
Is there Evidence for God’s
Existence?



Francis Schaeffer
“I do not believe there is any one apologetic

which meets the needs of all people. And,
as I said in the text of The God Who Is
There, I did not (and do not) mean that
what I wrote in that book…should ever be
applied mechanically as a set formula.
There is no set formula that meets
everyone’s need, and if only applied as a
mechanical formula, I doubt if it really
meets anyone’s need — short of an act of
God’s mercy.”

–  Francis A. Schaeffer, The God Who is There: The Complete Works of Francis A. Schaeffer: A Christian
Worldview (Westchester: Crossway Books, 1982), in Logos Library System [CD-ROM].



1) The Classical Method

• 2-step process
First, establish the existence of God
Second, connect the existence of God

with the identity of God: Theism to
Christianity

• Strong emphasis on reason



William Lane Craig’s Big Five

1. Cosmological argument from contingency
2. Kalam cosmological argument based on the

beginning of the universe
3. Moral argument based upon objective moral

values and duties
4. Teleological argument from fine-tuning
5. Ontological argument from the possibility of

God’s existence to his actuality

- http://thegospelcoalition.org/blogs/tgc/2010/02/04/william-lane-craig-five-arguments-for-god/



Classical Arguments for the
Existence of God

1) Kalam Cosmological Argument
(Origins)

2) Teleological Argument (Fine
tuning)

3) Moral Argument
4) Ontological Argument



Kalam Cosmological Argument

1. Whatever begins to exist has
a cause

2. The universe began to exist
3. Therefore, the universe has a

cause



Aristotle: Origins and God
Cosmology
“He who studies how things originated and came into being,

whether this is the state or anything else, will achieve the
clearest view of them.”

–  Aristotle, Politics, 1252a 24-25.

*Unmoved Mover
“Thus, motion, being eternal, if there is a prime mover it too

must be eternal . . . and here it is sufficient to assume there
is only one mover, the first to set in motion stationary
things, and this being eternal will be the principle of
motion for all other things.”

–  Aristotle, Physics, 259a 7-14.



Figure 1: Geometrical Representation of Standard Model Space-
Time. Space and time begin at the initial cosmological singularity,

before which literally nothing exists.



Physicist P. C. W. Davies:

“The coming into being of the universe, as
discussed in modern science . . . is not just a
matter of imposing some sort of organization .
. . upon a previous incoherent state, but
literally the coming-into-being of all physical
things from nothing.”

“In the Beginning: In Conversation with Paul Davies and Philip Adams” (January 17, 2002).
http://www.abc.net.au/science/bigquestions/s460625.htm.



ALEX VILENKIN:
“It is said that an argument is what convinces reasonable men

and a proof is what it takes to convince even an
unreasonable man. With the proof now in place, cosmologists
can no longer hide behind the possibility of a past-eternal
universe. There is no escape, they have to face the problem
of a cosmic beginning.”

Question: If the universe hasnʼt always existed then where did it come
from?

Alex Vilenkin, Many Worlds in One: The Search for Other Universes (New York: Hill and Wang, 2006), 176.



“New Atheist” Daniel Dennett

“The ultimate boot-strapping trick…”

= The universe created itself

Daniel Dennett, Breaking the Spell: Religion as a Natural Phenomenon (New York: Viking,
2006), 244.



What “Properties” Must a
Cause Possess?

1) Transcendent to time and space - Descartes “the
cause must be greater than the effect”

2) Immaterial -
A. Anything that is timeless must also be unchanging
B. Anything that is changeless must be non-physical

and immaterial since material things are constantly
changing at the molecular and atomic levels.

C. Only minds and abstract objects (numbers), can
possess timelessness and immateriality

3)   Therefore, the cause of the universe must be an
unembodied mind



DAWKINS’ RESPONSE:

“Even if we allow the dubious luxury of arbitrarily
conjuring up a terminator to an infinite regress and
giving it a name, there is absolutely no reason to
endow that terminator with any of the properties
normally ascribed to God: omnipotence,
omniscience, goodness, creativity of design, to say
nothing of such human attributes as listening to
prayers, forgiving sins and reading innermost
thoughts.”

Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion (New York: Houghton-Mifflin, 2006), 77.



Cosmological Argument
from Entropy

1. If the universe were eternal and its
amount of energy finite, it would have
reached heat death by now.

2. The universe has not reached heat death
(since there is still energy available for
use).

3. Therefore, (a) the universe is not eternal.
4. Therefore, (b) the universe had a

beginning.
5. Therefore, (c) the universe was created

by a first cause (God).
- Douglas Groothius, Christian Apologetics, 226.



The Cosmological Argument
from Contingency

1. Everything that exists has an explanation of its
existence, either in the necessity of its own nature
or in an external cause.

2. If the universe has an explanation of its existence,
that explanation is God.

3. The universe exists.
4. Therefore, the universe has an explanation of its

existence (from 1, 3).
5. Therefore, the explanation of the universe’s existence

is God (from 2, 4).



Why is There something
rather than nothing?

Gregory Ganssle, “Thinking About God” p.43-

1) Whatever comes into existence is caused to exist by
something else

2) If the series of past events is not infinite, then the
series of past causes came into existence

3) There cannot be an infinite series of past causes
   If sentences 2 and 3 are true, then we can come to a conclusion.

4) Therefore, the series of past causes came into
existence

    If sentences 1 and 4 are true, then we can come to a further conclusion.

5) Therefore, there exists a cause for the series of past
causes, and this cause did not itself come into
being



Why is There Anything at All?
Gregory Ganssle, “Thinking About God” p.43-

1) Whatever comes into existence is
caused to exist by something else



Why is There Anything at All?
Gregory Ganssle, “Thinking About God” p.43-

2) If the series of past events is not
infinite, then the series of past causes
came into existence



3) There cannot be an infinite
series of past causes

A. Mathematical reasons - it is impossible to
complete an infinite series by successive addition.

*If this is true, then the past CANNOT be infinite.
B. Scientific reasons



3) There cannot be an infinite
series of past causes

B. Scientific reasons
1. Big bang theory - points to a beginning

2. Second Law of Thermodynamics: the
amount of usable energy in any closed system always
increases OR Entropy increases



Second Law of
Thermodynamics:

Entropy

“Everything tends
toward disorder”



Importance of Entropy

“Entropy is the premiere law of all of
science” - Albert Einstein

“Matter and energy can only be
changed in one direction, that is,
from usable to unusable, from
available to unavailable, or from
ordered to disordered.” 

- Jeremy Rifkin
Jeremy Rifkin, Entropy: A New Worldview (Viking Press: New York, 1980), 6.



From order…



…to disorder.



baby



Old man



*Greek concept of “Seeds of Decay” in
the Universe

Q: If the decay is constant and the
earth is old (whether thousands,
millions, or billions), doesn’t Entropy
imply a ‘better’ earth in the past?



Objection
The Universe is NOT a closed system but

is receiving energy from another source

Problem 1: Only pushes back the
problem one step

Problem 2: Mere speculation vs.
empirical scientific evidence



4) Therefore, the series of past causes
came into existence

    If sentences 1 and 4 are true, then we can come to a
further conclusion.



5) Therefore, there exists a cause for the series of past
causes, and this cause did not itself come into
being

A. First Cause is not in time at all.
IF the First Cause is not a temporal thing then it can be

eternal
B.   First Cause is temporal but only physical time can

be measured
Q: What is time? = ?????

p.50-51



“First, it may be that the first cause is
not in time at all. If the first cause is
not a temporal thing, then it can be
eternal without requiring that an
infinite amount of time has passed.”

Ganssle, 50.



“The other option is that the first cause is
temporal but that time before the physical
universe exists is something different than
time after the universe exists. In this case, the
first cause has existed eternally but it is not
the case that an infinite amount of time has
passed. Only physical time, it is argued can
be measured and counted. It makes no sense
to talk about amounts of time before physical
time.”

Ganssle, 51.



What about Entropy?

Q: Wouldn’t Entropy also affect the First
Cause?

A: Entropy only affects tangible things.
Measurements, abstract numbers, and
an unembodied mind or spirit such as
God, would not be affected by entropy.





Qualifications of Ganssle’s
Argument

“Nothing” is NOT substantive (noun)
*Ulysses, the Cyclops & “No Man”

“Prior to the Big Bang” is Temporally or
Causally prior, NOT chronologically
prior

- William Lane Craig, “The Euthyphro Dilemma,”
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/euthyphro-dilemma



Entropy

“The Universe should be likened
to a cup of coffee that will
eventually grow cold and sour
after time”

  – Dr. Greg Welty, D.Phil Oxford University



i) The Argument
(1) The entropy of the universe is increasing. “The

universe is moving irreversibly toward a state of
maximum disorder and minimum energy” (205).

(2) “But since a state of maximum entropy has not yet been
reached, the universe has not been here forever” (205).

*The Universe should be likened to a cup of coffee
that will eventually grow cold and sour after time.

Greg Welty, God and Evil, (PHREL, 03 Theistic Arguments, 1 Cosmological Argument).



ii) Objection: the second law of
thermodynamics does not apply to an
infinite universe, and the universe is
infinite.



Ganssle too hasty to conclude #1?

1) Whatever comes into existence is caused to
exist by something else

*Something cannot cause itself to come into
existence BUT is it possible for something
to come into existence from nothing without
any cause whatsoever?

Ganssle, 53.



Pinky and the Brain with a
magic marker



The “Two Lurking Questions”

1) Is it reasonable to think that there are any
exceptions at all to the idea that anything
that comes into existence is caused to exist
by something else?

2) Is it reasonable to think that the universe as
a whole is an exception to this idea?

Q: What kinds of things can happen without any
cause?

Quantum?



The Heisenberg
Uncertainty Principle

• Uncertainty Principle:
– At the quantum scale, any measurement significantly alters

the object being measured
• Cannot know position and velocity
• Equation:
• You can never know both the position and velocity of an

object with perfect accuracy
• Compare large vs. small objects

– Small uncertainty with large object
– Large uncertainty with small object



Probabilities



Probabilities

• Newtonian View
– Determine

velocity and
position

• Quantum View
– Cannot determine

velocity and
position

– Use probability



Quantum Weirdness

• Richard Feynman- “I can safely say that nobody
understands quantum mechanics. …Do not keep
saying to yourself, ‘But how can it be like that?’…
Nobody knows how it can be like that.”

• Be Careful!
– Quantum mechanics is still a marvelous and necessary

tool for understanding the quantum world



“Newtonian notions like position and
velocity just aren’t appropriate for
the quantum world, which must be
described from the beginning in
terms of waves and probabilities”

(HUM 300, 187).



Quantum Entanglement

• Quantum Entanglement
– Dice

• Photons emitted at same time
– Despite distance, remain entangled

• Quantum teleportation



The Point

On the Quantum level, measurements
must be in probabilities, not
specifics

HOWEVER, quantum probability will
not disturb macro events.



Key Distinction:
Quantum Mechanics

“Quantum events are not primarily
cases of something coming into
existence. They are changes in the
state of a particle.”

Ganssle, 54.



Non sequitur?

• Universe = quantum particles?
• Really big = really small



THREE ALTERNATIVES
1) The universe has always existed. It has an

infinite past
2) The universe popped into existence from

nothing with absolutely no cause
3) The universe was caused to exist by

something outside it

Ganssle, 57.



Teleological Argument:
Fine-tuning

• Jeremiah 10:12 “It is he who made
the earth by his power, who
established the world by his
wisdom, and by his understanding
stretched out the heavens.”



Probability & Gravity…



Strobel VIDEO



Teleological Argument:
Fine-tuning

1) The cosmos is designed
2) Signs of design are evident
3) These signs point toward the Designer
4) It does not claim that all structures &

processes of this designed creation
now exhibit perfection.

*Creation+Fall…..+Redemption+Glorification



Evidences of Fine-Tuning:
Precise Big Bang

1. If the initial explosion of the big bang had differed
in strength by as little as 1 part in 1060, the
universe would have either quickly collapsed
back on itself, or expanded too rapidly for stars to
form. In either case, life would be impossible. An
accuracy of one part in 10^60 can be compared
to firing a bullet at a one-inch target on the other
side of the observable universe, twenty billion
light years away, and hitting the target.)

[See Davies, 1982, pp. 90-91. (As John Jefferson Davis points out (p. 140),
- Robin Collins, “The Fine Tuning Design Argument: A Scientific Argument for the Existence of God,”

Discovery Institute, September 1, 1998, http://www.discovery.org/a/91



Evidences of Fine-Tuning:
Precise nuclear force

2. Calculations indicate that if the strong
nuclear force, the force that binds
protons and neutrons together in an
atom, had been stronger or weaker by
as little as 5%, life would be impossible.

(Leslie, 1989, pp. 4, 35; Barrow and Tipler, p. 322.)
- Robin Collins, “The Fine Tuning Design Argument: A Scientific Argument for the

Existence of God,” Discovery Institute, September 1, 1998,
http://www.discovery.org/a/91



Evidences of Fine-Tuning:
Precise Gravity

3. Calculations by Brandon Carter show
that if gravity had been stronger or
weaker by 1 part in 10 to the 40th
power, then life-sustaining stars like the
sun could not exist. This would most
likely make life impossible.

(Davies, 1984, p. 242.)
- Robin Collins, “The Fine Tuning Design Argument: A Scientific Argument for the

Existence of God,” Discovery Institute, September 1, 1998,
http://www.discovery.org/a/91



Evidences of Fine-Tuning:
Precise Atoms

4. If the neutron were not about 1.001
times the mass of the proton, all
protons would have decayed into
neutrons or all neutrons would have
decayed into protons, and thus life
would not be possible.

(Leslie, 1989, pp. 39-40)
- Robin Collins, “The Fine Tuning Design Argument: A Scientific Argument for the Existence of

God,” Discovery Institute, September 1, 1998, http://www.discovery.org/a/91



Evidences of Fine-Tuning:
Precise forces

5. If the electromagnetic force were
slightly stronger or weaker, life
would be impossible, for a variety
of different reasons.

(Leslie, 1988, p. 299.)
- Robin Collins, “The Fine Tuning Design Argument: A Scientific Argument for the Existence

of God,” Discovery Institute, September 1, 1998, http://www.discovery.org/a/91

“Electromagne-sm	  is	  one	  of	  the	  four	  fundamental	  interac1ons	  of	  nature.	  The	  other	  three	  are	  the	  strong
interac1on,	  the	  weak	  interac1on	  and	  gravita1on.	  Electromagne1sm	  is	  the	  force	  that	  causes	  the
interac1on	  between	  electrically	  charged	  par1cles;”
http://www.princeton.edu/~achaney/tmve/wiki100k/docs/Electromagnetic_force.html



Design & Suffering

• Objection: How could a good God design
things that hurt?

How to respond to this objection:
1) You just admitted design
2) You and I live in a fallen world - Romans

8:18-25
3) Jesus suffered & triumphed - Philippians

2:5-11
*The theist should not ‘bite’ on trying to defend

God against being a ‘bad designer.’



1) You just admitted design!

• A Designer is still a Designer
• Maybe the problem is with the

character of the Designer?



2) You and I live in a fallen
world: Romans 8:18-25

• For I consider that the sufferings of this present time are not worth
comparing with the glory that is to be revealed to us. 19 For the
creation waits with eager longing for the revealing of the sons of
God. 20 For the creation was subjected to futility, not willingly, but
because of him who subjected it, in hope 21 that the creation itself
will be set free from its bondage to corruption and obtain the
freedom of the glory of the children of God. 22 For we know that
the whole creation has been groaning together in the pains of
childbirth until now. 23 And not only the creation, but we ourselves,
who have the firstfruits of the Spirit, groan inwardly as we wait
eagerly for adoption as sons, the redemption of our bodies. 24 For in
this hope we were saved. Now hope that is seen is not hope. For
who hopes for what he sees? 25 But if we hope for what we do not
see, we wait for it with patience.



3) Jesus suffered &
triumphed: Philippians 2:5-11

• Have this mind among yourselves, which is yours in Christ
Jesus, 6 who, though he was in the form of God, did not count
equality with God a thing to be grasped, 7 but emptied
himself, by taking the form of a servant, being born in the
likeness of men. 8 And being found in human form, he
humbled himself by becoming obedient to the point of death,
even death on a cross. 9 Therefore God has highly exalted him
and bestowed on him the name that is above every name, 10 so
that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, in heaven
and on earth and under the earth, 11 and every tongue confess
that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father.



Dawkins’ Critique of Design
1. One of the greatest challenges to the human intellect, over the

centuries, has been to explain how the complex, improbable
appearance of design in the universe arises.

2. The natural temptation is to attribute the appearance of design to
actual design itself.

3. The temptation is a false one, because the designer hypothesis
immediately raises the larger problem of who designed the
designer

4. The most ingenious and powerful crane [i.e., explanation]
so far discovered is Darwinian evolution by natural selection.
5. We don’t have an equivalent explanation for physics.
6. We should not give up hope of a better crane arising in
physics, something as powerful as Darwinism is for biology
[Therefore] God almost certainly does not exist.

- Richard Dawkins, God Delusion, 157-58.



Rebuttals to Darwinism



• VIDEO: Dawkins on “An instance where
a mutation has added information to the
genome”

QuickTime™ and a
 decompressor

are needed to see this picture.



Richard Dawkins

• “An instance where a mutation has
added information to the genome”



Q: But what about
bacteria and viruses that
develop resistance to
drugs and antibiotics?



Biochemical
Mutations

“Since biochemical mutations-such as
those leading to antibiotic resistance
and sickle-cell anemia-do not affect an
organism’s shape or structure . . .
evolution needs beneficial mutations
that affect morphology.”

- Jonathan Wells
Jonathan Wells, Icons of Evolution (Washington: Regnery, 2000), 182.



Argument contra-Darwinism

 The Concept
   of

“Irreducible Complexity”



Example #1 BACTERIAL
FLAGELLUM

Bacterial flagellum.
It’s “tail” acts as an
outboard motor.



Flagellum tail





Flagellum diagram



Rat trap



Rat trap diagram



Dead rat! DEATH TO RAT!



EXAMPLE #2 THE HUMAN
EYE



Human eye



Anatomy of the human eye



“If it could be demonstrated
that any complex organ
existed, which could not
possible have been formed by
numerous, successive, slight
modifications, my theory
would absolutely break down.”

Charles Darwin, On the Origin of Species or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle For Life
(New York: Penguin, 1958), 171.



“For You (God) formed my
inward parts; You wove
me in my mother’s
womb. I will give thanks
to You, for I am fearfully
and wonderfully
made…” Psalm 139:13



Example #3 Unintelligent
Natural Selection

Natural selection, by
definition, does not “plan”
for the future such as in
the formation of eyes



Example #4 The Cell



The Human Cell

  In Darwin’s day, the
human cell was
thought to be a very
simple organism.



Diagram of a human cell



Close up of how
the White Blood
Cell works



We now know that the
human cell is
extremely complex.

Xvivo - white blood
cell video



Xvivo video

QuickTime™ and a
mpeg4 decompressor

are needed to see this picture.



DNA

DNA







“The job of t-RNA is to read that coded
message”

“Messenger RNA in effect carries a coded
message, spelled out in four letters: A,
U, C, and G”

HUM 300, History and Methods of Science, (475).



Transcription of DNA
• Transcription

– Information transport
– Uses RNA

• Process
– Unzip DNA
– RNA binds to exposed bases
– RNA moves out of nucleus (mRNA)



RNA

“Think of RNA as being
the “negative” of the
true picture, which is
the DNA”

HUM 300, History and Methods of Science, (474).



DNA

‘there is six feet of DNA coiled inside
every one of our body’s one
hundred trillion cells that contains a
four-letter chemical alphabet that
spells out precise assembly
instructions for all the proteins from
which our bodies are made’ – Lee Strobel



“Humans have twenty-three pairs of
chromosomes. On those chromosomes
there are some more than one hundred
thousand genes.” – John & Paul
Feinberg



“DNA is like a software
program, only much 
more complex than 
anything we’ve ever 
devised” – Bill Gates



Probing Questions

BIG Questions:
A. Are intelligent, comprehendible messages self-

written?
B. Did Darwin have the current level of knowledge of

DNA when he published his theory?
C. What is the most plausible explanation for the

orderly arrangement of information found in DNA?
D. How could such a detailed process continue

throughout repeated generations if randomness
governs the Universe?



Darwinist Rebuttal

“All living things on Earth use
the same genetic code.” (475).

Q: Does this fact prove that Darwinism is true?
A: How does this prove that Darwinism is true? It

could just as well be a common designer rather
than a common ancestor.



Seti pic



Spock!



Certain scientists use evidence
of design to determine
whether life exists on other
planets but refuse to apply
that same criteria when
examining the origin of life on
planet earth.





MORAL ARGUMENT



Moral Argument for God’s
Existence

1) If God does not exist then
objective moral values & duties do
not exist.

2) Objective moral values & duties do
exist.

3) God exists.
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/media/what-is-the-moral-argument-for-the-existence-of-

god-bobby-conway



On Morality
We can correctly define Good as ‘that which

all things aim at.’”
–  Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, Book 1, 1094a 1.



Ontological Argument

• Have fun researching!

• http://www.reasonablefaith.org/misunderstan
ding-the-ontological-argument



2) The Evidential Method
• One step process: Establish the

Resurrection and you also establish the
existence of God.

• Use skeptical data: What do virtually all
scholars agree upon?

1) Jesus was a historical figure
2) He was crucified by the Romans
3) There was an empty tomb
Q: Unless you are biased, what is the most

logical explanation of the data?



Objection!!!!
• Objection! But the Bible is

untrustworthy!
• Response: First, we don’t need the Bible

to establish the life, death, and empty
tomb of Jesus. Second, if you throw out
the Bible as unreliable you’re deleting
the best manuscript evidence of the
ancient world. There are over 24k NT
manuscript fragments plus the Dead Sea
Scrolls of the OT. There are only 600+
ancient copies of Homer’s Illiad & that’s
as good as it gets outside the Bible. So if
you throw out the Bible, you throw out all
of ancient history. Is that reasonable?



• Galatians 4:4-5 But when the
fullness of time had come, God sent
forth his Son, born of woman, born
under the law, 5 to redeem those
who were under the law, so that we
might receive adoption as sons.



3) The Presuppositional Method
• Unbelief, not lack of evidence, is the result of

sin - Romans 1:21 For although they knew
God, they did not honor him as God or give
thanks to him, but they became futile in their
thinking, and their foolish hearts were
darkened.

• The Fall & the noetic effects of sin (effects of
sin on thinking processes).

• My presupposition/assumption is that God’s
Word is true.



Objection
• Non-Christian objection: Mr/Mrs/Miss Christian,

You’re guilty of circular reasoning! How can you
ask me to believe your presuppositions?

• Response: How can you ask me to abandon my
presuppositions and hold to yours? You claim you
are reasonable but how can you trust your ability to
reason properly if God doesn’t exist?

*The atheist should realize that he is not exempt from
assuming certain beliefs to be true.



• “But does this God exist? At some level of our
consciousness, we know that he does. We assume,
for example, that the laws of logic and mathematics
are universally and necessarily true. 2+2=4 does not
just happen to be true; it must be true. And it is not
true only in our part of the universe, but in every
part. Now there is nothing in matter, motion, time,
and chance that accounts for such universal
necessity. But a personal God, who himself is
logical, will naturally create a world that reflects his
own perfect thought. Our assumption about logic
fits the personal model of the universe, not the
impersonal.”  - John Frame

- Five Views on Apologetics, p.226



4) The Reformed
Epistemology Approach

Claim: I don’t need evidence to believe in
God. Why shouldn’t belief in God be
among the Properly Basic Beliefs?

Properly Basic Beliefs:
- There are minds other than my own.
- The universe was not created 5 mins ago

w/the appearance as age.
- You are listening to a talk on Apologetics.
- Chuck Norris is a beast.



What is a
Properly Basic Belief?

A Properly Basic Belief is something that is reasonable to accept
without the need to arrive by evidence & argument.

1) Logical & Mathematical truths - why is 2+2=4?
2) Belief in the existence of other minds (not solipsism)
3) Memory - e belief that the world was not created 5

minutes ago with the appearance of age
4) Aesthetics - does beauty exist? Does goodness exist?
5) Ethical beliefs - love is good, Nazi medical

experiments were wrong, Dallas Cowboys are
awesome, etc.



I’M AN ATHEIST.
PROVE TO ME THAT

GOD EXISTS!



Question…
Why does the theist have the burden of

proof?

Why shouldn’t the atheist have to prove why
belief in God is not reasonable?

Why shouldn’t belief in God be a “Properly
Basic Belief”?



Burden of proof and Properly
Basic Beliefs - Alvin Plantinga

‘the atheist must logically
demonstrate that belief in God
should not be included within

Properly Basic Beliefs



3 Reasons why it is rational to
believe in God without the

necessity of arguments
1) Few people have access to our theistic

arguments
2) It seems God has given us an awareness of

Himself that is not dependent upon theistic
arguments

3) Belief in God is more like belief in a person
than belief in a scientific theory

Kelly James Clark, Five Views on Apologetics, 271-272.



4) The Reformed
Epistemology Approach

• “Reasoning must start somewhere. There
have to be some truths that we can just
accept and reason from. Why not start
with belief in God?” Kelly James Clark

• Sensus divinitatis ‘sense of the divine’
• What does it mean to base my life on

something ‘merely plausible’? = We do
that with virtually every belief.

- Ibid., 271, 273.



The Existence of God:
Rationalism & Empiricism

MOST IMPORTANT QUESTION OF ALL!!

= Who has the burden of proof?
“Prove to me that God exists”
Q: Why?
Why do I have to prove anything?
“Prove to me that God doesn’t exist”
Q: Why?
Why do I have to prove anything?
= WHO HAS THE BURDEN OF PROOF????



What about Properly Basic
Beliefs and other Religions?

• False claims to properly basic beliefs does not
invalidate true claims to a true properly basic
belief.

• *mislabeled water bottles = false claims
• Find a way to convince them that their belief is not

properly basic. Find common ground to argue
evidences that would be a defeater to their false
‘properly basic beliefs.’

• False beliefs crack under the weight of evidence.

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fYZzquUd9WQ



5) The Synthesis Method

• Using all of the above
for the glory of God.



ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT



The Ontological Argument

The third is the ontological argument for the
existence of God, or the proof of perfection.

Acts 17.27-28a
‘That they should seek the Lord, if haply they might feel

after him, and find him, though he be not far from
every one of us: For in him we live, and move, and
have our being.”

“The Fool Will Not Believe” by Dr. Malcolm B. Yarnell, III 2000, 2.



2. We know God with an intuitive knowledge.
Matthew 5.48 “Our Father which is in heaven is perfect.”

“The Fool Will Not Believe” by Dr. Malcolm B. Yarnell, III 2000, 3.



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

Unknown Criteria of Certainty:
“I am certain that I am a thinking thing. But do I not

therefore also know what is required for me to be
certain of anything?” (24).

Q: How do you know that you know?
“And thus I NOW seem able to posit as a general rule

that everything I very clearly and distinctly perceive is
true” (24).



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

Defense against Deception: Thinking
“let anyone who can do so deceive me; so long

as I think that I am something, he will never
bring it about that I am nothing. Nor will he
one day make it true that I never existed, for it
is true now that I do exist.” (25).

*Based on the certainty of math



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Defense against Deception: Math
“Nor will he even bring it about that perhaps two

plus three might equal more or less than five,
or similar items in which I recognize an
obvious contradiction” (25).

“…I have no reason for thinking that there is a
God who is a deceiver…” (25)



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

God’s Existence/Character is the greatest
metaphysical question in philosophy:

“For if I am ignorant of this (whether God is a deceiver), it appears
that I am never capable of being completely certain about
anything else” (25).

Everything else in philosophy stems from this
question

- Islam: Unitarian Monotheism
- Christianity: Trinitarian Monotheism
- Hinduism: “Brahman” impersonal = 300 million gods
- Atheism: No God/gods



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Daydreamer’s Dilemma:
“Now the principal and most frequent error to be found

in judgments consists in the fact that I judge that the
ideas which are in me are similar to or in conformity
with certain things outside me” (26).

*Ideas do not automatically equal
reality

*Do not confuse with ‘thinking’



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Source of intuitive, rational knowledge:
“For I understand that a thing is, what truth is, what

thought is, and I appear to have derived this
exclusively from my very own nature” (26).

• A priori = prior to
“All bachelors are unmarried”
• A posteriori = subsequent to/after experience
“Some bachelors are happy”



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

Q# How do I know the “outside world exists?”
1) Thinking activated by external reality
- Feeling the heat of a fire
Presupposition: “This is owing to the fact that there can

be no other faculty that I can trust as much as this
light and which could teach that these things are
not true” (26-27).

DANGER: Natural impulses can get you into trouble



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Dangers of Natural Impulses:
“But as far as natural impulses are concerned, in the

past I have often judged myself to have been driven
by them to make the poorer choice when it was a
question of choosing a good; and I fail to see why I
should place any greater faith in them than in other
matters” (27).

*Road rage
*Initial reactions
*Sun’s size vs. the earth (27)



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Cause & Effect:
“Now it is indeed evident by the light of nature that there

must be at least as much [reality] in the efficient and
total cause as there is in the effect of that same
cause. For whence, I ask, could an effect get its
reality, if not from its cause? And how could the
cause give that reality to the effect, unless it also
possessed that reality? Hence it follows that
something cannot come into being out of nothing,
and also that what is more perfect (that is, what
contains in itself more reality) cannot come into
being from what is less perfect” (28).



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Three examples:
1)  Stone - “not only can a stone which did not exist previously

not now begin to exist UNLESS it is produced by something in
which there is, either formally or eminently, everything that is in
the stone” (28).

2)  Heat - “nor heat introduced into a subject which was not
already hot UNLESS it is done by something that is of at least as
perfect an order as heat” (28).

3)  Ideas - “but it is ALSO true that there can be in me no idea of
heat, or of a stone, unless it is placed in me by some cause that
has at least as much reality as I conceive to be in the heat or in
the stone” (28).



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Descartes’ Big Question:



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Summary on Ideas = Reality
1) Ideas are like inferior images
*110 vs. 10 mega pixel camera
“Thus it is clear to me by the light of nature that
the ideas that are in me are like images that can
easily fail to match the perfection of the things
from which they have been drawn, but which can
contain nothing greater or more perfect” (29).



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

2) The Cause of Ideas must be Greater
than I:

“If the objective reality of any of my ideas is found to be so great
that I am certain that the same reality was not in me, either
formally or eminently, and that therefore I myself cannot be
the cause of the idea, then it necessarily follows that I am not
alone in the world, but that something else, which is the
cause of this idea, also exists” (29).

*Modus Ponens: (rule of Logic)
If P, then Q
P therefore Q



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Descartes’ Probing Question: How would I know
if not for?

“Thus the perception of the infinite is somehow prior in
me to the perception of the finite, that is, my
perception of God is prior to my perception of myself.
For how would I understand that I doubt and that that
I desire, that is, that I lack something and that I am
not wholly perfect, unless there were some idea in
me of a more perfect being, by comparison with
which I might recognize my defects” (31).

*Conscience



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Descartes’ Probing Question: Innate Moral
Radar

Q: What is the source of my own “Moral Knowledge?”
*Rape vs. Care for others
*Murder vs. Saving others
*Cheating on spouse vs. Faithfulness
*Torture vs. Mercy
*Cruelty vs. Compassion
*Greed vs. Giving
*Hatred vs. Forgiveness



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

Recognizing the Good
• “And, finally, if the potential for these

perfections is in me already, I see no
reason why this potential would not
suffice to produce the idea of these
perfections” (32).



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Objections
1) Possibility of an infinite regress of Gods/gods?
“For it is apparent enough that there can be no infinite

regress here, especially since I am not dealing here
merely with the cause that once produced me, but
also and most especially with the cause that
preserves me at the present time” (34).

*Origins v. Preservation



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

Final Questions: How did I receive the idea of God?
1) Not from senses
2) Not personal creativity
3) “The only option remaining is that this idea is innate

in me, just as the idea of myself is innate in me”
(34).

*Mark of a craftsman on his work
John Calvin “Sensus Divinitatus” = innate knowledge of the

Divine”



Meditation Three: Concerning
God, that He exists

• Plausibility not Certainty
Descartes is NOT claiming that this argument alone

constitutes a certain proof for God’s existence, only
that it makes the case “highly plausible” (35).

• Concession:
“The whole force of the argument rests on the fact that I

recognize that it would be impossible for me to exist,
being of such a nature as I am (namely, having in me
the idea of God), unless God did in fact exist” (35).

* “…so far as the eye of my darkened mind can take
me…” (35).



Descartes’ Philosophical
Predecessors: Anselm of

Canterbury
Anselm of Canterbury said that the idea of a

perfect being would not be possible did that
perfect being not exist.

Our mind is like a boat on water which rises to a
certain level.  We can picture that level of
water only because it has risen that far.  Or
as Anselm put it, “God is ‘Something-than-
which-nothing-greater-can-be-thought.’”

“The Fool Will Not Believe” by Dr. Malcolm B. Yarnell, III 2000, 3.



Anselm
“Even the Fool, then, is forced to agree that something-than-

which-nothing-greater-can- be-thought exists in the mind,
since he understands this when he hears it, and whatever is
understood is in the mind.  And surely that-than-which-
nothing-greater-can-be-thought cannot exist in the mind
alone.  For if it exists solely in the mind, it can be thought to
exist in reality also, which is greater [than the mind alone].”

Proslogion, ch. 2, in Anselm of Canterbury: The Major Works, ed. by Brian Davies and Gillian
Evans (Oxford University Press, 1998), p. 87.

“The Fool Will Not Believe” by Dr. Malcolm B. Yarnell, III 2000, 3.



Anselm
“Anselm noted that even the atheist must first posit God

in his mind in order to then deny Him.  The atheist’s
mind knows there is a perfect being, but seeing his
own imperfection, he does not want their to be one to
judge him.  The atheist therefore denies the very God
he could not conceive of were God not greater than
the atheist’s thoughts of God.  Anselm can therefore
repeat with the psalmist that, ‘The fool hath said. . . .”

-Dr. Malcolm B. Yarnell, D.Phil, Oxford

“The Fool Will Not Believe” by Dr. Malcolm B. Yarnell, III 2000, 3.


