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The question of whether God exists has shaped philosophy, theology, science, literature, law, and
personal life for centuries. The original essay approaches the question from a theistic perspective. It
points to the order of nature, the distinction between good and evil, the human search for justice, and
Pascal’s Wager as reasons for belief. Those ideas can be preserved, but several claims require more
careful reasoning. Merely asking whether something exists does not prove that it exists; people can
question fictional beings, mistaken ideas, or possibilities. Likewise, the existence of evil does not
automatically demonstrate either God or the devil. Philosophical arguments must show how their
conclusion follows from their premises and must address serious objections. Belief in God may be
rationally defended, but the strongest defense acknowledges the limits of each argument and
distinguishes proof, probability, personal faith, and practical commitment.

What Counts as a Philosophical Argument?

A philosophical argument is a set of reasons offered in support of a conclusion. Its quality depends on
validity, the plausibility of its premises, clarity of concepts, and its ability to respond to objections. An
argument may be logically valid while relying on a disputed premise. It may also make belief
reasonable without compelling every rational person to agree. The existence of God is especially
difficult because the word “God” can refer to different concepts: a first cause, a necessary being, a
perfect being, a designer, a moral authority, a personal creator, or the God described by a particular
religion. An argument that establishes a first cause does not automatically establish every attribute of
classical theism. Each step must be defended.

The Cosmological Argument

Cosmological arguments begin from facts about existence, change, causation, contingency, or the
beginning of the universe. They reason that the cosmos requires an ultimate explanation. One form
associated with Thomas Aquinas begins from change or dependency and argues that an infinite
regress of essentially ordered causes cannot explain present actuality. Another form, the argument
from contingency, observes that many things could have failed to exist and asks why there is any
contingent reality at all. It concludes that a necessary being may be required as the foundation of
contingent existence. The kalam form argues that whatever begins to exist has a cause, the universe
began to exist, and therefore the universe has a cause.

The appeal of these arguments is that they refuse to treat the existence of the universe as
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intellectually unimportant. If every dependent thing receives its existence from something else,
explaining one dependent thing with another may seem to postpone rather than answer the deepest
question. A necessary reality would not depend on another cause in the same way. The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy describes the cosmological argument as part of natural theology and
notes that its forms infer an ultimate being from alleged facts about the cosmos (Reichenbach, 2026).

Objections to the Cosmological Argument

Critics ask why the universe itself, a fundamental physical reality, or an impersonal law could not be
the stopping point. They also question whether causal principles that operate within the universe can
be applied to the universe as a whole. If every being needs a cause, then God appears to need one;
the theist answers that the premise applies to contingent or beginning things, not to a necessary
being. The dispute then shifts to whether the idea of a necessary being is coherent and whether there
is independent reason to identify it with God.

Another objection concerns explanatory completion. A first cause might explain why a universe exists
without explaining why it has moral goodness, knowledge, will, or concern for humanity. The
cosmological argument can contribute to a cumulative case, but it cannot simply assume that its
conclusion is the God of a specific scripture. It must explain the transition from metaphysical
foundation to personal deity.

The Teleological or Design Argument

The original essay looks at birds, fish, trees, the Sun, Moon, and stars and interprets their order as
evidence of a supernatural designer. This is a version of the teleological argument. Classical design
arguments compare organized natural systems with human artifacts: just as a watch suggests a
watchmaker, complex adaptation may suggest intelligence. Contemporary fine-tuning arguments
focus less on biological organs and more on the apparent sensitivity of life-permitting conditions to
physical constants and initial conditions.

The argument expresses a genuine intuition. Nature contains stable regularities, mathematical
structure, and organisms suited to particular environments. For a believer, these features can be
experienced as creation rather than accident. The Stanford Encyclopedia notes that teleological
arguments infer design from order, purposiveness, or fine-tuning and have existed in various forms
since antiquity (Ratzsch & Koperski, 2022).

Evolution and Natural Explanations

The original article describes species as perfectly adapted to their habitats. Biological adaptation is
real, but “perfectly” is misleading. Evolution by natural selection explains how inherited variation and
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differential reproduction produce traits suited to environments without requiring direct engineering of
each feature. Organisms also contain compromises, vulnerabilities, and historical constraints. The
baobab’s adaptation to dry conditions can be scientifically explained through evolutionary processes.
A theist may believe that God creates through natural law, but the existence of an evolutionary
explanation weakens a simple inference from biological complexity to immediate design.

Fine-tuning arguments face different objections. Critics appeal to selection effects: observers can
exist only in conditions compatible with observers, so it is unsurprising that they observe such
conditions. Others consider a multiverse in which different regions have different parameters. Theists
argue that these explanations may themselves require a deeper account. The debate does not have
an uncontested conclusion.

The Ontological Argument

Ontological arguments attempt to reason from the concept of God to God’s existence. Anselm defined
God as that than which nothing greater can be conceived. He argued that a being existing in reality is
greater than one existing only in understanding, so the greatest conceivable being must exist.
Modern modal versions argue that if a maximally great being is possible, then it exists in some
possible world; if necessary existence belongs to maximal greatness, it exists in every possible world,
including the actual one.

The argument is intellectually important because it examines necessity and the concept of perfection,
but it is highly controversial. Gaunilo’s famous response suggested that similar reasoning might
“prove” a perfect island. Kant argued that existence is not a real predicate that adds a property to a
concept. The Stanford Encyclopedia reports substantial disagreement and notes that no known
ontological argument is generally accepted as successful (Oppy, 2024). For believers, the argument
may clarify what necessary existence would mean; for critics, it risks defining something into reality.

The Moral Argument

The original essay connects good and evil with powers beyond human understanding. A more
developed moral argument asks whether objective moral obligations require a transcendent
foundation. People commonly believe that torture, cruelty, and exploitation can be wrong even when
a society approves them. The moral argument claims that if objective moral values and duties exist,
their best explanation is a perfectly good moral source.

This argument preserves the original concern for justice. The experience that some actions are not
merely disliked but truly wrong can support belief in @ moral order greater than individual preference.
Religious traditions also interpret conscience, human dignity, and accountability in relation to God.
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The Euthyphro Dilemma and Secular Ethics

Critics ask whether actions are good because God commands them or whether God commands them
because they are good. If goodness depends only on command, morality may appear arbitrary; if God
recognizes an independent standard, God may not be its foundation. A common theistic response is
that goodness is grounded in God’s nature rather than in arbitrary commands. Critics then ask how
humans know that nature and how disagreements among religious interpretations are resolved.

Secular philosophers offer accounts based on reason, wellbeing, rights, human needs, contractual
fairness, virtue, or the interests of conscious beings. The existence of moral knowledge without
explicit religious belief means that moral experience alone does not force a theistic conclusion. The
argument is strongest as a question about ultimate grounding rather than a claim that atheists cannot
be moral.

Religious Experience

Many people believe in God not primarily because of formal arguments but because of prayer,
worship, perceived revelation, mystical experience, community, transformation, or a sense of divine
presence. Such experience can be powerful evidence for the person who has it. Testimony is accepted
in many areas of life, and it would be unreasonable to dismiss every religious experience merely
because it is not publicly repeatable.

However, religious experiences occur in traditions with conflicting beliefs. Psychological and
neurological explanations may account for some experiences, and sincere interpretation can be
mistaken. Personal experience can rationally support personal faith while remaining insufficient to
compel an outsider. A responsible believer can value the experience without claiming that doubt
proves moral failure.

The Problem of Evil

The original essay raises the most serious challenge to classical theism: if God is all-powerful, all-
knowing, and perfectly good, why is there extreme suffering? The logical problem claims that these
attributes are inconsistent with any evil. The evidential problem argues that the amount and
apparently pointless character of suffering make such a God less probable. The deaths of children,
disease, disaster, cruelty, and prolonged injustice are not abstract puzzles. Any response must avoid
treating victims’ pain as an easy illustration.
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Free Will

One response is that morally significant freedom includes the possibility of wrongdoing. A world in
which creatures can love, choose, create, and form character may also allow them to harm one
another. The free-will defense addresses moral evil such as violence and betrayal. It does not fully
explain earthquakes, genetic disease, animal suffering, or why an omnipotent God does not prevent
the worst consequences while preserving meaningful freedom.

Soul-Making

Another response argues that courage, compassion, patience, and responsibility develop in a world
containing difficulty. Some suffering can lead to growth, solidarity, or moral action. Yet it is dangerous
to imply that every tragedy is designed as a lesson or that victims should be grateful. Severe
suffering can destroy rather than strengthen. A soul-making account must explain why the world
contains suffering far beyond what appears necessary for development.

Human Cognitive Limits

Skeptical theism argues that limited human beings may not be able to see God’s reasons. Absence of
an apparent reason is not necessarily evidence that no reason exists. This response encourages
humility, but if used without limits it can weaken moral reasoning: humans must still judge
preventable harm and act against it. Faith in hidden reasons should never excuse abuse, neglect, or
injustice.

Divine Hiddenness

A related challenge asks why a loving God would remain unclear to sincere people who are open to
relationship. If belief is important, widespread reasonable nonbelief seems difficult to explain. Theists
respond that overwhelming evidence might undermine freedom, that God may relate to people in
diverse ways, or that spiritual development requires seeking. Critics answer that clear knowledge of
someone’s existence does not remove freedom to reject or disobey that person. Hiddenness remains
a significant issue distinct from the problem of evil.

Pascal’'s Wager

The original essay uses Pascal’s Wager. Blaise Pascal was a French mathematician, physicist,
inventor, and philosopher, not a Greek philosopher. His wager is a prudential argument rather than
proof that God exists. Pascal reasons that if the possible gain of eternal life is infinite and the cost of
belief is finite, it may be rational to commit to faith even under uncertainty.
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The wager highlights that people must live and choose despite incomplete evidence. Avoiding a
decision is itself a practical stance. It may encourage a seeker to participate in religious practice and
explore whether faith becomes credible. However, the wager faces objections. There are many
possible religions and concepts of God, so the options are not simply Christianity or atheism. Genuine
belief may not be produced by calculating reward. A perfectly good God might value honest inquiry
more than strategic profession. Religious commitment also has real costs and responsibilities.
Pascal’s Wager may justify investigation or commitment under a particular theological framework, but
it cannot establish truth by itself.

Can Science Prove or Disprove God?

Science investigates observable patterns through evidence, measurement, and testable models. It
can evaluate claims about the age of Earth, biological development, disease, or physical events. A
transcendent God who is not one object within the universe may not be directly testable in the same
manner. This does not automatically make belief true; it means that the question includes
metaphysics and philosophy as well as empirical science.

Invoking God merely to fill a temporary scientific gap is risky because the gap may close. Theistic
belief is philosophically stronger when it concerns why there is an intelligible reality, why laws exist,
or what ultimate meaning and value are, rather than competing with science over an ordinary
mechanism. Atheism and agnosticism also involve philosophical judgments about explanation,
evidence, and the limits of knowledge.

A Cumulative Case

No single argument commands universal agreement. Some philosophers therefore defend a
cumulative case. Cosmological reasoning may support an ultimate foundation; fine-tuning may
support purposive order; moral experience may support objective value; religious experience may
support personal reality; and historical revelation may identify a tradition. Each strand has objections,
but together they may make theism reasonable for some people. Critics construct a cumulative case
in the other direction from evil, hiddenness, religious disagreement, natural explanations, and
conceptual difficulties.

The result is not that reasoning is useless. It is that the question is complex and rational people can
evaluate the evidence differently. Intellectual honesty requires presenting opposing arguments in
their strongest form rather than assuming unbelievers simply prefer evil or believers simply fear
death.
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Conclusion

The original essay’s conviction that God exists can be preserved while its reasoning is strengthened.
The existence of a question does not prove the object questioned, and nature’s order should be
discussed alongside evolution and alternative explanations. Cosmological arguments ask why
contingent reality exists; teleological arguments interpret order or fine-tuning; ontological arguments
examine necessary existence; moral arguments seek the foundation of objective value; and religious
experience provides personal evidence. The problem of evil, divine hiddenness, and religious diversity
remain serious objections. Pascal’s Wager concerns practical commitment under uncertainty rather
than logical proof. Belief in God can therefore be defended as a reasoned worldview, but it should not
be presented as an effortless conclusion that no thoughtful person could reject. Faith is strongest
when it combines conviction with humility, compassion for suffering, and willingness to examine both
evidence and objection.

References

Oppy, G. (2024). Ontological arguments. In The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy.

Pascal, B. (1995). Pensées (A. . Krailsheimer, Trans.). Penguin Classics. (Original work published
1670)

Plantinga, A. (1974). God, freedom, and evil. Eerdmans.

Ratzsch, D., & Koperski, J. (2022). Teleological arguments for God’s existence. In The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy.

Reichenbach, B. R. (2026). Cosmological argument. In The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy.

Rowe, W. L. (1979). The problem of evil and some varieties of atheism. American Philosophical
Quarterly, 16(4), 335-341.

Copyright © 2026 Academic Master. | 7



