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Abstract: According to the Kalam cosmological argument, the universe began to 
exist and therefore requires God as an initial cause. Here, the universe is the 
causally interrelated physical whole that we inhabit. In this paper, a past-infinite 
metaphysics is proposed that is based on five successively derived a priori 
principles: A) non-isolating physical plenitude, B) hierarchical hyperspacetimes, 
C) cosmological natural selection, D) cosmological evolutionary conservation, 
and E) anti-empiricism. Three argument routes to counter the claim that the 
universe began to exist are distilled from an analysis of this metaphysics: I) in a 
plenitude P with a beginning B, it is always possible to conceive of a plenitude P’ 
that has some events that happen before B; II) hierarchical hyperspacetimes 
combined with cosmological natural selection assert that every hyperspacetime 
reproduces in a larger and older hyperspacetime with more spatial dimensions, 
which results in an infinite regress into the past; and III) the infinite reality of 
higher-dimensional, physical life that came before our observable big bang 
remains undetectable due to cosmological evolutionary conservation. The focus 
of the paper is both on the Kalam argument and on the far-reaching 
consequences of the metaphysics that refutes it.  

Keywords: cosmology, Darwinian natural selection, large extra dimensions, 
metaphysics, string theory, theology.  

 

1.  Introduction 

The Kalam cosmological argument for the existence of God of the Christian 
theologian and philosopher William Lane Craig has generated much debate in the 
philosophy of science (Craig 1979, 1999, 2011; Oppy 1991; Grünbaum 2000; Chan 
2019; Linford 2023). The aim of this paper is not necessarily to argue that God 
does not exist, but that the Kalam cosmological argument is not a sound argument 
in deriving God’s existence. This is achieved by proposing a hierarchical 
metaphysics that – even if speculative – connects well with scientific fields like 
computer science, string theory, and evolutionary biology. This proposed 
metaphysics asserts that the universe never began to exist, but accepts the claims 
that whatever began to exist, has a cause and that a creation ex nihilo is absurd.  

Three different routes are followed to counter the claim that the universe 
began to exist. The reason for not focusing on one route is that they all shed light 
on different aspects of the same metaphysics and that objections to one of the 
routes are often answered on one of the other routes. So, while the paper is set up 
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as an argument against the Kalam cosmological argument, there is also some focus 
on the exposition of the proposed alternative metaphysics and its far-reaching 
consequences in the philosophy of science. 

The third route (anti-empiricism) is about these consequences for a 
scientific method that relies too much on empirical falsifiability: due to 
cosmological evolutionary conservation, the universe conspires against the 
empirical sciences. This finding must allow for an approach with five a priori 
principles that actually derive these consequences. The fact that these principles 
are not entirely and immediately empirically falsifiable and therefore speculative 
is an inevitable downside of a priori reasoning (Friedman 2001). The five 
principles are the following: 

A. Non-isolating physical plenitude: there are with certainty as many physical 
entities in our actual universe as there are abstract entities (Lewis 1986; 
Tegmark 2008).  

B. Hierarchical hyperspacetimes: every spacetime can be embedded in a suited 
higher-dimensional hyperspacetime, while maintaining its properties (Nash 
1956; Witten 1995; Penrose 2006).  

C. Cosmological natural selection:1 self-reproductive cosmological entities that 
vastly outnumber similarly complex entities without an evolutionary history are 
found in all dimensionalities (Smolin 1992; Blondé 2025).  

D. Cosmological evolutionary conservation: empirical evidence is 
predetermined by an evolutionarily conserved cosmological reproduction plan 
(Blondé 2019).  

E. Anti-empiricism: infinitely many higher-dimensional, causally related, 
physical entities that are not detectable by the empirical sciences have always 
existed in reality (Popper 1959; Mlodinow and Hawking 2010).  

These five principles are ordered from least to most dependent, where the 
more dependent principles typically require the less dependent principles for 
their a priori derivation. While A) is an argument route on itself, B) and C) on the 
one hand, and D) and E) on the other hand, are grouped into the second and the 
third route, respectively: 

I. The plenitude route (A): In a plenitude P with a beginning Bt, it is always 
possible to conceive of a plenitude P’ that has some events that happen before Bt.  

II. The hierarchy route (B + C): Hyperspacetimes reproduce in a vastly larger 
and older hyperspacetime with more spatial dimensions, which results in an 
infinite regress into the past.  

 
1 Blondé (2025) showed that cosmological natural selection (Darwinism applied to cosmology) 
may also result in many explanations of our a posteriori observations: a big bang and black 
holes, inflation and expansion, dark energy and the cosmological constant problem, fine-tuning, 
a low-entropy beginning, the information loss paradox, and non-standard dark matter. 
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III. The anti-empiricism route (D + E): The infinite reality of higher-dimensional, 
physical life that came before our observable big bang remains undetectable due 
to cosmological evolutionary conservation.  

In the next section, Craig’s Kalam cosmological argument is presented. 
Sections 3, 4, and 5 follow the plenitude route, the hierarchy route, and the anti-
empiricism route, respectively. They all end with a summary of the argument 
against Kalam’s premise that the universe began to exist. A discussion about 
cosmological evolutionary conservation follows in Section 6. At last, in Section 7, 
the conclusions with respect to the Kalam cosmological argument and the 
proposed alternative metaphysics are drawn.  

2. The Kalam Cosmological Argument 

The Kalam cosmological argument originated in medieval Islamic scholasticism, 
namely from the Persian Muslim philosopher Al-Ghazali (Craig 1979). It was 
revitalized by Craig for a modern academic audience. The core of the argument 
consists of the following three premises: 

1. Everything that began to exist has a cause.  

2. The universe began to exist.  

3. The universe has a cause.  

For Craig, the universe refers to the physical, spatiotemporally and causally 
interrelated whole that we inhabit. It is argued in route I that the universe, so 
defined, is a physical plenitude (an ensemble of entities that exhausts every logical 
possibility) that never began to exist (countering premise 2). In contrast, Craig 
makes the following claim: 

2-support. The universe began with the big bang we can observe.  

In this way, Craig adopts the non-trivial empiricist position that the 
universe mostly coincides with the observable universe. Route I follows in the 
next section. 

3. Route I: Plenitude 

3.1 Abstract Entities and Information 

Abstract entities, like numbers or sets, form a reality that cannot fail to exist 
(Balaguer 2001; Linnebo 2006). For example, we cannot conceive of a reality in 
which the fact that the number 13 is a prime number, is absent. The existence of 
always larger abstract entities goes on indefinitely, which is to say that the 
abstract reality is plenitudinous: it exhausts every logical possibility. 
There are at least four types of abstract entities that can be brought in a one-to-
one correspondence: sets, ordinal numbers, ordinal computer programs, and 
ordinal strings of symbols. Ordinal numbers are the transfinite extension of 
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natural numbers beyond ω, the smallest infinite ordinal. Just like physical objects, 
sufficiently large abstract entities contain information (Kolmogorov 1956). For 
example, the natural number 980.472.703 contains about 30 bits of information, 
as it is slightly less than 230. For a natural number to contain the information of 
the observable universe, it needs to contain roughly as many digits as there are 
particles in the observable universe.  

3.2 Computer Programs and Causality 

Abstract computer programs (or Turing machines) form a straightforward 
example of abstract entities with causal powers (Turing 1950; Schmidhuber 1997; 
Tegmark 2008). A universal Turing machine is a special type of computer program 
that can compute any other computer program. There are computer programs 
that run forever on a finite input and some of these actually compute every other 
computer program. Ordinal computer programs have available time and memory 
equal to some ordinal number, such that there is no conceivable abstract entity 
that cannot be computed by an ordinal computer program. The idea behind the 
principle of physical plenitude is that the abstract observers computed by 
sufficiently high-performance abstract computer programs are indistinguishable 
from physical observers.2 An observer cannot conduct any experiment to find out 
whether they are abstract or physical. Therefore, the plenitudinous nature of the 
physical reality follows from that of the abstract reality. 

3.3 The Isolation Objection 

The claim that the plenitude is not our universe because our universe is a causally 
isolated constituent of the plenitude is a fundamental objection (Lewis 1986). 
Nevertheless, an exact (intrinsically identical) duplicate of any constituent 
appears infinitely many times in a plenitude, each time in a different environment 
that causes the constituent. Therefore, the probability to find a constituent in a 
causal environment is always infinitely larger than the probability to find it as an 
isolated constituent. This is a probabilistic argument: even though an isolated 
constituent is not necessarily non-actual, its probability to be actual is zero. 
Likewise, even though a randomly chosen real number is not necessarily a non-
integer, its probability to be an integer is zero. Therefore, the universe is the 
plenitude with certainty. 
 

 
2  There remains a difference in perspective between abstract entities and physical entities. 
While we, humans, can control and define abstract entities, physical entities are the outcome of 
a plenitudinous computation that transcends human definition (Zuse 1969). So, while small 
abstract entities may not map to any physical entity, abstract and physical coincide on the 
plenitudinous side. 
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3.4 Argument I against Kalam’s Premise 2 

A physical plenitude cannot have a beginning in time. Suppose a beginning Bt 
exists for a plenitude P. Then the alternative plenitude P’ that starts a bit earlier at 
Bt’ with a group of (physical) angels that cause P by solemnly pushing a silver 
button during a celebration must also be a valid plenitude. But then Bt is not really 
the beginning of the plenitude, which contradicts the assumption. Moreover, 
based on a random selection criterion, the probability that the universe is equal 
to the whole plenitude is one. Therefore, the universe has with certainty no 
beginning in time. 

4. Route II: Hierarchy 

This section follows the hierarchy route along string theory, hyperspacetimes, the 
hierarchy principle, energy conservation, and cosmological natural selection. 
Finally, the argument that hierarchical hyperspacetimes make an infinite regress 
into the past is summarized. 

4.1 String Theory 

Because string theory is often thought to be the ultimate theory of everything in 
physics, it needs to be compatible with the hierarchy principle. For this reason, 
string theory is introduced first (Polchinski 1998). String theory aims to unify 
general relativity and quantum field theory. Starting from the constraints imposed 
by the latter two theories, five types of superstring theories can be found that are 
mathematically consistent. All of these five theories require a spacetime with 
exactly nine spatial dimensions and one temporal dimension. 3  Given that we 
observe only three spatial dimensions, six of the nine spatial dimensions of 
spacetime must be compactified (curled up) to distances that are so small that we 
cannot reveal them through high-energy collisions in particle accelerators.  

A fundamental object in string theory is a vibrating one-dimensional string, 
which can be either open or closed. A Dp-brane is defined as an object where open 
strings are free to move (Neumann boundary conditions) along its p spatial 
dimensions, but their movement is fixed (Dirichlet boundary conditions) in the 
remaining 9 – p spatial dimensions. Closed strings do not have ends that can be 
bound to a Dp-brane. They can move freely in all the spatial dimensions of 
spacetime. 

D-branes and compactification are separate concepts, but they are used 
together to build realistic models of our observable universe. Compactification is 
a property of the nine spatial dimensions of spacetime itself.  

 
3 M-theory, which unites the five superstring theories, requires exactly ten spatial dimensions 
(Witten 1995). 



Ward Blondé 

12 

4.2 Hierarchical Hyperspacetimes 

Hyperspacetimes h are introduced here as a generalization of string-theoretic 
spacetimes. They can have an arbitrarily great number of spatial dimensions i, all 
of which can have a different size si. If si is zero, then h lacks i as a spatial dimension, 
if si is small, then h is compactified in i, and if si is large or infinite, then h has i as a 
large spatial dimension. The following hierarchy principle is applicable to 
hyperspacetimes:  

Hierarchy principle: every hyperspacetime h can be embedded in a larger 
hyperspacetime H, such that for every spatial dimension i with size si that h has, 
H has a spatial dimension j with size Sj ≥ si, and such that h can maintain its 
properties.  

The idea is that H is strictly larger than h and simulates the right 
environment for h. Via the hierarchy principle, the plenitude can acquire the 
structure of a fractal that has similarities on different scales. For example, larger 
hyperspacetimes can emerge through bigger big bangs.  

A simplified definition of a hyperspacetime can be made in which the sizes 
si are either large (non-compactified) or small (compactified). A hyperspacetime 
hp,d has p non-compactified spatial dimensions, d spatial dimensions, and d − p 
compactified spatial dimensions. According to string theory, we live in an h3,9 
hyperspacetime.  

The hierarchy principle may seem to be at odds with string theory, which 
requires precisely nine spatial dimensions. For example, the law that closed 
strings are not bound to D-branes and can move freely through all of spacetime 
will alter the properties of strings and branes if this spacetime acquires arbitrarily 
many spatial dimensions. Even worse, mathematical inconsistencies will arise for 
other dimensionalities. This results in the paradox that string theoretic 
spacetimes cannot be integrated in a causally interrelated plenitude. The solution 
to this paradox is simple: all string-theoretic objects, including closed strings, are 
bound to the string-theoretic spacetime with its nine spatial dimensions. They 
cannot freely move beyond it. 

String-theoretic objects being bound to the string-theoretic spacetime does 
not rule out a bidirectional causal relation between the string-theoretic spacetime 
and the larger hyperspacetime in which it is embedded. This hyperspacetime has 
deeper laws of physics and may therefore contain hyperphenomena that operate 
on distance scales below that of strings (or energy levels above them). These 
hyperphenomena can, in theory, both influence and be influenced by string-
theoretic phenomena in ways that are fundamentally unknown to us. 

4.3 Energy Conservation 

Causal isolation of a spacetime from its embedding hyperspacetime runs into 
problems with energy conservation. Even though Guth (1998, 15) famously 
explained that cosmic inflation is ‘the ultimate free lunch’ for generating the mass-
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energy of our big bang universe, this lunch is not entirely free. Noether ([1918] 
1983) pointed out that energy is not conserved in an expanding spacetime, 
because generating more spacetime also costs energy. Indeed, in general relativity, 
global energy conservation requires time-translation symmetry, which does not 
hold during expansion or contraction of spacetime. Therefore, hyperspacetimes 
need to be open systems that can recursively extract the required energy from an 
overarching hyperspacetime.  

4.4 Cosmological Natural Selection 

Cosmological natural selection is the idea that some cosmological entities, such as 
branes or hyperspacetimes, can self-reproduce and evolve through Darwinian 
natural selection (Smolin 1992; Blondé 2025). The same logic applies to different 
forms of natural selection: in a sufficiently diverse ensemble of entities, those 
complex entities that can self-reproduce and evolve will be enormously 
overrepresented as compared to similarly complex entities that have no 
evolutionary history. These entities can be hyperspacetimes, abstract computer 
programs, or cells with DNA. 

Smolin was the first to popularize cosmological natural selection via a 
concrete but speculative proposal of how our big bang universe self-reproduces: 
when a collapsing black hole forms a singularity at its center, it bounces at the 
other side of the singularity into a new big bang. The parent universe and the baby 
universe are isolated from each other and do not compete for space. Moreover, 
Smolin’s universes have no physical genes. It is the laws of physics and the 
dimensionless parameters of a new universe that undergo small random changes. 

Blondé improved Smolin’s proposal by adding generalized genes and 
interaction to it. The genome of our h3,9 big bang universe consists of N different 
parallel D3-branes with different properties (the genes) that form a closed 
hypersurface of a hypersphere that lives in a non-string-theoretic hyperspacetime 
H4,D, with D > 9. A baby universe can then be formed by asymmetrically splitting 
off a small propagule, similar to how the lipid wall of a biological cell splits into 
two disjoint regions during a duplication, albeit symmetrically and in 3 spatial 
dimensions instead of 4 (see Figure 1). Instead of forming a singularity, black 
holes continuously eject such propagules in the H4,D hyperspacetime. This 
increases the chances that one of them can successfully form a new big bang. 
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Figure 1: The duplication of a set of parallel hyperspacetimes can happen by splitting off small 
propagules (left) from the rest of the hyperspacetime (right). This process can be facilitated in 
the center of a black hole. For visualization, an h1,d spacetime is shown, but arbitrarily many 
large spatial dimensions can be added to it. 

 
The method to asymmetrically split off small propagules can be 

extrapolated to any arbitrarily high-dimensional generalized genome that 
consists of a set of parallel hyperspacetimes with different properties. This 
supports the claim that cosmological natural selection is universally applicable to 
hyperspacetimes of any dimensionality. 

4.5 Argument II against Kalam’s Premise 2 

In order to have enough space and time to reproduce, every hyperspacetime h 
must emerge in a hyperspacetime H that is vastly more extended in both space 
and time. Therefore, the hierarchical universe makes an infinite regress into the 
past when we consider the infinite chain of always larger hyperspacetimes that 
recursively embed our observable spacetime. This means that the universe never 
began to exist. 

5.  Route III: Anti-Empiricism 

Craig treats the absence of direct empirical evidence for any physical entities that 
precede the big bang of our observable universe as evidence for their absence. 
According to the plenitudinous metaphysics proposed in this paper, intelligent, 
physical, causally related hyperlife must have existed long before this big bang. 
This requires an explanation of why this hyperlife does not seem to interfere in 
our observable reality. This section provides an answer to the paradox of its 
apparent absence.  
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5.1 Cosmological Evolutionary Conservation 

Biological complexity almost always builds on previously established biological 
complexity (Smith and Szathmary 1997; Futuyma and Kirkpatrick 2017). This 
holds for multi-cellular organisms building on single-celled organisms, brain 
layers that are wrapped around evolutionarily older brain layers, and predators 
depending on prey. Moreover, lesser-dimensional structures are hubs for the 
development of complexity. We can observe this for two-dimensional surfaces on 
land and sea, for one-dimensional rivers and coastlines, and for small (zero-
dimensional) islands. Because of this, we might expect that we find ourselves at 
the bottom of an infinitely long chain of higher-dimensional hyperlife that became 
evolutionarily dependent on lower-dimensional hyperlife. This hyperlife could 
surely help us in our daily struggles. However, we observe nothing but pitiless 
indifference (Dawkins 2008). 

A non-trivial answer to this paradox is cosmological evolutionary 
conservation, which extends classical evolutionary conservation to an infinite 
chain of cosmological evolutionary dependence relations (Blondé 2019). Every 
new link in the chain only strengthens the conservation by establishing a more 
stable reproduction of the biological entity on which the new link became 
evolutionarily dependent. This explains why mitochondria have become a 
conserved (stable) component of eukaryote cells for hundreds of millions of years. 
And if a human civilization like ours also becomes conserved in a cosmological 
plan, then mitochondria will become even more strongly conserved in that plan. 
This means in practice that in future cosmological generations of our human 
civilization, the same imperfect mitochondria will be found, rather than more 
evolved mitochondria. Likewise, after the addition of several dependency links to 
the infinite hyperchain, our civilization’s imperfect historical development got 
strongly evolutionarily conserved, including the development of our technology, 
sciences, and religions.4 The empirical undetectability of hyperlife got conserved 
from an evolutionary stage in which this hyperlife was not around yet in the 
relevant hyperspacetime. At the same time, the hyperlife is committed to 
executing the evolutionarily conserved reproduction plan for the sake of its own 
survival.5 

 
4 Probably the most deeply conserved human achievements are those that have a signaling 
function in an H4,D hyperspacetime and that increased the chances on a reproduction of our h3,9 
big bang universe in it. For example, technological events like electromagnetic communication 
or nuclear bomb explosions could act like flowers that attract bees or biomolecules that trigger 
other biomolecules. In such a scenario, any indiscreet revelation of hyperlife risks to alter the 
typical patterns of our human signals, leading to cosmological infertility. 
5 Many possibilities to intervene are left open for hyperlife. For example, interventions during 
near-death experiences, revelations to very religious people, or hallucinations, are much less 
likely to alter our documented scientific knowledge. More in general, hyperlife can create 
temporary deviations from a conserved plan. 
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5.2 Anti-Empiricism 

Cosmological evolutionary conservation is an important loophole in a scientific 
method that mandates empirical falsifiability. Via a priori reasoning, we come to 
the conclusion that the empirical sciences may very well be predestined to 
develop according to an evolutionarily conserved cosmological plan. This means 
that their measurement outcomes are simulated in a way that prohibits them to 
discover the truth about what exists physically. A priori reasoning itself, however, 
has always been available to reveal metaphysical truth, even to human 
civilizations in an early stage in which hyperlife had not evolved yet in the relevant 
hyperspacetime. Therefore, cosmological evolutionary conservation predicts that 
we can access the reality of a hierarchical, causally interrelated plenitude only via 
a priori reasoning. With this state of affairs, the fallacy of empiricism becomes 
much worse. 

5.3 Argument III against Kalam’s Premise 2 

Craig’s claim (2-support) that the universe began with the big bang that we can 
observe is a classical case of empiricism. It establishes the non-existence of a vast 
range of logically possible physical entities via empirical observation. The a priori 
principle of cosmological evolutionary conservation, if it is sound, demonstrates 
that this kind of empiricism is misguided, as we then expect that there are (and 
that there have always been) infinitely many complex, physical agents that hide 
for our empirical sciences. Consequently, premise 2 of the Kalam cosmological 
argument, that the universe began to exist, must live without Craig’s 2-support 
claim that the universe began with our observable big bang. 

6. Discussion 

6.1 Ontological Cost 

The crucial insight that this paper brings to attention is cosmological evolutionary 
conservation and its consequences for the empirical sciences. The atheist who 
hoped to see the Kalam cosmological argument refuted and replaced by a 
metaphysics in which complex entities are caused by less complex entities that 
ultimately bootstrap themselves into existence from some flavor of nothingness 
will have to look elsewhere. The proposed refutation of Kalam’s premise 2 comes 
with a high cost for them, as the whole physical plenitude, including infinitely 
many physical ‘higher’ beings, is in the causal factors of our observable big bang 
universe. The classical theist may object to this metaphysics too, as there are – at 
least in this paper – no concrete, non-physical entities with a prominent role in it. 
Such entities can of course be added, unless ontological parsimony forbids them. 

Many philosophers will not feel comfortable with cosmological 
evolutionary conservation either. The reason for this is that one has to adopt two 
unpopular principles first: plenitude and cosmological natural selection. 
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Nevertheless, both of these two principles can be derived a priori, in spite of 
Smolin’s efforts to show that cosmological natural selection is an empirically 
falsifiable principle. Cosmological natural selection is indeed empirically 
falsifiable with respect to the evolution of cosmological phenomena that are less 
complex than our currently observed phenomena, but, because of cosmological 
evolutionary conservation, not for more complex phenomena that require more 
evolutionary time to emerge. The a priori nature of cosmological natural selection 
means that we have to accept it as a consequence of plenitude, even if our 
falsifiable proposals turn out to be false. For example, even if our big bang 
universe turns out not to reproduce via black holes, we would have to conclude 
that our big bang universe is just a small part of some much larger cosmological 
structure that reproduces via a mechanism unknown to us.  

6.2 Harmonizing Plenitude with Observation 

Several alternatives to cosmological evolutionary conservation have been 
developed to harmonize the principle of plenitude with our observations. The 
most prominent among them is spatiotemporal and causal isolation: all the 
possible universes (or worlds) do exist, but they remain unrelated to our universe 
(Lewis 1986). This argument is probabilistically rebutted in Section 3.3.  

Second, Tegmark (1997) makes the analysis that spacetimes that are not 
3+1 dimensional cannot have stable atoms, planetary orbits, or information-
processing structures. Perhaps unsurprisingly, this analysis extrapolates from the 
laws of physics that we observe in our 3+1 spacetime. However, all the 
geometrical forms, like spheres, cubes, triangles, toruses, and even black holes, 
can have arbitrarily many spatial dimensions, implying they can be stable atoms 
or phenomena in themselves. Also, cellular automata (grid-based computer 
programs) can be defined in arbitrarily many spatial dimensions. The concept of 
cosmological evolutionary conservation only requires that self-reproductive 
structures in higher dimensions need more evolutionary time to emerge as 
compared to our h3,9 big bang universe. Making any predictions about them – 
without extrapolating from our 3+1 physics – is theoretically intractable.  

Schmidhuber (1997), at last, proposes that our physics is generated by the 
fastest computer program that is compatible with our existence. The problem with 
this proposal is that, in this case, our computation is severely hindered by 
resource limitations. Only a short-lived brain would be computed and the external 
world, if there is one, would be small and have a low resolution. Our observable 
physics is too advanced and computationally intractable to be a cheap simulation. 
Moreover, an a priori objection is that there is more than one way to calculate 
which observer would really be the fastest to emerge. 

The conclusion of this discussion is that cosmological evolutionary 
conservation can stand its ground as a fourth alternative to harmonize plenitude 
with our observations. Adopting such a metaphysics can be deeply meaningful, 
given that evolutionary conservation becomes less and less strong during the 
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development of an organism. For example, on the day that humanity has fulfilled 
its role in enhancing cosmological fertility, there is no longer a good reason for 
hyperlife to stay hidden. 

7. Conclusions 

Premise 2 of Craig’s Kalam cosmological argument, that the universe began to 
exist, is refuted via three argument routes that follow from the analysis of an 
alternative metaphysics that is based on five successively derived a priori 
principles: non-isolating physical plenitude, hierarchical hyperspacetimes, 
cosmological natural selection, cosmological evolutionary conservation, and anti-
empiricism. The plenitude route concludes that if our universe began to exist, it 
must be an isolated constituent of the plenitude. However, it can be argued that 
this probability is zero. On the hierarchy route, the principles of hierarchical 
hyperspacetimes and cosmological natural selection dictate that every 
hyperspacetime is born in a larger hyperspacetime that is vastly more extended 
in space and time, in order to enable the smaller hyperspacetime to reproduce and 
evolve. This entails an infinite regress into the past. On the anti-empiricism route, 
the principle of cosmological evolutionary conservation demonstrates the 
importance of the anti-empiricism principle. In particular, the absence of 
empirical evidence for higher-dimensional, causally interactive complexity is not 
evidence for its absence. This complexity must hide for our empirical sciences for 
the sake of its own reproductive chances. This counters the conclusion that a lack 
of empirical evidence of physical entities that precede our observable big bang is 
a good argument for their non-existence. 

While the Kalam cosmological argument is incompatible with the proposed 
hierarchical metaphysics, the question whether divinity exists is left open. It turns 
out that the empirical status of hyperlife in the hierarchical plenitude has 
similarities with that of divinity. Both can make themselves empirically 
undetectable by executing a rigid plan that takes facts into account that transcend 
our limited knowledge. 

If cosmological evolutionary conservation is true, a scientific method based 
on empirical falsifiability neglects the idea that complexity in higher-dimensional 
spacetimes simulates its own absence. Such a simulation enables this complexity 
to appear wherever science is not looking. A priori reasoning, on the other hand, 
can be independently validated and thus does not depend on the assumption that 
our external world is not rigged or simulated. For this reason, a priori reasoning 
is superior to empirical methodologies in establishing metaphysical knowledge, 
including knowledge about what came before the big bang.  
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