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A Cosmo-Ontological Argument for the
Existence of a First Cause — perhaps
God

UwEg MEIXNER

I should say a few words why I present in a book about “ontological
proofs” ideas that are relevant for what has come to be known as “cosmo-
logical proofs”. First, aside from the special meaning Kant has given the
designations “ontological proof” and “cosmological proot”, a so-called cos-
mological proof is at least as much an ontological argument as a so-called
ontological proof. Both sorts of argument aim to establish the ezistence
of God, and existence is, of course, a central — perhaps the central — on-
tological concept. Second, one might even say that so-called cosmological
arguments, if they exclusively use ontological concepts, like the argument
1 am going to present here, are more ontological in kind than many so-
called ontological arguments. After all, Anselmn’s original version of what
Kant was the first to call an ontological argument and many later versions
involve an epistemic and an aziological concept: the being such that no
greater being can be conceived. Third, in my view, the interest of so-called
ontological proofs is mainly logical, not theological, and not metaphysical.
— Well, may this suffice as my excuse for what follows.

There is a kind of causation where the cause is sufficient for the realiza-
tion of the effect (that is, for the realization of what is caused), the effect
being some event: an entity involving a finite — in fact, small' ~ temporal
region, particulars, and properties (relational and non-relational ones) had
by these particulars within that temporal region:

1This is, of course, a vague condition. But a non-vague condition in its place
would be arbitrary. Nevertheless, it is a necessary condition. Goings-on that fill large
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(Al) Effects (i.e., what is caused) are always events.

In sufficient causation, the cause determines the coming-about of the
effect-event; the cause does not make the effect-event merely probable, or
more probable than it would be without the cause, and the cause is not
merely an indispensable factor for the coming-about of the effect-event.
In sufficient event-causation, the coming-about of an event determines the
coming-about of the effect-event. In sufficient agent-causation, simply the
agent determines the coming-about of the effect-event.

In what follows, the phrase “a cause of” will always mean the same as
“a sufficient cause of”, and “to cause” will always mean the same as “to
be a sufficient cause of”. And these phrases will always be understood
to exclude self-causation: Nothing is a cause of itself. (One may wish to
count this as axiom (A0).) The definition of the concept that is central to
this paper is this:

(D) A first cause is a cause without a cause, in other, fully explicit
words: a first sufficient cause is a sufficient cause (of some event), but
a sufficient cause that itself has no sufficient cause.

It is easily seen:

(T1) If agents are not events, then every agent that is a cause is a first
cause.

Suppose we have an agent that is a cause, i.e., that causes some event. If agents are not
events, then that agent is not an event, hence it has no cause (for otherwise it would be an
effect, and therefore an event, since effects are always events according to (Al)).

Now indeed:

(A2) Agents are not events, but substances.
And therefore:

(T2) FEvery agent that is a cause is a first cause.

Hence:

(T3) If there are agents that are causes, then there are first causes.

temporal regions are not events in the here intended sense (which is adopted mainly
because I do not wish to exclude from the start — already for conceptual reasons —
that every event is caused by another, earlier event).
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But are there agents that are causes? That there are such items is doubted
by many, even denied. Doubtless, however, there are events that are
causes. And if one could find an event that is a cause, but has no cause,
then this causal event — though not a causal agent — would also serve as a
perfect first cause. But are there events that are causes without having a
cause? We do not have purely scientific evidence for the existence of such
events. What we do have purely scientific evidence for is merely this:

(A3) Some physical events are causes, but there is no physical event thot
causes them.

Now, at this point, there is a crucial decision to be made in causation-
theory. It is not an empirical, it is not a scientific, it is not a conceptual
decision; it is a genuinely metaphysical decision. A choice is to be made
between two very plausible metaphysical principles. Omne of these two
principles is known as the principle of (sufficient) causation:

(A4.1) Ewvery event has a cause.

The other principle is one of the principles known as principles of physical
causal closure:

(Ad4.2) Every physical event that has a cause is caused by a physical event.

One cannot adopt both principles — because, unfortunately, their conjunc-
tion is not compatible with (A3). On the other hand, each of the two
principles under consideration has so many credentials on its side that it
seems rationally inappropriate to reject both. Let’s see what would be the
consequences if one accepted the one, or the other.

(A4.2) is the modernization of a materialistic, or physicalistic, principle
that emerged as a metaphysical side-effect of the rise of modern physics.
This original principle is the following:

(A4.2%)  Every physical event is caused by a physical event.

This latter principle was adopted by all who, inspired by impressive sci-
entific progress, considered a purely immanent world-view — a world-view
without transcendence — to be the only rational world-view. The insertion
of “that has a cause” after “Every physical event” — which is of no detri-
ment to the original metaphysical motivation — became necessary due to
the developments in physics in the 20th century; these developments make
modern physics entail the falsity of (A4.2*). (A4.2), however, is left quite
untouched by them.
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