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Does God Exist? 
This question is important. In fact it is one of the 

most important questions we can ask. This is 

because it will ultimately define how you see the 

world and how should change how we live our lives. 

Many people believe God exists and many people do 

not. The question becomes… “Are there good 

reasons for believing in God?”. In our last lesson we 

discussed the categories of “reasons” people believe 

something. They were sociological, psychological, 

religious, and philosophical. We concluded that 

Philosophical reasons are the only reasons that truly 

bear the weight of proof and provide adequate 

justification for belief.  

 

So what reasons could we have for God? The fact is 

there are quite a few arguments for God. Are those 

arguments reasonable? Remember and argument is a 

number of propositions that lead to a conclusion.  

Let us examine a few of those arguments and ask if 

they are valid and True.  

 

Ontological 
 

Philosophers for centuries have argued back and 

forth regarding the existence of God. There have 

been many arguments made, some good and others 

not as much. The first argument we will discuss is 

the Ontological argument.  

 

Anselm of Canterbury first proposed this 

argument in his 1078 work Proslogion. He offered a 

deductive argument for the existence of God, based 

on what he understood to be the nature of God's 

being, or the definition of God. As for the title of this 

argument is comes from the word ontology or the 

study of being. This argument and others like it are 

called ontological arguments. Anselm defined God 

as  

 

"a being than which no greater can be conceived” 

 

Anselm thought that God is, by definition, the best 

possible thing we can imagine. As in literally THE 

BEST AND GREATEST THING. Imagine the 

greatest, best, most amazing thing ever. What ever 

you just imagined Anselm believed “God” is even 

better. Basically Anslem argued that God is the 

greatest thing we can think of and pointed out there 

are just two ways in which something can exist. 

Something can exist only in our minds and be 

strictly imaginary, like Fairies, or Dragons. 

 

1. By definition, God is a being than which none 

greater can be imagined. 

2. A being that necessarily exists in reality is 

greater than a being that does not necessarily 

exist. 

3. Thus, by definition, if God exists as an idea in 

the mind but does not necessarily exist in reality, 

then we can imagine something that is greater 

than God. 

4. But we cannot imagine something that is 

greater than God. 

5. Thus, if God exists in the mind as an idea, then 

God necessarily exists in reality. 

6. God exists in the mind as an idea. 

7. Therefore, God necessarily exists in reality. 
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Alternatively, it can exist in our minds but also in 

reality, like a hammer or a dog, something that we 

can imagine but that is also real. Anselm goes on to 

say, that any good thing would be better if it existed 

in reality as well as our minds. Things that exist in 

reality are always better than things that exist only in 

our imaginations. If God existed only in our 

imaginations, he wouldn't be the greatest thing that 

we can think of, because God in reality would be 

better. Therefore, God must exist in reality.  

 

Though Anselm thought this argument was thorough 

one of his, a fellow French monks named Guanilo, 

wasn't satisfied. This monk suggested that this 

reasoning process could be used to prove the 

existence of literally anything we can imagine.  

 

He came up with an argument with the exact same 

formal structure as Anselm's, to prove that a 

mythical Lost Island exists. He proposed, imagining 

the best island you can imagine. I can imagine it, 

and for it to be the greatest it must exist. Otherwise, 

it wouldn't be the best island there would be one 

better. And that one would have to be real! Simply 

put he proposed, you could make the same kind of 

argument to prove the existence of whatever you 

most wanted, but it wouldn't make it real. Anselm 

responded to Guanilo's criticism by saying, that the 

argument only works for necessary beings, of which 

there is only one, God. This of course did not go 

over well philosophically speaking as other 

philosophers stated Anselm was performing the 

fallacy of Begging the Question. So was this the end 

of Anselms Ontological Argument? Was this 

philosophical argument a sound rebuttal?  

 

The Mystical Island response does not hold up 

because it is a poor analogy between the set of all 

islands and the set of all beings. See the quote on the 

right. As Nagasawa points out it is not a very good 

analogy to the original argument. For all islands 

would be a subset of the greatest conceivable being. 

The response also makes assumptions about the 

intrinsic nature of the greatest conceivable island 

that the defender of Anselm’s argument is not 

committed to. It isn’t obvious that there is a specific 

number of features that makes an island greatest 

conceivable island; rather, there seems to be no 

upper limit on the number of those features. What is 

it about any particular number of great making 

features that makes a particular island the greatest, 

rather than some other number? (How many palms 

trees should there be to be perfect?) There seems to 

be no way to answer that question.  
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“Suppose that we construct an argument that 

is concerned with all possible people. We 

then construct its parallel parody that is 

concerned with all possible weightlifters, 

which, of course, constitute a subset of all 

possible people. It is far from obvious that the 

fact that a parallel argument about all possible 

weight lifters entails an absurd conclusion 

tells us anything about the plausibility of the 

original argument about all possible people”  

 

~Nagasawa, Yujin. The Existence of God a 

Philosophical Introduction. Abingdon, Oxon: 

Routledge, 2011. Print. 
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Cosmological 
 

The Cosmological Argument or First Cause Argument 

is a philosophical argument for the existence of God 

which explains that everything has a cause, that there 

must have been a first cause, and that this first cause 

was itself uncaused.  

 

Historically speaking the 'First cause arguments' were 

set forth by Plato and Aristotle in the 4th and 3rd 

centuries BC. These arguments maintain that 

everything that exists or occurs must have had a cause. 

So if one would go back in time far enough, one would 

discover a first cause. Aristotle, a deist, proposed that 

this first cause was the creator of the universe. Italian 

theologian and philosopher Thomas Aquinas, then 

expanded on Aristotle's ideas in the 13th century AD 

and molded the first cause-concept into a framework in 

which the cause of the universe itself is uncaused and 

used this reasoning the conclude the First Cause is God. 

To build this framework Thomas Aquinas devised 5 

arguments for God’s existence. His first four arguments 

are together are the building blocks for the 

cosmological arguments, as they seek to prove God's 

existence through what he argued were necessary facts 

about the universe.  

 

1. Argument from motion 
o Objects are in motion. Everything in motion 

was put into motion by something else. 

There can't be an infinite regress of movers. 

So there must be a first mover, itself 

unmoved, and that is God. 

2. Argument from Causation 
o Some things are caused. Anything that's 

caused has to be caused by something else, 

since nothing causes itself. There can't be an 

infinite regress of causes. So there must be a 

first cause, itself uncaused, and that is God.  

3. Argument from Contingency 
o There are contingent things. Contingent 

things can cause other contingent things, but 

there can't only be contingent things. 

Because that would mean that there's an 

infinite regress of contingency, and a 

possibility that nothing might have existed. 

An infinite regress is impossible. So there 

must be at least one necessary thing, and 

that is God. 

4. Argument form degrees 
o Properties come in degrees. In order for 

there to be degrees of perfection, there must 

be something perfect against which 

everything else is measured. God is the 

pinnacle of perfection.  
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Objections:  
 These arguments leave us a God not the 

Christian God. 

 Is it true there cannot be an infinite regress? 

 Why does God not need a causer? Is it true 

everything put in motion had had a mover? How 

did God get into motion. 

 

 



 

 22  
Introduction to Apologetics: III – Does God Exist?  

 

NOTES 
 

 

  

 

Cosmological Argument - Kalam Argument 

 

The Kalam Cosmological Argument is one of the 

variants of the cosmological argument which has 

been especially useful in defending the philosophical 

position of theistic worldviews. The word "kalam" is 

Arabic for "speaking" but more generally the word 

can be interpreted as "theological philosophy." It was 

developed by Muslim philosophers in the Middle 

Ages, but has not lost any of its philosophical power 

over the centuries. In recent years, Christian 

philosopher William Lane Craig has brought the 

Kalam Cosmological Argument back into the 

spotlight. 

 

According to William Lane Craig, the Kalam 

Cosmological Argument is constructed as follows: 

1. Whatever begins to exist, has a cause of its 

existence. 

2. The universe began to exist. 

3. Therefore, the universe has a cause of its 

existence. 

 

The second of these premises requires some more 

explanation. With today's knowledge, we may think 

this is a given, but we should keep in mind that for 

the longest time secular scientists thought the 

universe itself was eternal. Now, most scientific 

models for the origin of the universe, such as the Big 

Bang model, support the view that the universe had a 

beginning.  

 

The Kalam Cosmological Argument uses a 

philosophical approach towards the concept of 

'infinity' to show that the universe indeed had a 

beginning. Two separate philosophical arguments are 

used in this approach:  

 The first argument states that an actual infinite 

cannot exist. A part of an infinite set is equal 

to the whole of the infinite set, because both 

the part and the whole are infinite. Imagine for 

example an infinite collection of red and black 

balls. The number of red balls in this set is 

equal to the total number of all balls in the set, 

because both are infinite. The same holds for 

the number of black balls in the collection. 

Thus, the number of red balls equals the 

number of black balls equals the sum of all 

red and black balls. Obviously, the idea of an 

actual infinite collection leads to absurdities. 

This is also true for a set of historical events: 

it can be derived that the occurrence of a truly 

infinite set of events happening before a 

certain moment in time is impossible. 
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 The second argument states that an actual 

infinite cannot be formed. History, or the 

collection of all events in time, is made up by 

sequentially adding one event after the other. 

It is always possible to add another event to 

history, which means the history of the 

universe is a potential infinite but can never 

be an actual infinite. 

The Bible tells us, from the very first verse, that God 

created the universe. "In the beginning God created 

the heaven and the earth" (Genesis 1:1). "The LORD 

made the heavens" (1 Chronicles 16:26). We know 

that God is not Himself a physical part of the 

universe. 2 Chronicles 2:6 states: "...the heaven and 

heaven of heavens cannot contain him". We also 

know that "the LORD, the everlasting God" 

(Genesis 21:33) is eternal and infinite. "His mighty 

power rules forever" (Psalm 66:7). The Bible 

teaches very clearly that God is the uncaused First 

Cause who created the universe by willing it into 

existence. 

 
The Kalam Cosmological Argument is consistent 

with the biblical account of the beginning of the 

universe and of the 'First Cause'. However, it is only 

one of many indicators and evidences pointing to the 

existence of God the Creator as revealed by the 

Bible. 

Moral 

The moral argument for the existence of God is the 

argument that God is necessary for objective moral 

values or duties to exist. Since objective moral 

values and duties do exist, God must also exist. 

This is not to say that people who don't believe in 

God cannot do kind things or that atheists are 

generally morally worse people than religious 

people are. The argument here is claiming that the 

only reason such kind actions can be thought of as 

truly being morally good in any real or objective 

sense is that the atheist is wrong about God. Such 

actions are objectively good because God actually 

does exist, even if the atheist doesn't believe He 

exists. Just as those who deny germs exist can still 

get sick because germs really do exist, those who 

deny God exists can still do good things because 

God really does exist, and so a real standard of good 

does exist to make "doing good" possible. 
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The argument goes something like this: 

1. For an objective moral standard to exist, 

God must exist 

2. An objective moral standard does exist 

3. Therefore, God exists 

The argument in the negative form 

1. If God does not exist, objective moral 

values and duties do not exist 

2. Objective moral values and duties do exist 

3. Therefore God exists 

 

https://www.allaboutgod.com/truth/2-chronicles-2.htm#6
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A simpler version: 

1.  Every law has a law giver. 

2.  There is a Moral Law. 

3.  Therefore, there is a Moral Law Giver. 

The question here becomes are the first and second 

premise true? For if the first and second premises are 

true, then the conclusion necessarily follows. Of 

course, every law has a law giver. There can be no 

legislation unless there’s a legislature. Moreover, if 

there are moral obligations, there must be someone 

to be obligated to. 

But is it really true that there is a Moral Law? Any 

time someone believes in the idea of there being a 

“right thing” they must appeal to a standard outside 

themself. After all without an objective standard of 

meaning and morality, then life as a whole is 

meaningless. In fact nothing becomes absolutely 

right or wrong. Everything is merely a matter of 

opinion. 

If we say Moral Law exists what is being said is the 

belief that all people are impressed with a 

fundamental sense of right and wrong. C. S. Lewis, 

wrote in Mere Christianity “Think of a country 

where people were admired for running away in 

battle, or where a man felt proud of double-crossing 

all the people who had been kindest to him. You 

might just as well try to imagine a country where 

two and two made five.”  

In other words, everyone knows there are absolute 

moral obligations. An absolute moral obligation is 

something that is binding on all people, at all times, 

in all places. And an absolute Moral Law implies an 

absolute Moral Law Giver. 

Objections: Some may claim the existence of 

morality is not provable or merely claim that 

morality is not a thing. This causes some to dismiss 

this argument out right without being properly 

considered, regardless of how obvious it is that 

objective morality exists. Some express the fact that 

cultures have been known to have different values. 

(Human Sacrifice). 

This argument also has been accused of merely 

using God to fill the requirement for a morality were 

as another option may be available and just yet to be 

discovered. 

 

NOTES 

1.  The Moral Law is undeniable. 

2.  We know it by our reactions. 

3.  It is the basis of human rights. 

4.  It is the unchanging standard of justice. 

5.  It defines a real difference between moral 

positions (e.g., Mother Teresa vs. Hitler). 

6.  Since we know what’s absolutely wrong, there 

must be an absolute standard of rightness. 

7.  The Moral Law is the grounds for political and 

social dissent. 

8.  If there were no Moral Law, then we wouldn’t 

make excuses for violating it. 
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Teleological 
 

The Teleological Argument is also known as the 

"argument from design."  Quite simply, it states that a 

designer must exist since the universe and living things 

exhibit marks of design in their order, consistency, 

unity, and pattern. Isaac Newton (1642–1727) 

implicitly confirmed the validity of the Teleological 

Argument when he marveled at the design of our solar 

system. He wrote, “This most beautiful system of the 

sun, planets and comets, could only proceed from the 

counsel and dominion of an intelligent and powerful 

Being.” 

 

Yet it was William Paley (1743–1805) who made the 

argument famous by his commonsense assertion that 

every watch requires a watchmaker. The argument goes 

as follows: If you found a watch in an empty field, you 

would logically conclude that it was designed and not 

the product of random formation. Likewise, when we 

look at life and the universe, it is natural to conclude 

there is a designer since we see how perfectly the 

universe and life forms operate. The eye is typically 

used as an example of design. It is a marvelous 

development. In order for it to work, there must be 

many different convergent parts that individually have 

no function but have value only in a designed whole. It 

is only in the combined total that they exhibit their total 

function. This function is by design. 

 

Paley's argument is as follows: 

1. Human artifacts are products of intelligent 

design. 

2. The universe resembles human artifacts. 

3. Therefore the universe is a product of intelligent 

design. 

4. But the universe is complex and gigantic in 

comparison to human artifacts. 

5. Therefore, there probably is a powerful and 

vastly intelligent designer who created the 

universe. 

 

Anthropic Principles 

Scientists are now finding that the universe in which we 

live is like the watch in the field, except the universe is 

even more precisely designed than the watch. In fact, 

the universe is specifically tweaked to enable life on 

earth—a planet with scores of improbable and 

interdependent life-supporting conditions that make it a 

tiny oasis in a vast and hostile universe.  
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These highly precise and interdependent environmental 

conditions (which are called “anthropic constants”) 

make up what is known as the “Anthropic Principle.” 

“Anthropic” comes from a Greek word that means 

“human” or “man.” The Anthropic Principle is just a  

title pointing to the mounting evidence that has many 

scientists believing that the universe is extremely fine-

tuned or designed to support human life on earth. 

 

Anthropic Constant 1: Oxygen Level—On earth, 

oxygen comprises 21 percent of the atmosphere. That 

precise figure is an anthropic constant that makes life 

on earth possible. If oxygen were 25 percent, fires 

would erupt spontaneously; if it were 15 percent, 

human beings would suffocate. 

 

Anthropic Constant 2: Atmospheric 

Transparency—The atmosphere is absolutely essential 

for life on earth. The degree of transparency of the 

atmosphere is an anthropic constant. If the atmosphere 

were less transparent, not enough solar radiation would 

reach the earth’s surface. If it were more transparent, 

we would be bombarded with far too much solar 

radiation down here. (In addition to atmospheric 

transparency, the atmospheric composition of precise 

levels of nitrogen, oxygen, carbon dioxide, and ozone 

are in themselves anthropic constants.) 

 

Anthropic Constant 3: Moon-Earth Gravitational 

Interaction—This next constant regards the 

gravitational interaction that the earth has with a moon. 

If the interaction were greater than it currently is, tidal 

effects on the oceans, atmosphere, and rotational period 

would be too severe. If it were less, orbital changes 

would cause climatic instabilities. In either event, life 

on earth would be impossible. 

 

Anthropic Constant 4: Carbon Dioxide Level—This 

constant points out that just the right level of carbon 

dioxide is maintained naturally in the earth’s 

atmosphere. If the CO2 level were higher than it is now, 

a runaway greenhouse effect would develop (we’d all 

burn up). If the level were lower than it is now, plants 

would not be able to maintain efficient photosynthesis 

frankly we’d all suffocate. 

 

Anthropic Constant 5: Gravity—The next constant 

states that gravity is exactly right for us to have life. 

Gravity couldn’t be any different for life to exist here 

on earth. If the gravitational force were altered by 

0.00000000000000000000000000000000000001 

percent, our sun would not exist, and, therefore, neither 

would we. 
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Now there are more than 100 very narrowly defined 

constants that strongly point to an intelligent Designer. 

We’ve already identified five of them. Here are ten 

more: 

 

1. If the centrifugal force of planetary movements did 

not precisely balance the gravitational forces, nothing 

could be held in orbit around the sun. 

2. If the universe had expanded at a rate one millionth 

more slowly than it did, expansion would have stopped, 

and the universe would have collapsed on itself before 

any stars had formed. If it had expanded faster, then no 

galaxies would have formed. 

3. Any of the laws of physics can be described as a 

function of the velocity of light (now defined to be 

299,792,458 meters per second). Even a slight variation 

in the speed of light would alter the other constants and 

preclude the possibility of life on earth. 

4. If water vapor levels in the atmosphere were greater 

than they are now, a runaway greenhouse effect would 

cause temperatures to rise too high for human life; if 

they were less, an insufficient greenhouse effect would 

make the earth too cold to support human life. 

5. If Jupiter were not in its current orbit, the earth 

would be bombarded with space material. Jupiter’s 

gravitational field acts as a cosmic vacuum cleaner, 

attracting asteroids and comets that might otherwise 

strike earth. 

6. If the thickness of the earth’s crust were greater, too 

much oxygen would be transferred to the crust to 

support life. If it were thinner, volcanic and tectonic 

activity would make life impossible. 

7. If the rotation of the earth took longer than twenty-

four hours, temperature differences would be too great 

between night and day. If the rotation period were 

shorter, atmospheric wind velocities would be too great. 

8. The 23-degree axil tilt of the earth is just right. If the 

tilt were altered slightly, surface temperatures would be 

too extreme on earth. 

9. If the atmospheric discharge (lightning) rate were 

greater, there would be too much fire destruction; if it 

were less, there would be too little nitrogen fixing in the 

soil. 

10. If there were more seismic activity, much more life 

would be lost; if there was less, nutrients on the ocean 

floors and in river runoff would not be cycled back to 

the continents through tectonic uplift. (Yes, even 

earthquakes are necessary to sustain life as we know it!) 
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“Astrophysicist Hugh Ross has calculated the 

probability that these and other constants—122 in 

all—would exist today for any planet in the universe 

by chance (i.e., without divine design). Assuming 

there are 1022 planets in the universe (a very large 

number: 1 with 22 zeros following it), his answer is 

shocking: one chance in 10138—that’s one chance in 

one with 138 zeros after it! There are only 1070 atoms 

in the entire universe. In effect, there is zero chance 

that any planet in the universe would have the life-

supporting conditions we have, unless there is an 

intelligent Designer behind it all.1” ~ Frank Turek 
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Objections 

Objection 1: Seeing as how the core of this argument is 

often built upon analogies many have attempted to use 

disanalogies (an example where an analogy breaks 

down) to demonstrate how the argument for design 

fails. They may make the claim that our body and a 

watch are dissimilar enough that the analogy doesn’t 

actually work well. So, to object to Paley, they would 

attempt have to identify a way in which elements of the 

natural world – like human bodies – are relevantly 

dissimilar to watches.   

Response 1:Paley responded that it doesn’t matter 

whether we can understand how something was created. 

The point is simply that it was. He might point out, for 

instance, that I actually don’t understand the inner 

workings of a complex system, but I still know it had a 

creator. Whether or not I can understand how it was 

created is beside the point. 

Objection 2: Other detractions to this arguments are 

regarding how parts of nature seem to be without 

purpose. Our eyes blind spot obviously doesn’t have 

any function, and it seems neither do other parts of the 

body.  

Response 2: Paley’s response here was basically just 

because we don't know there's a purpose doesn't mean 

there isn't one. The objectors continue in their critique 

by stating that if we see some things in the world that 

are working great, and really seem to have complexity 

and a definite use, and others that don’t, that’s a flaw in 

his argument. Where as it may be so that some things 

seem to not have complexity and define use now one 

argued they all have to. The fact that any thing have any 

design shows a designer. 

Objection 3: Others have concluded that the 

explanation for how bodies came to have the 

complexity and functionality they have today, is natural 

selection and random mutation. They say we can 

concede that the existence of a designer-god helped 

make sense of the origins of our world in a pre-

scientific age, but now we have a perfectly good 

scientific explanation for how the complexity of the 

world came about. So, who needs a watchmaker when 

you have evolution by natural selection. 

Response 3: Science does not choose anything. It is not 

sentient. Chance and mutation didn’t get together and 

decide anything. Chance is merely the calculation of 

probability. Natural selection and mutation cannot 

account for nor eliminate design.    
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NOTES 

 

Objection 4: Another objection to Paley’s case came 

from 18th century Scottish philosopher David Hume, 

who pointed out that, if you are to take the analogy 

seriously, we’d need to conclude that the creator that 

Paley speaks to seems to make a lot of mistakes. For 

example what about hurricanes? Why would he make 

bodies with certain tissues, like in the breast, or 

prostate, or colon that are so prone to cancer? Why 

would he make umbilical cords that could wrap around 

a baby’s neck? Why would he make butterflies have to 

wait for hours, immobile, for their wings dry as soon as 

they come out of their chrysalis, making them easy prey 

for predators? 

Response 4: Just because a thing seems poorly 

designed does not make it so. Many things may seem, 

to our limited understanding to be flawed but really do 

have a place in God’s design. As for the “flaws” that 

seem to be particularly bad for human existance if the 

Bible is true and the fall did occur as stated in Genesis 

then that would actual answer a great number of 

reasons for hardships, health problems, disease and 

more.  

Objection 5: Some objects have even rose to the fine 

tuning argument. Many find the fine-tuning arguments 

to carry more weight than Paley’s’ original arguments. 

That being said objectors will attempt to counter fine-

tuning by saying that the problem is, you can’t really 

make a probability claim when you only have a sample 

set of one. If we had multiple Earths that we could 

examine, we could see how likely any particular 

adaptation is, or how unique the conditions for life are. 

Then we would know if it were likely or unlikely to 

happen without God.  

 

Response 5: This attempt to pull down the fine-tuning 

argument does not hold up well. This is due to the fact 

that though more data to pull from would certainly help, 

the evidence provided from the Anthropic Constants 

shows an extreme amount of design and fine-tuning. As 

the Laws of Nature are constant we can assume it 

would be the same even if there were a thousand earths. 

It is the fact that the nature laws are constant that points 

to a designer. To assume the Constants would have 

“evolved” different is to undermine all of science, 

which is likely what this objectors worldview sits upon. 
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