anything 
else happening.  

 
2.3  What about if that super-matter or quantum vacuum was outside of our universe and 

outside of any time dimension, in a timeless state? If no time passes, then nature would 
not move closer to and eventually reach heat death. True. But if the super-matter was 
outside of time – then nothing can happen – including causing our universe because 
physical processes require time to do anything.  

 

We describe the changes in nature with equations, and the equations assume or 
depend on time. For example, here is the equation for the radioactive decay of an atom: 
(N(t) = N0	e-λt). If in a timeless state where (t)ime equals zero in that equation, then the 
result is: N = N, which means there is no change, there can be no change, nothing 
happens.  

 

If there were any natural stuff outside of time, then it would simply stay the exact 
same forever. 

 
2.4  Philosopher Richard Swinburne notes that any cause is either explained as a 

NATURAL CAUSE, which is fully explained by initial conditions and the natural laws 
followed, or a PERSONAL AGENT CAUSE, which has the added factor of choice. One 
or both types of causes may be involved in an effect.  

 

For example, how do you explain the effect of the teapot boiling?  
Natural explanation: The heat from the stove top is conducted into the metal teapot, 
then through convection the water heats up to a high enough temperature to diffuse the 
herbal ingredients.  
 

Personal agent explanation: I put the teapot on because I want some tea.  
 

• The first cause of the universe cannot have a natural explanation because there 
was nothing prior to the first cause - no initial conditions or laws to work on them. 
Therefore, the first cause must involve a personal agent. 

• If just a natural cause, why just 14 billion years ago? When the conditions were 
right, the natural laws would automatically make the beginning happen, and that 
would have been an infinite time ago. Furthermore, if in a timeless state, initial 
conditions do not change and there is no operation of laws of nature. For a 
beginning to occur a specific time ago, or from a timeless state, requires a choice 
to have been made.  

• The cumulative case shows other evidences of personal agency, e.g., the 
fine-tuning of the beginning and development of the universe.  



     3. Abstract Objects?             Could the cause be an abstract object, like a law of nature?  
 

                                                      1 reason why abstract objects are impotent to do anything 

     4. An Immaterial Mind?                        Could the cause be a personal agent?  
 

                                                                                Testing models for truth 

 
 
 

 

Aside from having no supportive evidence, failing to meet most of the necessary properties 
of the first cause given in the first CAUSED evidence summary, and intractable problems 
mentioned above, the no-God alternatives 1 and 2 could only be held with delusional faith 
(belief in them against the evidence), which is why in scientific and philosophical literature 
only two other options are typically offered for the timeless, changeless, immaterial, 
uncaused, first cause of the universe: an immaterial mind or abstract objects.  

 

Abstract objects proposed include “swirling mathematical points,” like the number 
“2”, and laws of nature, like quantum gravity, which Stephen Hawking offered in his most 
recent book, The Grand Design. 

 
3.1 Abstract objects by definition cause nothing, they DON’T EXIST IN CAUSE-AND-

EFFECT relationships, they have NO POTENTIAL TO DO ANYTHING, and are 
impotent to cause any physical thing.  

 

Laws of nature, for example, describe how things change in nature, not cause the 
changes. Here is the equation describing the force of gravity:  

 
where m1 and m2 are masses and d is the distance between them. If there is no mass 
before the universe begins, then the (F)orce of gravity = 0, and can cause nothing. 
Actually the equation is invalid as d wouldn’t even have a value. It does not act. Also, 
quantum gravity, as well as any natural law, requires both something to act on, and 
time to act, which makes it fail as the other natural causes. 
 

If you disagree, what evidence do you provide for an abstract object creating any 
physical thing? As Oxford mathematician John Lennox observed in a lecture last summer, 
“The laws of arithmetic never added anything to my bank account.”4 

 
 
 
 
 
 

That leaves one option left – an immaterial mind – precisely the same type predicted accurately 
and specifically thousands of years ago by the Bible, and that model has significant further 
supportive evidence. 

 
4.1    Testing models for truth 

What model best fits the facts, best explains what we know about the universe and life, has 
core beliefs supported with evidence, provides claims (especially predictions) we can test, 
and the evidence from all fields of study and the trends of further discovery point directly to 
its accuracy? 

                                                
4  Lennox, John C. “God and Stephen Hawking: Whose Design Is It Anyway?” Oxford: Lion 
Hudson, 2011, Page 41. 



Q12: What worldview(s) is accurate & which worldview belief(s) conflict with reality? 

      These are the standards historians, scientists, attorneys, crime scene investigators 
(CSI), logicians, and everyone associated with evaluating evidence have relied upon. It is 
extraordinary how far separated the biblical option stands from all other theories – One of the 
worldviews is not like the others.  

a) Explanatory power: The biblical model accounts for all the necessary properties of the 
uncaused, first cause. While all other models fail to account for necessary properties.               
b) Explanatory scope: The model also comprehensively accounts for the fine-tuning evidence, 
personal agency properties, coherently answers the big questions of life, and other areas of 
study, such as the existence of objective morality, which natural explanations cannot.                                                                                                        
c) Testability, especially Predictability: Models need to be tested for truth. The biblical model 
provided multiple, clear, specific predictions about the beginning and cause of the universe, 
against the other belief systems, including atheism, agnosticism, and scientific thought, over 
3000 years before modern scientific discoveries reached the same answers. Nothing else 
produced by humanity compares (if you disagree, provide examples).                                                                                            
d) Cumulative case: There is evidence in history, philosophy, biology, etc., and when all fields 
of study are taken into account, the biblical model’s support is consistently best and growing, 
while other belief systems have serious and fatal failures in one or more areas of study.                  
e) Trends: As time and discoveries go on, support for the biblical model grows exponentially, 
while other belief systems have equally steep drops.  
f) Avoids poor logic: Biblical beliefs are not ad hoc, but given thousands of years in advance 
of confirmation. For good examples of ad hoc arguments, the natural models provide many.  
g) Coherent answers: The biggest questions in life are all coherently, and elegantly answered 
by the biblical model, while other models fail to compare. 
 
 
 
  

The no-intelligent-agent-involved options: 
1) Fail to meet even the NECESSARY PROPERTIES of the first cause,  
2) Do not have ANY EVIDENCE to support belief in them,  
3) And, as shown above on the right-side - have FATAL PROBLEMS. 

 

In the mean time, if you have faith that something other than the biblical God caused the 
universe, then why? Is it due to reason, logic, or evidence, if so, then what are your reasons, logic, 
or evidence that has greater explanatory power, scope, predictive ability, and other features of an 
accurate model, which surpass the biblical model? If you don’t have a lot, then that says something 
about how you approach your beliefs.  

 

If you expect (hope) that someday some other cause will be found – you are involved in wishful 
thinking – and standing on blind or delusional faith as it goes against the biblical model, which does 
have significant evidence.  

 

We all can be carried along by false beliefs or invalid thoughts at times, but life in many ways 
displays faulty beliefs and supports what is accurate. The difference that makes all the difference – 
some, for any number of emotional or willful reasons, will live their life according to beliefs that they 
want – while others choose to make sure they have chosen to base their life on what is supported 
by reality to lead to the best, expected outcome.  


