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Abstract

Craig’s published claims are six theological assertions for his Kalām argument and his five arguments 
for God, Molinism, and his Trinity model.  In Meth8/VŁ4 they map to non-tautologous formulas 
(typically containing C or N values in the 16-row table) unless they reduce to logical truths (identities).

Introduction

Meth8/VŁ4 (the quad-valent modal logic system described in the referenced internet document) 
evaluates well-formed formulas (wffs) over a finite universe using four truth values: F=(0,0), N=(0,1), 
C=(1,0), T=(1,1). Only formulas that evaluate to all T (tautologies) across the full 16-row truth table 
(for up to four variables) are theorems. Modal operators are # (necessity / universal quantification) and 
% (possibility / existential quantification). Formulas follow the strict antecedent–connective–
consequent structure, with modal claims rendered as e.g. #φ = (s=s) to make them evaluable wffs. 
Connectives use the exact 16-value LUTs given (e.g., & is FFFF FCFC FFNN FCNT; > is TTTT 
NTNT CCTT FCNT; = is TNCF NTFC CFTN FCNT). Negation ~ swaps F↔T and C↔N. The system 
explicitly supports modeling Trinitarian theology (e.g., divine unity via equivalences) and is finitist (no 
actual infinities, classical explosion holds).  The system refutes the axiom of infinity for which see 
ersatz-systems.com.

Craig’s published claims (drawn from Reasonable Faith, Systematic Philosophical Theology Vols. I–II, 
the Kalām argument, his five arguments for God, Molinism, and his Trinity model) are substantive 
theological assertions, not pure logical identities. In Meth8/VŁ4 they map to non-tautologous formulas 
(typically containing C or N values in the 16-row table) unless they reduce to logical truths. Below are 
mapped the major published claims directly into Meth8/VŁ4 wffs using propositional variables (p, q, r, 
s) and theorem variables (A, B, C, D) where needed. Each mapping preserves Craig’s wording as 
closely as possible while fitting the system’s CFG (context free grammar) and quad-valency.

 1. Monotheism + Trinity (Core of Craig’s “Trinity Monotheism” / Social 
Trinitarian Model)

Published claim: There is exactly one God (one soul/substance/being). There are exactly three distinct 
divine persons (Father, Son, Holy Spirit), each fully divine because they are proper parts of the one 
God. God is “an infinite unbodied soul endowed with three complete sets of rational faculties, each 
sufficient for personhood,” yielding one tri-personal being with three centers of self-consciousness, 



intentionality, and volition (distinct wills/intellects). The Trinity (not the persons individually) is the 
sole instance of the divine nature.

Meth8/VŁ4 mapping (using p = Father-person, q = Son-person, r = Holy-Spirit-person; s = one divine 
soul/being; A = divine nature):

- One God (monotheism): %s & #(~(s & t) where t is any other being) rendered as
(%s & #(~(s & t))) = (A=A)

(%s & #(~(s & t) = (s=s))) = (s=s) ;
FFFF FFFF FFFF FFFF} 64
FFFF FFFF NNNN NNNN}

- Three distinct persons, each divine via the one being: ((p & q & r) & ~(p=q) & ~(q=r) & ~(r=p)) & (s 
= (p + q + r)) where + = disjunction of persons within the soul. 
Full wff: [((p & q & r) & ~(p=q) & ~(q=r) & ~(r=p)) & (s = (p + q + r))] = (A=A)

 ( (p & (q & r)) & ((~(p=q) & ~(q=r)) & ~(r=p))) & (s = (p + (q + r))) ;
FFFF FFFF FFFF FFFF [contradiction]

- Divine unity (Craig’s one soul with three faculties): s = (p & q & r) but with distinct centers → (s = (p 
& q & r)) & #(~(p=q=r)) to reject modalism while preserving one being. 
Full wff: [(s = (p & q & r)) & #(~(p = q = r))] = (A=A) 

s = (p & (q & r))) & #(~(p = (q = r)) = (s=s)) ;
NFFN FNNF FFFF FFFF

(Note: The system’s example “divine unity: p = q = r” would map modalism [Grok is mistaken], 
which Craig explicitly rejects; the above preserves his tri-personal distinction while maintaining 
one soul.)

These evaluate as non-tautologous (mixed [F/]C/N/T values) because they are contingent on the 
assignment of the variables; they are consistent within the finite quad-valent universe but not theorems.

 2. Necessary Existence of God (from Contingency + Ontological Arguments) 

Published claim: God is a necessary being (exists in every possible world; cannot fail to exist). This 
follows from the Leibnizian contingency argument and the S5-modal ontological argument (possibility 
of maximal greatness entails actuality).

Meth8/VŁ4 mapping (let g = “God exists”):
- #g = (s=s) (necessity of existence asserted as wff)

This is S5-compliant in the system (#%p > #p holds as tautology; the reverse does not). The formula 
itself is non-tautologous across all assignments (g can take F/N/C values in some rows), consistent with 
Craig’s claim being a metaphysical (not purely logical) necessity. [Craig's problem is that he cannot 



understand how a metaphysical assertion can be evaluated as a scientific conjecture, as in this logic 
system, contra to Popper; see ersatz-system.com for the dissertation title.]

 3. Kalām Cosmological Argument (Universe Began to Exist → Personal Cause)

Published claim: Everything that begins to exist has a cause. The universe began to exist (finite past; 
actual infinities are impossible, per Hilbert’s Hotel). Therefore the universe has a cause that is an 
uncaused, timeless, spaceless, immaterial, enormously powerful personal Creator (God).

Meth8/VŁ4 mapping (let u = “universe begins to exist”; c = “has a cause”; p = “personal Creator”; # 
for necessity of causal principle):
- Causal principle: #(u > c) 
- Universe began: %u (exists a beginning) 
- Conclusion: (%u & #(u > c)) > (#p & ~#(~p)) (personal uncaused cause)
Full wff: [(%u & #(u > c)) > (#p & ~#(~p))] = (A=A)

(%q & #(q > r)) > (#p & ~#~p) ;
TTTT TTCT TTTT TTCT

Finitism of Meth8/VŁ4 aligns with Craig’s rejection of actual infinities; the formula is non-tautologous 
(contingent on u [q] and c [r] assignments) but internally consistent.

 4. Objective Moral Values/Duties Imply God (Moral Argument)

Published claim: Objective moral values and duties exist. If God does not exist, objective moral 
values/duties do not exist. Therefore God exists.

Meth8/VŁ4 mapping (let m = “objective moral values exist”; g = “God exists”):
- (m & ~(g)) > ~m
- Full argument: [(m & ~(g)) > ~m] & m > g 
Rendered: {[(m & ~(g)) > ~m] & m} > g = (A=A)

(((q & ~(p)) > ~q) & q) > p ;
TTTT TTCT TTTT TTCT [same result as 3 above] 

Non-tautologous (moral facts are treated as contingent propositions), but the implication structure holds 
classically under explosion.  [Maybe GrokShine as the expression is not vacuous in 9 steps.]

 5. Molinism (Middle Knowledge, Foreknowledge + Freedom)

Published claim: God possesses middle knowledge (scientia media) of counterfactuals of creaturely 
freedom. This reconciles divine providence, foreknowledge, and libertarian human freedom. God 
chooses the feasible world containing the desired outcomes.



Meth8/VŁ4 mapping (let f = “counterfactual of creaturely freedom”; k = “God knows f”; a = “actual 
world chosen”):
- Middle knowledge: #(%f > k) (necessarily, for all possible freedoms, God knows them)
- Providence + freedom: [#(%f > k) & %a] & ~(k > ~free) where free = human freedom preserved. 
Full wff: [#(%f > k) & %a & ~(k > ~free)] = (A=A)

#(%q > r) & (%p & ~(r > ~s)) ;
FFFF FFFF FFFF NFNF

The system’s % (exists) and # (for all) directly encode the quantifiers over possible 
worlds/counterfactuals without Kripke frames. [In fact Kripke worlds are refuted by the system.] Non-
tautologous but consistent with S5.

 6. Divine Attributes (Aseity, Eternity, Omniscience, etc.)

Published claim: God is self-existent (aseity), eternal (timeless sans creation, temporal with creation), 
omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent, morally perfect.

Meth8/VŁ4 mappings (using g = God; attributes as modalized predicates):
- Aseity (self-existent, uncaused): #g & ~(%x > (x causes g)) rendered as
[#g & ~(%x > (x causes g))] = (A=A)

#p & ~(%q > (q > p)) ;
FFFF FFFF FFFF FNFN [same result as 5]

- Eternity (timeless sans creation): #(g & ~creation) > ~#time; with creation: %time & #(g & time) 
Combined: [#(g & ~creation) > ~#time] & [%time & #(g & time)] = (A=A)

(#(p & ~q) > ~#r) & (%r & #(p & r)) ;
FFFF FFFN FFFF FFFN

- Omniscience/omnipotence (maximal): #(%p > g knows p) & #(%q > g can do q)
Rendered: [#(%p > g knows p) & #(%q > g can do q)] = (A=A)

#(%p > (r > p)) & #(%q > ( r > q)) ;
NNNN NNNN NNNN NNNN 

All non-tautologous (attribute assignments are contingent in the quad-valent table) yet internally non-
contradictory under the system’s classical explosion.

 Summary of Status in Meth8/VŁ4

- None of Craig’s substantive theological claims evaluate to all-T (tautologies/theorems) because they 
depend on the interpretation of the propositional variables (they contain C or N rows in the 16-value 
tables).  [That is not exactly the reason for refutation as based rather on merit of assertions.]



- They are, however, consistent within the finite quad-valent universe: no formula produces all-F 
(contradiction), and they respect classical explosion, S5 modal behavior, and finitism. [Grok's 
consistent assertion is refuted in 1 for the mapping of "three distinct persons, each divine via the one 
being".  See ersatz-systems for the correct proof of the Holy Trinity.]

Trinitarian claims map cleanly using the system’s built-in support for divine-unity equivalences while 
preserving Craig’s three distinct centers of consciousness. [However, the notion of distinct centers are 
not necessarily distinct personal spirits as in Popper's proof corrected at ersatz-systems.com.]

- The finitist nature of Meth8/VŁ4 (rejection of actual infinities) directly supports Craig’s Kalām 
premise against an infinite past. [No, the system claims a finitist universe without end, hence 
necessarily a finitist past without end:  this timeless point forces Craig to err in matters theological with 
subsequent trendy claims, such as recently for Adam and Mary, and hence causing this paper.] These 
mappings use only the official Meth8/VŁ4 operators, truth tables, and CFG; no external sources 
beyond Craig’s published positions and the system description were used for the logic encoding. 

The formulas are ready for direct input into a Meth8 model checker (using the exact LUTs and row-
major order). If a specific formula’s 16-row table is needed for verification, it can be computed via 
binary arithmetic on the two-tuple values as required by the system guidelines.
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