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One of the more interesting things about religion is that when people think about monotheism, 
they simply think of it as the belief in only one God, but there is very little common knowledge 
about what that God is in the scope of the various monotheistic religions or the philosophies that 
surround them (deism et. al.). Most people, for example, don’t know that Hinduism, at least in 
the form of the advanced theologies espoused in the Upanishads (which are often different from 
the folk Hinduism practiced in India) is a monotheistic religion. Monotheism is not merely an 
understanding of God and religion resulting from tradition that is based on politics (“I have 
conquered you, so I am going to force you to believe that your god doesn’t exist”) as many 
would believe. There are deep, reasonable arguments for monotheism being correct as the only 
logical possibility for the construction of reality. It is these arguments that I want to focus on 
here.

So, first, when discussing monotheism, one should have an understanding of what God is. 
Normally people get some kind of picture of God as whatever they’ve encountered that makes 
sense to them. Some see God as Zeus, but without any other gods around him. Others see God 
as some kind of Jedi force. They just take this concept of God that they’ve collected without any 
serious thought or information and apply the mono- part to it to make their own version of 
monotheism to caricature and ridicule. Well, believe it or not, an advanced concept of God can 
be conceived after rigorous contemplation, and to boot, many have done so.

Now in the west, most of our formal arguments about God come from the scholastic period in 
the 12th and 13th centuries in the Christian world and the kalaam schools in Islam that are from 
roughly the same time period. In India these arguments are much older. Of course there are 
older lines of reasoning in the west as well, but the scholastic and kalaam periods are where we 
draw our vocabulary that we rely on to the modern day.

The discussions about the existence and nature of God come from the area of natural theology, 
or just pondering God via the faculty of reason given what we observe from the world from 
experience and what we logically deduce must be true. They typically involve observations 
about creation (cosmological arguments) and order (teleological arguments). They start with a 
couple of very plain, self-evident observations: this world exists, and, this world contains order 
and chaos, creation and destruction.

From there, we basically use our faculties of reason to determine what could produce what we 
see, and what could make the world the way it is. So first, there should be a couple of 
explanations of some basic terms. Anything that exists is a being. So a being does not 
necessarily refer only to God or a god or a human or a space alien. A coffee cup can be a being. 
Anger can be a being. A being is anything that is.

Everything that we see in existence was produced by something else. Therefore, all these 
beings that populate existence are what we call contingent beings. The ancient statement is: 
everything is either caused by something else, or it’s not. If something is caused by something 
else, it is a contingent being. If it is not caused by something else, it is a necessary being.

Now everything that we see currently is a contingent being. It was caused by something else. 
Those beings that cause what we see are caused by other beings, which are caused by other 
beings, which are caused by other beings, and so on. This process of beings causing beings is 
called the causal chain. We see beings causing other beings all the time. The question is, then, 
did this causal chain have a beginning? Or has it been going on forever?
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In order to answer this question, we apply some reason. It stands to reason as a self-evident 
proposition that over time things happen, and the more time that passes, the more things will 
happen. Eventually, everything that can happen will happen, and if things manage to keep on 
going after that, then things that have happened before will happen again. Now it also stands to 
reason that time is a component of causation. You have some soil, water, sunlight, and seeds, 
and OVER TIME, these beings cause a plant to exist. Yet when we look around, we have no 
evidence of things that have happened before happening again exactly. We also notice that a lot 
of things have not happened yet that we can think of. So from there, we get the idea that time 
has not been going on forever. And if time has not been going on forever, it must have begun at 
some point. And if time began, causation as we know it began. So then, whatever being caused 
time and space and everything that is required for causation as we know it to exist must then be 
capable of producing these things and must be capable of being labeled as being the cause of 
causation itself, and everything there is. This being cannot itself be caused by something else. 
We are looking for the origin of causation, the being that causes causes, even. This being we 
are going to call God. It is the necessary being.

Moving away from these basic observations about the universe simply looking like only so many 
things having happened, therefore the process of things happening can only have gone on for 
so long, we can mention certain logical observations philosophers made thousands of years ago 
concerning causation. First, it has been observed that every effect must have a cause. This is in 
fact called the law of causation. The statement is necessarily true by the definition of the words. 
An effect is defined as something caused. Second, causation requires priority of cause. That is, 
the cause must in some way precede the effect that it causes. This is usually conceived of in 
terms of time, although there are other forms of priority. And third, a being cannot cause itself. 
This is self evident because for a being to cause itself, it must be in some way prior to itself. 
This is a contradiction. Nothing can exist prior to its own existence. Therefore, nothing can 
cause itself.

With these facts in hand, we then move to the concept of aseity. Aseity is simply the ability of a 
thing to exist “a se”, that is, simply to exist on its own, without its existence being dependent on 
anything else. We observe the universe, that it exists. It seems self evident that SOMETHING 
must simply be able to exist. In effect, there must be a necessary being. Something must be 
able to exist without being caused by something else. The purpose of this essay is to determine 
what that being could possibly be. Is it the universe? Is it “natural law”? Is it some sort of 
primordial chaos? Or is it something else? In essence, there must be a necessary being. That’s 
why it is called a necessary being.

Now one thing we notice about this world that we live in is that it is immense and has 
innumerable moving parts and that it contains destruction. Yet for all the destruction in it, nothing 
has happened yet to destroy it. Everything seems to be floating in an absolute precariousness, 
but humanity has managed to exist on earth for thousands of years. There seems to be such a 
balance that all of the destruction in the universe seems to be arranged in such a way for it to be 
able to exist for a long period of time. It seems unthinkable that chance could produce such a 
thing. It also seems apparent that whatever did produce this universe would have to be infinitely 
powerful in order to produce so much and to arrange the universe in such a way as to contain 
so much destruction yet be able to exist at all. One of the first qualities that appears to be a 
requirement for the necessary being is omnipotence. This leads us to monotheism proper. If 
there were two such beings, each one would have power over everything except what the other 
had power over. So neither could be omnipotent. There can be only one omnipotent being.
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Having then arrived at the conclusion that the source of all things is a single, omnipotent entity, 
we attempt to see what else we can determine about the necessary being, that which originates 
the causal chain and produces all that is. Being confident that omnipotence is a characteristic of 
such a being, one faces an absurd proposition of a being having power over everything that 
exists yet not being aware of anything that exists. Many non-theists would posit that “nature” or 
“natural law” is the necessary being. Everything just is, and everything behaves the way it does 
because it just does. Reality behaves according to various patterns, and these patterns are 
themselves the ultimate source of all things. In life we do in fact observe controlling elements 
that are not self-aware. The various paddles and obstacles and walls of a pinball machine do in 
fact control the motions of the pinball. However, that pinball machine was designed by intelligent  
beings who are aware of the various properties of the ball and the materials that they fashion 
into the pinball machine. Stating that the pinball machine “just is” and behaves the way it does  
because “it just does” says nothing about actual causation. It merely states the nature of things. 
Nature or natural law must also have a cause. It stands to reason that the cause of all things 
must be aware of that which is caused. In order to have power over everything caused, the 
necessary being must be aware, or conscious. It must be alive. In fact, being alive is actually 
intimately related to the concept of “being” at all.

So reasoning thus far has brought us to the conclusion that the cause of all things must be a 
single, living/conscious, omnipotent being. There is another quality that is attributed to the 
necessary being: omniscience. Omniscience naturally follows from omnipotence and 
consciousness. For a being to be able to produce everything, it must be aware of everything in 
order to have power over everything. If this being were not aware of everything, it would be 
liable to make mistakes and misuse its infinite power. A universe so immense as ours surely 
requires infinite knowledge to produce, particularly if it is to endure for any length of time, which 
ours has.

The concept of endurance is related to the last of the three qualities that theists state are 
required of the necessary being: omnibenevolence. Now benevolence is actually a concept that 
many do not really understand. In essence, benevolence is the dedication of a thing to another 
thing. Love, intimately related to benevolence, is the regard for the other above the self. It would 
seem rather obvious that the necessary being must be infinitely dedicated to that which it 
causes. Our universe has persisted for at least thousands of years. It is absolutely immense. It 
has never just spontaneously ceased to exist. The ultimate source of all things has never just up 
and thought, “I’m not going to keep the universe going today,” or “today I’m going to destroy 
reality.” Whatever causes everything has kept causation going since time and causation began. 
This requires an absolutely unwavering dedication by the necessary being to the beings 
contingent upon it. Therefore, this necessary being must be infinitely loving, or omnibenevolent.

This leads us to the generally accepted definition of God as understood by monotheists: a 
single, living, omnipotent, omniscient, omnibenevolent being. It is important to understand that 
this being, God, is not some sort of space alien or some sort of extra dimensional being. Such 
beings are (if they exist) superior beings. They are not the supreme being. If they were to exist, 
they would have a cause. What we are looking for here is the ultimate cause, which itself has no 
cause. It is an infinity. When one asks where everything comes from, if someone should answer, 
“God,” some would state in retort, “well, where does God come from?” Such a question 
assumes that God is merely a superior being that has a cause. Asking the question of where 
God comes from assumes a faulty definition of God in the first place, as God, the supreme 
being, the necessary being, causes everything and therefore is uncaused. Stating that God is 
uncaused is as self-evident as saying that reality exists. There are some things we just have to 
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accept, and the existence of reality, as incomprehensible as it is, is one of them. So is it logical 
and self evident to state that the cause of all things just is, and that the being that causes all 
things is uncaused follows from that.

God, as understood by monotheists is an infinity. Infinite being. God is not like Zeus on a cloud 
with thunderbolts or some sort of creator species from another planet. All such beings come 
from somewhere. God is the infinity out of which all things come. Instead of thinking of the 
universe as reality created from nothing, it may be helpful to think of it a reality defined out of 
infinity. For example, if we observe a stone statue, instead of thinking of it as a statue built from 
nothing, it may be better to think of it as a block of stone chiseled down to the form of the statue. 
God can be equated to the stone from which reality is chiseled, only excepting that God is also 
the chiseler. One could say that God is infinite being that breaks down his infinity into our reality 
of that which is and that which isn’t. This is a description that is not common among the three 
monotheistic religions of Christianity, Judaism, and Islam, though certain mystics and 
philosophers may bring it up. Traditionally it is more common to describe God this way in 
Hinduism. However, for any monotheist, it may be beneficial to conceive of God this way in 
order to stress God’s infinity, and that God is beyond any being that we can otherwise identify.

Generally, over the course of religious history and philosophy there have been only three forms 
of the necessary being, or supreme being, or ultimate source and governor of all things, that I 
have been able to identify. The first is chaos. The ancient Greek myths actually specifically list 
chaos as the source of the gods and all things. Really, any world view that does not identify a 
necessary or supreme being explicitly ultimately arrives at chaos by default. Any system that 
identifies the greater of all things merely as being something greater than us ultimately means 
that chaos is supreme. If Zeus or whatever god is the highest being, yet Zeus does not have the 
qualities of God as described above, meaning that Zeus really cannot be supreme over all that 
is, and that Zeus had to have come from somewhere, then the only place he could have come 
from, the only thing that can govern him, is basically nothing. Or raw chance. In this context, 
chaos is basically synonymous with these things: nothing governs everything, no order governs 
everything, chaos governs everything. Essentially what I am saying is this: there is a supreme 
being. That is a fact and not debatable. If one does not identify a single entity to be supreme 
over everything, then that which is supreme over everything is in fact the change interactions of 
the constituent beings within reality. Yes, chance, otherwise known as chaos, otherwise known 
in theological terminology as “evil.”

Second, rather than saying that raw chance, or nothing at all, reigns supreme, there are those 
who look at reality and state that it just is. Such types would say that scientific laws, or just 
“nature” produce and govern everything. Nature can indeed account for much more than chaos 
or nothing. Nothing does not produce something. Disorder does not produce order. Blind chance  
does not result in a universe teetering perfectly balanced between stability and annihilation for 
millennia. The only thing that chaos really has going for it is that we are here, reality exists, and 
in that respect alone appears miraculous and abjectly defiant of any notion of probability of 
occurrence. Therefore, some have been able to convince themselves that this incredible 
universe could, although the odds of it seem to be an infinity to one against, just randomly 
happen.

Nature, on the other hand, can go a step further. Yes, existence is fundamentally supernatural. 
Therefore, saying that existence just is, and just just does what it does the way it does it, seems 
more palatable to the mind than the idea that pure disarray just happened to produce this 
universe of order. However, nature is not aware, and as mentioned above, if the creative and 
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governing element of the universe is not aware, nature can no more be like the walls, buttons, 
and flippers of a pinball machine, requiring something aware and alive to provide motive for 
existence in the first place and to provide some plan for order.

The final candidate for the necessary being is God as defined in the body of this essay. That 
which we see is caused and governed by pure, infinite, perfect being, inclusive of awareness - 
alive, life and being itself. In my opinion, this is the only rational candidate for the supreme 
being.

So with this description of God in monotheism, it is hoped that the reader will arrive at a concept 
of God that is grander and more mind boggling than common descriptions of God one finds out 
there. From here, though, we may observe that there are two problems that confront the 
monotheist. First, we observe that the ancient texts of the world used by the monotheistic 
religions of the world often describe God not much differently than Homer described Zeus. This 
issue will be addressed in other essays. Perhaps the most fundamental problem, though, is 
called the Problem of Evil. Why on earth would an omnibenevolent being create a universe with 
such evil and misery as the one we live in. That will be the topic of my next essay.
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