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Will Durant  was a giant of the free thought movement,

1
 a philosopher, historian, Pulitzer Prize winner,  recipient of the 

Presidential Medal of Freedom, and author of the monumental eleven volumes of The Story of Civilization, as well as 

several other works. The work was originally conceived to be written in five volumes
2
 but was expanded to eleven as, 

the Durants tell us, "the Reaper repeatedly overlooked us."
3
 In a later work he tells us that It's unphilosophical for a 

human being who is a mere microscopic part of the universe, to think he can ever understand the universe, so that the 

first lesson of philosophy is to see yourself in perspective and therefore give up the notion that you're ever going to 

explain who made the world or where it's going --- you put those things behind you.
4
 

 

I beg to differ with Durant's "first lesson of philosophy." The "universe" can be understood logically. That is, using 

basic logic I can explain how the universe came to be what it is now, how life began, and what will happen in the 

future. In the course of offering these explanations it will be necessary to refute the so-called "big bang" theory of the 

origin of the universe. However, before I prove that the big bang theory of the origin of the universe cannot possibly be 

true, I must first set the proper context in which the argument has to take place. Sir Isaac Newton is reported to have 

written "If I have seen further it is by standing on the shoulders of Giants."
5
 Listing the giants on whose shoulders I 

have stood before reaching my conclusions would involve writing a history of philosophy, a task beyond the scope of 

this paper. I would note, however, that I followed Lord Macaulay's advice of reading the books that "moved the 

intellects which have moved the world"
6
 and in the course of doing so I lost my "Intellectual Virginity."

7
 It was by 

standing on the shoulders of giants that enabled me to prove that Thomas Paine was the author of the "Junius Letters"
8
 

and that Anne Boleyn was the biological daughter of Henry VIII.
9
 So, for my present purposes, a simple reiteration of 

the observation that "a dwarf standing on the shoulders of a giant may see farther than a giant himself,"
10

 along with the 

arguments presented below, will have to suffice.  
 

There are four ideas that are necessary for understanding the arguments I will make. These four ideas are  the logic of 

quantification, necessary and sufficient conditions, logically necessary concepts, and the difference between universals 

and particulars. While philosophers are generally knowledgeable about these ideas, non-philosophers may not be, so I 

explicate them below. 
 

Quantification  --- which was discovered by Frege  and Michael Dummett calls Frege's discovery  "the deepest single 

technical advance ever made in logic"
11

 --- is quite simple. It involves the number of things that belong to any given 

class: All, Some or None. This means that there only three things that can be said logically about things in any given 

class. For example, if  we are talking about the class of human beings who are mortal we can, logically, only say that 

either "All humans are mortal" or "Some humans are mortal" or "No humans are mortal." "All," literally, means all. 

"Some" means at least one and less than all. And "none" means, again literally, none. 
 

When it comes to having sex, some men, and women, set aside their reasoning. An amusing story is told about 

Aristotle. As the story goes, it seems Aristotle was smitten by a young woman. He pleaded with her to go on a date 

with him. She kept refusing him. Finally, he said: "If you go on a date with me I will do anything you want." She is 

reported to have replied: "Anything"? Aristotle is reported as saying: "Yes. Anything." She then told him to strip naked, 

which he did. She put a bridle and saddle on him and rode him around the agora (the modern equivalent being our 

farmer's markets). He put up with this humiliating venture for a short while but then quit. It has been said --- I know 

because I said it --- he then went and discovered logic.
12

 What does "anything" mean, logically? It can mean only one 

of three things: All, Some, or None. In this case, and in all cases, it means all. Applying quantification to the idea of  
necessary and sufficient conditions

13
 we can say there are necessary and sufficient conditions for all things,

14
 for some 

things, or for no things. Obviously there must be necessary and sufficient conditions for all things; for if there  were not 

necessary and sufficient conditions for all things, then --- for those things without necessary and sufficient conditions --

- nothing would change.  
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While we may not know what the necessary and sufficient conditions actually are, we do know that there are necessary 

and sufficient conditions for all things. For example, I do not know what the actual necessary and sufficient conditions 

are for you to be reading this article, but I do know that if you are reading these words, then the necessary and 

sufficient conditions have been satisfied.  
 

Logically necessary concepts are concepts that cannot be denied
15

 without absurdity. For example, I tell my students on 

the first day of class that I know more about their sex lives than they think, even though I have never met any of them. 

They, of course, deny this for the reason --- as one student put it --- "that since I do not know them I cannot know 

anything about their sex lives." That is, they have no understanding about the idea of logically necessary concepts. I tell 

them that if they had sex, they had it some where and at some time and with some one. Putting out "the sacred fire," to 

use the modern vernacular,
16

 is an age-old tradition. While one might argue about the number of men Cleopatra is 

reported to have put out the sacred fire with in one night, "no less than one hundred and six men in one night,"
17

 one 

cannot argue with the facts that if she had sex she had it some where, at some time, and with some one. To argue 

against these logically necessary concepts one would not simply be "utter[ing] nonsense learnedly,"
18

 one would be 

placing "himself beyond all reach of a reductio ad absurdum."
19

  That people of all ages believe absurdities especially 

when it comes to putting out the sacred fire, such as the existence of twelve foreskins of Jesus
20

 or that one of these 

foreskins became aroused at the sight of a young naked girl  and "ascended, like Jesus himself, and expanded into one 

of  the rings of Saturn."
21

 The Lockean maxim is that "reason must be our last judge and guide in everything."
22

 Here I 

conjoin Locke's maxim with Hittell's maxim that "in such controversies," he writes the maxim "is fiat justitia, ruat 
coelum [let us know the truth, though it send us to hell.]"

23
 

 

Lucian of  Samosata --- who lived in the 2nd century A. D. --- hinted at the notion of logically necessary concepts when 

he wrote about what some of his contemporaries had to say about the creation of the universe. He wrote as follows: 

Some say it had no beginning, and cannot end; others boldly talk of its creator and his procedure; what particularly 

entertained me was that these latter set up a contriver of the universe, but fail to mention where he came  from, or what 

he stood on while about his elaborate task, though it is by no means obvious how there could be place or time before 

the universe came into being.
24

 
 

Lucian did not understand "how there could be place or time before the universe came into being" because of two 

mistakes in his reasoning. The first mistake is that while he may have stood on the shoulders of giants to have hinted at 

the idea of logically necessary concepts, he did not see far enough to identify them. His second mistake is that he did 

not see far enough to recognize that the universe is not a thing; it is an abstract concept, a  universal. It is defined as 

everything that exists, whether known or unknown. Logic tells us there can be only one "everything that exists." That 

is, logically there cannot be "multiple universes" or --- as some physicists call them --- "multiverses" or "parallel or 

baby universes."
25

 A second example will also prove our claim that non-philosophers do not understood logic. This 

example is from the 19th century and concerns a claim made by some Christians.  In a question and answer format on 

what Christians ought to believe about their religion we find the following question and answer: 

Question 185: Did the Most Holy Mary  remain, in fact, ever a virgin? 
 

Answer: She remained and remains a virgin before the birth, during the birth, and after the birth of the Savior; and 

therefore is called ever-virgin.
26

 
 

Logic tells us that any women who has had a child is not a virgin. The third law of logic,  the law of non-contradiction, 

tells us two propositions cannot be both true and false at the same time and in the same respect. My first thought on 

reading the quotation above was the old adage, reportedly attributed to Mark Twain, that "it is better to be silent and 

thought a fool than to speak up and remove all doubt." 
 

In addition, since the universe is not a thing, but rather a concept it is neither infinite nor finite. Some writers think it is 

an either/or proposition. Dixon, in writing about Einstein's calculation of the size of the universe, writes "Anyone of us 

can tell [if the universe is infinite or finite], even you and I, that it is one or the other."
27

 No it is neither; the universe is 

a concept and not a thing and, therefore, it is  neither infinite nor finite. Einstein was wrong as well in attempting to 

calculate the size of the universe and for the same reason. The universe, as a concept, has no size. It would be like 

asking "how big is furniture?" Furniture, as a concept, has no size. Tables and chairs have size but furniture, again,  as a 

concept, has no size. 
 

Philosophers make a distinction between universals and particulars, abstract ideas and particular things and it dates 

back to Plato and Aristotle. This debate is some times called "The Problem of Universals."
28

 Durant writes that it was  

the great battlefield on which Aristotle fought out with Plato the dread question of  "universals"; it was the first conflict 

in a war which was to last till our own day, and make all medieval Europe ring with the clash of "realists" and 

"nominalists."
29
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Disraeli tells us that "nothing could exceed the violence with which these disputes were conducted." He cites a witness 

of their violence; when the contending parties had exhausted their stock of verbal abuse, they often came to blows; and 

it was not uncommon in these quarrels  about universals, to see the combatants engaging not only with their fists, but 

with clubs and swords, so that many have been wounded and some killed.
30

 
 

It does not matter whether the realists --- who believe that universals actually exist, as in Plato's World of Forms --- or 

the nominalists ---who believe that universals are merely words that cover a class of things --- are right for my 

argument does not rest on who is right in this debate. Ideas, whether they exist or not, do not have size. This is what 

philosophers call a category mistake.
31

 
 

Aristotle tells us that when the pre-Socratics began to philosophize they wondered originally at the obvious difficulties, 

then advanced little by little and stated difficulties about greater matters, e.g., about the phenomena of the moon and 

those of the sun and stars, and about the genesis of the universe.
32

 
 

There have been numerous accounts throughout history of the so-called "genesis of the universe."
33

 The account 

offered in the Old Testament is that "in the beginning God created heaven, and earth." In my Catholic Bible there is a 

footnote following this quote. It reads as follows; 
 

Chap. 1. Ver. 1. Created. The Hebrew word here means to create out of nothing. The account of the six days of 

creation, given in Chapter 1, poses some problem when it is compared with natural science. [...] All Catholics must 

hold that the biblical account of creation is an historical document, and not a myth or a fable.
34

 
 

That is, as a Catholic I must hold that God created the universe out of nothing. But this is logically impossible for it 

commits the fallacy of the stolen concept.  
 

This fallacy was first identified by Leslie  Stephen when he criticized Hume's argument on the grounds "that we cannot 

conceive of a non-magnetic magnet."
35

 This fallacy occurs when someone uses a concept but then denies some, or all, 

of the concepts that logically depend on it. Denying the magnetic property of a magnet is to commit this fallacy. 

Descartes' cogito ergo sum is also an example of this fallacy because he says he is "a thing which thinks." But a thing 

has size, shape, location and the mind has none of these.  Pope John Paul II also committed this fallacy when he stated 

to an audience at the Vatican that "rather than a place, hell indicates the state of those who freely and definitively 

separate themselves from God."
36

 If you exist you must exist somewhere. Location is a logically necessary concept and 

to deny it commits this fallacy. Some physicists also commit this fallacy when they claim to be studying the physics of 

nothing.
37

 If there really was nothing --- that is, the total absence of everything --- there would be no physicists around 

to study it. As to the philosophical question raised in this article: "Why is there something rather that nothing at all?" 

The answer is really quite simple. If there ever was a time when nothing existed, nothing would exist now. Why would 

this be true? Because you cannot get something from nothing. Nevertheless,  here we are, sentient beings paying daily 

in pain for being such, cleaving to a flying ball of matter which is but part of a hurtling system of spherical clods hung, 

we know not how, in endless space.
38

  
 

Is that it? Is this all that can be said? No. Some physicists have offered an account of how we got here. 
 

The most modern account of the generation of the universe is the Big Bang theory of the creation of the universe and, 

while popular, it cannot possibly be true. My objection lies not with the physics, or the mathematics, of the argument 

but rather with the logic of the argument. 
 

The basic argument is that something of "zero size,"
39

 a singularity --- which is defined as "a point in space-time at 

which the space-time  curvature becomes infinite
40

 --- went bang and the universe came into existence. I have to ask: 

what is the difference between something of "zero size" and nothing?  Consider something very small, say a grain of 

wheat.
41

 I can cut it in half and I would end up with two pieces. Can something of "zero size" be cut in half  such that I 

would end up with two pieces like the grain of wheat? It seems not for zero divided by any number is zero. Size is a 

logically necessary concept; if something exists it must be of some size. 
 

Stephen Hawking seems to recognize the existence of logically necessary concepts when he writes "An event is 

something that happens at a particular point in space and at a particular time."
42

 All events occur some where and at 

some time. The Big Bang is an event. Therefore it must have occurred some where and at some time. But according to 

Hawking space and time began with the Big Bang. He writes about an illustration in his book that it "shows the early 

universe, with some of the galaxies dating back to less than a billion years after the beginning of space and time."
43

  
 

Logically it makes no sense to say that space and time had a beginning because if there was no space and time before 

the Big Bang there could be no space and no time for the Big Bang to occur. It is analogous to the Cleopatra example. 

While one could argue about the number of men she is reported to have had sex with, one cannot argue that if she had 

sex she had it no where and at no time, and with no one. That would be absurd as believing one of Jesus' foreskin 

becoming one of the rings of Saturn.  
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At least the foreskin would have been of some size, even though it could not become one of the rings of Saturn. The 

proponents of the Big Bang theory would have us believe that some thing of  "zero size" went bang, no where and at no 

time, and became the entire universe.  
 

The idea that the space and time came into existence with the creation of the universe dates back to Plato
44

 and St. 

Augustine in the 4th century. He wrote that "the world and time had both one beginning ... the world was made, not in 

time, but simultaneously with time." In addition he rests this claim on the "infallible Scriptures" that say "that in the 

beginning God created the heavens and earth."
45

  
 

However, Lucian had rejected this account of time two centuries earlier when he hinted at the idea of logically 

necessary concepts when he wrote "it is by no means obvious how there could be place or time before the universe 

came into being." It is obvious if you understand that some concepts --- place and time --- are logically necessary 

concepts. Thomas Paine wrote that "The sublime and the ridiculous are often so nearly related that it is difficult to class 

them separately. One step above the sublime makes the ridiculous, and one step above the ridiculous makes the sublime 

again."
46

 
 

But three steps beyond the ridiculous --- that some thing of "zero size" went bang at no where  and at no time --- 

becomes ludicrous especially when the proponents of the Big Bang theory of the creation of the universe rested their 

arguments on the Augustinian conception of time. 
 

It is not enough to demonstrate that one theory is wrong unless one can present a plausible alternative. I now turn to 

explain this plausible alternative. This alternative can explain how the universe came to be what it is now without the 

fallacious
47

 absurdity evidenced by the theory of the Big Bang. Recall that by the universe I mean "everything that 

exists" whether known or unknown. Imagine the universe several billion years ago and call it state A. Now imagine the 

universe a few billion years later and call it state B. Now imagine the universe as it is now and call it state C. Recall the 

argument that there are necessary and sufficient conditions for all things. Since there are necessary and sufficient 

conditions for all things and the universe went from state A to state B and from state B to state C, we have a complete 

account of how the universe came to be what it is now.  
 

The same arguments explains how we went from a planet with no life on it to a planet with life on it. The necessary and 

sufficient conditions for life to occur must have existed, for if they did not exist there would be no life now. There is 

life now so therefore we know that the necessary and sufficient conditions must have existed. I concede that I do not 

know what those conditions were but it not the task of a philosopher to know what they were; it is only the task of 

philosophers to know that they were. To know what they were belongs to scientists. 
 

After proving the "big bang" cannot possibly be true and, after having demonstrated a logical alternative of how the 

universe came to be what it is now, and after demonstrating how life began, and after escaping the fate of Ahasuerus, I 

can stand with Virgil when he wrote: 
 

Happy the man who doth the causes know 

Of all that is: serene he stands, above 

All fears; above the inexorable Fate, 

And that insatiate gulph that roars below.
48
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