
From: "a Christian"  
To: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 11:55:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Hello 

  

Hello Vel, 

 

I don’t know what to say because you raise lots of problem all at once, each of which requires a 

long reply. It's hard to get to any depth when the breadth of the conversation is massive. You 

seem like a fast typer and I just can’t keep up with the word count. I usually disagree with much 

of what you say (and your supporting reasons) but any reasonable length response would be 

too shallow to cover all your points (I have tried). Getting to know you a bit through these 

conversations though, I do see that you are serious (and dedicated to your beliefs) so I’d like to 

converse. 

 

Two major themes normally stick out in your writing (and I disagree with both): 

1. There is no evidence for any belief other than naturalism. 

2. If God exists, he would have offered you evidence to that effect by now.  

 

Unless you’d like to narrow the scope yourself, I have a question for you regarding 1 (we’ve 

already talked about lots of other stuff: Moser and Plantinga’s epistemologies and the 

resurrection).  

 

I have a math and physics background so I’m interested in how you refute Craig’s kalam 

cosmological argument. I’m sure you are well-versed and have clear objections. How do you 

escape his conclusion? If successful, his argument would of course count against naturalism, 

employing physical evidence. Why does it fail? 

 

On Fri, Jun 14, 2013 at 9:19 AM, <velkyn@comcast.net> wrote: 

Hi Christian, 

Just pick one question.  And I know I raise a lot of problems all at once, that’s the nature 

of the problems with religion and Christianity.   That by itself should raise red flags to 

you, that problems only lead to more problems with the claims that religion makes.  

  

I am a very fast typer.  Blame working for a health insurance company where we had 

requirements on how many claims we processed a day.  What’s scary is that I’m slow 

compared to some of the folks who work there. :)  I also have a very good memory and I 

don’t need to spend much time on research since I know most of this stuff by heart now.  
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You are correct with your major themes.  There is no evidence for any religious belief 

being true; all religions use the same claims that they believe for themselves and 

disbelieve for any other theist.  I am not sure what you personally mean by naturalism, 

so I’ll avoid using that word for the moment.  And I also agree that if God exists he 

would have shown evidence of that supposed fact by now *if* it is as described by the 

compilation of books that Christians claim describes their god accurately.   I point to the 

parable of the lost sheep.  Should I believe in that claim or shouldn’t I?  Or should I point 

to the various parts that claim that this god intentionally damns some people through no 

fault of their own and refuses to reveal itself to them?  

  

It’s fine if you want to start with the kalam argument.  It’s one of the easiest ones to dispute in 

my opinion.  Let’s start with a definition of it so we’re both on the same page.  I got this from 

the wiki article on it: Everything that has a beginning of its existence has a cause of its 

existence; The universe has a beginning of its existence; Therefore: The universe has 

a cause of its existence.  Sound good to you? 

  

Now, the problems I see with this are several: 

1.  Christians assume it is their god with no evidence. Indeed all religions seem to 

assume that the universe began with their god and only their god.  Since we have no 

way to tell which god it is, there is no reason to think that any of you are right. Some 

vague deism may be an answer but that is not what WLC and Christian apologists are 

claiming.  For their claim to be completed, it *must* be their version of the Christian god. 

2.  It is special pleading in that they must claim that their god is not bound by this 

restriction with no evidence that this is the case.  

3.  There is nothing that indicates that things cannot be infinitely regressive. 

Philosophers make claims, but I am looking for evidence, not navel gazing.  

4.  A beginning has not been demonstrated to need an intelligent actor.   
  

We can add WLC’s additions to the basic argument (also from wiki’s article): An actual 

infinite cannot exist. An infinite temporal regress of events is an actual infinite. Therefore, an 

infinite temporal regress of events cannot exist. 

Why can’t an actual infinite exist? Isn’t God considered “infinite”? Being a math/physics 
person, perhaps you can clarify what might be meant by this?  I have a decent 
background in physics and less so in math, so you may proceed at whatever level you’d 
like. I know that infinities are quite odd creatures.  



More of WLC’s claim: A collection formed by successive addition cannot be an actual 
infinite. The temporal series of past events is a collection formed by successive 
addition. Therefore, the temporal series of past events cannot be actually infinite. 
  
Again, what supports WLC’s claims about infinities? In his argument here, he simply 
assumes that past events are formed by successive addition, that events stop at the big 
bang *and* assumes that this cannot become an infinity.  I see that WLC claims that his 
claims are “intuitively obvious” and that reason allows one to simply know that he’s right. 
Well, the idea that the sun revolved around the earth was also considered “intuitively 
obvious” and it was wrong.  He also must cling to one definition of the Big Bang that 
supports his claims and ignore any more recent information which may turn out to show 
that he’s wrong.  Creationists do this with biology, he appears to do it with physics.   
  
I would also point out that Craig’s conclusion is that this “force” that started the universe is 

“personal, uncaused, beginningless, changeless, immaterial, timeless, spaceless, 
enormously powerful, and enormously intelligent being”. AKA the Christian God the 
father of JC, etc. The one part I find hilarious is that claim that this god must be an 
“enormously intelligent being”.  I am curious how one shows that part or any part of his 
claim at all.  
  
Since we have no evidence for this god, there is no way to prove any of this is true.  It 
appears to only be a desire to make the “force” match his personal idea of God.  That is 
not evidence or science, it is opinion.  And many if not all theists make the same claims, 
all sure that their god is the one responsible.  Can you or WLC, show that those gods 
are not? If you cannot, and cannot show me evidence for your particular god, again, I 
have no reason to accept your claims and I have plenty of evidence to support why it is 
a valid position to dismiss them.  
  
Your turn! 
 

 

From: "A Christian" <Christian.Christian@    .com> 
To: "Vel Frost" <velkyn@comcast.net> 
Sent: Saturday, June 15, 2013 12:55:02 AM 
Subject: Re: Hello 

Hi Vel 

You raise some points that I agree with, such as the KCA (kalam cosmological 
argument) only gets us to deism. Before elaborating more about infinites, etc, I just want 
to clarify your view. An argument, like the KCA, does not force you to accept the 
conclusion. But it does force you to make a choice between the conclusion and the 
premises. As I see it, since you understand the KCA you have a few options. 

1. Accept the conclusion that the universe has a cause.  
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2. Believe that the universe has no cause because it has no beginning. 
3. Believe that the universe has no cause because it can begin without a cause. 
 
Do you see a fourth option? If you go for 1, you have a choice between a natural cause 
and a supernatural cause, I suppose. Once I know where you stand on 1,2,3 I'll get 
more specific. 

Take care, 
 
 
 
Christian 
 

 

From: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 2:43 PM 
To: A Christian 
  
Hi Christian, 
  

Nothing forces anyone to accept a conclusion.  It is only that one finds one should 

accept a conclusion if the evidence supports it if one wants to work in reality.  I can 

refuse to accept the conclusions of physics, but that certain makes no sense if evidence 

supports the claims the equations make.   

  

The KCA without WLC’s additions postulates that the universe has a beginning and 

claims that this beginning means it had a cause, since nothing begins without an actor, 

be it intelligent or not.  It also claims that this actor cannot have had a cause.  Therefore 

we have special pleading, that this actor is an exception to the rule that the claimant has 

made.  Folks who use the KCA forget that their claims for their gods can be applied to 

the universe itself.  

  

Your option 1 assumes that the universe had a beginning, yes?  It may not have, so 

where does this leave your actor, be it natural or supernatural?  I would also ask, how 

can a postulated being “outside of time” interact with a universe that has time in it? How 

does it know when to act since from its perspective, everything is “now”.  

  

Option 2 assumes that there is no beginning.  In that we have yet to find evidence for or 

against this, it is a bit moot.  However, let’s say that the universe has no beginning, that 
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it is an infinite regression.  As I understand things, there is no reason to say this is 

impossible.    

  

Option 3 assumes that there is no “cause” but the universe can come into existence.  I 

would ask you to define “cause”.  I see that “cause” is simply physical laws.  My opinion 

comes down to the rather inelegant “the universe is just the way it is. No gods of any 

type needed. Until we have evidence, it may have had a beginning or it may not have. 

Neither situation needs magical beings that are omnipotent, omniscient, “outside of 

time”, intelligent, more complex than the universe, etc.”  If you want to say that physics 

has always existed, that is fine, because per the KCA there are things that need no 

cause, but then we have no salvation of a supposedly fallen humanity, nor do we have 

the excuses that the world is the way it is because of some magical “fall”.  Christianity is 

gutted. 

  

With WLC’s addition, he requires the acting force to be his version of the Christian god.  

If you want to argue the KCA, then that’s one thing; to argue WLC’s version is another.  

In that, you must show evidence that the actor is something very specific.  And that has 

yet to be done.  It has been my experience, that well-educated Christians and theists 

end up trying to use philosophy and logic to support their claims that their gods exist.  

They have nothing else. The problem is that philosophy and logic can be used to show 

that other supernatural forces are just as likely as their favorite one.   

  

I don’t know if you’ve read a lot of atheist writings about such things as the KCA, but 

you might like these (I may or may not agree with them): 

http://www.infidels.org/library/modern/dan_barker/kalamity.html  Dan Barker is a former 

pastor. 

http://www.infidels.org/library/modern/jeff_allen/kalam.html 

and scads more on the topic and similar ones: 

http://www.infidels.org/library/modern/theism/cosmological.html  
 

 

From: "a Christian" <Christian.Christian@    .com> 
To: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 5:11:54 PM 
Subject: Re: Hello 
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Hi Vel, 
 
You raise lots of interesting points to avoid the conclusion (option 1). But I just want to see if 
you embrace the implication of atheism and the KCA. Do you agree with this statement (given 
the KCA)?   
  
“If atheism is true, then a) the universe has no beginning AND/OR b) the universe has no 

external (non-physical) cause.” 

 

Put simply, do you realize that you must deny a premise of the KCA to deny the conclusion? 

Agnosticism due to lack of evidence is not enough. As an atheist, are you willing to affirm a) and 

or b)? I’m not necessarily trying to prove the Christian God in one greedy argument. I’m just 

trying to see what consistent atheism looks like. 

 

 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 12:38 PM, <velkyn@comcast.net> wrote: 
Hi Christian 
  
This is quite a bit of fun. Thanks for doing this.  I've recently had to have a dear pet 
euthanized and this does a great job of distracting me from my sadness.   
  
This is a premise : “1. Accept the conclusion that the universe has a cause”. This is also a 

premise "The universe had a beginning"  These are claims, not a facts and the validity of the 

conclusion depends on the validity of the premises.  I have no problem rejecting a claim if the 

evidence doesn't support it.  
  
The fact is that we have no idea if the universe was caused or had a beginning. However, we do 

have evidence that support that there was some kind of beginning for *this* universe, some 

evidence that this is not a one time event and there is evidence that support that the gods that the 

world religions claim are not any kind of "cause".  It’s not “avoiding” but considering the 

evidence for and against a beginning *and* considering the claims of religion. I am atheist 

against gods as described by religions as the "cause" of the universe, except for the vague "force" 

of Deism. There is not only a lack of evidence for the standard gods, there is evidence that 

precludes their existence.  I am technically agnostic against that Deistic version of 

"deity" because there might be "something" that might fill that definition, though the probability 

seems infinitesimal. We have no evidence to support it and I am very very VERY agnostic for 

that very small set of "Deistic deity". I'm always amused at Christians who insist that 

agnosticism because of lack of evidence isn't "enough".  I have evidence that precludes your 

claims. Is that enough? What, indeed, would be "enough"?         
  
You say you find my reasons “interesting”.  Can you tell me why you evidently find them 

wrong?    
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I do not agree with your statement as it stands. Atheism is only disbelief in god/gods. Atheists 

can disagree about the beginning (or not) or cause of the universe. I will say that atheism does 

support that there is no external supernatural cause for the universe. So, yep, I am happy to 

affirm that I accept "b) the universe has no external (non-physical) cause" as true.  Here’s what I 

do agree with:   
  
“If atheism is true, there are no deities as claimed by the world’s religions. I am an atheist and 

come to this conclusion because there is no evidence for these deities as described. At best we 

have a possibility that there is some god (an intelligent, independently acting, self-aware entity) 

that is closest to the concepts of Deism. However, we also have no evidence of such an entity as 

described by Deism either. Thus, there is no good reason to hold out hope for some deity 

existing, no more than there is any good reason to hope that the tooth fairy exists.  I am "atheist" 

the same way I am "a-toothfairyist".  There is no reasonable likelihood of a magical being that 

takes children's teeth and leaves money behind.  Could it be possible? Yep, just not probable at 

all, thus my position is that it does not exist.   
  
This lack of deity means that the universe cannot have been created by one of these proposed 

entities.  It may or may not have a beginning, and as evidence indicates at the moment, neither 

beginning or lack of beginning appears to be required. We are still investigating the various 

hypotheses. The universe may have a cause but the cause appears to be knowable physics if one 

assumes that quantum mechanics is the "cause", and not supernatural, e.g. an entity as above that 

is “out side of time” or any similar argument. The cause may be an innate property of reality, e.g. 

physics. There is no need for the supernatural entities of religion."   
  
Just because we do not know something for sure right now does not mean “Deity did it.”  This is 

the god of the gaps argument we often find ourselves in.  Religion has made many claims about 

how they think the universe “must” be, and scientific investigation shows them wrong time and 

again. It is always religion playing catch-up and re-interpreting their supposed "truths".  
  
There is no problem in denying a premise of a logical argument if there is nothing to support it. 

  This is the problem that many theists find when they try to rely on logical syllogisms to “prove” 

their gods.  Their premises are presuppositions that are assumed to be true and have not been 

supported with evidence e.g. "The universe has to have a beginning".  If the premise cannot be 

shown to be true, then the conclusion is depending on nothing more than wishful thinking, it can 

be logical but not true.   
  

Let me take a stab at re-writing your statement from a theist’s perspective: ““If theism is true, 
then a) the universe may or may not have a beginning depending on the myths involved 
AND/OR b) the universe has a cause.”  It is not unusual for myths to claim that their god/gods 

existed pre-universe.  Since we can find no evidence for any particular god, then we are stuck 

with competing claims that all as valid as the next and essentially left with deism at best.  In 

physics, we do have prediction and evidence that things can come into being from nothing 

(definition of “nothing” may vary), and that there was a Big Bang, and that there may indeed be 

things like “branes”, etc.  Those claims can be contested.  The claims of religion usually can’t be 

and it is my opinion that this is part of the reason that it is very hard to end religions.   



From: "A Christian" email redacted 
To: "Vel Frost" <velkyn@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2013 3:05:41 PM 
Subject: Re: Hello 

  
Hi, 

Sorry about your pet, glad to e-mail about this stuff too. 

I agree with your statement: if theism is true then a) the universe may or may not have a 
beginning AND/OR b) the universe has a cause. 
 
I didn't realize you are partially open minded towards deism. I thought you ruled that out 
as an atheist. I always understood deism to be incompatible with atheism. The way I 
understand deism, it lies on a spectrum of beliefs about God and nature. But it 
acknowledges a supernatural reality, even though that reality is thought to be out of 
reach to humans. 

So you are open minded as to whether the universe has a beginning, fair enough. I 
personally think the physical evidence points to a beginning and the strength of that 
evidence is growing with time and research (not only is there cosmology but also 
thermodynamics to consider).  
 
You also affirmed that as an atheist you are committed to "the universe has no external 
(non-physical) cause". That's helpful. I take it that that view is incompatible with deism 
since deism believes in an initial supernatural cause and not much since then.  

My goal in discussing the KCA is modest. I just want to know if you're willing to 
recognize an external cause to the universe (i.e. Deism). As an atheist you technically 
can't but you seem to indicate that you'd be open to evidence in support of deism. 
That's all the KCA is, evidence supporting deism. If the universe had a beginning, and 
wasn't self-caused, then it was externally caused. I know you have lots of beef with 
revealed religion, but why not deism? If the evidence mounts that the world has a 
beginning (and I think it has), would you follow it where it leads? That would raise some 
existential questions but that's another story. 

From: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent:   hursday ,   une      ,    1   1  :      AM 
To: A Christian 
  
I have ruled out deism as an atheist since I do not believe that it is a valid 
concept. There is no more reason to believe in the deistic god than there is to believe in 
the tooth fairy.  There is no evidence for either.  However, there is technically a 
possibility of its existence, albeit vanishingly small, which I cannot honestly discount.  I 
find the possibility so low that it is essentially zero.  There is no evidence for it and there 
seems to be no likelihood of finding any.  I suspect I might think of deism as a inquisitive 



Christian might think of other religions than their own.  They do not accept any other 
religion as true, but they might grant that they might be wrong about the possible 
existence of other gods.   
  
What physical evidence do you think points to a beginning to the universe?  And what is 
it about it that leads you to believe that the universe cannot have had multiple big 
bangs?  I'm fairly well educated on cosmology and thermodynamics.   
  
And nope, I'm not willing to acknowledge an external creator of the universe. Not 
without evidence of such a thing, and claims of "self-evidence" and special pleading are 
not evidence. A external creator is not needed as far as we know.  No deist god, no 
personal god that you and WLC seem to be advocating, no other combination of gods 
or god.  There may be something outside the universe (see quantum foam and brane 
hypotheses),  and there might be some external force, but this is not a deity. There is 
nothing at all that shows a deity of any type, from the vague deist model (which is still a 
intelligent, self-aware, etc being) to the Christian god to the pantheons of other 
religions.   
  
I have no problem at all following evidence to where it goes. That's why I'm an atheist. I 
was a Christian, had questions and followed the evidence where it took me. The 
problem with deism and theism is that they have nothing supporting their claims.  Deism 
makes an assumption, that there *must* be a intelligent being that created the universe, 
it is not based on following evidence at all, only assuming that the cosmological 
argument must be true.  Deism is an attempt to have a god but to avoid all of the 
problems of established religion, all of the hatred, ignorance, petty gods, failed promises 
and prophecies, etc. To me, deism is from the need to believe that there is "something" 
in charge, that it is "perfect", and that humans are "special", ideas which make humans 
feel warm and fuzzy.  It is a rejection that the universe just doesn't care.   
 
From: "a Christian" email redacted 
To: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent: Saturday, June 22, 2013 10:39:14 PM 
Subject: Re: Hello 

Sorry for the late reply Vel, 
 
I don’t see why deism isn’t a valid concept.  here’s nothing contradictory about it. 
  
If I recall our conversation so far correctly, I’ve been trying to get you to commit to a 
beginningless or self-caused universe (as an atheist). If atheism is true then everything 
ultimately has a physical cause. It’s awkward for atheism if there’s a cosmic beginning. Agreed?  
 
As I see it, there is strong physical evidence that the universe does have a beginning. Craig often 
quotes the Borde Guth Vilenkin theorem. I think this is appropriate. Don’t take his word for it. 
Check the primary source for yourself - http://arxiv.org/abs/grqc/0110012 - it’s only four 
pages. Any universe that is on average expanding cannot be past-eternal, it’s just a matter of 
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geometry.  
 
If you want to avoid a cosmic beginning, as an atheist, you need to believe that the universe has 
had an average cosmic expansion of zero (to avoid BGV). Here are your options (this table is 
taken from The Blackwell Companion to Natural Theology, p. 182).  

Effective principles in ruling out a beginningless  model 

Model average expansion history Condition requiring a beginning 

1)      Expanding models Singularity theorems [such as BGV] 

2)      Asymptotically static models Metastability [i.e. quantum indeterminacy] 

3)      Cyclic models Second law of thermodynamics [why no heat 

death?] 

4)      Contracting models Acausal fine-tuning [unlikely possible] 

 
Each of these fails to avoid the beginning for different physical reasons, if you want me to 
clarify I can (I’ve also written a post on it).  ust let me know. (Also let me know if you have a 
fifth option). 
 
So my question to you is this: do you deny the beginning of the universe and if so why? Are you 
willing to defend a cyclic model perhaps (you mentioned multiple big bangs)? 
 
 
From: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent:   uesday ,   une      ,    1   1 :      PM 
To: a Christian 
  
No problem with “late replies”.   his isn’t a race, so reply when you have time. 

I wanted to go deeper into what I said about deism.  It is a concept with nothing to support it. It 
is “valid” as a concept, but it is not valid as a truth.  One may come up with concepts but if they 
cannot be proven true, then they are just thought problems.  Carl Sagan used the concept of a 
dragon in his garage.  If there is said dragon, one can expect to find evidence for it.  If there is 
no evidence, then there is no reason to accept that a dragon exists.    he deistic god is Sagan’s 
dragon, which in turns becomes invisible, floating, heatless, etc, all excuses to avoid coming to 
the conclusion that the dragon simply doesn’t exist.  This is what the deistic god is, the dragon 
according to those who don’t want to admit that there is no gods.  Any describing detail of it is 
removed by a believer since every attribute is something that can be pinned down and 
examined.   In my opinion, deism is nothing more than the ontological argument, a claim that 
“some intelligent actor” supposedly *must* exist since humans can imagine such a thing.   

Why so intent on getting me to “commit” to something?  Sorry, but I do not commit to anything 
if I do not have the evidence I need to make a well-informed decision.  I do not throw up my 
hands in the air and say “I don’t understand and we don’t have the evidence *yet*, so God did 
it.”  



As it stands, the evidence points to a massive event called the Big Bang.  We have no idea if this 
was a “beginning” or not.  As it stands we have no good evidence to prove or disprove this.  And 
no, Christian, I don’t agree with you. There is nothing awkward about the universe having a 
cosmic beginning for atheism.  It seems that a beginning of the universe can be from physical 
laws with no god (intelligent, self-aware, etc) needed at all.   Atheism only posits no god, it does 
not say that physical laws can’t exist in forms we may not understand as yet.   

Craig often quotes a lot of things and I would love to ask him to actually explain such things.  
What I always find amusing is that Craig, and evidently you, wish to claim that the theory says 
that the universe must have had a beginning.  It doesn’t.  it says “ hus inflationary models 
require physics other than inflation to describe the past boundary of the inflating region of 
spacetime.”  It does not say that the universe must have a beginning, it says that one needs 
physics that do not include inflation to describe the past.   Indeed, the authors say this which 
entirely demolishes WLC’s lies about their paper “Whatever the possibilities for the boundary, it is clear 

that unless the averaged expansion condition can somehow be avoided for all past-directed geodesics, inflation alone 

is not sufficient to provide a complete description of the Universe, and some new physics is necessary in order to 

determine the correct conditions at the boundary [20]. 
This is the chief result of our paper.”   Aka new physics is necessary, not a god or a beginning.  And it surprises me 

not one iota that WLC has no idea what he is talking about.  I see this nonsense all of the time from creationists.  
They run to science when they think that there is “evidence” for their god, but their ignorance about what the science 
really says always is their undoing.  They do their best to lie about actual science, misquoting, quote-mining and 
outright lying about what is said, all in an attempt to hide under the skirts of science to support their mythic nonsense. 
 It is this pitiful willful ignorance that disgusts me about many Christians.  WLC wants to glom onto science but of 
course ignores the science, like for instance Hawking’s no boundary ideas, that show theist claims could be wrong.  I 
would also note that good ol’ WLC doesn’t like Vilenkin when V has done work on how something can come from 
nothing: http://mukto-mona.net/science/physics/a_vilinkin/universe_from_nothing.pdf  Picking and choosing science 
when it agrees with you but running away from it when it doesn’t isn’t very honest.   Also, you may wish to read this 
blog post, where Vilenkin is asked directly about WLC’s attempts to misrepresent him: 
http://arizonaatheist.blogspot.com/2010/05/william-lane-craigs-arguments-for-god.html  

I do not need to avoid or not avoid a beginning for the universe.  Again, there is nothing that 
shows we need a god for it or not for it.  It appears to me that you are trying to present a false 
dichotomy, insisting repeatedly that I must choose one or the other.  I don’t.  I also do not need 
to believe that the universe had an average cosmic expansion of zero to avoid BCV,  as the 
paper says, we only need to have different physics than those currently proposed for inflation. 

The Blackwell companion is nothing more than the creationist willful ignorance printed out.   
It’s hilarious to see a theist group insisting that something is “unlikely” when they have yet to 
provide any evidence for the gods they claim exist.  And it’s even better to watch them invoke 
“quantum indeterminacy” and the second law of thermodynamics.   That last I always like to 
see invoked because it demonstrates such an effort to claim science only when convenient.  
The 2nd law states ‘the entropy of an isolated system does not decrease”.  So, Christian, can you 
show me definitively that the universe is isolated?  Might it be?  Maybe.  Might it not be? Yep, 
same maybe.  No evidence either way.  Oh and that link to the Arizona post has a great bit 
about how WLC’s so intent on the  nd law that he ignores the first law, which states that energy 
cannot be created or destroyed.   hat’s rather a bummer when it comes to claiming that his 
god created anything.  We’re simply back to special pleading with no evidence.   

http://mukto-mona.net/science/physics/a_vilinkin/universe_from_nothing.pdf
http://arizonaatheist.blogspot.com/2010/05/william-lane-craigs-arguments-for-god.html


My answer to your question “do you deny the beginning of the universe and if so why?”  is that 
we have no evidence for a beginning, we have no evidence for your god,  WLC’s claims are 
misrepresentations of what scientists have actually done and what science actually says (your 
table), and we have many more other possibilities than the few that a bunch of apologists, e.g. 
Willliam Lane Craig, have deigned to put in their book.  I know I have not given you a definitive 
yes or no and that is because we do not have a definitive answer for the beginning of the 
universe. One of the most cherished bits of “evidence” for a god is on shaky ground.  Christians 
*need* a beginning and as it stands there may not be one.  I can see how that would make a 
Christian bothered, since even the supposed philosophical arguments are starting to fall and we 
know there is no physical evidence to be relied on.   here’s not much left for a theist to hang 
their beliefs on.  That is how I felt when I finally gave up on theism.  There is simply not enough 
to support those extraordinary claims.     

 
 
From: "a Christian" email redacted 
To: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 5:04:38 PM 
Subject: Re: Hello 

Hi Vel, 
 
Thanks for the Vilenkin paper, I’ll read it. I’ve read some more recent papers of his (in which he 
talks about ‘nothing’) but not that one.  
 
I’m trying to get you to commit to some of the implications of an atheist worldview because I 
think they are undesirable. I don’t want you to have your cake and eat it to (you’ll understand). 
The atheist should bravely face the full implications of their worldview, to not do so is hypocrisy 
(also known as inconsistency). If you examine your beliefs and their implications carefully, 
that’s a good thing. 
 
My question was: do you deny the beginning of the universe and if so why? Your response (if I 
can summarize correctly) is “I neither affirm nor deny it”. i.e. you think atheism is compatible 
with a universe that begins and one that does not begin. 
  
I agree that atheism is face value compatible with an eternal universe. But how is it compatible 
with a universe that comes into being? Specifically, my next question is: supposing that the 
universe had a physical beginning (and BGV think it does), do you believe that the universe can 
bring itself into existence?  ell me more about that and I’ll also read Vilenkin’s paper. 
 
 
From: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent:  Sunday ,   une      ,    1     : 1    PM 
To: a Christian 
  



Before I lose your ability to pay attention, consider this.  You said “But tell me, how does 
physics work before the beginning of a physical universe? (hint, you don’t need to be a physicist 
to answer that question).” 

Christian, is the answer that you just have to believe in a magical being that has no evidence to 
support its existence?  Shucks, then every religion with a creator god is just as right as yours.  I 
think I like Ahura Mazda best since he’s not as primitive and ignorant as the Christian god is 
portrayed. Or didn’t I pick the right one?  How can you tell?   But, let me be serious for a bit, the 
answer is that one just has to say “we don’t know yet, but we’re working on it and have already 
got some answers on how physics may have worked before this current universe.”  Good 
enough for you?  Don’t have to be a physicist or anything to admit that we don’t know yet.  

So, all you can say from all of this discussion is that you think I use too many words.  
How….expected.  No evidence given for any type of god.  No evidence that proves that the 
universe *must* have had a beginning.  Nothing that shows your Christian god is the only true 
one.  Nope, only complaints about the number of words.  Hmmm, would you also like to 
complain about grammar mistakes or spelling so you can even more comfortably ignore my 
points, Christian?    

I can say the same thing in less words.  I don’t want to.  I like writing the way I do. You have 
made the same claims repeatedly and have asked the same question repeatedly.  It seems you 
do not understand the simple answer I have given, “ here is nothing that says there is a god 
needed for the beginning of the universe, or a beginning needed at all.”  Therefore, atheism is 
entirely compatible with a universe that has a beginning and a universe that always existed.   

Atheism is compatible with a universe that begins since you cannot show that a god, especially 
your god, is necessary and physics is doing quite well on its own.  No god needed, no god 
shown to exist, other supported hypotheses exist; atheism is the conclusion that is supported 
by the facts.  Deism and Christianity are not.    

You wish to claim that god did it and have no evidence.  You, as a Christian, mean that your god 
did it because you are not a Deist.  And again, no evidence for this god at all.  We have evidence 
that physics is all that is needed, equations indicate this, and right now we have sensors trying 
to see if we can see any evidence for the various hypotheses. So, Christian, saying that “physics 
did it” is supported by evidence and may be supported by more evidence in the future.   I will 
say that yep, physical laws may have always existed in some form.  I have nothing that says that 
this cannot be the case.  You seem to think you can claim that your god has always existed, but 
for some reason you cannot accept that physical laws cannot have done the *exact* same 
thing.  You again are using special pleading and wanting an exception for your particular god.  I 
think that is particularly funny.  

After thousands of years, we have no evidence that says your god or any god exists.  This is not 
from not looking.  

We may not know all there is to know about physical laws.  Again, this does not mean that your  



 

Look up brane theory, look up the research that Neil Turok is doing.   Again, I see a Christian 
who seems to intentionally remain ignorant of any research that he doesn’t think supports his 
claims.  I can say “I don’t know how physical laws can work before what we see as a universe.” 
With no problem.  I don’t have to claim that if the physical universe began, it has to be because 
of a god of my invention.   

Christian,  your and WLC’s cosmological argument depends entirely on a beginning of the universe. I 
know you are stuck and I know that you really want to pretend that there is something that supports 
your religion.  Until you can prove that there was one, your claim is unsupported and is one more claim 
about your religion that is no more believable than the claims of the next religion.  There is no reason to 
think that your creation myth is any more accurate than the Hindu idea that there is an endlessly 
repeating universe.  It’s very silly to try to point to your particular myth and say “wow, a certain subset 
of hypotheses support my claim so it *must* be right.”  While trying to ignore everything that doesn’t 
agree with you.  It’s very easy to catch someone who does that out.   

 

From: "a Christian" email redacted 
To: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent: Monday, July 1, 2013 10:06:08 AM 
Subject: Re: Hello 

Hello again, 
 
I gather from you response that you think physical laws work prior to the beginning of the 
universe, should there be such a beginning. Here I think you are in a desperate position. 
Physical laws cannot exist outside the universe. They are generalizations of what happens in 
space and time. How does it make sense for there to be a law governing events within space 
and time outside of space and time? Your faith, yes faith, in physics to explain everything that 
your atheism can’t explain is misguided. Physical laws will never tell us about anything outside 
of the universe that they govern (I use the word ‘outside’ colloquially). No amount of research 
will change that. It’s the nature of the beast. 
  
To recap (as I see it), I offer you scientific evidence that the universe has a beginning (namely 
it’s expansion and the geometric implications). You offer me some fringe models that seek to 
avert a beginning and remain agnostic about the beginning. I ask you whether your atheism is 
compatible with a beginning (rather than debating the models endlessly), since you are seeking 
to avoid one. You seem to suggest that even if there were a beginning, physical laws could 
explain it. I disagree.  hat’s just the faith of an atheist. Physics can’t explain the origin of the 
universe (or anything outside of the universe for that matter). It can only chart the state of the 
universe back to the beginning moment. 
 
That is the power of the KCA. It challenges the atheist to consider the implications of a 
beginning. I am trying to keep those awkward implications in the forefront (despite the many 



many diversionary topics you bring up).  
 
If you would admit that atheism can’t handle a beginning then I’d put some effort into arguing 
for a beginning. Until then, I am very curious about how you reconcile a possible beginning with 
atheism. I suspect it can’t be done. 

 

From: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent:   uesday ,   uly      ,    1   1 :      PM 
To: a Christian 
  
Christian, 
  
You gather wrong again because you do not read what I write but try to conjure a strawman 
that you can argue against.    Physical laws may have worked before the beginning of the 
physical universe or not. They may have been different and changed as the universe gained 
size.  We don’t know yet.  Still doesn't mean "goddidit". 
  
You declare that physical laws cannot exist outside of the universe.  OK, prove it.  I’m sure that 
actual physicists will enjoy examining your claim and its evidence.  After giving me you 
evidence, you can send it along to the Perimeter Institute, one of the more cutting edge groups 
investigating physics and cosmogony.  You do have that evidence, right?   
  
You claim that physical laws are only “generalizations of what happens in space and time”.  
Perhaps, but again you assume that there is no space or time or anything else outside of the 
universe, again with no evidence of your claim of “nothingness” and your god. So it’s no 
problem with there being laws there.  It’s also rather amusing that you want to claim “how 
does it make sense for there to be a law governing events within a space and time outside of 
space and time.   Now let’s replace “law” with “god”.   So, Christian, how does it make sense to 
have a magical being outside of space and time that governs space and time?  Or are you 
special pleading again? 

  
Alas, your ignorance again comes out.  I have no faith in physics.  Sorry, Christian, but faith is 
belief in something with no evidence.  I trust physics because I have evidence.  I know you really 
want to play pretend that atheists have faith so you get the external validation of “everyone” 
having faith, but again, you are wrong.  It’s also so cute to watch you make more baseless 
claims that physical laws will “never” explain anything outside the universe.  Hmmm, Christians 
have claimed that the scientific method would “never” do a lot of things.  Scientists were told 
they’d never conquer disease since it was God’s will, and golly, we’ve gone quite a long way.  
We’ve been told that we’d never understand lightning, but seems that churches invest in 
lightning rods as much as farmers do.   For your desperate claims that no research will ever 
change our knowledge about the universe and what may be beyond it, well, Christian, be 
prepared to join the ranks of other failed Christians.  You may be right that there will be no way 



to know what’s beyond the universe, but that is not the way to bet considering the track record 
of theists.  You wish to cling to ignorance in order to keep your religion, insisting that no one 
should look any farther than your religious nonsense.  Happily humans have ignored you and 
your willful ignorance repeatedly.  
  
Sigh, atheism is not to describe the physics.  It is to describe the lack of belief in god.  I use 
physics to makes sense of physics and the universe and what may be outside the universe.    
  
You have offered no scientific evidence that the universe has a beginning and nothing before it.  
You have presented scientific papers that I have read and have discovered do not say what you 
and WLC have falsely claimed.  You repeating that the BVC paper says that the universe must 
have had a beginning is false, and repeated as you have, has become a intentional lie.   What is 
hilarious that you want to call your paper “accepted science” and what I have presented as 
“fringe”.  No, Christian, that’s not true either. Both are cutting edge and both have no evidence 
to support them.  Again, we don’t yet which is true, and I have no problem in admitting that.  
You evidently cannot, and must repeatedly claim things that are untrue, that your favored 
hypothesis is the only “true” one.  That has not been shown.   
  
You have repeatedly asked me the same question, and like so many other  Christians, you keep 
trying again even after I give you an answer, as if you think you’ve prayed hard enough and 
surely Vel has to change her mind.  Sorry, fail again.  I have said that atheism does not require a 
beginning to the universe or not.  Atheism is that there is no gods that exist.  There does not 
need to be a god for the universe to beginning, cycle or be eternal.  It is your version of your 
religion that needs a beginning and needs to claim that *only* your god is the creator.  You 
have still given no evidence of this.  We have evidence that things can appear from “nothing” so 
I do not see why the concept cannot be applied to the universe.  You have yet to explain why it 
cannot.   
  
I don’t care what you disagree with, until you have evidence for your claims, your beliefs are no 
more important to me than the beliefs of an Aztec priest who thinks tearing out hearts will 
cause rain to fall.  You try again to claim that I have some “faith” and that is also untrue.  I trust 
physics.  Apples fall, they do not magically zoom off into space just “because”.  Physics can be 
shown with results.  Faith has no results at all.  Can the theoretical physicists be wrong nor not 
completely right?  Oh yes.  But they then alter their hypotheses to fit what they observe.  
Religion says “don’t look, or you’ll find something that shows this is wrong.” 

  
The KCA has no power at all, Christian. What wishful thinking.  It does nothing to atheists 
because we see its main flaw: there is no evidence that the universe needs some god to begin 
thus no “magical” implications.  We see theists insist that their and only their god could possibly 
have been the creator and none of you have any evidence your god exists at all.  We see that 
even deism has nothing to indicate that there is some vague being that existed, created the 
universe and wandered away.  Deism depends on the ontological argument and that fails too.   
  



Physics has offered possible ways that can account for the universe, beginning or not, and I am 
waiting for more research to support or destroy those ideas.  Again, I am not accepting the 
Christian method “I won’t look any further in case it shows my personal desires wrong.”  I am 
still an atheist: there is no evidence for a god and as it stands, there is no need for a god.  
Atheism can handle a universe with a beginning just fine, Christian.  You are wrong when you 
claim that you “suspect it can’t be done.” Yet again desperately clinging to the lie that there is 
nothing else but theories that agree with you.  You keep sticking your fingers in your eyes and 
screaming “no no no”, and ignoring that physics can explain a beginning and can support that 
there may be something “outside” the universe again showing you wrong.   
  
Argue for a divine beginning, Christian.  I’m happy to see your work. You must show evidence 
that your god did it.  You need to show how your evidence cannot be interpreted any other 
way.  You cannot say “but it’s intuition that tells me I’m right” like your hero WLC says since it’s 
obviously not, not with physics and not with the competing religions of the world.    
 

 

From: "a Christian" email redacted 
To: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent: Tuesday, July 2, 2013 4:07:29 PM 
Subject: Re: Hello 

  

Hi Vel, 
 
Your emails are becoming embarrassingly arrogant and disrespectful. It is a sign of the 
weakness, not necessarily of atheism, but of your personal atheism. I’m certain I can find more 
articulate and respectful atheists to answer my questions elsewhere.  
 

 

From: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent:  Wednesday ,   uly      ,    1     :      PM 
To: a Christian 
  
Christian, 
  
I'm sorry  you feel that way.  I ask you to show me how they are "arrogant and 
disrespectful" because I have heard this excuse before from Christians who find they 
cannot answer my questions and show my points wrong.  They find they have to bear 
false witness about me to preserve their beliefs.  And if you cannot show me where I 
have been "arrogant and disrespectful", I have good reason to assume that you are one 
more of that type of Christian.   
  



If you find that anyone who can show your claims wrong "disrespectful", then you are 
going to have a rough time in the world.  I know it is uncomfortable to encounter an 
atheist.  It means you may not be right.  But that uncomfortableness isn't cause for lying 
to be and about me.   
  
I think the problem you are suddenly having is not with my posts but with your own.  We 
see here that you have claimed "Physical laws cannot exist outside the universe."  I 
have asked you to prove this and you cannot. Now, all of the sudden, you wish to falsely 
claim that I am "arrogant and disrespectful", when my posts have not changed one 
whit.  You have claimed scientific papers support you and you have been shown to be 
wrong.    
  
There is no weakness in atheism.   There is no "personal atheism", Christian.  There is 
only the conclusion that there is no god or gods, which all atheists share.  You have yet 
to show any evidence that I am wrong.   
  
If you wish to stop responding, that is your prerogative.  I thank you for your discussion 
and look forward to blogging about it.   
 

From: "a Christian" email redacted 
To: velkyn@comcast.net 
Sent: Tuesday, July 3, 2013 4:55 PM 
Subject: Re: Hello 

 

I don’t know what to say, or rather where to start. Happy blogging! 
    

 
  
 


