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“NOTHING COMES FROM NOTHING”

Has the rain a father?
Or who has begotten the drops of dew?
From whose womb has come the ice?
And the frost of heaven, who has

given it birth? (Job 38:28, 29).

The clearest of all reasons for the existence
of Deity is the fact that every effect must have a
cause, which logically leads back to an un-
caused Cause.1

THE ARGUMENT STATED
The Greek philosopher Plato cited three rea-

sons for belief in “the gods,” but the one listed
“in the first place” was the very existence of “the
earth and the sun and the stars and the uni-
verse.” “The gods,” said he, “produce the sun,
moon, and stars.”2 As Joseph Addison set Psalm
19 to music, he could hear all the celestial bodies
“utter a glorious voice”:

Forever singing as they shine.
The hand that made us is divine.3

Of what is the moon made? U.S. Astronauts
Neil Armstrong and Edwin Aldrin on July 2,
1969, collected 48.5 pounds of lunar materials
composed of (1) fine-grained igneous rock,
(2) medium-grained igneous rock, (3) breccia
(angular rocks cemented together), and (4) fines
(smaller materials). An analysis of these samples
revealed the presence of sixteen earth elements,
the principal ones being titanium, silicon, alumi-
num, iron, magnesium, calcium, sodium, and
potassium. The moon is made of real matter, not

so different from our Earth. Reason says that
matter without a cause did not just happen. Of
nothing, nothing comes.

To reasonable people, the solidity of the lu-
nar rocks on which the Eagle landed in the Sea of
T r a n q u i l i t y
means reality,
and reality de-
mands a cause.
If the moon
consists of real
matter, such as
might be on a
solid landing
place and such
as might be
carried back to
earth, a maker of lunar matter must be assumed.
The evidence obtained by the astronauts does
not testify as to how or why the moon maker
came into existence. Unless one assumes an
infinity of makers, one must say that somewhere
along the line there was a maker who was not
made. Reason therefore calls for an unmade
Maker.

If the Maker was unmade, He must have
always been, which means He is eternal—and, if
He did not receive His ability to be a Maker, He
must be independent, self-contained. It appears,
then, that the very existence of the moon certifies
an independent, eternal Maker.

Many people have considered such objects
as the moon as part of nature’s house. They

“For since the creation of
the world His invisible
attributes, His eternal
power and divine nature,
have been clearly seen, be-
ing understood through
what has been made, so
that they are without ex-
cuse” (Romans 1:20).

◆ DOES GOD EXIST? ◆

Yes, for . . .
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reason that, as every house is built by someone,
so He who built all things is God (see Hebrews
3:4). One does not have to see the Builder to
know He has been there, for His workmanship
has made His presence known. The creation of
the world, nature’s house, is understood by “what
has been made,” leaving unbelievers defense-
less and without excuse (see Romans 1:19, 20).

Not only does the existence of the moon
point to a necessary maker, but its movement in
space indicates a necessary mover. Unless one
argues for an infinite series of movers, then
there was a mover which did not require help to
start motion. The mover was self-contained in
its power to move things. Further, unless it initi-
ated out of nothing its power to start motion,
then it is an eternal mover. Logic does not assert
how many such self-contained eternal movers
there are, but it does point to at least one. More-
over, the apparent unity of the universe indi-
cates that there was only one. “The world refuses
to be governed badly; ‘ill is the rule of many; one
ruler let there be’.”4

THE ARGUMENT DENIED
No matter how convincing is the ancient

maxim that “nothing comes from nothing”—
which leads to the creation of earth and man—
some learned men prefer to say that nothing
created earth and man. Professor Fred Hoyle, a
physicist and Fellow of St. John’s College, Cam-
bridge, frankly asserted that the origin of the
universe’s mother (hydrogen gas) was nothing,
calling it eternal emergentism.5 Another learned
philosopher, Arthur Schopenhauer (1788–1860),
spoke of “blind Will” as perpetually creating the
universe,6 and Henri Bergson (1859–1941) spoke
of creative evolution by “unconscious Intelli-
gence.”7 The latter phrase is as contradictory as
“conscious Mindlessness”; its use shows to what
extent men will go when they refuse to have God
in their minds.

Scottish philosopher David Hume (1711–76)
did his best to take the strength from the axiom
“nothing comes from nothing.” As an atheist,
Hume was keenly aware of the force of the axiom;
it goaded him, since it shows that the universe
had a cause. Denouncing it as “that impious
maxim of ancient philosophy,” he affirmed that
with such reason, “anything may appear able to
produce anything”—anything “that the most

whimsical imagination can assign.”8 However,
at times Hume was more reasonable, saying,
“Thus all the sciences almost lead us insensibly
to acknowledge a first intelligent Author.”9

Professor James Beattie, Marischal College,
Aberdeen, in 1770, wrote in refutation of Hume’s
reasoning: “We repeat, therefore, that this axiom
[whatever begins to exist proceeds from some
cause] is one of the principles of common sense,
which every rational mind does and must ac-
knowledge to be true; not because it can be
proved, but because the law of nature deter-
mines us to believe it without proof, and to look
upon its contrary as perfectly absurd, impos-
sible, and inconceivable.”10 Even after the strong-
est effort by a faultfinder, it is clear that, whether
a house is a little manmade one or a gigantic
house of nature, it had a builder.

David Hume is also famous for his distinc-
tion between what pure reason can do and what
experience demonstrates. When one ball strikes
a second ball, the second one moves. Hume
affirmed that if Adam had never seen such a
thing happen, he could not, by reason alone,
affirm causality as the only explanation. Hume
was determined to show a fallacy in the state-
ment that whatever begins to exist proceeds
from some cause.

Hume said, “The mind can always conceive
any effect to follow from any cause, and indeed
any event to follow upon another; whatever we
conceive is possible, at least in a metaphysical
sense.”11 He further said, “The separation, there-
fore, of the idea of a cause from that of a begin-
ning of existence is plainly possible for the imagi-
nation.”12

Theoretically, it is possible to imagine the
second ball, at the moment of impact, moving on
its own, without force being imparted from the
first ball; but such imagination is not sensible.
Likewise, theoretically, one can imagine that the
universe is causeless, but the idea is senseless.
Hume’s technical argument is nonsense, and it
only proves the strength of the causal argument
for God’s existence. His reasoning affords an
example from real life of Paul’s warning: “See to
it that no one takes you captive through philoso-
phy and empty deception, according to the tra-
dition of men, according to the elementary prin-
ciples of the world, rather than according to
Christ” (Colossians 2:8a).
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The same type of logic which would not
allow a proof of God’s existence because His
nonexistence is conceivable would also forever
forbid one’s proving God’s nonexistence, for
His existence is conceivable! This reasoning,
then, is an impasse. The only solution is to return
to the law of cause and effect. This law is “the
foundation of moral reasoning, which forms the
greater part of human knowledge, and is the
source of all human action and behaviour.”13

Thus, after all that an intellectual, analytical,
and biased mind could do, the causal argument
for God’s existence is unimpaired.

Plato wrote of the first mover. He listed nine
kinds of contingent motion before he came to
spontaneous motion, which he praised as being
“ten thousand times superior to all the others”
because—being “self-moving”—it must be “the
origin of all motion.”14

Though “thousands upon tens of thousands
of bodies” might be set in motion afterward,
Plato held the necessity of a “self-moving prin-
ciple” as “the beginning of all” motion. He
showed that an infinite regression of movers
cannot logically be maintained. (That is, as one
looks backward through a chain of movements,
he eventually finds that something had to move
first, without being moved by something else.)
Aristotle repeated the same logic, showing that
the first mover must be eternal. “If there is
nothing eternal, then there can be no becoming;
for there must be something which undergoes
the process of becoming, that is, that from which
things come to be; and the last member of this
series must be ungenerated, for the series must
start with something, since nothing can come
from nothing.”15

After Hume had written prolifically on his
argument, of which he claimed to be the “in-
ventor,”16 he later seemed to reverse his posi-
tion. He wrote,

If we see a house, . . . we conclude, with the
greatest certainty, that it had an architect or
builder; . . . But surely you will not affirm, that
the universe bears such a resemblance to a
house, that we can with the same certainty
infer a similar cause, or that the analogy is here
entire and perfect. The dissimilitude is so strik-
ing, that the utmost you can here pretend to is
a guess, a conjecture, a presumption concern-
ing a similar cause, . . .17

However, he qualified his reversal by saying

that one cannot say that “such a Being exists
necessarily.” If one admits “the existence of a
Being sufficient to serve as the cause of all pos-
sible effects,” then that is all the argument from
cause claims. The German philosopher Immanuel
Kant (1724–1804) agreed that the world arose
“from an all-sufficient necessary cause,” but he
reneged at speaking “of an existence necessary
by itself.”18

If that “all-sufficient necessary cause” is not
“an existence necessary by itself,” then it ap-
pears it must be derived from some other exis-
tence that is “necessary by itself.” Thus he was
merely putting off the day when he must face
up to an “existence necessary by itself.” Fi-
nally, when he demoted that Being simply to a
“regulative principle,” one wonders how it
could be equated with “an all-sufficient neces-
sary cause.”

Hume wrote, “We lie under an absolute ne-
cessity . . . of thinking, and believing, and rea-
soning with regard to all kind of subjects, and
even of frequently assenting with confidence
and security.”19 Though Hume designated him-
self a “Sceptic,” he said that being such was “the
first and most essential step towards being a
sound, believing Christian.”20 It is regrettable
that so brilliant a mind wasted itself on disputes
which were, he said, “at the bottom, verbal, and
admit not of any precise determination.”21 After
much ado about relatively nothing, he returned
finally to the statement that pure religion is “the
chief, the only great comfort in life; and our
principal support amidst all the attacks of ad-
verse fortune. The most agreeable reflection,
which it is possible for human imagination to
suggest, is that of genuine Theism.”22 If Hume
was writing ironically, in keeping with his skep-
ticism, he did not indicate it.

What can be imagined (as, something from
nothing) is not sensible. Immanuel Kant fol-
lowed Hume’s reasoning as he forbad “talking
of an absolutely necessary Being.”23

Kant could not live with the misleading idea
in such an argument, and later—by “faith”24—
he referred to the “Original Being” as a “Him”
who is all-knowing, just, all-mighty, all-good,
eternal, and omnipresent.25

Likewise, Hume apparently recanted from
his cold, strict reasoning (irrefutable but im-
practical and misleading) and inferred, with no
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sign of irony, “the natural attributes of the De-
ity”26 and even spoke of “the divine object of our
faith.”27

Walter Kaufmann used the same strict rea-
soning previously employed by Hume and Kant,
asserting that the adjective “necessary” cannot
modify the noun “being,” since such would be
an “illicit conjunction.” However, he failed to
point out that Hume later cited such reasoning
as “entirely verbal”28 and that Kant went on to
recognize God, which Kaufmann refused to
do.29

Kant also argued that the “principle of caus-
ality has no meaning . . . except in the world of
sense,”30 which is exactly where we are, and are
invoking the principle of causality to account
for the world of sense. “The whole conclusive
strength of the so-called cosmological proof
rests therefore in reality on the ontological proof
from mere concepts,”31 he wrote, because one
has to abandon experience to seek “among the
pure concepts” which “contain the conditions of
the possibility of an absolutely necessary Be-
ing.”

Then, after Kant had attempted methodi-
cally to display “a whole nest” of assumptions
“hidden in that cosmological proof,” it appears
that he changed his mind. He said, “It may be
allowable to admit the existence of a Being en-
tirely sufficient to serve as the cause of all pos-
sible effects.”32

CONCLUSION
The conclusion is that the existence of the

moon points to a Maker, and the movement of
the moon points to a Mover. Logic says that this
Maker/Mover must be independent and eter-
nal.
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A Note From the Editor
The lessons which comprise this issue of Truth

for Today present a study of the True and Living
God. The studies were selected from the available
writings of one of our finest scholars, Hugo
McCord. We have chosen key lectures he has
given, covering the major questions that are asked
about God. We appreciate brother McCord’s gen-
erosity in allowing us to use this material.
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