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Preface

There are questions of a certain transcendent yet fundamentally important practical nature that the human mind can never stop pondering them, but that inspire a greater degree of skepticism than any other questions that can be asked.  Why does the universe exist?  Is it the result of mere natural laws, or is it the creation of a Supreme Being?  If it is the creation of a Supreme Being how can we reconcile the belief in such a Being with the findings of modern science, and particularly, with the theory of evolution, that seems to suggest that the belief in such a Being rests upon nothing more convincing than outmoded, superstitious, religious myths?

The theory of evolution offers an explanation for the origin of species, and although the evidence upon which it rests is enough to refute the creationist notion that the Earth is no more than 6,000 years old, it was never intended to be taken as a universal explanation of causation.
  Its limited explanatory scope therefore does not provide sufficient grounds to refute the idea of a Supreme Author of creation.
There is the common opinion that the belief in such a Being is grounded upon faith, and that faith is at odds with reason.  As one popular atheist argues, faith by its definition is blind, for if it were grounded on knowledge then that knowledge would be enough to convince us and this in turn would render faith redundant.
  The following argument however provides grounds to refute the idea that an intuitive faith in such a Being must by its definition be blind.  It provides a rational, strictly philosophical, abstract conceptual theory that supports the judgment that the intelligent order reflected in creation reflects the work of a Supreme Mind, or a Supreme Being; though it remains to be seen what precisely such a proof entails, for the orthodox theistic concept of such a Being may be found to conflict radically with the idea of such a Being as put forth in this argument.  Thus, if theists expect to employ this argument in the defense of their faith they may need to reevaluate the idea that they have of such a Being.  Nevertheless, the following argument in defense of theism rests on something other than the intuitive conviction that the infinite complexity reflected in creation cannot be the result of mere accident.

This philosophical argument, being an argument, implies that it is open to philosophical debate.  While it might be considered as a dogmatic system of metaphysics, this is necessarily the case for its principles are a priori, implying that they convey the idea of their necessity.  As Kant remarks in his distinguishing the difference between practically minded philosophers and metaphysicians: “For the latter [metaphysicians] profess to be speculative philosophers; and since, when judgments a priori are under discussion, poor probabilities cannot be admitted (for what is declared to be known a priori is thereby announced as necessary), such men cannot be permitted to play with conjectures, but their assertion must be either science or nothing at all.”

The principles that follow are open then to the possible counterargument that they are not a priori, and therefore not necessary; and while the further counterargument might be made that these principles—even if it be conceded that they are a priori, and necessary—being grounded on pure reason alone, cannot then relate in any meaningful way to the world of experience, or make sense of the world of experience.  Though this counterargument must then be balanced against the unavoidable and far‑reaching predictions of an empirical nature that follow from this argument.  Any counterargument to the effect that these principles cannot be supported a posteriori should be able to show where this argument strays from, or conflicts with the hard sciences, such as physics or cosmology.  It is argued however there will be found nothing in this argument that strays from or conflicts with any empirically grounded science, including the science most closely associated with the same cosmological problem addressed here, namely: the science of big bang cosmology.  Rather, it is argued to the contrary, that this argument adheres to the findings of big bang cosmology and those sciences most closely associated with the same cosmological problem addressed here.
The solution provided in what follows can be said to constitute a synthetic cognition a priori (according to Kant’s definition) from premise to conclusion, and therefore it provides a positive solution to the cosmological problem addressed by Kant in his critical philosophy.  Though the proof provided is grounded on pure reason all that is needed for the independent reader of this argument to reach the same judgment is their own natural, intuitive need to press the question concerning the origin of all things as far as logically possible.  For instance: When mathematical theorists propose that the universe began from an original condition that they can define in certain mathematical terms, can we say that the theory that rests on such a premise, whatever it may be, qualifies as an ultimate solution to the question?
If the premise proposes a preliminary condition that follows through to a question regarding the origin of that condition then it is argued that such a solution cannot be considered an ultimate solution.  An ultimate solution that is, it is argued, must be such that it does not posit a question in place of a question, but rather, it must put to rest our natural, intuitive insistence on pressing the question as far as logically possible.  The same criticism can therefore be leveled against the claim of theists that a Supreme Being created the universe ex nihilo, for such a premise invariably leads to the question: “How did this Divine Will come to be?”
The reason why there is so much skepticism displayed toward the cosmological problem addressed here, and in Kant’s critical philosophy, is due in part not so much to the difficulty of the question but to the vast assortment of conflicting solutions that have been offered that cannot be called solutions in the ultimate sense.  Moreover when Immanuel Kant searched out the lengths and breadths of pure reason in order to determine its limitations and set forth the parameters that were to be judged its proper sphere of employment, this skepticism was given its strongest possible philosophical sanction, for following Kant, metaphysicians, it was assumed, no longer had any rational grounds for offering further speculations about such Ideas as a first beginning to the universe, or a necessary, Eternal Being—these being mere Ideas that lie entirely outside the finite scope of our practical experience and hence, beyond the limits of our possible understanding.  Yet if this is so what then is to be said of this natural propensity that compels reason to seek answers to these very questions, and that in turn demand reaching through pure reason, beyond the limits of our practical experience?

Here a certain prejudice reveals itself in the thinking of those philosophers who would restrict reason in its scope and argue that whenever reason exceeds its natural limitations it engages itself in the spreading of fallacious arguments detrimental to the right thinking of the masses, for when it comes to theoretical physics there can be found no such corresponding fear expressed by physicists toward the speculations offered by their peers to this same end.

If however we regard this obvious prejudice against metaphysics as well founded and favor a strictly empirical approach to the problem, what are we left with as alternative solutions?


Kant remarks: “Who can satisfy himself with mere empirical knowledge in all the cosmological questions of the duration and of the magnitude of the world, of freedom or of natural necessity, since every answer given on principles of experience begets a fresh question which likewise requires its answer and thereby clearly shows the insufficiency of all physical modes of explanation to satisfy reason?”


This judgment on Kant’s part is reflected in the question: “Where in all the answers afforded apart from metaphysics is there to be found any rest for our natural, intuitive need to press the question concerning the origin of all things as far as possible?”

It is for those who hold that reason cannot be satisfied with any of the alternative solutions that may be offered, or with the abject skepticism of holding to the opinion that there can be no such thing as an ultimate solution to such a question, that the following argument is put forth.





Causal Argument for the Existence of a Supreme Being

Introduction

This Causal Argument is provided in answer to the challenge voiced by Immanuel Kant in his Critique of Pure Reason, however, the misunderstandings that immediately plagued the publication of his Critique led Kant to write a second work: Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics That Might be Brought Forth as a Science.  With these two works Kant hoped to guide speculative philosophers to the end of what he called a science of metaphysics.
It is for those philosophers more familiar with Kant to determine whether or not this argument falls in line with Kant’s critical demands for a science of metaphysics, but in the attempt to dispel any misunderstanding it should be noted that the following argument does not purport to be a science.  What Kant meant by a science of metaphysics was not a science in the proper sense, but rather, what he meant was a system of objectively valid a priori principles carrying with them the weight of necessity, as opposed to mere conjectures carrying with them no such necessity.

Something similar to the kind of reasoning Kant demanded from metaphysicians can be found in the theories of mathematicians that are thought out entirely in the mind, independently of what they can know from direct observation and experience, and that cannot be tested empirically, but that are yet understood as being universally and objectively valid.  The demand for this kind of objective validity was a crucial point for Kant that, prior to the serious consideration of any proposed solution, he first demanded an answer to his preliminary question: “How are synthetic cognitions a priori possible?”
  The following argument can be defined as a synthetic cognition a priori, according to Kant’s definition, but Kant asks:  How is such a science possible?
With regard to the following argument this question is answered in its utilization of the four universal concepts of space, time, mass, and mind.  There are no other universal concepts that can or need to be employed to the end of grasping this argument, however the term mind as used in this argument must be understood in the context of how it is defined here as opposed to how it might be defined elsewhere, and for which there can be found no general consensus.
The four a priori principles made possible through the utilization of these four universal concepts are:
1. The Causal Principle.

2. The Principle of Divergence.

3. The Principle of Equal Relation.

4. The Principle of Progressive Design.
The first principle explains the Absolute motivating factor to the causal process, or series, whereby the four universals of space, time, mass, and mind, can be understood as having advanced from their simplest, most unified, or least differentiated of possible states, to their most complex and most differentiated of possible states.
The second principle explains through the concept of cause and effect the necessary change brought about by this series.
The third principle explains why this causal process obtained to an inevitable critical stage that brought about the end of this series.
These first three principles can be called the Formative Phase of the causal process that accounts for the origin of the universals of space, time, mass, and mind.  The fourth principle, providing a strictly philosophical, rational, a priori proof for the existence of a Supreme Being, can be called the Design Phase of this causal process.

The most significant conclusion of this argument is that the universe is not the result of a defiance of the impossible odds stacked against its possibility.  Rather, the conclusion that follows from this argument is that the universe is the intentional creation of what may perhaps best, and most concisely, be defined as Absolute Mind.


—The Formative Phase—
With Regard To An Ultimate First Beginning,
The Only Possible Means Of Overcoming The Immediate

Difficulty Posed By This Beginning,
The Substitution Of A Critical Definition In Place Of

Our Common‑Sensed Notion Of Nothing,

And The Resulting Causal Principle
The challenge answered by this causal argument can be understood most clearly in the context of Kant’s response to an unfavorable criticism of his critical philosophy, as follows:

He (Kant’s reviewer) seems not to see at all the real matter of the investigation with which (successfully or unsuccessfully) I have been occupied.  It is either impatience at thinking out a lengthy work, or vexation at a threatened reform of a science in which he believed he had brought everything to perfection long ago, or, what I am reluctant to suspect, real narrow‑mindedness that prevents him from every carrying his thoughts beyond his school metaphysics.

That my suspicion is not without foundation is proved by the fact that he does not mention a word about the possibility of synthetic knowledge a priori, the special problem upon the solution of which the fate of metaphysics wholly rests and upon which my Critique (as well as the present Prolegomena) entirely hinges. …The reviewer, then, understands nothing of my work and possibly also nothing of the spirit and essential nature of metaphysics itself;

I challenge my critic to demonstrate, as is only just, on a priori grounds, in his own way, any single really metaphysical proposition asserted by him.

He finds in these Prolegomena and in my Critique eight propositions of which one in each pair contradicts the other [the four antinomy], but each of which necessarily belongs to metaphysics, …he has the liberty of selecting any one of these eight propositions at his pleasure and accepting it without any proof, of which I shall make him a present, but only one (for waste of time will be just as little serviceable to him as to me), and then of attacking my proof of the opposite proposition.  If I can save this one and at the same time show that, according to principles which every dogmatic metaphysics must necessarily recognize, the opposite of the proposition adopted by him can just as clearly be proved, it is thereby established that metaphysics has an hereditary failing not to be explained, much less set aside, until we ascend to its birthplace, pure reason itself.
  

Kant mentions four sets of contradictory propositions, but it is not necessary for the purpose of this argument to take into consideration anything other than the first, which follows as:

Thesis: The world [universe] has, as to time and space, a beginning (limit).

Antithesis: The world [universe] is, as to time and space, infinite.

As to the importance of this antinomy Kant wrote:

I therefore would be pleased to have the critical reader to devote to this antinomy of pure reason his chief attention, because nature itself seems to have established it with a view to stagger reason in its daring pretensions and to force it to self‑examination.  For every proof which I have given of both thesis and antithesis I undertake to be responsible, and thereby to show the certainty of the inevitable antinomy of reason.  When the reader is brought by this curious phenomenon to fall back upon the proof of the presumption upon which it rests, he will feel himself obliged to investigate the ultimate foundation of all knowledge by pure reason with me more thoroughly.

And as to any judgment that might follow from this:

But there are two things which, in case the challenge be accepted, I must deprecate: first, trifling about possibility and conjecture, which are suited as little to metaphysics as to geometry; and secondly, a decision by means of the magic wand of so‑called common sense, which does not convince everyone but accommodates itself to personal peculiarities.

For as to the former, nothing can be more absurd than in metaphysics, a philosophy from pure reason, to think of grounding our judgments upon probability and conjecture.  Everything that is to be known a priori is thereby announced as apodictically certain, and must therefore be proved in this way.  We might as well think of grounding geometry or arithmetic upon conjectures.

While this argument from pure reason decides in favor of the thesis there are certain empirically grounded reasons that also support the thesis, these being:

1.  Our personal experience confirms that all things that exist have come into existence from a preceding state of non‑existence.  Not only does this observation apply to us as individual beings, but there exists nothing within the realm of our possible experience that we can say proves an exception to this rule.  All the scientific evidence at our disposal confirms that everything within the universe—the Earth, the stars, and the galaxies—are subject to this same process of emerging into existence from a previous state of their non‑existence.  The science of cosmology traces the history of the universe itself back to the Planck time of 10-43 seconds, prior to which the laws of physics break down and the universe collapses to the point of a singularity—defined (paradoxically) as a condition of zero space‑time with infinite density.  Hence, this rule that all things that exist have emerged into existence from a previous state of non‑existence is not only particular, but truly universal.

2.  From a pure philosophical perspective, our natural intuitive curiosity compels us to question the cause of every definable state that might be proposed at that ultimate first state from which all else has proceeded into existence, and this intuitive need to press this question to such an extent applies not only to things that exist in reality, but it applies to all mere hypothetical Ideas of either a philosophical, theological, or scientific nature.  To ask the very question: “From where did all things originate?” demands pressing the question to such an extent and this intuitive need to so press the question points in no other direction than Kant’s thesis: The world [universe] has, as to time and space, a beginning (limit).  It also provides a definite clue to the only possible premise that can be proposed, and this must necessary be an ultimate first state so simple in its form that it cannot itself be thought of as having proceeded into existence from some even simpler, more original state.

Given these two considerations we can then take a more critical look at the first antinomy, and the counterproof to the thesis, that Kant puts forth as:
For let us assume that it [the universe] has a beginning.  Then, as beginning is an existence which is preceded by a time in which the thing is not, it would follow that antecedently there was a time in which the world was not, that is, an empty time.  In an empty time, however, it is impossible that anything should take its beginning, because of such a time no part possesses any condition as to existence rather than non‑existence, which condition could distinguish that part from any other (whether produced by itself or through another cause).  Hence, though many a series of things may take its beginning in the world, the world itself can have no beginning, and in reference to time past is infinite.

This counterproof is grounded on the judgment that what we are left with, given the absence of all things that have come into existence, is an empty time, or in other words, it is simply a nothing and from this nothing it is impossible that something could follow.  The counterproof, in other words, can be said to rest on the practical definition of nothing, however if this is so it can be argued that it then makes its appeal to the very thing that Kant dismissed in judgments of metaphysics, this being the magic wand of so‑called common sense.  Thus, what is necessary if we hope to overcome this first obstacle on the path of reason is that we follow Kant’s advice to his “critical reader” by adopting a more critical perspective, and this can be done by asking the question: “What is it that we have in mind when we think of this nothing, from which it is proposed that all things have followed into existence?”
 To this question our common sense would simply reply:  Nothing.
However, with the idea of such a simple state what can immediately be said is that we cannot impose any arbitrary limitation on such a simple idea.  This idea is such that it defies any conditional, arbitrary limitation.  It is an absolute state the totality of which reaches infinitely beyond our finite powers of comprehension, and hence, whatever finite idea we may form of it.  Therefore the idea of this simplest of possible states cannot be formed by means of a single idea alone (such as may be found in a practical, dictionary definition of nothing).  Rather, it can only be formed by means of two related a priori ideas, or representations, as follows:

A: The external, objective idea of a totally void state that is unconditional, and absolute, or infinite; and this only and necessarily in relation to,

B: The internal, subjective, finite idea of A.

The idea of A is the idea of an unconditionally void state that extends infinitely beyond our finite powers of comprehension, and we can have no idea of such a state except by means of our finite idea, B.
Furthermore, we can have no idea of B in the absence of A and no idea of A in the absence of B.  Both of these ideas are inextricably and necessarily related for it is entirely impossible to think the one without the other.

This simple judgment, while it may seem to be of no significance, is nevertheless a critical judgment that was entirely overlooked in Kant`s own assessment of the first antinomy.  In his counterproof he speaks only of an empty time and no condition as to existence as opposed to non‑existence, however, as such an ultimately simple state reaches infinitely beyond our finite powers of comprehension it becomes impossible for us to judge, or prove, even if only on the grounds of pure reason, that it amounts to only a nothing from which only nothing follows.

This critical look at the first antinomy is of the utmost significance for it provides grounds for proposing an ultimate, original first state, or first beginning that we might otherwise judge to be only a nothing from which it is impossible that something could follow.

The most likely objection to such an admittedly simple analysis is that if we remove ourselves as the subjective determination of thought from this premise, then we have no grounds to suggest B.  Though the removal of our subjective determination of thought from this premise does not remove the constant state of A.  The Absolute remains even if it should be argued there is the absence of B, and hence, if A cannot be done away with, then it can be said that there always rests in A, grounds for the realization, or instantiation of B within A, however infinitesimal.  The Absolute, in other words, provides ‘in itself’ grounds for the realization, or instantiation of the finite determination, B.
Despite all more complex states having been cancelled out of existence, this simplest of determinations provides in these two pure ideas a relation between the finite and the infinite, and the only possible idea we may have of an ultimate, first beginning, that is, at least an ultimate first beginning that does not lead to the question: “From where did this simplest of conditions itself originate?”

The answer is that there was no simpler state from which this ultimately most simple, original first state, proceeded into existence.
In this simple analysis of the first antinomy and the counterproof of the thesis offered by Kant, there is no other possible determination that can be made apart from these two a priori representations.  Unless that is, one is to make one’s appeal to the common‑sensed dictionary notion of nothing in defiance of Kant’s insistence that with respect to metaphysics: sound common sense, has no right to judge at all.
     

This critical redefinition of what our common sense would otherwise define simply as a nothing, provides with the A and B representations, the premise of the causal argument that follows, and this premise can be clarified further as:

1. The ultimate, original, and simplest of all possible states.

2. The ultimate beginning from which all more complex states followed into existence.  

3. The ultimate, original first state beyond which there is no possible regression of all things (space, time, mass, and mind) toward an even simpler state.

4. The ultimate original, first state from which all things (space, time, mass, and mind) advanced from their simplest, most undifferentiated, or most unified of possible states, toward greater complexity, and ultimately, their most intense and most differentiated of possible states.

However, what further may be said concerning such an ultimate beginning?

In his analysis of Kant’s first antinomy Hegel mentions the following with respect to his beginning that bears some similarity to the beginning proposed with the A and B representations:

…in any science a beginning is made by presupposing some idea—such idea being next analyzed, so that it is only the result of this analysis which affords the first definite concept of the science.  Were we too to observe this procedure we should have no particular object before us, because the beginning, as being the beginning of thought, must be perfectly abstract and general, pure form quite without content, we should have nothing but the idea of a bare beginning as such.  It remains to be seen what we possess in this idea.

So far, there is nothing: something is to become.  The beginning is not pure nothing, but a nothing from which something is to proceed; so that being is already contained in the beginning.  The beginning thus contains both, being and nothing; it is the unity of being and nothing, or is not‑being which is being, and being which is also not‑being.
 

Hegel, as it can be seen, casts aside the magic wand of so‑called common sense in this response to Kant.
He continues:

…being and nothing are present in the beginning as distinct from one another; for the beginning points forwards to something other; it is a not‑being related to being as to an other; that which is‑beginning, as yet is not:  it is advancing toward being.  The beginning therefore contains being as having this characteristic, that it flies from and transcends not‑being, as its opposite.

And further, that which is‑beginning, already is, and equally, as yet, is not.  The opposites being and not‑being are therefore in immediate union in it, in other words, it is the undifferentiated unity of the two.

What has been said implies this further point, that that with which we must begin, cannot be something concrete, something containing a relation within itself.  For such presupposes a mediation and a transition within itself from a first to an other, of which process the concrete, now reduced to simplicity, would be the result.  But the beginning must not be a first and an other: in a thing which in itself is first and an other, progress has already advanced a step.  That which constitutes the beginning (and that is, the very beginning itself) must therefore be taken, in its simple immediacy without content, as something not admitting analysis, hence as pure vacuity, as Being.

If anyone, impatient of the consideration of the abstract beginning, should demand that we begin, not with the beginning, but directly with the matter itself, the answer is that the matter is just this empty being: it is in the course of the science that we are to discover what the matter is; the science must not therefore presuppose this as known.

...a beginning is not made with the concrete, but with the simple immediate whence the movement starts.  Further, if a concrete thing is taken as the beginning, there is lacking the proof which is demanded by the complex of determinations contained in the concrete.

The difficulty is that Hegel’s beginning seems to suggest nothing open for further consideration, just as the A and B representations, it might be argued, for as he states this beginning is something not admitting analysis.  Though if every other premise of a necessarily more complex nature leaves us with only another question in need of an answer, then the process whereby all things have proceeded into being from such an ultimate beginning must  be determinable, and only through continuing our analysis of this beginning further.  Thus, what more can be said given this as Hegel calls it, bare beginning as such?
With respect to his beginning Hegel, while seemingly denying something such as the pure relation between the A and B representations, yet goes on to suggest a movement of not‑being to being.  The problem is that Hegel does not provide any explanation as to how complexity has followed from his beginning.  He suggests that being has emerged from his beginning but Kant demands judgments that are both a priori and necessary.  To simply state that: “being and nothing are present in the beginning as distinct from one another; for the beginning points forward to something other;”
 is not enough to satisfy Kant’s demands.  The premise Kant would argue must be connected (synthesized) to a conclusion that follows from the premise necessarily.  The reasoning, that is, must follow from start to finish without deviating from a straightforward and necessary path into a never ending assortment of conflicting paths leading nowhere but to confusion.  As Kant seems to suggest in his insistence that, “Metaphysics must be science, not only as a whole, but in all its parts; otherwise it is nothing at all.”

While this may seem to demand the impossible the difficulty rests not so much in the problem as in what the French philosopher Henri Bergson points out with the following:

IV.  The inherent difficulties of metaphysics, the antinomies which it gives rise to, and the contradictions into which it falls, the division into antagonistic schools, and the irreducible opposition between systems are largely the result of our applying, to the disinterested knowledge of the real, processes which we generally employ for practical ends.

V. …The demonstrations which have been given of the relativity of our knowledge are therefore tainted with an original vice; they imply, like the dogmatism they attack, that all knowledge must necessarily start from concepts with fixed outlines, in order to clasp with them the reality which flows.

VI.  But the truth is that our intelligence can follow the opposite method.  It can place itself within the mobile reality, and adopt its ceaselessly changing direction; in short, can grasp it by means of that intellectual sympathy which we call intuition.  This is extremely difficult.  The mind has to do violence to itself, has to reverse the direction of the operation by which it habitually thinks, has perpetually to revise, or rather to recast, all its categories. ... Only thus will a progressive philosophy be built up, freed from the disputes which arise between the various schools, and able to solve its problems naturally, because it will be released from the artificial expression in terms of which such problems are posited.  To philosophize, therefore, is to invert the habitual direction of the work of thought.

This habitual way of thinking is reflected not only in the presumption upon which Kant’s proof of the antithesis rests, but in the difficulty one confronts when they carry this same kind of practical reasoning over into metaphysics and the problem of cause and effect and the idea of their necessary connection—the fundamentally crucial problem that Hume points out as follows:

We must distinctly and particularly conceive the connection between cause and effect, and be able to pronounce, from a simple view of the one, that it must be followed or preceded by the other. …Now nothing is more evident, than that the human mind cannot form such an idea of two objects, as to conceive any connection between them, or comprehend distinctly that power or efficacy, by which they are united.  Such a connection would amount to a demonstration, and would imply the absolute impossibility for the one object not to follow, or to be conceived not to follow upon the other.
 

Here Kant writes similarly:

But I cannot, by all my power of thinking, extract from the concept of a thing the concept of something else whose existence is necessarily connected with the former; for this I must call in experience.  And though my understanding furnishes me a priori (yet only in reference to possible experience) with the concept of such a connection (that is causation), I cannot exhibit it, like the concepts of mathematics, by intuiting it a priori, and so show its possibility a priori.

Kant, in his defense of Hume against those who misjudged Hume’s critical objections to metaphysics, mentions the indispensable need of the concept of cause and effect, as follows:

The question was not whether the concept of cause was right, useful, and even indispensable for our knowledge of nature, for this Hume had never doubted; but whether that concept could be thought by reason a priori, and consequently whether it possessed an inner truth, independent of all experience, implying a perhaps more extended use not restricted merely to objects of experience.  This was Hume’s problem.  It was solely a question concerning the origin, not concerning the indispensable need of using the concept.

The A and B representations provide the means of overcoming the difficulty pointed out by Hume and Kant for with these representations we have an a priori, necessary causal relation, with the effect B following as an inevitable, and necessary determination of A.  

The demonstration of such a relation escaped Hume and Kant for to discover this a priori relation between cause and effect they would have had to do what they admitted they could not do.  They would have had to reverse their habitual ways of thinking, as Bergson suggested, and just as Hegel managed to do with his analogous beginning.

To clarify further what has been advanced thus far:
The A representation presents to us the concept of an eternal, unconditional, absolute, or infinite, objective state, and the B representation presents to us the concept of a finite effect, however infinitesimal, as the inevitable and necessary determination of A.

The argument then is that the effect B, follows necessarily from A; and while this judgment may appear to provide no grounds for any further determination the problem remains that if we were to begin with any other premise there would arise the problem noted by Hegel: if a concrete thing is taken as the beginning, there is lacking the proof which is demanded by the complex determinations contained in the concrete.

The A and B representations overcome this problem, and having proposed this much we have not by any means subverted Kant more than we have taken Kant’s advice in lending to the first antinomy our “chief attention.”  Thus, we have not employed reason to the end of any practical judgment, but rather, to the end of a critical, metaphysical judgment, and in this we fall in line with Kant’s clarification regarding metaphysics as follows:
First, as concerns the sources of metaphysical knowledge, its very concept implies that they cannot be empirical.  Its principles (including not only its maxims but its basic notions) must never be derived from experience.  It must not be physical but metaphysical knowledge, namely, knowledge lying beyond experience.  It can therefore have for its basis neither external experience, which is the source of physics proper, nor internal, which is the basis of empirical psychology.  It is therefore a priori knowledge, coming from pure understanding and pure reason.

However the difficulty with the premise proposed is that it may prompt the most likely Kantian objection of all, that in divorcing ourselves from the world of experience we then entertain ourselves with a world of mere phantasms, as Kant remarks (in an apparent rejection of speculative metaphysics): “I have myself given this my theory the name of transcendental idealism, but that cannot authorize anyone to confound it either with the empirical idealism of Descartes, …or with the mystical and visionary idealism of Berkeley, against which and other similar phantasms our Critique contains the proper antidote.”

Kant’s criticisms of Descartes and Berkeley stemmed from the failure of these philosophers to ground their arguments on a priori judgments.  Nevertheless, while the same criticism that Kant leveled against these philosophers might be thought to apply to speculative metaphysics as a whole, Kant provides the means by which we may refute this most likely of all objections by explaining the essential elements that must be present in such an exercise of pure, speculative reason [I have in the following taken the liberty of inserting in brackets the A and B representations]:

… the question is not what we must join in thought to the given concept, but what we actually think together with and in it, though obscurely; and so it appears that the predicate [B] belongs to this concept [A] necessarily indeed, yet not directly but indirectly by means of an intuition [namely: our pure intuitive understanding of the necessary relation apparent between these two a priori representations] which must be present.

Kant further demands that anything advanced in the name of metaphysics display the form of a synthetic cognition a priori, and this by means of intuition and concepts:

The conclusion drawn … then is that metaphysics is properly concerned with synthetical propositions a priori, and these alone constitute its end, for which it indeed requires various dissections of its concepts, namely, analytical judgments, but wherein the procedure is not different from that in every other kind of knowledge, in which we merely seek to render our concepts distinct by analysis.  But the generation of a priori knowledge by intuition as well as by concepts, in fine, of synthetical propositions a priori, especially in philosophical knowledge, constitutes the essential subject of metaphysics.

And concerning the manner whereby we may attach meaning to the a priori understanding proposed:

If knowledge is to have any objective reality, that is to say, if it is to refer to an object and receive by means of it any sense and meaning, the object must necessarily be given in some way or other.  Without that all concepts are empty.  We have thought in them, but we have not; by thus thinking, arrived at any knowledge.  We have only played with representations.  To give an object, if this is not meant again as mediate only, but if it means to represent something immediately in intuition, is nothing else but to refer the representation of the object to experience (real or possible).  Even space and time, however pure these concepts may be of all that is empirical, and however certain it is that they are represented in the mind entirely a priori, would lack nevertheless all objective validity, all sense and meaning, if we could not show the necessity of their use with reference to all objects of experience.

As therefore experience, being an empirical synthesis, is in its possibility the only kind of knowledge that imparts reality to every other synthesis, this other synthesis, as knowledge a priori, possesses truth (agreement with its object) on this condition only, that it contains nothing beyond what is necessary for the synthetical unity of experience in general.

The highest principle of all sythetical judgments is therefore this, that every object is subject to the necessary conditions of a synthetical unity of the manifold of intuition in a possible experience.

Thus synthetical judgments a priori are possible, if we refer the formal conditions of intuition a priori, the synthesis of imagination, and the necessary unity of it in a transcendental apperception, to a possible knowledge in general, given in experience.

The only valid Kantian criticism against pure, speculative metaphysics, is that if reason, in reaching beyond experience, fails to provide an explanation for the world of experience, or help make sense of the world of experience, then it lacks all sense and meaning, however if it helps to make sense of the world of experience its objective validity follows.  Thus, if this argument can provide an a priori explanation that accounts for the four universal concepts of space, time, mass, and mind, and in so doing help make sense of the world of our experience, then it escapes the most likely of Kantian objections that might be leveled against it.

Now the analysis given thus far can be extended even further along an a priori, necessary path of reasoning, as follows:

As regards the two pure, a priori representations proposed, A can be defined as a First Cause necessitating B, however infinitesimal, and B can be defined further as a finite condition motivated toward the infinite state of A by means of its pure relation to A—as its ultimate, objective Cause.

The relation implied between the A and B representations therefore is not that of a static, but rather, that of a dynamic, mobile relation, and as B can only be thought of as a pure, immaterial condition in its relation to A, then it can best be defined as the effect of a pure, dynamic, mobile relation of mind.

As A remains an unconditional and constant state, then this finite determination, B, implies in relation to A, an internal, dynamic, mobile force of mind drawn to expand away from its finite, internal sphere of being, toward the external, objective state of A.

The Causal Principle that can be determined given this premise can therefore be put forth as:
A, as the Absolute and inevitable First Cause to B, this being the effect of a pure, internal, dynamic, or mobile force of mind (as an instantiation of A) compelled to move from its finite sphere of being toward the external state of A, and this by virtue of its initial, pure relation to A.

The central idea in this beginning is therefore the idea that all things begin with thought, just as Hegel remarks with: “We should have no particular object before us, because the beginning, as being the beginning of thought,” and this being seen in the relation implied between the A and B representations, and the idea of B following from A as a pure, dynamic, mobile relation of mind, as again implied in Hegel’s analogous beginning, of which he states: “The beginning therefore contains being as having this characteristic, that it flies from and transcends not‑being, as its opposite.”

In all of this a line of reasoning is followed that does not stray far from Kant`s own reasoning as reflected in the following:

Now there is a gradual transition possible from empirical to pure consciousness, till the real of it vanishes completely and there remains a merely formal consciousness (a priori) of the manifold in space and time; and, therefore, a synthesis also is possible in the production of the quantity of a sensation, from its beginning, that is, from the pure intuition =0, onwards to any quantity of it.

That quantity which can be apprehended as unity only, and in which plurality can be represented by approximation only to negation =0, I call intensive quantity.  Every reality therefore in a phenomenon has intensive quantity, that is, a degree.  If this reality is considered as a cause (whether of sensation, or of any other reality in the phenomenon, for instance, of change) the degree of that reality as a cause we call a momentum, for instance the momentum of gravity ….

In the Prolegomena Kant rephrases this excerpt from his Critique as follows:

… there is between reality (sense‑representation) and the zero, or total void of intuition in time, a difference which has a quantity.  For … between every degree of occupancy space and of totally void space, diminishing degrees can be conceived, in the same manner as between consciousness and total unconsciousness (psychological darkness) ever‑diminishing degrees obtain.  Hence there is no perception that can prove an absolute absence; for instance, no psychological darkness that cannot be considered as consciousness which is only outbalanced by a stronger consciousness.
 

While it may be argued that Kant is here referring to sense experience it can nonetheless be regarded as an important clue to the only possible path open for reason with regard to the first antinomy, and a refutation of the counterproof against the thesis: “In an empty time, however, it is impossible that anything should take its beginning, because of such a time no part possesses any condition as to existence rather than non‑existence.”
  Here, Kant appears to contradict his own suggestion above, that “there is no psychological darkness that cannot be considered as consciousness which is only outbalanced by a stronger consciousness.” 

Where the first antinomy settles upon the presumption of this empty time from which it is impossible that anything should take its beginning, the preceding quote suggests a regression only to the point of an approximation to an absolute negation; and this later line of reasoning is what is adopted not only by Hegel, but the line of reasoning proposed here with the A and B representations.

Although Hume failed to see the possibility of the relation proposed with these two pure representations, he hints at the problem resolved by these with the following [though I have again taken the liberty of including the A and B representations inside brackets]: “A cause is an object precedent and contiguous to another, and so united with it, that the idea of the one [A] determines the mind to form the idea of the other [B], and the impression of the one [A or B] to from a more lively idea of the other [B or A].”

Hume understood that the concept of a necessary connection between cause and effect implied a pure and undeniable relation, and this is just what is provided with the premise proposed with the A and B representations.
What can therefore be gathered from this critical look at Kant’s first antinomy is that if the universe were to regress to its simplest possible state it would not then regress to a state from which only nothing could follow, but only to a state that would allow for a movement toward greater complexity.

In all of this there is the need to recognize that in the very idea of an absolute void we confront a natural impasse, for we cannot grasp the totality of that which reaches infinitely beyond the scope of our finite powers of comprehension, and it is for this reason that Hegel is able to argue, without any fear of contradiction, that the idea of such a beginning cannot be divorced from the idea of Being.

The A and B representations proposed can be said to provide for a logical deduction following this same line of reasoning, and the extended judgment that follows from this is that as A presents to us the idea of a constant state, then B, although finite in extent, must by virtue of the constant motivating factor of A, inevitably, and necessarily, obtain to A.

This extended judgment appears to be a further conclusion added to the premise, and the causal principle explained, but it can be argued that this further judgment is unavoidable and necessary, and is explicitly apparent in all that can be gathered from the relation expressed between the A and B representations.

The question, given these two a priori representations, is therefore:  How are we understand the causal process whereby the effect, B, can be understood as necessarily, and inevitably obtaining to A?



The Principle of Divergence

The causal process by which the effect, B, can be understood as obtaining to its Cause, A, can be understood as a complete series of interconnected stages, wherein each stage that made up this series underwent an expanding and then a contracting phase, and wherein each stage intensified over each preceding stage, from the ultimate beginning of this series, all the way through to its inevitable end.

It is only through the concept of such an intensifying series that it becomes possible to determine, or understand, the causal process whereby the four universals of space, time, mass, and mind, emerged from their simplest, most unified, and least intense of possible states (that is, an ultimate beginning), and moved toward their most complex, most differentiated, and most intense of possible states (that is, an ultimate end).

The effect, B, must be thought of as incorporating in it, the four universal factors of space, time, mass, and mind.  At the ultimate beginning proposed, these factors were thus, and necessarily, confined in B to their most unified, or least differentiated, and least intense of possible states.  It therefore remains to be explained how these universals emerged from this simplest of possible states to the complex state of differentiation that defines our present state.

These universals can be understood as having emerged from their most simple and unified of states (as defined by the A and B representations) in such a manner that space expanded out into a greater volume and over a longer duration of time from one stage to the next throughout this series; while mass accumulated and increased in its density from one stage to the next throughout the successive stages of this series; and mind increased in its dynamic intensity from one stage to the next throughout this series. 

There is but one manner in which the concept of such an intensifying series can be explained and understood, and this as follows:

The dynamic nature of the effect, B, can be thought of as an expanding sphere drawn toward the objective, external state of its Cause A, that is, to the Absolute, but it is impossible to think of such an effect as simply continuing without end, for explicit to the concept of this effect is the concept of change.

Here then arises the difficulty in accounting for this change, for we have with the very idea of this effect introduced into our thinking the idea of two opposing forces, with the effect being thought of as a conditional, dynamic force (conceivable only by means of a certain necessary change), in contrast and opposition to the unconditional, constant (unchanging) state of its Cause.
The problem is therefore apparent in that the pure relation implied between B and A is in this opposition between B and A, seemingly negated, and this seems to suggest the impossibility of the effect.

However, rather than compound the difficulty with which we are faced the apparent conflict here presents not a further obstacle, but rather, it presents the possibility of coming to a more full understanding of all that is implied by the effect of B, as a finite sphere (incorporating the four universals of space, time, mass, and mind) moving back to the state of its ultimate cause A.

First of all, the finitude of this effect can be understood in that the force of B’s movement toward A must have diminished in proportion to its increasing sphere.  This is to say, its initial compelling force, implied by the pure relation between B and A, must have dissipated in proportion to its expansive, outward movement toward A.

The effect, while necessitated given its initial pure state of relation to A therefore implies only the possibility of a finite movement of B toward A.

Also, the nature of the opposition between A and B can be explained in terms of a certain dynamic change in B brought about by its divergence away from its initial pure state of relation to A.

Further, once the force with which B was compelled toward A was entirely dissipated its outward expansion toward A would necessarily have ceased, and due to the opposing state of relation brought about by the change initiated by B’s outward expansion toward A, this effect would then have collapsed back to its ultimate originating point.

As this ultimate originating point is thus to be understood as the point from which the effect (expansion) of B originated, and the original point to which B collapsed following the dissipation of its outward momentum, this point I then to be understood as a state of neither expansion nor contraction, that is, a state of equilibrium, or a unified, state of continued relation between cause and effect.

Again, for the sake of clarity: this ultimate originating point must be understood as a state wherein the four universals of space, time, mass, and mind (incorporated in the concept of B), are to be understood as fused, unified, or synthesized together at this originating point.

Given the constant state of A as the motivating factor compelling B (as explained in the causal principle), a succeeding stage of expansion would have ensued following the collapse of B back to its originating point, and this succeeding stage of expansion, as with the preceding stage, would again have ceased with the dissipation of its outward momentum, and it as well would have collapsed back to the same originating point.

The crucial difference between these two stages however would have been that all the momentum of the preceding stage would have been concentrated upon this same originating point, so that the result would have been that the succeeding stage of expansion would have exceeded the outward limit of expansion obtained by the preceding stage; and this same principle of intensification would have continued throughout the successive stages of this series (that is, from its ultimate inception all the way through to its inevitable end).

What is proposed as having followed therefore is a complete series of interrelated stages of expansions and contractions, wherein each stage within this series exceeded the intensity of the preceding stage, and this due to the constant, Absolute motivating factor  that compelled this series as a whole.

Now it becomes possible to further understand all that is implied by the operation of such a dynamic series by introducing into our thinking the universal concept of mass; and to this universal concept of mass we can assign, for the sake of simplicity, the designation X.
As the effect of expansion is to be thought of as intensifying from one stage to the next throughout this series then this mass, X, we can also think of as increasing in its intensity from one stage to the next.
  

The two critical factors that must be kept in mind to the end of grasping a full understanding of all that is implied by this intensifying series is the continuing state of relation between cause and effect—this being the factor that compelled and accounted for the possibility of this series—and the other is the continuing divergence of each stage within this series away from the initial, pure state of relation implied between the A and B representations.

Hume clarifies the problem in this regard, as follows:

1.  The cause and effect must be contiguous in space and time.

2.  The cause must be prior to the effect.

3.  There must be a constant union between [sic] the cause and effect.  It is [sic] chiefly this quality that constitutes the relation.

4.  The same cause always produces the same effect, and the same effect never arises but from the same cause.

If B is to be conceived as a finite sphere of expansion, then this constant state of relation as called for in Hume’s third rule, can be understood as having been maintained by the outermost limit to each successive stage of expansion, this outermost limit being that extreme limit that marked the most intense rate of expansion given the finite sphere of expansion as a whole.  Hence, this outermost edge or limit would have maintained, by virtue of its more intense rate of expansion, a more unified, whole, or pure form in relation to A, hence a constant relation with this Absolute cause, while that force trailing off, or diverging from this outermost limit would have trailed off into increasingly more substantial, differentiated, and more disproportionate mass of forces (in relation to B) with each successive stage of this series.

The divergence between this pure, outermost force B, that maintained a constant relation between cause and effect throughout this series, and this divergent mass of forces X trailing off from B, would not however have simply continued to diverge and intensity indefinitely.
Inevitably, the continuing divergence between these qualitatively opposing forces, B and X, must have led to an end to this series, and the end of this series can be explained by means of a third principle that follows, necessarily, from this principle of divergence.



The Principle of Equal Relation

Acquiring an adequate grasp of the principles proposed in this argument demands forming an abstract, conceptual idea of the complete causal process they define.  The only manner this can be accomplished is by utilizing the four universal concepts of space, time, mass, and mind.  Kant’s phrasing for the pure understanding in demand is: the synthesis of imagination, and the necessary unity of it in a transcendental apperception, and this in relation: to a possible knowledge in general, given in experience.

To obtain such a general synthesis of pure understanding one must attempt to grasp the picture of a dynamically intensifying series of expanding and contracting stages, all interconnected, and an increasing divergence, from one stage to the next, of the two qualitatively differentiated forces generated through the operation of this series: namely, between the force comprising the outermost sphere of each stage of expansion, B, and those forces X, that with each successive stage continued to trail off, and diverge away from this pure, outermost force.
The first stage in this series would have been that stage with the least degree of intensity and divergence, whereas the last stage in this series would have been that stage with the greatest degree of intensity and divergence. 
It is indeed, the premise that will provide the greatest degree of difficulty for some in comprehending the possibility of such a series, for it presents the state in this series removed to the furthest possible degree from our present reality, and a first beginning to this series that in itself can only be understand in the abstract sense defined by the principles crudely expounded by this causal argument. 

To grasp what would inevitably have resulted through the operation of such a dynamic series it is necessary to keep foremost in mind this concept of intensification, with this dynamic force B, that remained by reason of its greater intensity, pure or whole in its form from one stage to the next, and that thereby maintained a constant relation to A, and those forces X, that diverged away from this pure outermost force, and that provided from one stage to the next, a counterforce (in opposition) to B in its movement to A.
Thus it becomes possible to resolve the apparent contradiction implied by the concept of a necessary change, as mentioned, given the opposite state of relation implied given B’s movement to A, and a negation of the continued state of pure relation maintained between B and A.

This series however could not have continued to intensify without end.

As with the individual stages that made up this series this series itself would have reached an inevitable, and necessary end, and this can be explained in that the intensification of the forces generated by this series must have obtained to a final, critical stage, wherein B obtained to such a level of intensity that it completely overcame the counterforce to its expansion, X.
At this inevitable critical stage B would therefore have split off completely from the mass of those forces X generated in its movement to A, and aside from this, there are two other factors that would have distinguished this critical stage from all the preceding stages leading up to final, critical stage.

First, at this critical stage, the force B would have had to perfectly counterbalance the counterforce X, for otherwise, it would have been impossible for these qualitatively opposed forces to undergo any complete separation.

Second, at this critical stage B—no longer being held back by the counterforce exerted by X—would have obtained to the objective state of its Absolute cause, A.
At this critical stage the intensity of B would therefore have obtained to an Absolute degree of intensity and the counterforce X would have obtained to an Absolute degree of divergence from B.
With this series obtaining to an Absolute degree of intensification this critical stage would then have marked the end of this series for no further intensification of the forces generated through its operation would then have been possible.

Prior to this critical stage X and B would simply have been interlocked together within this series and this series of successively intensifying series would simply have continued.  However with this critical stage of Absolute intensification two separate, yet perfectly balanced opposing forces emerged: one being a pure, unified, or undifferentiated force B, that can be defined as a pure, dynamic, mobile force of Mind; and the other, a mass of more substantial (material), disproportionate forces X, that can be understood as the derivative force generated by B through its movement toward A.


This principle of equal relation, following from the first two principles, in turn follows through to a fourth and concluding principle and what can be called the Design Phase of the complete causal process whereby we can understand the origination of the four universals of space, time, mass, and mind.

 

—The Design Phase—
Principle Of Progressive Design

The relation expressed between the A and B representations proposed is that of a pure, dynamic, mobile relation of Mind, for it is not as has been explained a complex, concrete, physical relation that presents the premise of this argument, but it is the concept of an original state of relation that can only be grasped and understood by means of pure thought—by bringing to our reflection the concept of an ultimate original first state to which we may attribute this same characteristic of thought or Mind, however simple.
This premise therefore puts forth the idea of a strictly, dynamic, mobile relation of Mind motivated toward the Absolute; however, there is nothing in the explanation of this series that suggests anything other than a purely mechanical, formative process.  It is only upon the completion of the series—whereupon B can be understood as obtaining to A—that it becomes possible to propose something other than a seemingly blind and purposeless mechanical, or formative process, for as B constitutes a pure, immaterial, dynamic, or mobile force of Mind, this force would by virtue of its pure and undifferentiated form possess the capacity to take hold of and manipulate these separate masses of forces X, and this to an Absolute, limitless extent.  Thus in the relation between these two qualitatively opposite forces, B and X, we have the means to account for the apparent infinite complexity of design reflected in the order of the universe. 
This premise of this argument begins with what can be called the simplest of all possible relations of mind.  Reason affords the only possible understanding that we can grasp of the causal process arising from such a beginning, and while a certain degree of resistance may be expected toward such a premise, there is nothing in the principles that follow from this premise that conflicts with the findings in that field most closely related to the same cosmological problem; but to the contrary, a strong agreement exists here with the science of big bang cosmology and a regression pointing back to a condition of zero space‑time with infinite density—the so‑called singularity.  While such a beginning leaves cosmologists with an insoluble paradox this argument necessitates just such a beginning, and it equates this beginning with the originating point to the final, critical stage of the causal process that ultimately and inevitably led to this beginning.
The movement that has been proposed is therefore that of a transition from an ultimate original state that most closely approximated a total void, to the infinite mass of the singularity, this being the inevitable end result of the intensification of the causal series preceding this condition to the point of its absolute intensification.

With this series obtaining to an absolute intensification the dynamic force of Mind, B, that drove this series, can thus be understood as obtaining with the final, critical stage of this series, to its greatest possible state as Absolute Spirit, Absolute Being, and Absolute Mind; and the conclusion that logically follows is that this Absolute Mind must possess in its pure and infinite form an unbounded conscious awareness toward this separate material (more substantial) mass of forces generated by it in its movement toward the Absolute, and must possess by virtue of this an inherent capacity to govern the entire mass of these material forces and direct them according to their design.

Here again, Hegel, while providing no explanation of a causal process that would follow from his analogous beginning, or that would fall in line with Kant’s critical demands, draws the very same conclusion as follows:
…we see that absolute spirit, which is found to be the concrete, last, and highest truth of all being, at the end of its evolution freely passes beyond itself and lapses into the shape of an immediate being: it resolves itself to the creation of a world which contains everything included in the evolution preceding that result; all of which, by reason of this inverted position, is changed, together with its beginning, into something dependent on the result, for the result is the principle.  What is essential for the science is not so much that a pure immediate is the beginning, but that itself in its totality forms a cycle returning upon itself, wherein the first is also last, and the last first.

And:
The expression of the absolute, the eternal, or God (and God has the most undisputed right that the beginning should be made with Him), or the contemplation or thought of these, may contain more than pure Being: if that is so, such content has yet to manifest itself to thinking (and not to presentational) knowledge; for, however rich this content, the first determination which emerges into knowledge is something simple, for it is only the simple which does not contain something more than pure beginning: the immediate alone is simple, for there only no transition has taken place from one to an other.  If these richer forms of presentation, such as the Absolute, or God, express or contain anything beyond being, then this is, in the beginning, but an empty word and mere being; so that this simple vacancy without further meaning is, absolutely, the beginning of philosophy.
 
The Absolute toward which this, to use Hegel’s terms, pure immediate, absolute spirit, or immediate being, moves from its beginning to its end, exists in a state of constant relation to this pure being throughout its transition, wherein, as with Hegel, the unity of the Absolute never disappears, and where with the complexity found at the end of this transition, this pure being takes on the nature of Absolute Mind and Absolute Being.
Though the principles of this argument are grounded upon pure reason they provide an a priori, strictly philosophical, rational proof for that which is otherwise left to the uncertain grounds of a theology shrouded in mystery, and apart from which we have nothing more than the assorted conjectures of mathematical theorists, which, while they might at best explain what possible conditions may have worked together to bring all things to their present state, cannot explain why these conditions themselves came to be.
Mathematical theorists are restricted to an empirical method, and are thus open to the critical objection raised by Socrates against Anaxagoras’s theory of intelligence (or mind) as the ordering principle underlying reality.
Socrates’s objection to Anaxagoras points out the inherent flaw in all a posteriori approaches to the problem of universal causation, and this flaw is clarified by Socrates as follows:

It was a wonderful hope, my friend, but it was quickly dashed.  As I read on I discovered a man who made no use of his Intelligence and assigned to it no responsibility for the order of the world, but adduced reasons like air and ether and water and many other oddities.  It seemed to me that he was just about as inconsistent as if someone were to say: “The reasons for everything that Socrates does is intelligence,” and then, in trying to account for my several actions, said first that the reason why I am sitting here now is that my body is composed of bones and sinews, and that the bones are rigid and separated at the joints, but the sinews are capable of contraction and relaxation, and form an envelope for the bones with the help of the flesh and skin, the latter holding all together, and since the bones move freely in their joints, the sinews by relaxing and contracting enable me somehow to bend my limbs; and that is the reason for my sitting here in a bent position.  Or again, if he tried to account in the same way for my conversing with you, adducing reasons such as sound and air and hearing and a thousand others, and never troubled to mention the real reason; which are that since Athens has thought it better to condemn me, therefore I for my part have thought it better to sit here, and more right to stay and submit to whatever penalty she orders … But to call things like that reasons is too peculiar.  If it were said that without such bones and sinews and all the rest of them I should not be able to do what I think is right, it would be true; but to say that it is because of them that I do what I am doing, and not through choice of what is best – although my actions are controlled by intelligence – would be a very lax and inaccurate form of expression.  Fancy being unable to distinguish between the reason for a thing, and the condition without which the reason couldn’t be operative!  It is his latter, as it seems to me, that most people, groping in the dark, call a reason – attaching to it a name to which it has no right.

The fallacy that was apparent to Socrates in Anaxagoras’s idea of the ordering principle underlying reality is that of confounding an explanation of what happens with an explanation of why what happens, happens; or, of confounding an explanation of an effect for an explanation of the effect’s cause.
It is this same confounding of two different sorts of explanations that underlies all theories purporting to answer the cosmological question regarding the origin of all things, but that posit certain preliminary conditions that are themselves left open with regard to the question of their origin.
Present mathematical conjectures that postulate such things as superstrings are in the same category as Anaxagoras’s idea of Intelligence and the other conjectures put forth by the various Greek philosophers of his time.  The similarity that they share is that they all confound explanations of what has, or what may have happened, with explanations of why these things have, or may have happened.  Superstrings, for instance, may explain a possible, but nevertheless hypothetical condition, but the theory does not, nor can it explain why the universe exists, or why it is, necessarily, just the way it is.  As Kant states: “experience teaches us what exists and how it exists, but never that it must necessarily exist so and not otherwise.  Experience therefore can never teach us the nature of things in themselves.”
  And similarly: “… experience is by no means the only field to which our understanding can be confined [here Kant shows that he recognizes the continuing relevance of speculative metaphysics—contrary to those Kantians who mistakenly interpret his critical philosophy as constituting a mortal blow to metaphysics].  Experience tells us what is, but not that it must be necessarily as it is, and not otherwise.  It therefore never gives us any really general truths.”

What is lacking in these alternative theories is an a priori demonstration of a necessary relation between cause and effect, and in the absence of such a necessary relation the proof of any causal claim put forth does not follow.
There is a critical distinction between an explanation of what happens and an explanation of why what happens, happens, but in the failure to take serious note of this critical distinction those theorists—whether they be mathematical theorists, or speculative philosophers, or theologians—who confine themselves to a strict empirical approach are compelled to adopt a certain self‑imposed blindness toward the profound depth of the problem.
Our natural intuitive insistence on pressing the question of origin as far as logically possible shows the limitation of such approaches and follows through to the critical judgment that an understanding that would truly amount to an understanding of the why, as opposed to simply the what, points to an understanding that could only reside in an Absolute Mind capable of grasping the whole of reality in all of its seemingly infinite complexity, and save for a pure philosophical understanding that can do no more than point to the necessary existence of such a Higher Being, the quest on the part of mathematical theorists bound by a strict empirical method to reach out for a similar understanding is conducted in vain.  The critical impasse of an infinite regress arising from the inescapable need to press the question as far as possible will always prevent those bound by a strict empirical method from overstepping their bounds, and will always confirm the need for pure speculative metaphysics.

In this failure to distinguish the difference between an explanation of the what and the why materialists err whenever they assert the authority of science over philosophy, and while this present argument removes even the premise of a necessary, Eternal Being, and removes in this any blindness toward the profound depth of the problem, it is speculative reason in this most critical sense that provides the one and only possible rational, and purely philosophical proof for the existence of such a Being.
The objection that might be raised, that the nature of such a Being as a pure immaterial entity, or what we might call pure spirit, is an impossible or self‑contradictory idea, rests on the materialist dogma that the only thing that exists is matter, and that a reduction of matter to such a simple underlying essence as pure spirit is an impossible, self‑contradictory idea.  However, science now discloses a reduction of matter to ever simpler forms ever further distanced from that which can be more readily observed, and the question arises: at what point are we to assume that this reduction of that which can be more readily observed to ever simpler forms abates?
The empiricist must insist that if it abates, it abates at that which still remains physical in its ultimate essence, but what are we to say is the nature of this yet ultimate, physical essence?
Here science can only go so far, for that which is so distanced from that which is more readily observed leads at best only to conjecture, and whether the issue has to do with the ultimate origin of all things, or what it is that gives life to inanimate matter, or what it is the constitutes the essence of human consciousness, it invariably ends in one deciding upon those terms and conditions that best reflect one’s individual preference.  For materialists it becomes a matter of deciding upon those terms and conditions that best reflect their central dogma that matter is all that there is, and for those who hold that there is much more to reality than that which can be readily observed it becomes an admission that the fundamental, underlying substance that makes up reality can best be defined as pure spirit; and here the materialist, unable to deny the findings of science that lead ever further away from their central dogma that only matter exists, is deprived of all rational grounds for further objections.

But what then is to be said given the scientific evidence that provides, as materialists claim, the true account of human origins through evolution, as evident given a fossil and a DNA record that reaches billions of years into the past?

Here the same fallacy pointed out by Socrates, and reiterated by both Hume and Kant, surfaces again, and the concept that points out this fallacy is again the concept of a cause and effect and the critical dilemma posed by this concept, namely: the dilemma of an infinite regress of causes; for even granting all the scientific knowledge accumulated in this area, all of this knowledge (regardless of its factual or its theoretical nature) falls short of satisfying the critical demands imposed by the depth of the question of ultimate causation.

The understanding in demand is not merely an understanding of what events took place, but it is an understanding of why these events took place, and the explanation of why these things have taken place demands nothing less than a demonstrable proof in the dynamic mechanism of change that materialists believe, and must believe, began this process from its ultimate inception.  However any appeal here, whether to an unknown, theoretical mechanism of change or to a known mechanism of change, fails, for the same impasse of an infinite regress leaves open the question as to what gave rise to these physical mechanisms of change.  The understanding in demand again is not merely an explanation of what things are understood as having taken place, or what things may have played a part in what things took place, but rather, it is a question is what began this entire process of change from its earliest possible beginning, and what continues to drive this universal process of change.
The only possible means by which such a cosmological problem can be addressed and resolved is through pure speculative metaphysics.  All other approaches invariably fall short for they cannot break away from the limitations that a strict empirical approach imposes on reason.  It is the very insistence on holding to a strict empirical approach that results in the closed-mindedness of those skeptics who shun so much as the suggestion that there can be such a thing as a rational solution to the problem.  

This causal argument is the result of a persistent, and dogmatic rejection of this abject skepticism, and it follows through to the judgment that the world in which we exist does not attest to the existence of some mindless, physical mechanism of change (an impossible, self‑contradictory idea), but in its apparent infinite complexity it attests to the continuing drive of the Supreme Author of this creation to bring all things to an ever greater state of complexity and being.

Given then this, as it may be called, Principle of Progressive Design, a strictly rational, philosophical proof is provided for the existence of an Absolute consciousness in which the whole of creation, from its most minute features to its greatest and most complex features are understood in their entirety, and as they exist both in themselves, and as they exist in relation to the whole of creation; and to a Supreme Mind that has advanced in its own dynamic consciousness and creative capacity through the sheer exercise of this capacity, and has in this given life through a complexity of processes and actions that infinitely transcend finite human comprehension, to a vast and diverse community of other beings who can share to some finite extent this same capacity for intelligent and purposeful thought and design.


Further Considerations
That order had arisen in the universe, with the formation of galaxies, stars, and our own planet with its seemingly infinite complexity of life forms, is necessitated, given the conclusion of this argument.  If the Supreme Mind that this argument provides a strictly rational, philosophical proof for, did not exist, what can those who discount such a possibility do but appeal to an endless assortment of banal conjectures—such as the conjecture that a universe such as ours appears as nothing more than a freak quantum vacuum fluctuation (emerging into existence out of nothing) once every 101080 years.

The fallaciousness of such a conjecture is evident in that in the infinite void that supposedly preceded the emergence of our universe there is lacking the only condition that would justify any such estimate in terms of years, this being the condition of an Earth revolving around a sun once a year.
It provides some insight into the present, abject state of philosophy, when we stop to consider that while the vast majority of philosophers eschew in the strongest possible terms what they regard as the pretentious aims of past generations of philosophers, and hold that the role of metaphysicians has been usurped by theoretical physicists, that these same theorists have nothing better to provide for our amusement than conjectures that demand as much blind faith by their devotees as any of the world’s wide assortment of religious myths.

◊Cosmologists have discovered that the universe is not static, but that it is expanding, and not only is it expanding, but it is expanding at a dynamic rate, with more distant galaxies revealing proportionately greater recessional velocities—with the oldest and most distant objects of all: quasars, showing recessional velocities approaching the speed of light.

It has also been found that the rate of this expansion is not slowing down as formerly assumed, but rather, it appears to be accelerating.
According to this causal argument this increasing rate of explanation is accounted for in that the counterforce to this expansion would have exerted more influence over this expansion in the past when the space in which this mass was contained was smaller.  Conversely, the force compelling this expansion, would have had less of an influence over this rate of expansion in the past and a proportionately increasing influence over this rate of expansion as it continued.  Where these opposing and qualitatively distinguished forces inevitably separated, this counterforce would have had a lesser influence over this rate of expansion over time, and given the complete separation of these opposing forces, no possibility whatsoever of reversing it.
This also follows through to the significant conclusion that the Hubble constant would have had a considerably lower value in the past over its present value.
◊ There is one significant fact that should be taken into account but that is seldom if ever taken into account in the many science fiction scenarios conjuring up imaginary worlds of the future, and it is also seldom taken into consideration in the many scientific works dedicated to the end of popularizing a scientific appreciation and understanding of the universe.

When astronomers look through their telescopes they look not at what exists in the present but they look into the past.  The further they look out into space the further they look into the past.  The radiation that we now see as a particular star or galaxy may have been traveling through space for millions, or in the case of quasars, billions of years, so there is no telling whether or not the objects that emitted this radiation now being observing still exist.  All we can know for a fact is that the objects that did emit the radiation that is now being observed did exist in the past; however, considering the wide sweeping changes that have taken place on the Earth in only the last few hundred thousand years, it follows that changes as equally vast may have swept over the entire universe, and the universe as it exists at present is in all likelihood vastly different from anything that we might possibly imagine.

◊ The expansion of the universe is thought to have begun with a near perfect balance between the force of expansion and the counterforce to expansion—gravity.  Had the equivalence between these opposing forces deviated even slightly from a certain critical factor just one second after the big bang (it could not have deviated by more than a factor of 1 part in 1010) the universe would either have collapsed before any stars or galaxies could form, or the densities inside stars would not have been sufficient to produce thermonuclear reactions, and the universe would have turned out cold and lifeless.

There is no accounting for how this near perfect balance of forces was achieved, but this equivalence is necessitated by the third principle of this argument—the Principle of Equal Relation.

The expansion of the universe is also thought to have been uniform, or homogenous, with a uniform degree of heat spreading throughout space with expansion, and this uniformity is also accounted for by this same principle.

◊ This argument links time and space together with expansion and the two universal concepts of mass and mind.  Apart from the universal concepts of mass and mind, the concept of change over time, as well as expansion, has no meaning.  Time and space are as Kant explains, ideal—that is, they have no meaning (or an independent existence of their own) apart from their relation to the world of experience.

While physicists understand that reality defies our common‑sensed notions, including our ideas of a past, present, and future, this practical notion that we have of time on a practical level can be attributed to the expansion of space, for this expansion, being universal, affects all things within the universe—both on the macroscopic and on the microscopic level.  As this expansion is universal however, we have no experience of it but through the changes it brings about.  As long as there is change on a material level we can know, firsthand, that this universal expansion is continuing.  If indeed time is linked to space and expansion, as this argument has it, then this practical experience that we have of moving from the past toward the future is explicable in that all things in the universe, including the atoms that make up our physical beings, are affected by this universal expansion.  We are quite literally, this is to say, expanding away from our past.  We are locked into the changes that are brought about by this universal expansion, and cannot escape from the consequences of these changes any more than we can by our own powers bring about an end to this universal expansion.
Given the third and fourth principles of this argument the prediction follows that that this expansion will be brought to an end, and hence, the material changes now taking place will cease and the universe will be brought to a final, steady state—with no possibility of a either a further collapse or further expansion—and with the end to this expansion all things will revert from a finite, to an infinite state.
◊ While those who might take exception to this argument by asserting that it does not offer a science in the proper sense, the answer to this objection is that metaphysics and science in the proper sense are not the same thing, nor do they serve the same end or purpose.
This argument presents a positive solution to the cosmological problem outlined by Kant and it offers the one and only possible explanation, by means of pure reason, for the existence of the four universals of space, time, mass, and mind.  In its ability to reach beyond the limited scope of theoretical physics, metaphysics shows that physics and metaphysics have different purposes and these should not be confounded one with the other.
The most important conclusion that follows from this argument, not as a conjecture, or as the result of an arbitrary choice, but on the grounds of strict necessity, is that there exists a Supreme Being that is both all‑knowing and all‑powerful, and it is to this Absolute Mind that we may attribute the intelligent design apparent in our universe; and while this follows through to certain other questions of a more practical nature, these questions remain outside the intended scope of this argument and must be left to a separate work.
Addendum I


Causal Argument for the Existence of a Supreme Being
In Abbreviated Form
 [This addendum provides an alternative version of the causal argument that some readers might find easier to understand.  To this end a second Addendum follows that provides a summary of the argument in a much simpler, abstract diagram form.]

I

There is a pure understanding that is not arbitrarily determined that is within the potential grasp of anyone who truly desires to understand the answer to the question posed by the German mathematician and philosopher Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz: “Why is there something rather than nothing?”
It is a pure understanding that does not constitute knowledge such as that gained from a specialized branch of learning such as mathematics or physics, or any of the hard sciences.  Rather, it is an understanding that can only be thought out independently in the mind of anyone who wishes to grasp the one and only possible, strictly philosophical, rational solution to this question.  This understanding is metaphysical in that it is a priori—meaning an understanding grounded on pure reason, as opposed to an understanding obtained by means of experience and that would be a posteriori.
Such pure understanding is not simply conjectural but it follows from its premise to its conclusion, necessarily.  For instance, it does not follow that simply because one throws a brick at a window that the window will necessarily break, even though it has been found that it is usually the case that the window breaks.  If on the other hand I draw an arc and extend the line of this arc indefinitely then it is not only probably true but it is necessarily true that the line will meet with itself to form a circle.  The former is an a posteriori understanding that does not follow necessarily.  The latter can be called an a priori understanding that does follow necessarily.

It is this latter form of pure understanding then that constitutes the necessary, as opposed to merely probable understanding, that can be realized as the one and only strictly philosophical, rational solution to the question posed by Leibniz.

This pure understanding is metaphysical because it does not then, in accordance with the explanation just given, begin with an empirical condition (or premise) that would lead to the question: “From where did this preliminary condition itself originate?”  Such an initial condition would only leave us with another question in place of the one it is meant to answer, and it is not the purpose of this argument to posit a question in response to a question, but its purpose is to provide a solution in response to a question.
Our natural, intuitive insistence on questioning the origin of any condition that might serve as the premise to a solution is unavoidable.  It also points out why an ultimate solution remains outside the scope of empirically grounded sciences, such as physics, for theoretical physicists are compelled to begin with certain preliminary conditions that are themselves left open to the question regarding their origin.
This very same critical dilemma confronts those theologians who insist on the preexistence of an Eternal Being as the ultimate solution to the question as to why there is something rather than nothing.  The answer is that God has simply always existed and with this de facto premise theists are likewise compelled to discount the legitimate role of metaphysics when it comes to addressing this question. 
What all this means, as should be clearly enough apparent, is that there is no other premise that we can adopt aside from the premise of adopting nothing as our only possible logical beginning.  We must inevitably succumb to the fact that there is no other possible premise that can satisfy our intuitive insistence on pressing the question as far as logically possible.

Given this premise there have already been proposed solutions from theoretical physicists that simply assert that the universe has arisen uncaused, out of the void that preceded it, and there is no reason as to why this has happened.  It is simply a brute fact and there is no single cause that we can point to that can explain this brute fact.
Such a non‑solution, as it can be called, rests on the logical fallacy of confounding an explanation of an effect with an explanation of the effect’s cause.  The solution here is to adopt the position that the effect explains itself as its own cause.  What could be more convenient than simply adopting the idea that the universe explains itself?  We needn’t bother ourselves with the impossible question as to why it exists.  It simply exists and that is all we can know and all we need to know.
Here the same self‑imposed blindness toward the legitimacy of the question regarding universal causation reveals itself in a feeble minded attempt to make the question magically disappear.  It is as though some highly improbable, if not impossible, event has occurred for which one can find no rational explanation except to adopt the position that the highly improbable, or impossible event has occurred simply because it has occurred.  There is no rhyme or reason why we should bother ourselves with trying to ascertain the cause of the fact.  The elephant in the room simply appeared one day and there is no reason for us to ponder why it came to be.
If on the other hand we begin by adopting nothing as our only logical premise then the fallacious reasoning apparent in postulating premises that are equally open to the same incessant questioning disappear.

The premise of beginning with this idea of nothing is apparent in Kant’s first antinomy, consisting of the thesis: the world is, as to time and space, finite (meaning the universe had an ultimate beginning—prior to which nothing existed), and the antithesis: the world has as to time and space, no beginning (it has always simply existed).
The thesis admits to the necessity of the only logical premise available to us while the antithesis appeals to our natural ignorance, and a self‑imposed blindness toward the fact that there is an actual legitimate question here that stands in need a rational, logical solution.

That the thesis directs us on the right path toward an actual rational, logical solution is supported by our natural, intuitive insistence on pressing the question as far as logically possible, and this means to the point of finally admitting that the only possible premise that defeats this need to press the question any further is this premise, of beginning with nothing.
Unlike the thesis, the antithesis is in conflict with both this natural, intuitive insistence on so pressing the question, but it is also conflicts with everything that cosmologists have come to understand regarding the origin of the universe and a vast prehistory that takes all things back to what physicists call the Planck time (10-43 seconds), and prior to this, a supposed singularity.

While Kant himself dismissed both the thesis and antithesis as false problems for reason, Kant nonetheless shows his continuing relevance in his insistence that where judgments of metaphysics are concerned there can be no appeal to what he called the magic wand of so‑called common sense.  Common sense serves its practical purpose but as Kant argued, it is as out of place in the evaluation of judgments pertaining to metaphysics as it is in the evaluation of principles of geometry or mathematics.
II

What then are we to say of this concept of nothing that forms the only premise that satisfies this need to press the question of the origin of all things as far as possible?

To begin with, it is not the difficulty of the question that poses the only problem that confronts us.  Rather, and in stubborn defiance of everything that has just been said, it will be the tendency to assert the legitimacy of common sense in our evaluations that will prove the greatest of all obstacles on the path to our understanding this solution to the question of Leibniz.  We cannot, for instance, appeal to a common household dictionary for a common sensed definition of the premise that presents the most logical possible beginning to this solution.  What we must do, and have no alternative than to do, is reflect on just what it is that we have in mind when we think such a simple concept that for the sake of any better definition, we may call nothing.

Is what we have in mind simply this empty void?

The answer is not so easily given, for we must admit that such a simple concept presents to our thinking the concept of an absolute state that defies our imposing upon it any finite limitation.  If it is nothing that preceded all things into existence then this nothing is a state that admittedly reaches infinitely beyond whatever finite thought we might have of it.  We cannot, that is, outline a circle and say that this idea of nothing that we possess is contained only within the inner circumference of this imaginary circle.  If there is only nothing then there is no circle and there is no circumference.  There is only a limitless expanse the totality of which cannot be grasped by any finite idea.  It is this very characteristic that justifies the immediate judgment that this state constitutes an absolute. 
In this mere thinking of nothing there is therefore more than just this common sensed dictionary definition of nothing that we have before us, for in the realization that what we have in this is an absolute concept we are compelled to admit that we have in mind two a priori and necessarily related ideas: the one being this thought of an objective, external void that reaches infinitely beyond our finite comprehension, and the other being this finite, subjective, internal thought that we possess of this infinite, external void.

We therefore have in this simple analysis of nothing defined a pure relation of the finite to the infinite.  And there is something further that can be gathered from this simple analysis in that the one idea cannot be admitted without the other.  If we designate the external idea as A and the internal idea as B, then we can say that A cannot be admitted without admitting B, and B cannot be admitted without admitting A.

As soon as we think B we must also think A.

As soon as we think A we must also think B.

The relation between these two a priori ideas is hence, necessary.
This judgment also rests on what Kant calls the law of contradiction.

That is, if we negate B we must also negate A.

And if we negate A we must also negate B.

We can also see that this judgment is not an empirical judgment but rather, it is a metaphysical judgment the proof of which is grounded entirely on pure reason.

What however can follow from the analysis of such a beginning, given that all things, including our own beings, have been cancelled out of existence?

It could be argued that if we ourselves are cancelled out of existence then so too is the subjective determination (B) that allows for this premise.

Therefore the only possibility that can follow from such a premise is that the absolute itself, being a state that persists in the absence of all else, brings about a finite representation (B) in its instantiation.  That is, where the Absolute becomes aware of its own eternal or constant nature, presence, or being, it brings about in this a finite representation of itself, and in this it ceases to be simply that which is Absolute.
There simply is no other logical deduction that can possibly be derived from the analysis of this most logical of all possible beginnings.

With this however we are by no means admitting only a nothing from which only nothing is possible, for with this deduction we have the grounds to extend our understanding further to the formulation of a causal principle, in that while this concept of A defines for us an absolute and unconditional state, then the effect B, following from this Absolute state, is given a constant motivating factor whereby B, the finite, must inevitably and necessarily be compelled to return to A.

The effect, that is, must continue to the point where it inevitably obtains to the state of its Absolute cause, and this judgment is necessary in that as A is constant then it constitutes in this, a cause constantly compelling, or motivating B to return to A.
Now this leads to the next immediate problem that must be addressed, for if B as a finite concept is to be thought of as continuing to the point of its obtaining to A, it cannot then be thought of but in terms of a certain movement that incorporates the concept of a necessary change.

But how are we to account for the concept of this necessary change?
III

There is but one manner in which we form an understanding of the idea of change introduced by the concept of B as an effect, instantiated by A.  For if A represents the idea of a First Cause, and this of B, then B can only be thought of as an internal finite sphere of expansion in relation to, and motivated toward the external, absolute state of A.
The possibility of this effect rests in the pure relation maintained between A and B; however, this idea of change introduces in turn a further problem to be overcome for the effect must be thought of in terms of a certain force compelling it toward A.  This force of change seems to suggest both a negation of the relation between A and B and hence, the impossibility of the effect.  This apparent conflict however can be explained by introducing another factor that will help toward the end of grasping this argument.

This factor, for the sake of simplicity, we can designate as X; and this factor X can be thought of as an opposing force—in contrast to B—generated by B though its expansive movement toward A.  It is a force that, in other words, can be explained as the derivative force generated by B in its expansive movement toward A.
This then introduces the concept or principle of divergence to be explained more fully in the following.

Because of the change initiated by B’s expansive movement toward A it is impossible to think of this effect as having continued indefinitely in its outward expansion.  Rather, this expansive movement must be thought of in terms of a certain finite sphere that expanded outwardly to some finite extent, but which then, having dissipated its initial momentum (accounted for by its initial pure state of relation to A), must then have collapsed back to its ultimate originating point.
[This collapse, or opposite effect to expansion, will be explained more fully in what follows, and here, the reader is asked to bear in mind that this argument must be grasped in its totality, from its premise to conclusion, for it constitutes in its entirety, a synthesis of pure understanding the whole of which cannot be appreciated short of its complete assimilation.
Therefore one must not be too willing to dismiss this argument for want of something more concise in form, such as the arguments offered by Aquinas in his five proofs for God’s existence, but which are no more than convenient evasions of the fundamental problem posed by the question of universal causation when pressed to its furthest possible extent.  In contrast to Aquinas, the argument that follows here is complete, and it is not intended as a further evasion of the problem, but it is provided as a positive solution to the problem in its widest possible, most ultimate sense.]
Overall, the movement of B toward A, and B’s obtaining to A, can only be understood in terms of a dynamic series of expanding and contracting stages, all intensifying from an ultimate, and most simple, first beginning, to a final critical stage wherein the forces generated by this causal process obtained to their greatest possible degree of intensity.

There is a critical differentiation that must be made between the two factors designated simply as B and X, for as the effect, B, is explicable in terms of a finite sphere of expansion then it follows that this finite sphere of expansion would had had an outermost circumference, or limit.  This outermost circumference, or limit, must be thought of as increasing in proportion to the effect’s outward expansion, and hence, the pure dynamic force of B can be thought of as marking the outermost limit of this sphere of expansion.  As such, this outermost limit must also be thought of as possessing a greater rate of expansion in relation to the volume of this sphere of expansion as a whole.  Having a greater rate of expansion in relation to this volume as a whole, this outermost limit, B, can also be thought of as a unified, or undifferentiated force, whereas X, occupying the volume confined within this sphere, can be thought of it terms of a derivative force trailing off from this outermost force.  As the effect of this expansion inevitably came to an end with the complete dissipation of its outward momentum, then X—implying a force in opposition to B or a counterforce holding B back from A—can further be understood as that counterforce that brought about the collapse of these forces as a whole to their ultimate originating point.
With the collapse of these forces back to their originating point what would then have followed, given the constant state of A, would have been a further stage of expansion, and consequently, a complete series in which this same effect repeated itself throughout a number of successive stages.
The factor to keep in mind is that B, as the outermost limit to each of these successive stages, would have had with each of these successive stages a proportionately greater degree of intensity (or rate of acceleration) in relation to X; and as such this outermost force of expansion would have maintained a unified or undifferentiated form in contrast to X, and the degree of the divergence between these opposing forces B and X would have increased with each successive stage throughout this series. 

There are thus several factors that must be assimilated (synthesized) in our understanding if we hope to grasp the thorough understanding of such a dynamic causal process, or series.  The first and most important factor that must be understood is that as A defines an absolute, constant, or unconditional state, it does not then undergo any change of itself.  It simply remains an unconditional, pure, and changeless state.  In this it provides a constant cause compelling B in its outward movement back to A—this Absolute state being that state from which B originated and to which it is compelled to return.
The second critical factor that must be grasped is the continued state of relation that must have been maintained between cause and effect and without which this series would have been impossible.
This continued relation between cause and effect can be understood as being maintained by B as the pure force at the outermost limit, or edge to each stage of expansion.  It would therefore have maintained, in its undivided form and in contrast to X, a closer approximation to A; and it is this critical factor that accounts for a constant state of relation maintained between cause and effect, and in this, the possibility of this series.

A third critical factor that must be understood is that X, being the derivative of B, and the counterforce to B—preventing B from obtaining to A—must by virtue of the intensification of this series be thought of as successively increasing in its intensity, along with B, from one stage to the next throughout this series.  X, can only be thought of that is, as a force qualitatively differentiated from B, and hence it can only be understood as a material force in contrast to the pure, immaterial form of B.
The series suggested therefore is that of a dynamic one in which a greater and greater divergence between these qualitatively differentiated and opposing forces B and X must have been generated from one stage to the next throughout this series.

Another critical factor that must be understood is that if B collapsed back to its originating point following each stage of expansion, then the combined forces of B and X would have been concentrated on this same originating point following the collapse of each stage; that is, these opposing forces would have been reunified at this originating point, and the reunification of these opposing forces would have resulted in a cumulative effect whereby each successive stage of expansion would have followed with a greater intensity than the stage preceding.
It is impossible however to think of such an intensification of forces as continuing indefinitely, for the series whereby these forces can be thought of as being generated must—just as with the separate stages within this series—have reached an inevitable end.

The end of this series can be understood in that B must inevitably have obtained to such a degree of intensity, and X must inevitably have obtained to such a degree of divergence from B, that these two qualitatively opposed forces must have reached an inevitable critical stage wherein they underwent a complete separation, one from the other.
IV

The stage wherein the separation of B and X occurred can be understood as a final critical stage marked by two inevitable outcomes.
Whereas with those stages preceding this critical stage B and X would have been linked together in this continuing series, at this critical stage B would have obtained to such an intensity, and X to such a degree of divergence from B, that B and X split off from each other as two qualitatively distinguished and separate forces.
Until this critical stage was reached B and X continued to be locked in together in this continuing series and they would simply have undergone further intensification.

A further logical deduction follows in that the separation of these two qualitatively opposed forces could only have taken place with that stage within this series wherein the force of B was perfectly equal to the counterforce exerted by X.  Otherwise, it would not have been possible for these two opposed forces to split off one from the other.
This then presents the third principle following from the premise explained, and this can be understood as a principle of equal relation.
What would have resulted from the causal principle, principle of divergence, and this principle of equal relation is then the generation of two separate, qualitatively differentiated, yet perfectly counterbalanced forces: the one being a pure, dynamic, immaterial force B, and the other, a mass of differentiated, more substantial, or material forces X.
These forces were through this dynamic series intensified to an absolute point beyond which they could intensify no further, and this absolute point of intensification marked the final critical stage where these two qualitatively differentiated forces split off one from the other.  Beyond this critical stage there then remained no possibility of a further intensification of these forces.   

These first three principles can be understood as the formative phase of the causal process that accounts for the origination of the three universals of space, time, mass, and mind.

We have not in the explanation of these three principles begun with a premise that suggests an empirical, concrete idea, but we have begun with a premise that suggests in the two a priori ideas B and A, a relation that can only be defined as a pure, dynamic relation of mind.

Thus, the movement of B toward A can be understood as the movement of a finite, pure, dynamic, or mobile force of mind arising from, and moving back to the Absolute.
V

We are thus provided with grounds for the further understanding of a design phase following the formative phase described by these first three principles, for as the concept of B represents the idea of a pure, dynamic, mobile force of mind, then the relation between this pure force and this divergent mass of forces explains the organization of this separate mass of divergent forces into the design that is evident before us.  The world that we observe and experience is not accidental, but its apparent intelligent order and infinite complexity can be attributed to this pure, dynamic, mobile force of mind that has exerted its control over this separate mass of divergent forces, and has manipulated and guided these separate material forces according to this design.

We can thus think of the interaction of these opposing forces in terms a forth principle that can be called a principle of progressive design, for this complexity of order did not follow instantaneously, but just as cosmologists and scientists have learned, it has emerged gradually over a vast period of billions of years.  Hence, what is attested to is not an instantaneous creation but a creation in which this dynamic, mobile force of mind has progressively increased in its creative power over time through the sheer act of exercising this capacity, and to such an the extent as to bring about the seemingly infinite complexity of interrelated life forms that exist on Earth, including our own conscious beings.
VI

What we then have in this causal argument for the existence of a Supreme Being is not just another argument that begins with the premise of an Eternal Being (as in Aquinas and all other arguments offered by philosophers and theologians), but rather, what we have is an argument that avoids the logical flaw in such a premise, but in so doing, provides the only possible rational, and purely philosophical proof in the existence of such a Higher Being.

The understanding that follows from this premise is not a posteriori and hence merely probable, but rather, it is a priori, and hence it follows, necessarily.
The understanding offered is not arbitrarily chosen, but it is universally valid for it can be determined independently in the mind of anyone who truly wishes to grasp the one and only possible solution to the question of ultimate causation.

The inescapable conclusion that follows from this causal argument is that it is not an impossible defiance of the odds that accounts for the existence of the universe, but rather, the conclusion is that the universe exists necessarily.  In other words, the universe could not have failed to come into existence.  Its existence is inevitable and if it were cancelled out of existence it would through the same causal process outlined by means of these four abstract principles emerge once again into existence.

While this argument rests on the necessity of its these principles the empirical evidence that lends support to this argument is provided by big bang cosmology, and the beginning it points to in the seemingly paradoxical idea of a singularity (defined as a condition of zero space‑time with infinite density).  However, while theoretical physicists are presented in this with an insoluble paradox (that they are thus compelled to dismiss) this causal argument necessitates just such a beginning, and it equates the singularity with that originating point to each stage within the intensifying series that predated this beginning.  The infinite density of this seemingly impossible condition is explained by the causal principle of this argument that necessitates B’s obtaining to a final critical stage and an absolute degree of intensity.  The singularity is synonymous with the originating point to each stage within the dynamic series that preceded it, and in which B intensified to the point of its absolute intensification.  As such it can be explained as that unified, undifferentiated state, or a state of equilibrium—of neither expansion nor contraction—that had within it the potential for the expansion attested to by the science of big bang cosmology.

Further, there are certain predictions of an empirical nature that logically follow from this causal argument.

First, due to the equal state of relation between B and X the expansion of the universe will not continue indefinitely, but it will at some point come to an end and the universe will revert to a steady state with no possibility of either further expansion or collapse.

Second, while this argument makes no mention of time, time can be thought of as inextricably linked together with expansion, and hence, if the expansion of the universe will come to an end then time will also come to an end, and all things will pass from a temporary, finite state, into an eternal, infinite state.

One other logical deduction that follows from this is that if time is linked together with expansion then this effect of expansion applies not only to the universe—as though the universe were a particular entity in itself divorced from that which it contains—but it applies to all things within the universe, including our individual beings and the atoms of which our physical beings are composed.  Hence, it follows that the experience that we undergo of change is due to this universal expansion of all things away from the past.  The sensation or experience that we have of time and change that is, reflects this continuing expansion away from the past toward the future.  There is, in other words, no immediate present but simply a flowing movement (expansion) away from the past.  And the judgment that logically follows from this is that when this expansion ends the future will revert to an immediately experienced and eternal present.

These are the most fundamentally important predictions that follow from this causal argument.


As for any further considerations that might follow from this causal argument any such further considerations lie outside of the intended scope of the question for which this argument provides a strictly philosophical solution, and so must be left to a separate work.


Addendum II

 (the argument in an abstract diagram form)
  Simplest of All Possible States






                                                            Most Complex of All Possible States

  A and B Representations









                    Greatest Possible Degree of

  Unified-Undifferentiated State of Space-Time-Mass-Mind





                    Divergence/Differentiation


  Singularity (state of continued relation between cause =A and effect =B)




                    Deduction:  Time Will Come to an End


  Series Forward in Time Begins/Regress Backward in Time Ends





                    All Things Will Become Infinite in Form





                        Formative Phase





                   Design Phase
<------------------------------Causal Principle/ Principle of Divergence/Principle of Equal Relation------------------------------>    Principle of Progressive Design
                   Outer Limit to Each Stage of Expansion (as an extremely simplified abstract concept only)

                     Final Critical Stage:
     


------->------>--------------------->----------------------------------->-------------------------------------------------------------------------->    B Separates From X 

-------> Space-Time-Mass-Mind begin to expand and diverge




  
                     B =Absolute Mind In Relation To X


<------- Velocity/Rate of Expansion Increases (from one stage to next throughout series)


                     X =Universal Mass
--------------->   Expansion                                  







                     B And X Equally Balanced Opposites


<---------------    Collapse (inevitable due to counterforce X =mass of divergent-disproportional forces)
                                         Series Ends

------------------------------------->   Expansion
 

<-------------------------------------   Collapse                                                                                                                                                                                                    A:  Constant Cause         

-------------------------------------------------------------------------->   Expansion                                                                                                                                   Compelling Series                                                                                      

<--------------------------------------------------------------------------   Collapse (number of stages to final stage indeterminate*)

 

   

<----Big Bang----final, critical stage, counterforce to expansion =X overcome-----------------------------------X------------------ Absolute Intensity----B = A       

*the number of stages in the series is indeterminable however the end of the series follows

due to the continued divergence between B and X and the velocity of expansion increasing to the point of an absolute velocity
(The uniformity of the cosmic background radiation can be accounted for by means of

B’s pure, undifferentiated form at the outermost edge of the final stage of expansion)
�  The first two verses in the book of Genesis allow for a different interpretation than the one put forth by creationists.  The second verse has it that the Earth fell into a state of disorder, leaving open the possibility that an unspecified period of time elapsed between the first and second verse.  If the literal creationist interpretation is right then there arises a quandary, for we then have a supposedly Supreme Author of creation bringing about a disordered creation, followed by this same Author then going about recreating this initial botched act of creation, hence, the God of creationists is one to whom we cannot attribute the characteristics of omniscience and omnipotence, and therefore why call such a Being, a God at all?


   There is no such quandary however if one refrains from reading scripture as though it is chronologically consistent.  There is nothing that would not allow for an unspecified period of time elapsing between the first and second verse of Genesis.  As for what happened to reduce the Earth to the state described in the second verse during the period of time that may have elapsed between these verses there is nothing spelled out in the book of Genesis.  A possible explanation might be found elsewhere but there is nothing required for the purpose of debunking the creationist interpretation aside from the scientific evidence that pushes its history back 4.6 billion years. 


�  Richard Dawkins, The Selfish Gene (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), 198.


�  Immanuel Kant, Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, ed. and trans. Lewis White Beck (Indianapolis, NY:  The Library of Liberal Arts, 1950), 25–6 [277–9].  Numbers in brackets appearing here refer to the Prolegomena in Kant’s Werke, vol. 4 (Berlin: Druck und Verlag von Georg Reimer, 1911).  Hereafter Prolegomena.





� Ibid., 100 [351–2].


�  Ibid., 25 [277–8]


    In following with Kant’s demand I have provided an answer to this preliminary question in the essay Beyond Kant and Hegel: In Answer to the Question: “How Are Synthetic Cognitions A Priori Possible?”  The essay is published in The Review of Metaphysics, March 2013, Vol. LSVI, No. 3, issue 263, 469–93.  


�  Ibid., 122 [372–3].


   The premise proposed here appears in Beyond Kant and Hegel.    


�  Ibid., 126–8 [369–70].


�  Ibid., 87 [339–40].


�  Ibid., 88 [340–1] footnote 10.


�  Ibid., 117–18 [369–70].


�  Kant, Critique of Pure Reason (1781—first edition) trans. F. Max Müller (Garden City, New York:  Anchor Books, Doubleday & Co., 1966), 307 [A: 427–9; B: 455–7].  Numbers in brackets are from the first and second editions of the Critique respectively.  Hereafter Critique.


�  Ibid., 9 [261–2]. If common sense is here preferred however then this position must also dispense with the idea of metaphysics itself, but along with this, any right to form any judgment with respect to the validity or non�validity, or the strengths or weaknesses, that might be found in this argument.





�  The Philosophy of Hegel, ed. Carl J. Friedrich, (New York: Random House, Modern Library, 1954), 211.  Hereafter Hegel.


�  Ibid.


�  Ibid., 213.


�  Ibid., 216.


    As stated in the introduction to this argument, should we begin with a complex condition there arises the intuitive need to question the origin of that condition.  Hegel here points out what has already been said concerning our natural, intuitive need to press the question to this extent; while Kant remarks concerning this same problem, as already quoted: “Who can satisfy himself with mere empirical knowledge in all the cosmological questions of the duration and of the magnitude of the world, of freedom or of natural necessity, since every answer given on principles of experience begets a fresh question, which likewise requires its answer and thereby clearly shows the insufficiency of all physical modes of explanation to satisfy reason?”


�  Hegel, 211.


�  Prolegomena, 120 [371–2] .


� Bergson, An Introduction to Metaphysics (Indianapolis, New York: The Library of Liberal Arts, Bobbs�Merrill, Second Revised Edition, 1955) 50–2.


�  Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed. L.A. Selby-Bigge (London England:  Oxford University Press, 1967) 161–2.  Hereafter Treatise.


�  Prolegomena, 119 [370–71].


�  Ibid., 6–7 [259].


�  Ibid., 13 [265–6].


�  Ibid., 40–1 [292–4].  The more technical definition is Transcendental Illusion, this being the lethal caveat issued by Kantians opposed to speculative metaphysics.  This objection, were it valid, would negate the possibility of not only speculative metaphysics, but also theoretical mathematics, the value of which exposes the mendacity of the objection, and also, completely undermines it.  That Kant used this objection specifically against those systems that failed to prove, a priori, what they claimed to prove (Berkeley and Descartes) should be obvious, for otherwise how can those who oppose speculative metaphysics account for those remarks where Kant shows that he leaves the door open to pure speculative metaphysics?  The fact that Kant issues the challenge that has been quoted in this argument is enough to show that Kant does not close the door to the possibility of a positive solution to the cosmological problems put forth in the form of the antinomies.  What he does do, and here there can be no reasonable dispute, is, he outlines the critical demands that any positive solution to his challenge must adhere to in order to qualify as a legitimate answer, and this is simply that the objectively validity of any pure metaphysical system of understanding is only to be ascertained by how well this metaphysical understanding is able to account for the world of our immediate sense experience.


�  Ibid., 17 [269–72].


�  Ibid., 19 [273–74].


�  Critique, 131 [A: 153–6; B: 191–5].


�  Ibid., 132 [A: 153–6; B: 191–5].


� For the sake of further clarity this relation between the A and B representations proposed can be explained as follows: The Absolute, at the moment of its instantiation, causes a finite representation of itself to arise, and in this finite instantiation of itself the Absolute does not cease to exist, for it is such that it can never cease to exist, but in the sense of its giving occasion to a finite representation of itself, and in this, a movement or a process that has led to all else that has followed into being.


    Here the beginning is made with Mind, as opposed to matter (as in, but in contrast to the philosophy of Anaxagoras—c.500–428:  See, An Introduction to Greek Philosophy, J.V. Luce (London: Thames and Hudson Ltd, 1962) 65.  The beginning is not made by proposing some empirically definable condition that would lead to the question as to how that more complex condition came to be.  It is argued that there is no other premise, apart from pure Mind that escapes our intuitive need to question that premise.  It can also be noted that it is thought, or consciousness, or Mind, that is the most important factor, or characteristic of all, where any true, all-encompassing understanding of reality is concerned, for without Mind there can indeed only be nothing, but this most fundamentally important fact concerning the fabric of reality—that is so blatantly obvious as to cause us to overlook this fact—is entirely ignored by the hard sciences, including all of the various theories advanced as supposed ultimate answers to the same cosmological problem addressed here by theoretical physicists.  This is the reason why theoretical physicists will never succeed in putting forth a Theory of Everything; for to do so they would need to provide a theory that accounts for the existence of Mind, and this for them is impossible.	 


    The critical factor to be grasped is that the beginning proposed in this argument implies nothing more than the simplest of beginnings, and this means the simplest of beginnings to space, time, mass, and mind—wherein these universals are unified, or at their least differentiated of possible states, or least possible level of intensity.  The Absolute, as an infinite concept, thus precedes and anticipates all that can be determined as following from it. The obvious objection against such a beginning would be that such a beginning affords nothing for our consideration, but to answer such an objection this argument provides its answer not only in overturning the practical, common�sensed notion of nothing, but in its expounding those principles that can be determined as following necessarily from this beginning. 


�  Critique, 139  [A: 164–6; B: 205–8].


�  Ibid., 140 [A: 166–9; B: 209–11].


�  Prolegomena, 54 [306–7].


�  Critique, 307 [A: 427–9; B: 455–7].


�  Treatise, 170.


�  There are other concepts that could be introduced into this argument, as for instance, the concept of heat, and its increasing temperature with the collapse of B and X to their originating point, and its decreasing temperature with their expansion away from this point; however, for the purpose of this argument it is not necessary that it be made any clearer by mentioning any concepts that may be implicit in it.


�  Treatise, 173.


�  Hegel, 208.


�  Hegel, 216–17.


�  Plato, The Last Days of Socrates, trans. Harold Tarrant (London:  Penguin Classics, 1993) 161–2.  Socrates is speaking of causation with his friends just before his death.  The problem was that Anaxagoras attempted to show a causal connection a posteriori.  Socrates clarifies that all a posteriori approaches to the problem of universal causation—which is strictly a metaphysical problem, not a problem that belongs to any natural science—invariably results in the fallacy.  The objections of both Hume and Kant toward the a posteriori approaches taken by speculative philosophers toward this same end amounts to the very same objection raised by Socrates.


�  Prolegomena, 42 [294].


�  Critique, 1 [A: 1–2].


�  See In Search of the Big Bang, John Gribbin (New York:  Bantam Books, 1986), 370.


�  See, for instance: Sir Fred Hoyle, Home is Where the Wind Blows (Mill Valley, Ca.:  University Science Books, 1994).  Hoyle mentions there is no accounting for this balance from the big�bang supporters, except with the implication of divine adjustment, pg. 402; while Stephen Hawking, in A Brief History of Time (New York:  Bantam, 1988), mentions something similar, pg. 12.  But scientists have sound reasons for objecting to any such notions, as Hoyle explains, pg. 257, citing the avoidance of what would amount to the greatest possible scientific heresy.  Scientists of course have no business delving into matters that lie outside the bounds of science, but while scientists are restricted by their method speculative philosophers admit to no such restrictions, despite their being among philosophers those who would attempt to impose upon philosophy the same restrictions that should only apply to science.


    The estimate 1010 is from James Gardner, The Intelligent Universe (Franklin Lakes, NJ: New Page Books, The Career Press, 2007), 242 (quoting Stephen Hawking).  


�  In 1994 the US COBE (cosmic background explorer) satellite measured the left over/residual heat of the cosmic big bang to a temperature that was similar in all directions to one part in 1,000,000.  The inflationary model of the early universe has the drawback that it results in a multitude of parallel universes.  It is left for astrophysicists to determine whether this causal argument overcomes this problem.  The Absolute force that compelled the expansion would have uniformly expanded matter with space, and the (infinite) heat generated by this Absolute force would account for this near perfect uniformity.    
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