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Because “Cause” Makes Sense
The Anthropic Cosmological Principle and Quantum Cosmocausality

Hal N. Ostrander

 
Since the very structure of  the universe is seen to be remarkably amenable to 
the existence and continued sustenance of  the human race, the question thus 
becomes one of  whether such a state of  affairs can be explicated in theistic 
terms, more specifically, in relation to a theistically instantiated anthropic 
cosmological principle (ACP). 

In order to pursue this line of  thinking, a number of  provisional defini-
tions must be supplied. The ACP itself  comes in four basic versions, but only 
two are dealt with here—the weak and strong anthropic principles,1 each 
defined as follows:

1. �The weak anthropic principle (WAP): “The observed values of  all physical 
and cosmological quantities are not equally probable but they take 
on values, restricted by the requirement that there exist sites where 
carbon-based life can evolve and the requirement that the Universe 
be old enough for it to have already done so.” 

2. �The strong anthropic principle (SAP): “The Universe must have those 
properties which allow life to develop within it at some stage in its 
history.”2
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Granted, these are technical definitions,3 but a veritable plethora of  such 
fine-tuned items exists, most of  which are categorized as elementary lengths 
and times, fundamental constants, masses of  elementary particles, physical 
fine structure constants, and even cosmic coincidences.4

In addition, a working definition of  quantum cosmocausality (QC) is 
required. According to Stanley Jaki, the search for such an all encompassing, 
a priori definition of  cosmic cause has always been with us historically, but a 
contemporary restatement of  it is sorely needed. As Jaki explains:

A broad awareness among cosmologists is still to arise concerning the 
very real possibility of  knowing conclusively the intrinsic impossibility of  
knowing that the universe can only be what it is. The latter knowledge 
implies the necessary and exclusive character of  the existing universe 
and can have therefore its source only in a priori considerations. To know 
the universe in such a way is not only very different from knowing all its 
quantitative correlations. . . , but also rigorously impossible. The ambi-
tion to formulate an explanatory framework in which the world appears 
to be a necessary form of  existence is not new. It is as old as physics.5

Hence, the definition of  QC is a synthesizing one; it must attempt con-
ceptually to consolidate the six types of  causality previously posited, utilized, 
and modified throughout the history of  philosophy: material, formal, effi-
cient, final, instrumental, and sufficient.6 Although there is undoubtedly some 
overlap in meaning among these six accounts of  cause, the tension between 
the demand for complete clarity and the conceptual inadequacy of  existing 
causal terminology is especially marked in attempting to define QC.

The barest definition possible, then, is that QC is the all-encompassing 
conglomeration of  the various strains of  causal meaning, each of  which is 
potentially involved in the creation of  the universe as instantiated by God in 
all of  its quantum-to-macro world particulars. With this in view, the present 
chapter will follow various theological, philosophical, and scientific leads into 
the universal “cause” of  human beings, that is, an anthropic cosmological 
cause, if  viewed in toto. Accomplishing this lends itself  to several areas of  
study:

1. �the fact that the universe and human beings are so propitiously and 
compatibly structured;

2. the relation of  the supernatural to the concept of  discontinuity:
3. the dilemma faced by empiricists who disregard metaphysics;
4. �the ACP in relation to God as the mechanism for cosmic cause, some-

thing intrinsically involving a theoretical leap from the micro- to macro-
world as well as an ontology of  law;
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5. �the notion that the ACP serves as God’s principle for regulating a cre-
ated cosmos;

6. �the defining of  a theistic QC in light of  the weak and strong versions 
of  the ACP; and 

7. �an exploratory look at omnicausality with the universe as the product 
of  a theistic QC whose six types of  causation establish the ACP as 
God’s regulative principle for creating and sustaining the universe.

With these seven items in mind, the ACP is ripe for a QC harvest. As 
anthropic theorist Nicola Dallaporta maintains, the ACP holds the key to a 
better scientific understanding of  the universe, stating, “The recognition of  
the anthropic principle should be considered as a turning point in the devel-
opment of  science, opening new roads towards the unknown aspects of  the 
universe.”7

The Propitious Nature of Cosmic/Anthropic Compatibility

Many scientists uphold the fact that a singular compatibility of  sorts is at 
work between human beings and their cosmic environment. While perme-
ating the cosmos as a whole, the known laws of  physics seemingly zenith 
to standards of  near-perfection for the sake of  humanity’s presence on this 
planet, Earth. Because it is a match so propitious in nature, philosophers 
of  science and cosmologists alike often voice their beliefs concerning this 
remarkably fine-tuned, cosmic/anthropic compatibility. On occasion, their 
words are characterized by tacit religious interference. At other times, they 
seem to preach words of  straightforward theological appeal.8 

In view of  these cosmic/anthropic structural compatibilities, it is impor-
tant to note that the ACP perspective most often endorsed by cosmic/biolog-
ical evolutionary theorists is one devoid of  any attached religious overtones. 
On the other hand, such compatibilities may also be reasonably expressed in 
terms of  a divinely energized principle, one in complete accord with more 
historically pervasive explanations of  creation wherein supernatural involve-
ment is taken seriously.

Supernatural Involvement and Discontinuity

The question of  supernatural involvement in the creation of  the cosmos is, at 
bottom, as all-encompassing an inquiry as there can be. All the same, natu-
ralistic scientists find it difficult to accept concepts of  supernatural involve-
ment in the creation of  the universe because they are allegedly unsupported 
by accumulated evidence. The crux of  the matter is whether the evidence, 
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rightly interpreted, points either to some form of  external supernatural 
engagement or to some internal chance process operative from within.

Naturalists presume that succumbing to notions of  supernatural cre-
ativity introduces a measure of  discontinuity into the cosmological quest; 
it interrupts their vision of  nature as a seamless web of  causal connections.9 
Moreover, anxiety over supernatural discontinuity seems to manifest itself  
regularly in the field of  evolutionary biology.10 Even so, a proportionally 
fewer number of  scientists tends to question whether the ontological status 
of  “chance” creative processes is even a valid notion. Atheists, agnostics, and 
theists alike come under the influence of  varying philosophical assumptions 
about what roles contingency and determinism should play in their respec-
tive investigations of  cosmic cause.11 This is best illustrated via the empiricist 
approach to knowledge gains. 

The Empiricist Dilemma

Concerning empiricism, the tendency of  scientists to isolate empirical issues 
from metaphysical concerns must be interpreted in terms of  a false dichoto-
my.12 Such an approach only serves to confirm empiricism’s epistemological 
weakness. Deriving its coherence as a theory of  knowledge solely from a sen-
sory base, its openness to truths beyond the range of  its own methodology is 
critically held captive. Furthermore, since empiricism is incapable of  incor-
rigibly proving that factual truths beyond the sensory realm do not exist, and 
since the scientific method has traditionally relied too heavily on empirical 
measures alone for its advancement, whatever elements are said to compose 
the scientific method must not only be supplemented definitionally but also 
restructured procedurally. To the extent that scientific laws are arrived at 
through empiricist methods, to that same extent benefits provided by truths 
lying beyond the five senses (metaphysical truths) are forfeited, resulting in 
the loss of  a more comprehensive metascientific perspective with respect to 
whatever metaempirical elements of  created reality can be shown to exist.13

Philosopher of  science Philip Gasper suggests a methodology similar to 
this, but concedes only partially a source for scientific law beyond empirical 
confines. Agreeing that causal relations seem to be scientifically necessary 
and irreducibly metaphysical in the face of  nontheistic empiricist standards, 
Gasper analyzes how the traditional Humean interpretation of  causal rela-
tions14 continues to be applied by contemporary philosophers of  science:

Instead of  offering a verificationistically unacceptable metaphysical 
explanation of  appeals to theoretical considerations in identifying 
causal relations (according to which knowledge of  unobservable causal 



because “cause” makes sense     143

© 2007 Augsburg Fortress

mechanisms is being applied), the empiricist offers a conception accord-
ing to which reference to laws of  nature is part of  the conventional 
definition of  causal relations and the theory-dependence of  methods is 
simply a manifestation of  scientists’ efforts to identify those laws.15

Here Gasper expresses dissatisfaction with the Humean notion of  causality 
in which a determinate relation between events is left unspecified, except in 
the most general, unexplained way: a law of  nature. He argues further that 
Hume mistakenly incorporates “the notion of  a law of  nature into the very 
definition of  causal relations,” and by contemporary philosophy of  science 
standards this generates a deficient account of  what “causation” actually 
means philosophically. References to unobservable causal relations are prob-
lematical by definition, Gasper affirms, but science is leading the way beyond 
the difficulties introduced historically by the Humean acausal interlude so as 
to reconstruct a more philosophically satisfying notion of  causation.16

Further, Gasper’s contemporary, Nancy Cartwright, also critiques the 
same timeworn meanings for cause that gave rise to the skepticist tradi-
tion, extending the impact of  Gasper’s censure of  Hume while voicing her 
own position that empiricism’s approach to causality is both misguided and 
unsubstantiated. It is not only possible, she maintains, but essential as well 
to seek out and apply explanatory causes to various physical phenomena in 
contradistinction to mere explanatory laws. To go beyond law to the cause 
of  law is the real issue. Consequently, science, as an enterprise rightly con-
cerned with methodology, must always be wary of  confusing causal claims 
with theoretical accounts of  phenomena based on natural law; superior 
causal explanations must eventually supersede inferior empiricist theories.17 
In brief, Cartwright’s philosophy of  science, like Gasper’s, is non-Humean 
in its particulars and eager to achieve a philosophically corrected account of  
causality no longer encumbered by Humean frames of  reference. 

In response, a logical question arises: What is it that supersedes cause? 
All in all, such a question must be permitted on at least three counts: the fact 
that it is never directly asked; the inadequacy of  naturalistic, cosmic/biologi-
cal approaches to bring a genetically diverse mankind/anthropos into corpo-
rate being; and empiricism’s past failures to examine sufficiently the philo/
scientific side of  causality in relation to a larger cosmic causality.

God as Cosmocausal Mechanism

According to Norman Newell, “Natural processes operating in accordance 
with natural laws do indeed represent ‘supreme power,’ the power of  the 
universe, and the existence of  this power is beyond dispute. Whether it is 
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called Nature or God is a matter of  personal preference.”18 In other words, 
What is the creative power lying back of  the universe? And the questions 
persist. For example, In what sense is the universe itself  a cause-and-effect 
sequence and, as such, may it be delimited in terms of  God himself ? If  so, 
Should God be considered as the actual causation agent of  this cause-and-
effect universe—or better, its anthropic causation agent, however difficult to 
explain or easy to devalue something so causally deterministic appears to 
be?19 Thus, To what extent does God render precise the ostensibly determin-
istic, scientific/mathematical parameters of  the cosmos for the sake of  God’s 
chief  creation—humanity?20

In reply, the very framing of  the questions involves totaling up a number 
of  theo/philosophical integers: created ontos, plus a designing/intentioning 
telos, plus a sentient bios, plus a divinely imaged anthropos, plus a humanly 
habitable cosmos, plus the underlying cause-and-effect sequences operational 
within each, all adding up to a quantum-to-cosmos causal sum that points 
toward a duly evidenced theism. If  God, then, is hypothesized to own a 
threefold creative role as (1) the a priori cause of  the universe; (2) as its actual 
existence/sustenance mechanism; and (3) as humanity’s anthropic causation 
agent, then God’s existence and interaction with the cosmos and human 
beings themselves suddenly become reasonable assumptions. For cosmic/
biological evolutionary forces to accomplish the same three-point task, while 
devoid of  intelligence and empowered by chance alone, does not add up 
coherently.21 Beyond this, a foray into the quantum world helps to illustrate 
this need for coherence.

A Metalevel Below

Conditions at the microcosmic level of  reality are usually described as cha-
otic, random, and nonteleological in nature. In view of  this, as reality moves 
from the quantum world up to the macroworld, the physical systems and 
processes operative throughout appear to involve teleological outworkings—
those of  “design” and “purpose.” To “jump up” from the micro- to the mac-
roworld is to acknowledge the existence of  thermodynamic forces working at 
or below the quantum level. Yet these forces must necessarily and simultane-
ously be involved in some as-yet-unknown macrotransformational process; 
they must in some way be transformed into the more explicitly teleological 
processes so characteristic of  the Newtonian macroworld. And all this, it 
should be stressed, is somehow accomplished while in seeming opposition to 
the renowned second law of  thermodynamics, one of  the most basic of  natu-
ral laws.22 This chaos-to-telos move, against the grain of  the second law’s stated 
purpose, is, for all intents and purposes, an outwardly inexplicable event. 
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Theorist F. David Peat, however, carefully addresses this very issue by 
suggesting that something akin to a “gentle action for a harmonious world” is 
functioning throughout the microworld environs.23 What Peat proposes here 
is technically unsatisfying, but the very fact that he alludes to the existence of  
possible subprocesses and structures lying behind, or prior to, the chaos-to-
order reality jump is significant in itself; it is scientific theory au naturel push-
ing the categories-of-reality envelope.

From another direction, Ilya Prigogine and Isabelle Stengers are also 
committed to finding workable answers to the chaos-to-order conundrum. 
One of  their main conclusions reads, “At all levels, be it the level of  macro-
scopic physics, the level of  fluctuations, or the microscopic level, nonequilib-
rium is the source of  order. Nonequilibrium brings ‘order out of  chaos.’”24 In 
other words, some lack of  thermodynamic equilibrium, a negative entropy 
of  sorts, is essential to this quantal megaleap into the large-scale universe. 
Moreover, they try to reinforce their conclusions in terms of  what they call 
“active matter,” precisely the kind of  matter needed to help speed along 
chaos and randomness to arrive at some semblance of  macroworld order. In 
doing so, active matter not only transforms means to ends but also becomes 
engaged in an intrinsically irreversible process capable of  negating the second 
law’s entropic effects on the energy levels of  the universe.25

The accuracy of  these theories aside, the speculative efforts of  Peat, 
Prigogine, and Stengers, as well as others,26 grant future promise to the order-
out-of-chaos enigma. Their labors may at least be interpreted as the search 
for some sort of  mechanistic dialectic between chance and regularity within 
the cosmos. In essence, it is the search for a metalevel below, or behind, the 
quantum microworld, that is, an as-yet-undiscovered level of  reality wherein 
the quantum-to-macro world puzzle is solved.27 Moreover, such approaches 
help to provide a framework for reinterpreting the regularity side of  this 
tricky dialectic equation. If  asserted as a theistic framework, the regularity 
of  the macrocreation must in some sense be predicated as God’s cosmo-
causal mastery over (or negation of) the so-called instrumentalizing power of  
chance, with such lordship itself  defined in terms of  God’s ongoing interac-
tivity with both the quantum microcreation and the hypothesized metalevel 
just below it.28 Although further warrant is needed, such a state of  creative 
affairs is linked to the search for an ontology of  law.

Ontology of Law

Venturing to construct an omnicomprehensive ontology of  law for the cre-
ated order is also important in understanding how God can be regarded as 
the cosmocausal mechanism at work within the cosmos. As the metaphysical 
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parallel to twentieth-century grand unified theories (GUTs) and theories of  
everything (TOEs), J. H. Lambert set forth precisely this kind of  scenario, 
at least in nascent form, as far back as 1760.29 Contemporary thinker Ted 
Peters also explores an ontology of  law’s cosmocausal possibilities, but artic-
ulates them in far more theistic terms than Lambert:

Law is the one form of  divine activity within the cosmos. Laws are 
the result of  the intersection of  God’s faithfulness with the course of  
otherwise contingent events. God in the God self  is a se, not bound to 
the cosmic order. What we experience as governing principles are ordi-
nances freely invoked by God to keep the world in being—to keep it 
organized as a cosmos—for a given duration.30

Peters’s definition here takes seriously the laws of  nature and their 
implementing power, albeit derivatively by God, to keep the universe under 
theistic control.31 

Howard J. Van Till also expresses a similar notion when, in speaking 
of  the entirety of  created things, he says: “Every category of  structure, 
creature and process was conceptualized by the Creator from the begin-
ning but actualized in time as the created material employed its God-given 
capacities in the manner and at the time the Creator intended from the 
outset.”32 

It is evident, however, that Peters and Van Till fall short of  specifically 
connecting their views to the ACP itself, but their corporate philosophizing 
about ontological law in theistic terms has cosmocausal import insofar as, in 
their views, God ordains such a lawlike nexus in order to create and sustain 
the universe. 

The Anthropic Cosmological Principle as  
God’s Regulative Principle for Creation

The data gathered by exploring the quantum-to-universe domains may be 
interpreted scientifically and mathematically in terms of  sheer anthropic 
parameters, but also in overtly theistic terms. In view of  this, if  the ACP is 
highlighted as the focal point of  God’s creative process (that is, as the regula-
tive principle God employed to bring the universe into existence and maintain 
it as such), then it may be construed as having a significant cosmocausal role 
to play—that of  the cosmocausal drive responsible for giving intelligibility to 
design/intentionality and mechanism/telos,33 perhaps even as the connect-
ing point between earthly physics and divinized metaphysics. As Friedrich 
Cramer asserts, “There are no physics without metaphysical basis, but it is of  
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utmost importance to define precisely the connecting point between physics 
and meta-physics in order to avoid a confusion of  categories.”34

True to his own premises, Cramer is referring here to a naturalistic ACP 
in the context of  cosmic/biological evolutionary forces. For purposes of  
instituting a theistic QC, however, if  Cramer’s connecting point between 
physics and metaphysics is cosmically expressed in terms of  a theistically 
wrought ACP, then it is simply a substitution of  contexts that enables the 
universe to become God-organized as opposed to self-organized, with theory 
and metatheory cosmocausally linked within the ACP itself. Such a hypoth-
esis is at least in keeping with what some anthropic theorists have them-
selves already concluded. For example, George Schlesinger remarks, “Over 
an extended period science has kept providing results that the adversaries of  
religion have been able to use as their ammunition. The anthropic principle 
seems to redress the imbalance, since for a change it offers at least a prima 
facie argument supporting the theist.”35 

Summary

In summary, a full-bodied theistic QC must be cognizant of  the compat-
ibility structures now existing between the universe and the human species, 
in which case it may be couched in terms descriptive of  a supernatural dis-
continuity at work over against the continuous forces of  cosmic/biologi-
cal evolution. Positing a creator-God as the mechanism responsible for a 
cosmos consummately fit for humanity involves a limited understanding of  
the micro-to-macroworld transformation process intrinsic to creation. The 
hypothesis of  a reality mechanism existing below the quantum world that 
both undergirds and assists it in bringing the macroworld to present order is 
seemingly a necessary one. In addition, an ontology of  law of  sorts, based on 
theistic premises, is at work cosmocausally throughout the created order in 
connection with this metalevel below. Then, over time, God utilizes the ACP 
itself—intrinsically comprised of  a body of  numerous, unchanging constants 
and parameters—as the regulative principle for instantiating and organizing 
created reality at all levels. How the ACP in its weak and strong versions fits 
into this overall picture of  a theistic QC is addressed next.

The Anthropic Cosmological Principle—Weak and Strong

The Weak Anthropic Principle

Concerning empiricism, the WAP seems to underscore the empiricist 
dilemma noted earlier, that a strictly empirical approach to the acquisition 
and interpretation of  knowledge is by definition hindered from probing into 
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knowledge realms that are metaphysical in nature. As a consequence, the 
scientific enterprise today embodies elements of  skepticism with respect to 
how reality should not be interpreted apart from an empirical modus operan-
di.36 Furthermore, empiricism’s lack of  metaphysical perspective cultivates 
an atmosphere of  unfamiliarity with respect to the cosmos, that is, the har-
monious intricacies revealed in the very structures of  the micro- and macro-
universes are often overlooked in the pursuit of  rigorously amassing facts.37

Empirical approaches to knowledge are undoubtedly efficient at accu-
mulating experimental facts but seemingly ineffectual when it comes to 
modeling them into constructive interpretational frameworks, a task requir-
ing a metaphysical point of  view if  it is to operate productively. And if  
the WAP’s straight numbers and coincidental relations are, in fact, placed 
within a metaphysical framework—one that upholds the viability of  anti-
chance operations—then a basis for constructing a theistic QC is partially 
established. Insofar as the shaping of  the anthropic “facts” (constants and 
parameters) into a theistic paradigm is accomplished, the survivability of  
the explanatory power of  theistic ACP arguments is assured. According to 
John Polkinghorne:

It is fair to inquire whether [the anthropic parameters] will . . . survive 
the advance of  knowledge. . . . [W]hile correlations in the structure of  
the world may be revealed to us which are currently hidden and which 
may explain naturally what now seems to be coincidental, there is likely 
to remain a degree of  balance necessary for life and irreducibly given in 
scientific terms, which will call for a deeper explanation.38

Hence, a WAP backed by theistic concerns confirms the need for con-
structing a quantum cosmology that takes God’s role seriously as the cosmo-
causal impetus for the creation of  the universe.

The Strong Anthropic Principle

Concerning those who deny the relevance of  the SAP and what Brandon 
Carter calls its “anthropic enigma,” many theoretical physicists are still opti-
mistic about undermining its influence as a principle. To accomplish this, 
however, the “underlying physical mechanisms fixing” the WAP’s “indepen-
dent fundamental constants” would have to be discovered, documented, and 
unquestionably recognized by everyone concerned. Such measures would 
provide the means for theorists to argue that “at the [SAP’s] deeper theoreti-
cal level” the WAP constants could have no other set of  values than what 
they presently exhibit.39 In deciphering Carter’s meaning here, it seems that 
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he is simply stating that if  the SAP can demonstrate a strictly physical reason 
for how and why the WAP’s constants/parameters have the numerical 
values they do, then it is unnecessary to resort to some metaphysical source 
to explain these already existing values. In essence, it is the search for why we 
are here; it is the propagating of  a formal naturalistic cause over against the 
acknowledgment of  a possible supernatural cause that Carter and others are 
trying to advance. 

From another direction, other anthropic theorists strive to sidestep the 
obstacle of  cause altogether so that troubling deliberations about how and 
why a supernatural cause brought the universe into existence (especially for 
divinely created human beings to inhabit!) are either ignored or suppressed 
in favor of  a bare cosmic/Darwinian teleology. As anthropic theorist Livio 
Gratton phrases it:

The inconsistency of  SAP is that it is not a causal but a teleological argu-
ment. . . . In fact, after Darwin, every sensible man is aware that plants 
and animals have evolved in order to adapt themselves to environmental 
conditions and not, on the contrary, that these conditions have been 
expressly planned to make their life possible.40

Hence, Gratton’s approach here is not truly cosmocausal in scope, siding 
instead with a cosmic/bioevolutionary version of  teleology as opposed to a 
scientifically causal teleology wherein the cosmos first and humanity second 
were “genesised” into being, only to take up their divine telos from that point 
onward in accordance with God’s planned initiative.

As its name implies, the strong anthropic principle goes beyond the 
effectiveness of  the WAP in its attempt to give cosmocausal impetus to the 
creation and maintenance of  the universe. As George Ellis asserts, “I under-
stand the Anthropic Principle’s primary role as being to enable us to com-
prehend causal links we would not otherwise realize existed.”41 Paul Davies 
contends more strongly than Ellis that the very laws of  nature governing the 
cosmos function as they do because of  the universal, regulatory potential 
of  the SAP: “The strong anthropic principle can therefore be regarded as 
a sort of  organizing meta-principle, because it arranges the laws themselves 
so as to permit complex organization to arise.”42 In other words, the forces 
of  cosmocausality at work in the universe take on aspects considerably more 
powerful than what the blind nonteleological forces of  cosmic/bioevolution 
are able to support. Sheer cosmocausal forces, then, may be examined more 
perspectivally than what the prevailing ACP literature allows for; that is, they 
may be scrutinized with all due fairness through the lens of  a pan-causal 
framework, a theistic quantum cosmocausality.
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Toward a Theistic Quantum Cosmocausality

The idea that theistic causal powers are at work in the universe and are 
conversant with it on both quantum and cosmological scales is a reasonable 
one inasmuch as other origins mechanisms are proving to be increasingly 
incapable of  producing the desired result, namely, a cosmos inhabited by 
human beings.43

Omnicausality

So does the ACP cause cosmocausality to function, or does God allow the 
ACP to run on its own power, derivatively granted? Further, does God 
cause the ACP to cause such things as existence, design, and intentionality? 
And how far back do theology, philosophy, and science have to go, logi-
cally and temporally, to differentiate between God himself  and the cosmo-
causal mechanism at work to create a universal environment fit for human 
beings? And, if  no such distinction can ever be formulated by finite human 
minds, is it entirely beyond the realm of  possibility for God as Creator to be 
in control of  every quantal movement, in charge of  the quantum machi-
nations of  the roughly 1080 atoms estimated to comprise the cosmos—a 
determinate omnicausality, if  you will?44 Some argue that if  God is only 
responsible for having caused or directed even a single quantum, space-
time event throughout the history of  the universe, then God is omnicom-
petent, such that God can have controlled every quantum space-time event 
up to the present moment.45

It is doubtful whether any theologian, philosopher, or scientist knows 
the definitive answer to questions like these. But that is not to say that a 
Christianized version of  the ACP—serving as the basis for a theistic QC, 
while desiring to explore deeply the finely tuned constants and parameters 
built in to the universe—is merely theo/philosophical sophistry.46 Nor does it 
mean that if  God chose voluntarily to use an instantiating-of-created-reality 
principle such as the ACP to manufacture and support a universe requiring 
a minimum of  divine intervention to work, then “God Himself, if  he really 
created the world, must have been an extremely lazy creator.”47

The truth of  the ACP matter is this: the instantiating into ontos of  a 
cosmological telos to work on God’s behalf  as the regulatory creative prin-
ciple of  the universe is a difficult-to-define proposition. On the other hand, 
it is not very hard to differentiate its intent and purpose from the premises 
lying behind a naturalistic ACP; namely, that some evolutionary force is 
operative categorically, yet entirely wrought by chance.48 Considering such 
omnicausal matters, the potential for assimilating the six types of  cause 
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mentioned earlier into an all-inclusive causal framework functioning in 
connection with the ACP itself  will now be investigated.

The Canonical Conjugates of Cause49 

In distinguishing the six types of  cause, it is first necessary to note that the 
very idea of  a first cause for the universe has fallen out of  favor on many 
different levels. If  Stanley Jaki is correct, however, the contemporary philo-
sophical scene rejects the concept because it is too much in league with a 
more scientifically unacceptable class of  causal theories—those dealing with 
the God of  the Bible. As Jaki candidly remarks:

One may . . . suspect that belief  in the “scientific” overthrow of  the 
principle of  causality would not have become a tone of  thought of  our 
age, had this scientific age of  ours not already parted with belief  in the 
First Cause which makes all other causation possible. . . . Those who 
know something of  the remorseless law of  logic will not be surprised 
on finding that if  reality or objective coherence fails to be accepted, any 
analysis of  knowledge becomes a celebration of  incoherence.”50

For the sake of  coherence, the six types of  causes are summarized below 
in relation to how the ACP may be said to function cosmocausally within the 
universe via God’s unfolding plan (see figure 8.1).51 

Type of Cause Definition ACP Cosmocausal Function 

 

 

Material cause That out of which something is made Quantum particles 

 

Formal cause The design or idea followed in the Created reality’s design 

  process of making something as it existed in God’s mind 

 

Instrumental cause The means or instrument by which ACP-design instantiated 

  something is made as space-time reality 

 

Final cause The purpose for which something      Cosmos for anthropos 

  is made 

 

Efficient cause The chief agent causing something God 

  to be made  

 

Sufficient cause A cause equal to the task of Only God 

  causing something to be made 

 

Figure 8.1 
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Expanding on this panoply of  the ACP’s cosmocausal capacities, the 
ACP itself  is not the material cause of  the universe, but it functions as God’s 
regulatory, instrumentalizing causal principle for existencing atomic/sub-
atomic materials into space-time being ex nihilo, creating them at or below 
a quantum level of  reality in order to instantiate ontologically the formal 
design of  the cosmos as originally conceived by God. On its way to God’s 
final cause for the universe, a home for anthropos, the quantum materials are 
instrumentalized and configured mathematically by the ACP into whatever 
constants and parameters are absolutely necessary for forming and sustain-
ing a universe of  macroproportions through creatio continua means, a uni-
verse intentioned as it is for the sake of  human beings from the very first 
moment of  creation. And God, of  course, is both the efficient cause and 
only sufficient cause of  the entire ACP process—cosmocausal in its God-
scope—as opposed to a nonteleological, cosmic/bioevolutionary force some-
how unfolding itself  so propitiously for humanity’s sake on the basis of  sheer 
chance events alone.

Conclusion

Somewhere Francis Bacon has said, “Inquiry into final causes is sterile, and 
like a virgin consecrated to God, produces nothing.”52 In like manner, this 
may be one’s immediate reaction to a notion as ambitious as developing a 
theistic QC—that it will produce nothing of  real consequence. On the other 
hand, many believe it to be a fruitful endeavor, whether on theological, philo-
sophical, or scientific grounds. Further work is in the offing, granted, but 
even to conceptualize causation itself  is an exceedingly difficult proposition. 
Nevertheless, as one theorist puts it, “The centrality of  the concept, both to 
ordinary practical discourse and to the scientific description of  the world, is 
difficult to deny.”53

This, then, is a provisional rendering of  what could be called theistic 
quantum cosmocausality, one in which both versions of  the anthropic cos-
mological principle—the WAP and the SAP—serve constructively as its very 
basis. Future efforts are sure to improve upon this stated conclusion, but one 
can do no better than appeal to Stanley Jaki’s seasoned insights once again:

Once one truth, the truth of  knowing reality is not let in. . . , no truth 
whatever about reality is any longer forthcoming and certainly not the 
most important truth, about the totality of  real things, namely, that a 
specific, consistent, thoroughly one universe cried out for a necessary 
Being as its sole raison d’être. Only such a Being can call into existence 
the universe, a process called creation out of  nothing. Such a process 
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is the deepest, though most luminous mystery which alone can shed 
light on anything else and prevent rational discourse from relapsing 
into irrational reversals of  its progress. That modern science displays 
with astonishing effectiveness, the specificity, consistency, and unity of  
the universe, . . . can certainly reassure the theist that in addition to 
philosophy, science too is on his side and not on the side of  atheists.54

In other words, the cause of  the universe is, at the very least, vitally 
related to truth and the reasonable expression of  truth. Further, if  God is 
characteristically true and simultaneously relates to the universe as its Cre-
ator and Sustainer, then it follows reasonably that God is also the one who 
cosmocausally instantiated it into being for a divine purpose—that purpose 
being, in one sense, for the sake of  scientists themselves, whether Christian, 
agnostic, or atheistic. Moreover, such a viewpoint may be seen as the basis for 
establishing the very concept of  scientific explanation in the first place, and, 
once established, such explanations as finely tuned anthropic principles may 
serve to elevate and empower the status of  whatever scientific methods and 
procedures are eventually used to study creation’s mysteries productively. 

As Ernan McMullin maintains, appealing to God as the Creator and 
Preserver of  the universe is not really an “appeal . . . to a ‘gap’ in scientific 
explanation” so much as it is “to a different order of  explanation that leaves 
scientific explanation intact, that explores the conditions of  possibility for 
there being any kind of  scientific explanation.”55 To say that God creates and 
sustains the universe cosmocausally via anthropic principles fine-tuned for 
our existence as human beings is to offer up more than a mere declaration 
of  the fact. Instead, if  God himself  instantiates a universe into being via 
the sixfold, ACP-delineated causal package already examined, then such a 
proposition goes beyond what any naturalistic analysis of  causation/causal-
ity could ever hope to accommodate. Why? Because in the very defining 
of  these causes, there obtains a theo/philosophical richness that naturalism 
categorically rejects, an aliveness to God’s awesome majesty that might oth-
erwise go undeclared except for the disclosures that the ACP and a theistic 
QC bring to our rapt attention, in turn, taking something of  the edge off  
of  the mystery that God’s created order poses to our given yet truncated 
framework of  reality.

In closing, then, when it comes to God’s action in the world via anthropic 
cosmological principles and their required linkage to theistic quantum cos-
mology, the words of  Isaiah 55:9 ring all the more true: “For as the heavens 
are higher than the earth, so are My ways higher than your ways, and My 
thoughts than your thoughts” (NASB). Thus, in moments of  God-given clar-
ity: intelligent cause makes sense!56
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