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Abstract 
The article critiques the seven major arguments supporting a belief in God. The arguments are 
presented as Inferences to the Best Explanation with the use of charts. The charts graphically 
demonstrate that naturalistic explanations are being ignored by the theist, who favors inherently 
unverifiable supernatural explanations over naturalistic ones. The paper also discusses why me-
taphysical beliefs should not be trusted, and how such beliefs differ from scientific beliefs. The 
paper concludes that the arguments for the existence of God fail because the naturalistic explana-
tions are the best explanations and should be accepted over the supernatural explanation of God. 
To the extent that the charting of all seven arguments is new, it should be a helpful explanatory 
tool, especially for students. 
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1. Introduction 
This paper will look at seven major arguments supporting a belief in God—the Cosmological, Teleological, and 
Fine-Tuning Arguments, in addition to the Argument from the Reliability of Scripture, Argument from Miracles, 
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Argument from Religious Experience, and one version of the Ontological Argument1. It is the position of this 
paper that the manner in which philosophical discussions regarding the existence of God have proceeded to date 
has tended to be unfair because naturalistic explanations have not been given their due. This “due” is an actual 
preference for natural explanations, if they exist, over supernatural ones. When the arguments for God’s exis-
tence are presented as Inferences to the Best Explanation, the theistic arguments are exposed for what they do— 
favor inherently unverifiable supernatural explanations over naturalistic ones.  

I will demonstrate this with summaries of these seven arguments for God and the alternative naturalistic ex-
planations available, and will additionally introduce charts for all seven of the arguments. To the extent that the 
charting of all seven arguments is new, it is my hope that it will prove to be a helpful explanatory tool, especially 
for students. These charts will display how each of the arguments for God can be couched as an Inference to the 
Best Explanation, and will graphically highlight the ignored or discounted naturalistic choices.  

It is not the intention of this article to give an exhaustive analysis of each of the above arguments for God, as 
that would require a book-length treatment. My purpose, rather, is to show that in each case, naturalistic expla-
nations are available and are tacitly dismissed and ignored, or at least discounted and minimized, while a super-
natural explanation for which there is no proof, nor any way to test, confirm, or verify, is accepted over such na-
turalistic explanations. In each case, however, it is those naturalistic explanations which are the best explanation 
and should be accepted.  

2. Why Naturalistic Explanations Should Be Accepted over Supernatural Ones 
How do we know what exists in the world? The simple answer is that it is through the use of our senses. Without 
senses, it is difficult to see how we could know anything about the external world, or even if anything existed 
beyond ourselves. The problem we face when it comes to issues such as whether God exists is that a supernatur-
al or metaphysical entity such as God cannot be known by our sensory experiences of the world, as Immanuel 
Kant, a believer in a Supreme Being, has so aptly affirmed2. Our senses do not directly reveal whether God ex-
ists, whether we have souls that can survive our physical death, whether karma exists to ensure moral justice, or 
whether there is a Heaven or a Hell. Metaphysical claims are by their very nature unverifiable in that you cannot 
devise a test or experiment to confirm the presence of a metaphysical entity such as God, nor go to visit a meta-
physical place, such as Heaven or Hell.  

Furthermore, accurate predictions cannot be made about what alleged metaphysical things will do in the fu-
ture, or when metaphysical events will occur. For example, even if you believe that there is a God who creates 
miracles, you still cannot predict when or where a miracle will occur. Those who have made such predictions 
have been notoriously inaccurate, just as people have similarly predicted a multitude of apocalypses which have 
not occurred.  

We can contrast metaphysical beliefs with scientific claims. Scientists have developed methods to help ensure 
that their conclusions accurately reflect the way the world actually is and functions. Science starts out with a 
hypothesis, which is a proposed statement or explanation about what scientists believe is true about the world. 
This claim is then tested, and based on the results of the tests the hypothesis is either accepted, rejected or mod-
ified. Predictions are made and then tested to see if they hold true. If extensive testing supports the hypothesis, it 
is then considered a workable theory or scientific fact.  

In general, science operates on what is called the Argument or Inference to the Best Explanation. Scientists 
seek to explain how the world works, examine the possibilities, and favor the theory that best matches with the 
results and evidence derived from testing. This will be the best explanation.  

Scientists and philosophers have developed several criteria to help them evaluate whether a hypothesis or 

 

 

1One of the arguments for God I have chosen not to discuss in this paper are the various conceptions of the Moral Argument. One version of 
the Moral Argument claims that because there is a moral right and wrong then there must be a God for without a God there could be no ab-
solute or objective right and wrong, while another version claims that because most people are convinced some actions are morally better 
than others that there must be something maximally good, and that maximal goodness is what we call God. These arguments suffer from 
both faulty logic, and also a failure to acknowledge that there are many secular moral theories, such as Utilitarianism and Kant’s duty ethics, 
which provide a basis to conclude some actions are right or wrong. As such, reasonable alternatives that do not appeal to the supernatural are 
being ignored, as is true of the other Arguments for God that this paper will examine. 
2Kant states as follows: “Metaphysics has to do not only with concepts of nature, which always find their application in experience, but also 
with pure rational concepts, which never can be given in any possible experience. Consequently the objective reality of these concepts (viz., 
that they are not mere chimeras), and the truth or falsity of metaphysical assertions, cannot be discovered or confirmed by any experience.” 
(Kant, 1783: p. 804). 
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claim is true3. These include internal consistency, testability, fruitfulness in being able to successfully predict 
new phenomena, a wide enough scope to account for and predict many and diverse phenomena, simplicity (in 
part because the more complex the theory the more assumptions that can be wrong), and consistency with ac-
cepted scientific and other knowledge. These considerations have proven themselves to be successful guides to 
scientific conclusions which accurately portray the world.  

Employment of these criteria, however, does little to support metaphysical claims, so there is no reason to 
have confidence that these claims are actually true. Furthermore, metaphysical claims seem to contradict an as-
sumption of science that has proven to be both useful and true time and time again, namely, that there are natural 
causes which can explain the events and occurrences in the world. Virtually all of our vast scientific progress has 
been based on this belief. If scientists had assumed that the causes were supernatural or metaphysical, they 
would not have engaged in their search for physical causes. Yet it is this search for physical causes that has con-
tinued to supply the answers to the many mysteries and questions that scientists have posed. Indeed, the over-
whelming evidence indicates that our world and everything in it can be explained by physical forces, and this 
assumption has allowed scientific knowledge to grow exponentially, and to supply answers to incredibly sophis-
ticated and complex questions. What is often not noticed is that the lack of any direct or strong evidence of me-
taphysical entities coupled with the abundance of evidence that the physical world can be explained with physi-
cal, natural explanations present the theist with a mountain of evidence against their metaphysical beliefs. 

Not only are metaphysical claims unverifiable, they also appear to be unfalsifiable. No matter how strong or 
even overwhelming the evidence against the belief, and no matter how lacking the evidence for the belief, the 
believer will not let that evidence, or lack thereof, ever count as enough to overturn their belief4. As such, the 
evidence has become irrelevant for their belief. Indeed, those people who have unfalsifiable beliefs are more 
concerned with maintaining their beliefs than in actually finding the truth.  

For example, no matter how chaotic and destructive the universe is, and no matter how miserable its inhabi-
tants may be, the theist will claim that this is still somehow consistent with a perfect, loving, and just God. 
Likewise, no matter how overwhelming the evidence is that the prayers of good people go unanswered, the be-
liever will not let this count against their belief in a good God. We hear such comments as “It is not for us to 
know God’s plans” or “We as limited and finite beings cannot begin to understand God’s purposes for all the 
terrible things that occur, nor God’s non-action in the face of evil.” For the theist, the evidence has become irre-
levant. 

It is the position of this paper that we should always go with a scientific explanation over a metaphysical one 
because metaphysical entities and forces are beyond our abilities to sense, unconfirmable by skeptical others 
who are with us, and beyond our predictive abilities. Indeed, the claim that metaphysical entities or forces exist 
is untestable, unmeasurable, unverifiable, and unfalsifiable.  

We should notice how scientific conclusions are much more closely scrutinized than most of our other beliefs, 
including our religious metaphysical beliefs, because alternatives are supposed to be considered, as are possible 
problems with a hypothesis. Further, other scientists are encouraged to verify or refute the findings by conduct-
ing their own independent research. The rigors of science are well summarized by science writer Michael Shermer: 

In science we have built-in self-correcting machinery. Strict double-blind controls are required in experi-
ments, in which neither the subjects nor the experimenters know the experimental conditions during the 
data-collection phase. Results are vetted at professional conferences and in peer-reviewed journals. Re-
search must be replicated in other laboratories unaffiliated with the original researcher. Disconfirmatory 
evidence, as well as contradictory interpretations of the data, must be included in the paper. Colleagues are 
rewarded for being skeptical. Extraordinary claims require extraordinary evidence (Shermer, 2006: p. 36). 

 

 

3For a more thorough discussion of scientific methodology in general, and of these criteria in particular, see (Schick Jr. & Vaughn, 2011: pp. 
161-181). 
4Some theists claim that science also suffers from unfalsifiability in that it assumes that our senses put us in touch with an external world, 
and there is no non-circular way to verify or falsify this claim. Although it is undoubtedly true that science must make this basic assumption, 
it is important to distinguish the very real differences in the kind of assumptions made by science and religion. Nobody could function 
without assuming that there is a physical world and our senses supply us with information about that world. No sane person really doubts 
this. The assumption that metaphysical things exist (which are beyond the senses) is not a necessary assumption for everyday living. More-
over, science demands that claims of the existence of physical objects are verifiable and can be falsified by lack of evidence of their exis-
tence, while there is no way to verify that metaphysical objects such as God, souls, and Heaven and Hell exist, nor will the theist allow this 
lack of evidence to count against the belief in such things. Furthermore, scientific assumptions have been able to make accurate predictions 
about the future while metaphysical beliefs have not been able to do so. For a good discussion of this point, see (Murray, 2010: pp. 168-179). 
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Metaphysical claims are indeed extraordinary as they are beyond our sensory perception. Such “extraordinary 
claims require extraordinary evidence” but are unable to supply such evidence because there is no compelling or 
direct evidence that non-physical beings, forces, or places exist—if any evidence at all5. Naturalistic explana-
tions which are consistent with science, and which do not rely on forces that cannot be measured or sensed, al-
ways have a greater likelihood of truth than corresponding supernatural metaphysical claims because they do not 
assume the existence of a non-physical entity.  

To understand why science does not opt for a supernatural explanation and in a sense always presumes against 
such an explanation and in favor of a naturalistic one, we need to notice the following related nine points that 
militate against going with a supernatural explanation.  

First, there is no direct or compelling evidence that anything metaphysical exists, and arguably there is no evi-
dence at all. Any immaterial entity is beyond our ability to sense, to test, to predict, and to verify its existence. 

Second, not only do we currently have no evidence of the existence of metaphysical things, it seems that there 
is no possibility to ever get such evidence since our physical senses do not have access to anything that is not 
physical.  

Third, it is a puzzle how a metaphysical being could actually be anything. How could it have any attributes at 
all without a physical body? We know that our personalities and dispositions are tied to our human brain and 
body, so how could an immaterial entity have a personality or disposition, or any other attribute? 

Fourth, even if metaphysical things exist, since we have no access to them we could not know anything about 
them6. As such, we could not know their attributes. It follows then that we could not know if there exists an ent-
ity which is perfectly good and just, or is all-powerful or all-knowing.  

Fifth, a metaphysical creator such as God would have to be conscious in order to create the world, but where 
does consciousness come from if not a physical brain? We know that if we severely damage certain parts of the 
human brain then there are corresponding thoughts that one will be unable to have. For instance, if one severely 
injures one part of their brain, then they will lose the ability to make moral decisions, while if they develop se-
rious deterioration of another part of their brain then their memories will be gone forever—as happens with 
some elderly people who develop Alzheimer’s. Given how our consciousness is tied to our physical brain, how 
would a non-physical entity without a physical brain be able to think? We have no explanation for this, and our 
experiences lead us to believe that this is likely impossible.  

Sixth, how would God be able to perceive or sense the world if he did not have a physical body with sensory 
organs such as eyes that can see and ears that can hear?  

Seventh, how could a God create or interact with the world without a physical body to create things and put 
them together? God would have no hands, no arms, no legs, no fingers, etc. with which to fashion a world, or 
anything at all.  

Eighth, and more fundamentally, how could a metaphysical entity, something fully non-physical, have any 
causal abilities or effects on a physical world? Specifically, how could a god, who is allegedly immaterial and 
without size, mass, density, shape, energy, etc., fashion a star, or move a planet? If a bug cannot move a person 
due to its small size, how could something with no physicality whatsoever move anything, let alone create a vast 
universe? 

 

 

5Now it could be argued that, similar to science, belief in supernatural things such as a god is reasonable in that it explains things that we 
observe in the world. So, for example, scientists posited the presence of gravity to explain why our bodies are held down on earth and not 
flying off into space, and posited black holes to explain why there were wobbles in orbits of stars that were close to areas of darkness. It 
could be argued that in much the same way, a supernatural God is posited to explain things about the natural world, such as why there is a 
big universe that appears in some respects organized and whose physical laws are fit or fine-tuned to allow for life. However, as previously 
discussed, such an argument to the supernatural is very unlike what science does, and in fact such an approach would have severely inhibited 
scientific progress. Scientists did not conclude that supernatural powers or Gods were holding people onto the earth, or that Gods were 
making the orbits of stars wobble. If scientists had done so, there would have been no knowledge obtained about the true natures of gravity 
and black holes. Quite the contrary, science looked for natural explanations because there is no evidence that anything exists which is not in 
the form of matter or energy. Likewise, we would have made little progress in treating the mentally ill if we just accepted that their behavior 
was attributable to invisible, evil demons that possessed them instead of due to a psychological and/or biological disorder. 
6Immanuel Kant admitted as such when he called God a thing in itself, and then said that humans cannot know or say anything about things 
in themselves. Specifically, Kant stated “that the Supreme Being is quite inscrutable and even unthinkable in any definite way as to what he 
is in himself. We are thereby kept, on the one hand, from making a transcendent use of the concepts which we have of reason as an efficient 
cause (by means of the will), in order to determine the Divine Nature by properties, which are only borrowed from human nature···” (Kant, 
1783: pp. 817-818). Kant makes it clear that God is a thing in itself when he states that “an immaterial being, a world of understanding, and 
a Supreme Being (all mere noumena), because in them only, as things in themselves···” and then concludes that we cannot know about 
things in themselves because they are beyond our experience and “reason does not however teach us anything concerning the thing in itself” 
(Kant, 1783: pp. 815,819).  
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Faced with all of these problems with the concept of a non-physical God, it may not be surprising that at least 
one philosopher, the 17th Century philosopher Baruch Spinoza, sought to overcome these challenges by asserting 
that God must be physical7. This assertion, however, is also fraught with problems that most theists have wished 
to avoid. For example, since physical objects deteriorate and die or otherwise go out of existence, it would seem 
that a physical God would likewise die, and a dead God would hardly seem to be an embodiment of perfection.  

There is an additional reason to distrust the belief in metaphysical entities. The reason that ancient peoples 
were so prone to believe in them is because they could not explain many things that occurred in the natural 
world. Without a supernatural explanation, they would have had no explanation at all. This is what scientist Ri-
chard Dawkins calls the “God of the Gaps” in that God was the answer which filled in the gaps in knowledge, 
i.e., to explain whatever what was then unexplainable (Dawkins, 2006: pp. 144-161). However, today most an-
cient metaphysical beliefs, such as the beliefs in animism and polytheism, are readily dismissed by educated 
people because we now have naturalistic explanations. Moreover, just because science still does not have all the 
answers it does not follow that immaterial entities exist, especially since we know that we have been able to ex-
plain so many earlier puzzling events with naturalistic explanations, and we can expect we will be able to ex-
plain even more in the future.  

Before proceeding to the arguments for God, we need to pay special attention to the scientific criteria of sim-
plicity—going with the simplest explanation that can fully explain the event or action. Philosophers and scien-
tists have long utilized a version of this principle called Ockham’s Razor, which is usually summarized: “Don’t 
multiply entities beyond necessity.” For example, I can account for earthquakes, hurricanes, and the eruption of 
volcanoes with naturalistic explanations, but I could also account for these natural disasters by claiming that 12 
invisible leprechauns are causing them. Although this second explanation is logically possible, I have multiplied 
entities, namely, invisible leprechauns, which I must now show both exist and have created those natural disas-
ters. A naturalistic explanation seems simpler because we know through observation that the physical things in 
nature both exist and behave in certain ways, but we have no strong evidence of the existence of invisible lepre-
chauns. It seems better to stick with the simpler explanation that can account for the effect. In other words, there 
is no reason to assume that invisible beings or powers caused or created something when there is a simpler ex-
planation available for which we have strong evidence.  

Ockham’s Razor can be more completely expressed as follows: Don’t propose the existence of something and 
thereby add another level of questions or analysis unless 1) it is needed and therefore really helps you, 2) it is 
supported by the evidence, and 3) it does not leave you with the same basic kinds of unanswered questions, or 
even more complex or difficult ones. Metaphysical entities seem to fail in all regards here: First, a belief in them 
is not needed because we have naturalistic explanations for most things. Second, there is little if any evidence 
for metaphysical entities, forces, or places. Third, a belief in the metaphysical introduces a host of unanswered 
and seemingly unanswerable questions as not only their attributes but also their very existence cannot be either 
known or verified by our senses. Thus we are left with even more questions, and certainly more difficult ques-
tions, than we started with. 

In summary, when trying to understand things about the world, we are looking for the simplest explanation for 
which there is evidence, and in science we expect that the conclusion/explanation can be tested and verified. The 
problem with metaphysical claims is that there is no evidence that can be tested and verified, and therefore there 
are strong reasons to go with naturalistic explanations if they are available. Moreover, we simply have no good 
reason to believe that something non-physical exists, and even if there were such metaphysical entities, it seems 
impossible for human beings to know anything about them as we have no access to them either through our 
senses or otherwise. As such, if we care about the evidence and arriving at the truth, we should not go with su-
pernatural explanations to explain events in our world—especially if there are naturalistic explanations available. 
As we shall see in the next section, there are naturalistic explanations available regarding each of the seven ma-
jor arguments for God’s existence.  

3. Charting the Arguments for God 
The Inference to the Best Explanation is a device people use every day, and a hallmark of science. It looks at the 
alternative explanations available, and asks us to find the one that best fits the facts. If we care about the truth, it 

 

 

7Specifically, Spinoza writes as follows: “I do not know why matter should be unworthy of the divine nature··· Therefore in no way what-
ever can it be asserted that God suffers from anything, or that substance extended, even if it be supposed divisible, is unworthy of the divine 
nature···” (Spinoza, 1677: p. 541). 
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would make no sense to do otherwise.  
We should note that all of the arguments for God’s existence could be put into standard argument form which 

consists of premises and a conclusion. There are two main ways to attack the conclusion of an argument: 1) 
Show that one or more of the premises are likely to be untrue, and therefore the foundation for the conclusion is 
shaky, or 2) show that even if the premises are true, the conclusion does not necessarily follow from the premis-
es. The arguments for God fail on both accounts. First, even if we take the premises to be true, the conclusion 
that God must exist does not necessarily follow because there are always alternative naturalistic explanations. 
Second, it is often the case that at least one of the premises is likely to be untrue.  

Let us take the teleological argument for an example. We could set out the argument as follows:  
1) The universe is organized, both as a whole and in its smaller parts.  
2) Such organization needs an explanation. 
3) The explanation of the organization is God, who is the organizer.  
Such an argument has problems on two levels: First, there are naturalistic possibilities that can explain any 

organization that there is, so even if the premises are true the conclusion does not necessarily follow. Second, 
premise one is debatable and challengeable because the world in many respects appears quite chaotic and disor-
ganized instead of organized.  

3.1. The Cosmological Argument  
Why is there a Universe? Why is there something and not nothing? In fact, why is there not only something, but 
so many somethings? How did the vast number of stars, planets, and galaxies come into existence? It seems 
these questions need an explanation, and there are three prime candidates8. 
 

 
 

The first explanation is the conclusion reached by the Cosmological Argument. The next two explanations are 
naturalistic—that the universe arose out of nothing or is eternal. As to the second alternative, there are several 
scientific theories which are supported by some of the leading scientists in the world about the possibility if not 
likelihood that our vast universe sprung forth out of either a vacuum, which is close to nothingness, or out of 
complete nothingness. For example, in his latest book co-authored with fellow physicist Leonard Mlodinow, 
world renowned cosmologist Stephen Hawking concluded that that the universe likely arose out of nothing9. 

According to M-theory, ours is not the only universe. Instead, M-theory predicts that a great many un-
iverses were created out of nothing. Their creation does not require the intervention of some supernatural 
being or god. Rather, these multiple universes arise naturally from physical law (Hawking & Mlodinow, 
2010: p. 8). 

Other scientists, such as theoretical physicists Paul Steinhardt of Princeton University and Neil Turok of the 
University of Cambridge, believe that the third possibility may be correct—that the universe may have always 
been here and does not have a beginning. This theory holds out the possibility that there have been numerous big 
bangs, and numerous expansions and contractions of the universe. What we see now may be only the most re-
cent manifestation of an eternal process (Steinhardt & Turok, 2002). If this “cyclic model” of the universe is true 
and the universe is eternal, then the universe could not have had a creator.  

We should note something at the outset: All of the choices seem to have a problem. If we go with the first ex-
planation of God as the creator, then we are left with the question of who or what created God, or how could 
God exist forever; if we go with the second explanation that the universe arose out of nothing, then we are left 
asking why nothing has the property of being able to create a universe; and if we go with the third explanation 
that the universe is eternal, then we are left with the question of how anything could just have been there forever 

 

 

8A seeming fourth possibility is that the universe created itself. However, this answer actually begs the question because if something 
created itself then it was already there to create itself, so we still haven’t answered the question of how it got there in the first place. As such, 
something creating itself is actually a logical impossibility and therefore not a real explanation at all. 
9In addition to Stephen Hawking and Leonard Mlodinow, other leading theoretical physicists/cosmologists who have reached a similar con-
clusion include Arizona State Professor Lawrence Krauss, and Tufts Professor Alexander Vilenkin. 
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without a creator or beginning. It seems we will have to settle on one of the explanations as a brute fact, which 
means we will have to accept one of the explanations without asking any more “whys” as in “why is this the 
case?” However, having said that we must rely on a brute fact does not imply that one or more of the explana-
tions are not either more or less probable than the others. So is one of the explanations less probable? The God 
explanation seems to fall into this category for the following reasons. 

First, the God explanation relies on the supernatural, but we have no evidence to support that anything super-
natural and immaterial exists.  

Second, not only do we have no evidence or proof of a supernatural being, but if we go with the Christian 
conception of God then we also have no evidence or proof of an all-good, all-powerful, and all-knowing per- 
fect being, nor of a being which has a non-physical consciousness that could somehow create one or many un-
iverses. 

Third, if we go with the first choice of God as the creator of the universe then we are left with the following 
question: How did God come into existence? In fact, we should notice that going with the first possible explana-
tion of God as the creator of the universe has not really helped us at all because God now is part of the some-
things that needs explaining. As Derek Parfit states, “an appeal to God cannot explain why the universe exists, 
since God would himself be part of the Universe, or one of the things that exist.” (Parfit, 1998). Moreover, we 
can see from the chart below that if we posit a god as the creator of the universe we are left with virtually the 
same possibilities as we started with, so we have really made no progress, and have violated Ockham’s Razor to 
not multiply entities unless it really helps us and the existence of the new entities is supported by the evidence.  
 

 
 

Of the three possible explanations for God, nobody goes with the first choice for obvious reasons. If the ex-
planation for the God who created our universe, which we can call God 1, is an even more powerful God 2 who 
created God 1, then the explanation for God 2 would be God 3, and for God 3 would be God 4, etc. We will be 
left with an infinite regress of an infinite number of gods. This would be as severe a violation of Ockham’s Ra-
zor that one could possibly imagine because we have “multiplied” or proposed the existence of an infinite num-
ber of entities/gods for which there is no proof, and we have naturalistic explanations which do not require us to 
multiply or postulate the existence of any entities or gods at all. 

What about the choice that God arose out of nothing? Initially we should note that theists do not support or 
favor this choice. Further, this explanation suffers from at least two problems. First, no scientist has any idea of 
how a conscious and perfect God could come out of nothingness. Contrast this with the scientific support for the 
idea that the universe could naturally have come from nothing. Second, if we think that something could come 
from nothing, then why not just propose that the universe came from nothing, and thereby not multiply or add 
the entity of God in violation of Ockham’s Razor? Since we are sure there is a universe, but have no such surety 
when it comes to a metaphysical creator, it is of little help to postulate a creator who could arise out of nothing 
when the universe could have done so.  

The third choice is the alternative chosen by theists—that God is eternal. But again this violates Ockham’s 
Razor for if something could be eternal, then why not conclude that the universe is eternal and not add another 
entity, namely God, whose existence is unproven. In fact, it seems that the Christian is in a particularly weak po-
sition to challenge the third alternative that the universe is or might be eternal because the Christian believes that 
something could be eternal, namely, God.  

We might also recognize that an eternal universe is consistent with our experiences of the world which reveal 
that for every effect there must be a cause. This is considered a natural law, and upon which much of modern 
science is based. Belief in an eternal God violates this natural law because it states that there was no cause for 
God since God has just always been there and is therefore uncaused. Moreover, as we have never witnessed the 
creation of universes, it remains a possibility that the universe has always existed—even if it was in very differ-
ent states before arriving at its current form, such as having been a vacuum, or maybe having gone through nu-
merous expansions, contractions, and big bangs in the past.  

So how could there be an eternal universe of things? We should notice that this question and the cosmological 
argument itself presume that the universe needs an explanation. In other words, the default position is that we 
should expect there to be nothing, so if there is something it needs an explanation. But maybe we have it wrong. 
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If we found a universe with nothing, would it not be just as legitimate a question as to why that universe had 
nothing instead of something? Suppose that in the future scientists find evidence of ten other universes, and nine 
of them have things in them, while the tenth universe has nothing in it. In such a case, would not the most poig-
nant question be why this tenth universe had nothing instead of something? As such, it may be the case that the 
default position should be a universe with things in it, not a vacant universe, and a universe with nothing in it 
should be the fact that demands an explanation10. 

Indeed, instead of asking why there is something and not nothing, we might notice that there are many possi-
bilities for how the universe could be: Perfectly moral or perfectly evil; perfectly organized or fully chaotic; 
perfectly full, i.e. consisting of an infinite number of things, or null, i.e. nothing—and everything in between. 
Nothingness is just one possibility, so statistically would not be expected. A “mediocre” universe, such as our 
own, with some organization and some seemingly undesigned chaos, with many things but also vast open spaces 
of nothingness, and with some morality and some immorality, would seem to be the most likely and arguably 
simplest explanation, as there is no reason to expect one of the extremes would be true. Such mediocrity does 
not seem to require a god as its creator. 

In summary, if we apply Ockham’s Razor to the Cosmological Argument, then why assume that there is a god 
who created the universe when there are naturalistic explanations for the origin of the universe, and we would be 
left with just as big an unanswerable question, namely, how did God, with such power and consciousness, come 
into existence? If God can be eternal or could come from nothing, then why not just conclude the universe is eter-
nal or could come from nothing, and then we do not have to add a metaphysical entity for which we have no proof?  

3.2. The Teleological Argument a.k.a. the Argument from Design 
Let us next look at the Teleological Argument as an Argument to the Best Explanation. The most famous ver- 
sion of this argument is Paley’s watch analogy. Paley argued that just as if we found a watch we would con- 
clude it had a maker/creator because of its organized complexity for a purpose, we should likewise conclude that 
the universe has a maker/creator due to its organized complexity. Paley states that “every indication of contriv-
ance, every manifestation of design, which existed in the watch, exists in the works of nature; with the differ-
ence, on the side of nature, of being greater and more, and that in a degree which exceeds all computation.” (Pa- 
ley, 1802).  

The problem with this version of the teleological argument is that it is not only based on an analogy, but a 
seemingly very weak one. All analogies are one-sided arguments that ignore the differences between the two 
things being compared, and in this case the two things could not be more different. After all, it is comparing 
watches to universes, immensely different things. Moreover, we have experience with watches, their creation 
and purpose, and we know that watches do not naturally appear in nature so must have a maker, while, on the 
other hand, we have no experience with the creation of universes, the universe has no clear and obvious purpose, 
and the universe and everything in it is natural and a part of nature so does not necessarily require a creator, un-
like a human artifact such as a watch.  

In Paley’s defense, we should note that until Darwin’s theory of evolution in 1859, the incredible organization 
and complexity of living things had no naturalistic or scientific explanation. In fact, human beings were the 
poster child for the Teleological Argument since it seemed impossible that something as complex and organized 
as a human being could exist without a designer or maker. (We should, however, acknowledge that Hume had 
earlier suggested the naturalistic explanation that “matter may contain the source or spring of order originally 
within itself···” (Hume, 1779: pp. 20-21). 

So let us present the argument without the analogy so as to avoid all of the problems with the analogy: Why 
do we have a world that is apparently organized and complex? Why does the Universe operate according to laws, 
such as the laws of gravity and relativity? How did the complexity and organization of human beings come 
about? These questions call for an explanation, and there are three main candidates.  
 

 

 

 

10Regarding the cosmological argument and possible naturalistic explanations, see Jim Holt, 2012. 
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The teleological argument asserts that the explanation for the apparent organized complexity of the universe is 
God. However, this argument ignores the possibilities that the universe is not very well ordered, as demonstrated 
by the chaos, destruction, evil, misery, and suffering on earth and throughout the universe, and further, that what 
organization there is may be natural.  

Of these choices which is the best? The first choice of God as the creator of an organized universe suffers 
from several problems. First, this explanation is supernatural, and as discussed, we have no evidence of the ex-
istence of anything that is wholly metaphysical/immaterial, as God is presumed to be. Second, at initial glance 
the universe does not seem perfectly organized as we would expect from a perfect god, and so the second option 
of a disorganized world has some plausibility.  

Third, the first alternative violates Ockham’s Razor. The reason we posit God is because we believe that orga-
nized complexity needs an explanation, and yet we are left with an even greater organized complexity that we 
cannot explain, namely, God, and thus have added an entity for which we have no proof. God would not only be 
so enormously powerful to have created the Universe, but also have a consciousness that the Universe in general 
does not possess. Moreover, Christians believe that the organizer is perfect as in all-powerful, all-knowing, and 
all-good. We are therefore left with a similar but much more complex question to answer, namely, how did the 
organized complexity of God come into being, an entity which is supposed to have two attributes not found in 
the universe as a whole, namely, consciousness and perfection? We have no answer for this, and this seems to be 
a much harder question to answer. Indeed, how could an all-powerful, conscious, and perfect being have always 
existed, or even come into existence? Evolutionary biologist Richard Dawkins explains how this assumption vi-
olates the principle of Ockham’s Razor to not multiply entities beyond necessity. 

If we want to postulate a deity capable of engineering all the organized complexity of the world, either in-
stantaneously or by guiding evolution, that diety must already have been vastly complex in the first place. 
The creationist, whether a naive Bible-thumper or an educated bishop, simply postulates an already exist-
ing being of prodigious intelligence and complexity. If we are going to allow ourselves the luxury of post-
ulating organized complexity without offering an explanation, we might as well make a job of it and simply 
postulate the existence of life as we know it! ··· It would be untamed chance if once there was no eye, and 
then, suddenly, in the twinkling of a generation, an eye appeared, fully fashioned, perfect and whole. This is 
possible, but the odds against it will keep us busy writing noughts (zeros) till the end of time. The same ap-
plies to the odds against the spontaneous existence of any fully fashioned, perfect and whole beings, in-
cluding—I see no way of avoiding the conclusion—deities (Dawkins, 1986: pp. 451-453). 

Science, on the other hand, can explain much of the organized complexity in the world. Dawkins has argued 
that the laws of physics work a certain way which allow for natural organization (Dawkins, 1986). For example, 
only smaller items than the size of a hole can fall into that hole. Similarly, genetic mutations that help one sur-
vive are more likely to be passed on to the next generation than mutations that will kill you. It just works that 
way, and does not require further explanation. Additionally, starting with the big bang, the universe unfolded in a 
certain and explainable way, and life on earth, including human beings, can be explained by a slow, evolutionary 
process11. These naturalistic explanations suffice to explain the organization we encounter in the world, so there 
is no reason to choose a supernatural explanation.  

We should notice here that choices two and three are not exclusive of each other. In fact, it seems that a com-

 

 

11We should note here that theists often attack the naturalistic option by claiming that scientific theories such as evolution do not adequately 
explain the organization. They argue that many complex physical things found in nature, such as the human eye, are irreducibly complex. 
By this they mean that their parts are not functional on their own so would have no reason to be passed on to future generations, and it is 
highly statistically improbable that such complexity would naturally form all at once. As such, we should by default go to the supernatural 
explanation of God as the origin of such irreducible complexity. This has been referred to as a “God of the Gaps” argument, meaning that 
when there are gaps in our knowledge we should solve them by turning to the supernatural explanation of God. This argument suffers from 
several serious problems. First, the argument is based on faulty reasoning: Even if evolution has not yet been able to fully account for the 
complexity of every specific thing that exists, it does not logically follow that the default position must necessarily be a supernatural God as 
the source of that complexity. Other naturalistic explanations are possible, including refinements to evolutionary theory. For example, a 
failure to precisely account for the complexity of every single thing does not mean that evolutionary theory is in any way wrong because in-
termediate evolutionary steps are sometimes hidden due to our inability to see and know about things which no longer exist but at one time 
made an earlier version of a thing functional. Second, science is filling in the gaps. Three of the examples often given for irreducible com-
plexity, the eye, the wings of birds, and the immune system, have in fact been demonstrated by scientists to not be irreducible at all. Third, 
irreducible complexity seems to defeat the default position of God as the explanation for the complexity because God would be a much 
greater and statistically improbable irreducible complexity for whose origin and existence we have no explanation. See Dawkins, 2006: pp. 
144-161. 



R. S. Firestone 
 

 
290 

plete naturalistic answer should combine both of them as follows: A universe with some organization and with 
some chaos is best explained by scientific principles, not by a perfect God. Let us take human beings, who are 
far from perfect, as an example. Mutations that help us survive often have other poor consequences for us. For 
instance, the development of a big brain took away the room needed for our wisdom teeth to grow, the develop-
ment of walking upright offered some advantages but also created back and foot problems, and the development 
of an immune system that could better resist malaria made Africans susceptible to getting sickle cell anemia. 
Evolution, not a good and perfect God who could have created us without these problems, is the best explana-
tion for both the positive changes and their negative side effects, and is evidence of natural organization with at-
tendant disorganization and imperfection12.  

Antony Flew tells us a parable about an invisible gardener to demonstrate the problem with inferring a super-
natural cause from unclear evidence. Two people disagree whether some flowers and weeds in a jungle are 
tended by a gardener. They watch for a gardener, but never see him. Then they put up an electrified barbed-wire 
fence and patrol the area with bloodhounds, but no shriek is ever heard, and the dogs never react or growl. Yet 
the believer in the gardener will not give up his belief, no matter what the evidence. The parable concludes as 
follows: “At last the Skeptic despairs, ‘But what remains of your original assertion? Just how does what you call 
an invisible, intangible, eternally elusive gardener differ from an imaginary gardener or even from no gardener 
at all?’” (Flew, 1955: p. 340) This is the challenge put to the theist. Why should we believe in a supernatural or-
ganizer, especially when so much of the universe seems to be disorganized, or as Flew might have put it, has so 
many weeds scattered among the flowers. 

3.3. The Fine-Tuning Argument  
The Fine-Tuning or what I like to call the Statistical Argument builds on the first two arguments for God as fol-
lows: There is a big and vast universe (the Cosmological Argument), it appears to be organized through the nat-
ural laws (the Teleological Argument), and it further appears particularly fine-tuned for life (the Fine-Tuning/ 
Statistical Argument). If the natural laws were just a little different, there would be no matter or physical objects 
in the Universe, and certainly there would not be the necessary conditions for life nor for human beings to exist. 
The chances that the natural laws would be suitable for life are extremely small. So what caused this statistically 
improbable “fine-tuning?” The possibilities include the following:  
 

 
 

The fine-tuning/statistical argument, which chooses the first alternative of God, is another instance where the 
naturalistic possibilities are not given their due. First, most of the universe is not fine-tuned for life. The majority 
of the universe is made up of vast expanses of virtual nothingness that are far too cold to allow for life, and the 
biggest visible objects, the stars, are far too hot to be habitable. The main candidates for areas where life could 
exist are the planets, but the vast majority of planets are likewise uninhabitable, and are incompatible with even 
simple forms of life, let alone with advanced forms of conscious life. Life requires that the planet have just the 
right chemical composition, right mass, right atmosphere, right orbital properties, right distance from its star, 
right tilt, and right rotation. Moreover, the star it circles must itself be just the right size, composition, and tem-
perature. Specifically, according to scientists the planet cannot be a gas giant like Saturn or Jupiter; the star must 
have a life of over a billion years, which many stars do not have, or life will not have enough time to take hold; 
and the planet’s orbit must be very close to circular or there will be too large of a temperature variation on the 
planet to allow life to survive. Furthermore, planets with low masses cannot maintain an atmosphere, and there-

 

 

12Philip Kitcher makes this point as follows: “If we lapse from the official story for a moment, we have to have some idea about what Intel-
ligence ‘wants to achieve’··· For if Intelligence has been waiting in the wings throughout the history of life, seizing opportunities as they 
arise, we know that there are all sorts of things it hasn’t done. Apparently Intelligence isn’t directed toward eliminating the junk from ge-
nomes or removing vestigial structures like the whale’s pelvis or generating radically new arrangements for mammalian forelimbs··· For 
there are really simple genetic problems with respect to which Intelligence seems to be impotent.” (Kitcher, 2007: p. 549). 
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fore would not be able to have water, nor shield the planet from asteroids or deadly radiation. Additionally, all 
stars change temperature over time, but only those stars with little variation over long periods of time would 
provide enough stability for life to take hold—and much longer periods of stability would be required for con-
scious and advanced life forms to evolve13. 

Not only is the universe not fine-tuned for life to exist, but it does not appear to be fine-tuned to operate at an 
optimal level. The assumption of the fine-tuning argument is not simply that life is good, but also that advanced 
conscious life, such as human beings, is very good, and that is why God would have made the world hospitable 
to advanced life forms. However, if advanced life forms like human beings are so good, why are they so rare? 
On our planet, sentient beings that can think and feel pain and pleasure did not arise for billions of years. In fact, 
our species has only been here for a small fraction of one percent of the time our planet has existed. If conscious 
life is so good, then why would a creator not have fine-tuned the universe to be habitable for sentient life at a 
much earlier time, or from its inception? Paul Draper succinctly sums up the problem for theism thusly: “it is 
more surprising on theism than on naturalism that our universe is not teaming with life, including life much 
more impressive than human life.” (Draper, 2010: p. 421).  

Furthermore, why is nature supposedly “fine-tuned” to have natural disasters that injure and kill conscious 
beings? Further, why are people born with the sex organs of both sexes, or born with severe physical and mental 
abnormalities? Additionally, why have over 99% of the species that have ever existed on earth gone extinct? If 
sentient life is so good, why does not evolution work so that sentient beings do not eat, harm, and kill each other? 
Indeed, the so-called fine-tuning does not look so fine when one considers the extensive suffering of living or-
ganisms. We could certainly envision a universe much better suited for living beings in general, and sentient be-
ings in particular. As such, the evidence seems to indicate that our universe is anything but fine-tuned—in reality 
not fine-tuned at all14.  

Turning to our third choice, why should we expect there to be only one universe? After all, our experience of 
the world is that things rarely are the only one of their kind, as evidenced by the many and varied stars, galaxies, 
trees, people, insects, flowers, etc. If there are other universes, then it would not be surprising if some universes 
had matter and were fit for life while some did not have physical objects or living things. There are several 
scientific theories regarding other universes, and many scientists believe that universes are quite numerous if not 
infinite in number15. Furthermore, it may be that new universes are continually being added to the multiverse. 
Additionally, any stable and specific number of universes would seem to require an explanation of why that ex-
act number of universes exists, and this would also apply if there were only one universe. However, if there are 
an infinite number of universes, no such explanation is needed. Derek Parfit explains this point as follows: 

Whether we believe in one or many, we have the question why any Big Bang has occurred. Though this 
question is hard, the occurrence of many Big Bangs is not more puzzling that the occurrence of only one. 
Most kinds of thing, or event, have many instances. We also have the question why, in the Big Bang that 
produced our world, the initial conditions allowed for complexity and life. If there has been only one Big 
Bang, this fact is also hard to explain, since it is most unlikely that these conditions merely happened to be 
right. If, instead, there had been many Big Bangs, this fact is easy to explain, since it is like the fact that, 
among countless planets, there are some whose conditions allow for life. Since belief in Big Bangs leaves 
less unexplained, it is the better view. … If all these worlds exist, we can ask why they do. But, compared 
with most other cosmic possibilities, the All Worlds Hypothesis may leave less that is unexplained. For 
example, whatever the number of possible worlds that exist, we have the question, “Why that num-
ber?”··· If ours is the only world, we can ask: “Out of all the possible worlds, why is this the one that ex-
ists?” On any version of the Many Worlds Hypothesis, we have a similar question: “Why do just these 
worlds exist, with these elements and laws?” But if all these worlds exist, there is no such further question 
(Parfit, 1998).  

While it may seem mind-boggling to think there are many, many other universes, the vastness of our own un-
iverse might help make it seem more plausible. The latest scientific estimates are that the typical galaxy has 300 

 

 

13See Wikipedia on “Planet Habitability.” 
14For an excellent exposition of the many problems with the fine-tuning argument, I recommend the reader to the following writing and later 
response: Drange, 1998, 2000. 
15Some physicists/cosmologists who have supported the possibility, if not likelihood, that a multiverse exists include Alexander Vilenkin, 
Max Tegmark, Lee Smolin, Hugh Everett III, and Brian Greene. For an explanation of Vilenkin’s theory of the presence of numerous inflat-
ing bubble universes, see Nadis, 2013: pp. 36-41. 
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billion stars. That is an enormous number of stars. But then consider that scientists have estimated there are 100 
billion galaxies—each with on average of 300 billion stars. The enormity of the number of stars cannot really be 
fully appreciated by the human mind. In fact, the number of stars exceeds the number of grains of sand on all of 
the beaches on the entire earth. Just start counting the grains of sand on the west coast of the United States, then 
go up to Canada, then down to Central and South America. Then start counting the grains of sand on the eastern 
coasts of North, Central, and South America, then go over to Asia, Africa, and Europe, then over to Australia, 
and finally over to every island over the entire globe. I think we can begin to see that the number of stars in our 
own universe is staggering. Moreover those stars are spread out over an observable universe of 46 billion light 
years—another mind-boggling number. When considering the enormity, variation, and complexity in our own 
universe, it may become a little easier to imagine that there may indeed be many other universes, and those other 
universes may be as varied as the numerous stars, constellations, and galaxies in our own universe.  

Additionally, it is hard to imagine that our expanding universe has a barrier that would prevent it from further 
expansion. But what is our universe expanding into? It certainly seems plausible that at some point the expan-
sion of our universe will encroach upon the territory of another universe, if it has not already done so, and if 
some of those other universes are characterized by nothingness we may well have already done so.  

Clearly, if there are enough other universes, then we would expect some of them to be compatible with life. 
Even if relatively few of them would be able to host life, it would be virtually certain that some of them would. 
So even though the chances of any given universe having life are small, that some universes would have life 
would be virtually certain, and of course we could only find ourselves in one of the universes compatible with 
life16. 

Turning to our fourth option, it may just be a brute fact that there is only one universe, our own. We should 
notice that any one universe would be statistically unlikely in view of the other myriad of possibilities, but the 
mere fact that any one universe is unlikely does not mean it needs a supernatural explanation17. In fact, this type 
of statistical unlikelihood is quite common. For example, flip a coin 100 times and record the results and order 
of each flip. Given all the possible combinations, any resulting combination was highly statistically unlikely, and 
would undoubtedly take you many lifetimes to duplicate because even if your 1st 90 flips were in the exact same 
order, a highly remote event, if the 91st flip were different from your first 91st flip then you must start over again. 
However, this high improbability does not require a supernatural explanation since there was 100% chance that 
you would flip some combination. Likewise, the chance that you would be born with your exact genetic makeup 
is statistically small due to all the possibilities or combinations of DNA that you could have inherited from your 
parents, as well as the random cellular mutations that occur with each conception. We only have to look at how 
dissimilar siblings are from each other to realize how unique and statistically improbable any given person is. 
Similarly, if you believe in free will, then the likelihood that I would be here in California writing this paper and 
having these exact thoughts at this exact time is statistically astronomically unlikely based on the many deci-
sions that could have been decided otherwise. After all, I was born in Chicago, and my first profession was law, 
not philosophy. These statistical improbabilities, however, do not require a supernatural explanation18.  

Our last explanatory candidate for the presence of our seemingly fine-tuned universe is the idea that our un-
iverse has no conscious fine-tuner but instead is naturally “fine-tuned” for matter and life, at least to some extent. 
It may even be that the existence of matter and living things is probable, and possibly even inevitable and certain. 
Just as it is probable that the species which are best suited to their environment will be the ones that survive and 
exist, it may be that there is something about universes in general, the possible instability of nothingness in par-
ticular, or about the nature of a big bang, which naturally make matter and/or life highly likely or even certain to 
exist. This point was made by Parfit as follows: 

This argument’s appeal to probabilities can be challenged in a different way. In claiming it to be most im-
probable that this fine-tuning was a coincidence, the argument assumes that, of possible initial conditions in 
the Big Bang, each was equally likely to obtain. That assumption may be mistaken. The conditions that al-

 

 

16Some scientists believe that we may be able to find evidence of other universes which have bumped into or otherwise interacted with our 
own universe. If so, then the theory of other universes would be verifiable. 
17Parfit explains one version of the brute fact possibility as follows: “Events are random in a stronger sense if they have no cause. That is 
what most physicists believe about some features of events involving sub-atomic particles. If it is random what reality is like, the Universe 
not only has no cause. It has no explanation of any kind. This claim we can call the Brute Fact View.” (Parfit, 1998). 
18For a good discussion of the commonality of apparent statistical improbability, and the lack of necessity to attribute that improbability to a 
supernatural intelligent source, see Kitcher, 2007: pp. 545-547. 
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low for complexity and life may have been, compared with all the others, much more likely to obtain. Per-
haps they were even certain to obtain (Parfit, 1998).  

Ironically, the statistical argument seems to work against the Christian conception of a perfect god because 
such a god would seem to be statistically astronomically unlikely in view of all the ways the Creator could be, 
and especially given the evidence that our universe seems to be characterized by no small amount of chaos, evil, 
misery, and suffering—evidence of anything but perfection. 

We should once more consider that choices two through five are not exclusive and several of these options 
may well be true: Most of our universe is incompatible with life; the universe does not seem fine-tuned at all in 
view of the facts that life is precarious and difficult; there may be many universes and although the majority of 
the universes may be incompatible with life we would expect some of them to be hospitable to life, or alterna-
tively, however statistically unlikely the chances of our own particular universe may seem to be, since any one 
universe which exists would be statistically unlikely given all the possibilities, there is no necessity to resort to a 
God or other supernatural explanation to explain its existence; and there may be a naturalistic explanation which 
dictates that matter and life are highly likely to occur in any universe.  

Indeed, even if the chances that our universe would have life are small, it is still better than a supernatural ex-
planation. Malcolm Murray explains why: 

Whereas in the case of the universe, we have no prior probability of any supernatural agent intentionally 
designing the universe. So however low the odds of a habitable universe or the first life coming about by 
chance, it would seem to be still higher than the “0” probability we would assign the alternative··· Moreo-
ver, the fine tuning argument proponents cannot merely rest on getting us to admit that the probability of 
the preconditions to life is low. They also have to argue that the probability of a supernatural designer is 
higher. While evolution counts in favor of the prior probability of natural explanations to things, there is no 
equally probable account of supernatural agency to back the designer hypothesis (Murray, 2010: pp. 86, 
88). 

Murray further points out that inferring millions or even billions of other universes is not as extreme as infer-
ring a supernatural cause of our own universe because we have no evidence or proof of supernatural beings, but 
we do have proof of the existence of physical objects, and of at least one universe, our own. Murray explains the 
mistake of inferring a supernatural cause of the universe as follows: “This isn’t quite the same mistake as wit-
nessing only natural events and inferring a supernatural event, mind you, since our inference to cosmoi is a mere 
increase in number, not in kind.” (Murray, 2010: p. 87) In other words, other cosmoi or universes are still un-
iverses, and since we know at least one universe exists this is not nearly as big a leap of faith when compared to 
the belief in a supernatural being such as God, which would be quite different from anything we know or can 
prove exists in the universe, if for no other reason that God is supposed to be immaterial and transcendent—not 
truly a part of the physical world. As such, the probability of numerous other universes would seem to be higher 
than the probability of a supernatural creator such as God, and the greater the number of other universes there 
are, the more likely that there would be some universes with the conditions for life19. 

3.4. The Argument from the Reliability of Scripture  
The Old and New Testaments contain many references to God, report numerous actions purportedly performed 
by God, and record various conversations between God and people. The theist offers these texts as evidence or 
proof of God’s existence.  

There are, however, obvious problems with blindly accepting ancient texts in general, and Christian religious 
texts in particular. First, few Christians would accept the Hindu account of many gods, although numerous Hin-
du texts refer to these gods, record conversations with these gods, and report on the actions of these gods, simi-
lar to how the Bible refers to one god. The reason a Christian would reject a Hindu text is because they would 
recognize that those texts were written by superstitious people in superstitious times long before there was mod-

 

 

19We should note here that some versions of the Statistical (Fine-Tuning) Argument try to show much more than there is a very powerful 
creator of the universe, which is all that the Cosmological and Teleological Arguments attempt to substantiate. Some proponents of the 
fine-tuning argument claim that the fine-tuning or statistical improbability mandate that God is perfect. God’s goodness is demonstrated by 
the fact that God made this universe compatible with life. However, even though parts of our universe are compatible with life, this hardly 
shows that God is all-good. If life is so good, then why would an all-good creator not create habitable conditions much more prevalent than 
they are? 
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ern science to help them understand the world. However, the same holds true for Christian texts.  
Furthermore, there are good reasons to doubt the accuracy and truth of the ancient Biblical texts, and it there-

fore follows that we are warranted in viewing Biblical references to metaphysical things such as God and heaven 
and hell as especially untrustworthy. Just taking the New Testament, historians have wide disagreement about 
virtually everything regarding the reliability of its books. A widely accepted view among historians is that none 
of the books were written until decades after Jesus’ death. Moreover, many if not most scholars agree that the 
authors of the Gospels were not eyewitnesses to the actual events in Jesus’ life. Indeed, New Testament scholar 
Bart Ehrman has made a strong case that many of the New Testament books are in fact forgeries—meaning that 
the authors of the texts tried to deceive others into believing that they were Jesus’ disciples or from his inner cir-
cle, when in fact they were people who lived decades later and were trying to lend credibility to their faith and 
church (Ehrman, 2011). 

More specifically, bases for doubting both the Old and New Testament are their internal inconsistencies and 
contradictions, historical inaccuracies, and the numerous stories and claims that contradict accepted and well- 
substantiated modern scientific views.  

Addressing the inconsistencies in Scripture, many people do not realize that there are two different stories 
about the creation of the universe in the Old Testament’s book of Genesis. In the initial story, God first created 
the animals, and then he created man and woman, apparently creating man and woman at the same time. (Gene-
sis 1:24-27) In the second version, however, the order of creation on the sixth day is first, man, then the animals, 
and lastly woman (Genesis 2:7, 18-22).  

A second example from the Old Testament is regarding the burial of Aaron. In Numbers 33:38 (also in Num-
bers 20:22-29) the Bible says that “Aaron the priest ascended Mount Hor at the command of the LORD, and 
died there···” while in Deuteronomy 10:6 it says that “the Israelites marched to Moserah. Aaron died there and 
was buried there···”20. 

The New Testament is not immune to similar discrepancies between its different books. For example, there 
are at least four different versions of the precise words that appear on a sign put over Jesus after he is crucified 
(Compare Matthew 27:37, Mark 15:26, Luke 23:38, and John 19:19); There are competing versions for who was 
Jesus’ 1st Apostle and the subsequent order of the Apostles who next joined and followed Jesus (Compare Luke 
5:1-10 and John 1:35-45); There are different stories of the fig tree (See Mark 11:12-26, and Luke 13:6-8); In 
two versions of the parable of the Vineyard Owner some of the master’s slaves are killed (Matthew 21:33-36, 
Mark 12:1-6) while a third version states that they were not killed, but rather all were only beaten (Luke 
20:9-12); Jesus’ last words vary in different books (See Mark 15:34 and Matthew 27:46 vs. Luke 23:46); In one 
book Jesus seems to have been crucified on the day of preparation for Passover (John 13:1 and 19:13-16), but in 
the other books he is crucified after the Passover dinner. (See for example Matthew 26:17-27:50); And there are 
various versions about who went to the tomb to see Jesus after the crucifixion, and who actually saw Jesus the-
reafter. (Compare John 20:1-20; Matthew 28:1-10; Mark 16:1-10; and Luke 24:1-24). 

In addition to inconsistencies between different Biblical stories, numerous historians have doubts as to 
whether many of the stories actually took place. First, many stories in the Bible seem to be a retelling of older 
stories from earlier legends. For example, the story of Moses’ birth (See Exodus 2:2-6, 9-10) seems strikingly 
similar to the much earlier story of the King of Sargon, found on Neo-Babylonian tablets which date to the third 
millennium BC21. Although the stories are not identical, their similarities are hard to ignore. In each the mother 
had a baby in secret, had to let the baby go, put the baby into a basket that was sealed with tar, the baby went 
adrift into a river, and the baby was discovered by the person who ended up becoming his foster parent. Both 
stories involve babies that would become leaders. It is such an unusual story involving a leader that it would be 
natural to suspect that the Biblical story was borrowed from this earlier story, and is not what really occurred.  

Likewise, the claim of the miraculous virgin conception of Jesus appears borrowed from earlier religious tra-
ditions from around the world. For example, the following are some of the numerous examples of Gods who 

 

 

20All quotations to the Old Testament come from Plaut, 1981, and all quotations from the New Testament come from Holman Bible Pub-
lishers, 2001. 
21Here is the story of Sargon as set forth on Neo-Babylonian tablets: “Sargon, the mighty king, the king of Agade, am I. My mother was a 
priestess, my father I never knew. The brothers of my father inhabited the hills. My city is Azupiranu, lying on the bank of the Euphrates. 
My priestess mother conceived me, in secret she gave birth to me. She set me in a basket of rushes, with bitumen she closed my door. She 
cast me into the river, but it did not overwhelm me. The river bore me up and carried me to Akki the drawer of water. Akki the irrigator 
lifted me out as he dipped his bucket. Akki the irrigator took me as his son and reared me. And for 55 years I exercised kingship.” (Colless, 
2013). 
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were the result of virgin births: The Egyptian God Horus, The Aztec God Huitzilopochtli, the Greek God Erech-
theus, the Roman God Mars, and according to a famous Chinese myth, Qi was conceived when his mother 
stepped in a giant footprint left by the supreme diety Shangdi (Gannon, 2013).  

Not only do some of the stories in the Bible seem to be borrowed from earlier stories, but there is a real ques-
tion whether some of the major occurrences in the Bible ever occurred. For example, recent scholars have begun 
to question whether the Jews were ever actually slaves in Egypt, and whether the Jews really wandered in the 
desert for 40 years. According to Exodus 12:40, the Israelites were slaves in Egypt for 430 years. In spite of this, 
there is no archaeological or documentary evidence outside of the Bible to verify this. As stated by two arc-
haeologists:  

We have no clue, not even a single word, about the early Israelites in Egypt: neither in monumental inscrip-
tions on the walls of temples, nor in tomb inscriptions, nor in papyri. Israel is absent—as a possible foe of 
Egypt, as a friend, or as an enslaved nation (Finkelstein & Silberman, 2001: p. 60). 

Moreover, Exodus indicates that more than one million people wandered in the desert for over forty years, yet 
there has been no archaeological or other evidence found to verify this. Thirty eight of the forty years were sup-
posedly spent in one location, Kadesh-Barnea, and although the location of Kadesh-Barnea has been identified, 
and in spite of many expeditions and digs in the area, no artifacts or other evidence has been found indicating 
the presence of Jews in this area at that time.  

Lastly, the words of the Bible contradict modern science in many ways. For example, the Bible’s claim that 
the universe is less than 7000 years old contrasts with accepted scientific claims that it is billions of years old; 
the Biblical claim that everything was created by God in the first six days is contrary to what is accepted as 
scientific fact about the ongoing creation of stars, planets, and species over billions of years; and the Biblical 
claim that on the sixth day of creation, all of the species, including human beings, were created, contradicts 
evolution and the overwhelming scientific evidence pointing to the relatively recent emergence of our own spe-
cies. Further, claims of miracles, which are suspensions of the natural laws, are contradictory to modern science.  

So we see that there are many reasons to disbelieve parts of the Bible, and it seems this would especially hold 
true for its metaphysical claims of God’s existence. Let’s look at a charting of this argument:  

In the Bible, there are numerous references to God, accounts of conversations with God, and descriptions of 
God’s actions, including God’s miracles. What is the best explanation for this?  
 

 
 

Of the two choices, which is the most believable? It seems to be the second choice since it does not rely upon 
the supernatural. Further, since Christians would not believe the religious texts of other religions which contain 
different metaphysical views than their own, the impartial observer should likewise not readily believe these an-
cient Christian Scriptures.  

3.5. The Argument from Miracles 
Miracles are, by definition, a suspension of the natural laws that can only be explained by supernatural powers. 
People often misuse the term, as when, for example, they claim that it is a miracle when someone who is very ill 
gets well, as when a cancer goes into remission. This would not, however, qualify as a miracle because we know 
that the body has an immune system that allows it to repair and protect itself. Although we have a gap in our 
knowledge in that we do not yet know which people will be able to overcome any given serious illness, it is 
likely that in the future genetic research will allow physicians and scientists to do so with reasonable accuracy.  

Although an unexplained suspension of the natural laws lends some support for the existence of supernatural 
powers as the source of the suspension, it alone would not prove the existence of God, nor of any perfect being. 
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It seems that we would need some clear communication from God that God performed the miracle, but then 
again, if we had a clear, confirmed and verifiable communication from God then we would not need the miracle 
to verify God’s presence. Moreover, we have already discussed in the previous section that the fact that miracles 
have been written about in ancient books does not make them credible.  

One obvious problem with ancient accounts of miracles is that ancient peoples did not understand the natural 
laws well enough to be able to distinguish a natural occurrence from a supernatural one. We know that some 
things that ancient people thought were miracles can today be explained by science. For instance, some ancient 
people interpreted a total eclipse of the sun as a miracle, but we now know that it happens on those rare occa-
sions when the moon passes in front of the sun in such a way that it fully hides the appearance of the sun for 
several minutes. A second example is taken from Exodus in the Old Testament, and involves the seemingly mi-
raculous parting of the Red Sea. Although it is questionable whether this ever really occurred, there are currently 
several scientific theories how there could have been a natural parting of the Red Sea to allow Moses and the 
Jews to safely cross22. 

David Hume also notes the almost perfect symbiosis between the people who are motivated to lie about mi-
racles in order to improve their own status and the majority of people who so want to believe in miracles that 
they are too quick to place their trust in others: 

The many instances of forged miracles, and prophesies, and supernatural events, which, in all ages, have 
either been detected by contrary evidence, or which detect themselves by their absurdity, prove sufficiently 
the strong propensity of mankind to the extraordinary and the marvelous, and ought reasonably to beget 
suspicion against all relations of this kind··· But what greater temptation than to appear a missionary, a 
prophet, an ambassador from heaven (Hume, 1777: pp. 79,86)? 

So let us now chart the Argument from Miracles: Throughout history, there have been many reports of mi-
racles, which are suspensions of the natural laws. What is the best explanation of these so-called miracles?  
 

 
 

Which of these explanations are most likely to be true? Hume argued that choices 2-4 could together account 
for all of the claimed miracles23. Moreover, there are reasons to not choose the first option of God: First, it is a 
supernatural explanation, and we have no evidence of the existence of immaterial supernatural things or beings. 
Second, it violates Ockham’s Razor because we have added an entity, God, for whose existence we have no ex-
planation. Third, most Christians do not believe in the claimed miracles of other religions—likely believing they 
are superstitious beliefs held by superstitious peoples, and yet give their own religion a free pass. Fourth, no mi-

 

 

22For example, in 2010, a team at the National Center for Atmospheric Research in Boulder, Colorado argued that when a fortuitous blend of 
wind, water depth, and bottom contours occur, the parting of a sea can occur. At the right spot, such as a sharp bend where a shallow river 
meets a coastal lagoon, wind moving across the bend could push water both upstream and downstream, exposing the bottom. When the sus-
tained winds finally die down, water returns from both directions to cover the muddy land bridge. The phenomenon is known as wind set-
down. Modeling results that the team conducted of a section of the eastern Nile Delta suggest that it could have had the right characteristics 
some 3000 years ago to provide a temporary wind-swept land bridge for a group fleeing Egypt (as reported by Spotts, 2010). 
23Hume famously argues that we know the natural laws because they are the uniform experience of all people—which means that the natural 
laws are supported by an overwhelming amount of evidence. Therefore the claim of a miraculous exception is always based on lesser evi-
dence when compared to the abundance of evidence that nature works a certain way all of the time (see Hume, 1777: pp. 76-77). There are 
arguably two related problems to this argument, namely, his claim seems to be both unfalsifiable and circular: Unfalsifiable because no 
matter what the evidence for a supernatural cause of the event, Hume will never allow it to be enough to count as a true supernatural miracle  
and circular because Hume assumes that the natural laws do not and cannot have exceptions, and therefore he would interpret any seemingly 
unexplainable event in a way that confirms his prior belief. In spite of these potential problems, when we fashion Hume’s points into alter-
natives to supernatural explanations by using the Inference to the Best Explanation, Hume’s overall argument provides strong support for 
going with naturalistic explanations to explain what seemed to be unexplainable to primitive, superstitious people who did not have the ben-
efits of modern science. 
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racle has ever been witnessed and confirmed by a large group of educated people today, and has certainly not 
been verified by any group of prior skeptics or non-believers. It is curious that God’s miracles would be per-
formed only in ancient times and witnessed by only ancient or superstitious people, as Hume points out in the 
following passage: 

For first, there is not to be found, in all history, any miracle attested to by a sufficient number of men, of 
such unquestioned good-sense, education, and learning, as to secure us against all delusion in them- 
selves; ··· It forms a strong presumption against all supernatural and miraculous relations, that they are ob-
served chiefly to abound among ignorant and barbarous nations; or if a civilized people has ever given ad-
mission to any of them, that people will be found to have received them from ignorant and barbarous an-
cestors, who transmitted them with the inviolable sanction and authority, which always attend received opi-
nions··· It is strange, a judicious reader is apt to say, upon the perusal of these wonderful historians, that 
such prodigious events never happen in our days (Hume, 1777: pp. 78-80).  

3.6. The Argument from Religious Experience 
Many people claim to communicate with God, or otherwise experience God, perhaps by feeling God’s presence. 
But are they really experiencing God? There are reasons to believe they are mistaken.  

First, we should notice that our experiences are psychological, meaning, they are in our mind. They are nec-
essarily private, and unless we are hooked up to a brain scan, nobody else knows what we are thinking or expe-
riencing. We also know that many people experience things that have no correspondence to what is actually tak-
ing place in the outside world. They may be merely imagining, or hallucinating, or day-dreaming, or wishing, 
etc. Scientists have shown that we construct our experiences, and scientists have strong evidence which shows 
that we have the ability to construct experiences that do not correspond with anything that has occurred in the 
outside world. Moreover, we tend to construct experiences that accord with our preexisting beliefs. As such, it is 
not surprising that the Christian experiences a single God, the Hindu experiences many gods, and the Buddhist 
or atheist do not experience any Gods. The experience of God seems to be circular in that our experience may 
well be constructed by our imagination to merely reinforce what we have been taught and already believe. These 
same points were made by Steven Katz when analyzing cross-cultural mystical experiences when he states that 
we must recognize the need to ask the following fundamental question: 

“What does the Christian bring to his experience and how does it affect that experience, and what does the 
Hindu bring to his experience and how does it affect that experience?” ···Beliefs shape experience, just as 
experience shapes belief··· the mystic brings to his experience a world of concepts, images, symbols, and 
values which shape as well as colour the experience he eventually and actually has (Katz, 1978: pp. 30,46). 

Second, the many people who claim they are have experienced God seem to have had quite different expe-
riences, and a fair assessment of those experiences do not clearly point to an experience of the same thing or of 
God. One person hears a voice, another feels a presence, a third person pictures God with a human-like appear-
ance, and a fourth person believes they are engaging in telepathic communications with God. Their experiences 
are so substantially different that it is difficult to conclude that they are having an experience of the same thing 
at all, and so indeterminate and amorphous that it is difficult to conclude it is an experience of God.  

Third, we know that our sensory experiences can be verified by others. If you and I are in the same room, we 
should see and hear essentially the same, or at least quite similar, things. The problem with claims about meta-
physical things, however, is that they cannot be verified in the way that sensory experiences can. A theist who 
claims he or she is communicating with God would likely be met with skepticism by others who are in that same 
room but not having the same or a similar experience. Notice that it is not merely that the non-believer does not 
communicate with God, but they also do not and seemingly cannot witness the supposed communications be-
tween God and the theist, even if they have a desire to do so. Does the theist who experiences God have special 
powers that the religious skeptic does not have? This appears doubtful since human beings are fundamentally 
similar in body structure and basic abilities. 

In short, the fundamental problem with experiences of God is that they are beyond the senses, untestable, un-
verifiable, and unfalsifiable—the same problems that metaphysical claims in general suffer from. Let us now 
chart the Argument from Religious Experience: 
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People believe that they experience God in various ways. Many claim to feel God’s presence. Others claim 
that they communicate with God, and that God speaks to them and gives them advice and direction. People often 
claim to experience God although other people in the same room are not having a similar experience. What is 
the best explanation for such claims and experiences?  
 

 
 

Choices 2-5 can when considered together can arguably explain all of peoples’ so-called experiences of God. 
Moreover, there are reasons to disbelieve the first alternative of God: Not only is there no evidence of the exis-
tence of non-physical entities such as God, but also there is no way to test, verify, or confirm that a person’s al-
leged experience of God corresponds to anything that actually exists outside of one’s mind. Furthermore, a mo-
notheist would not trust a polytheist’s belief in many gods although the polytheist makes a similar claim of being 
able to experience and communicate with their gods. The problem with this argument is summed up nicely by 
Paul Draper: “Finally, experiences apparently of God are no doubt more to be expected if God exists than if 
there is no God, but various facts about their distribution are more likely on naturalism, such as the fact that 
many people never have them and the fact that those who do have them almost always have either a prior belief 
in God or extensive exposure to a theistic religion.” (Draper, 2010: p. 421).  

3.7. The Ontological Argument 
The Ontological Argument attempts to prove God’s existence with the use of reason or logic alone, and usually 
without any direct appeal to our experiences of the world. There are several versions of this argument, but they 
all basically claim that because we can think of a perfect God, such a God must necessarily exist24. If the argu-
ment rests purely on a logical as opposed to an experiential foundation, then it is probably not a viable candidate 
to be analyzed by inference to the best explanation because the logic is either valid and sound or it is not. How-
ever, I think that some and perhaps the best versions of the argument, such as one put forth by Descartes, do 
consider our experiences of the world, and these versions can appropriately be analyzed as inferences to the best 
explanation.  

We should first note that the Cosmological, Teleological, and Statistical Arguments for God’s existence, and 
the Argument from Miracles, attempt to show that a very powerful creator or entity exists, but do not in them-
selves attempt to prove that such an entity is perfect. As such they make much weaker claims than the Ontologi-
cal Argument does. In general, the stronger the claim, the easier it is to find a flaw because it alleges much more 
that must be defended. Because the Ontological Argument makes the stronger claim that not only is there a po-
werful creator of the Universe, but also that the creator is perfect, as in omnipotent, omniscient, and all-good, it 
has much more to prove and defend.  

Why would anyone argue that just because we can think of a perfect God that such a God must necessarily 
exist when we know that we can think of many things which do not exist, such as mermaids, Santa Claus, and 

 

 

24I have always thought there were several things quite peculiar with this argument. For one, when there is doubt whether something exists, 
normally we would expect someone to at first try to show that something like that exists, and then to show the specific nature, attributes, and 
characteristics of that thing. For example, both the Cosmological and Teleological Arguments, and also the Argument from Miracles, argue 
for the existence of a powerful creator that can be called God, but do not in themselves attempt to show that God is perfect. More needs to 
be done beyond these arguments to substantiate the creator’s perfection. The Ontological Argument, on the other hand, seems to have re-
versed the process in that the theist begins with trying to prove that a perfect being must exist, and then concludes that God therefore exists. 
As such, it attempts to prove the characteristics of God either before or simultaneously with the attempt to prove God’s existence. 
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unicorns? Descartes’ version of the ontological argument, which is contained in his Third Meditation25, attempts 
to answer this. Descartes claims that the idea of a perfect God could not have come from himself/Descartes. But 
why not? Descartes says he did not acquire the idea through his senses, and therefore the idea must have come 
from God who placed the idea in him. In other words, Descartes does not believe that he could think of infinite 
perfection on his own since he has never experienced it. Why not? Descartes does not answer this, but it seems 
that he believes that there is something very different about imagining perfection than imagining mermaids and 
Santa Claus. We might use Hume here to help Descartes and conclude that the idea of mermaids and Santa Claus 
comes from combining things we have previously experienced, but combining the excellent things we have ex-
perienced in the world would still not give us the idea of full perfection, or so Descartes seems to believe. But is 
this so hard to imagine? 

It seems to me that not only is it possible to have a general thought about a perfect creator, but it is very natu-
ral to desire to do so and to actually do so. After all, we experience many limited perfections in the world, and 
often strive for perfection. For instance, some of us witnessed the Miami Dolphins record a perfect record in the 
1972 football season, and watched the perfect records achieved by the UCLA basketball teams coached by John 
Wooden in 1964, 1967, 1972, and 1973. People strive for perfection all the time. Moreover, we witness people 
do good things, judges administer justice, leaders conquer nations, and scientists acquire knowledge about the 
world. It seems only natural to imagine an all-good, all-powerful, and all-knowing entity, and it certainly is 
comforting to imagine that such an entity will ensure that good people will be eventually rewarded. It appears 
clear, at least to me, that we do not have to have experienced a perfect being to be able to imagine one, at least in 
a very general and imprecise sense.  

Let us chart the ontological argument: How is it that we can we think of a perfect being if we have never ex-
perienced such a perfect being?  
 

 
 

Which of the two choices seems most likely? First, we should notice that this so-called proof of a perfect God 
seems contrary to the supposed evidence of God’s works, namely, our world, which appears to be anything but 
perfect. Certainly if we observe imperfect creations we are not warranted to conclude that those imperfections 
were created by a perfect being. At most, we would be warranted to attribute the imperfections in our world to 
an imperfect creator. David Hume made this point as follows: 

First, by this method of reasoning, you renounce all claim to infinity in any of the attributes of the Diety. 
For, as the cause ought only to be proportioned to the effect, and the effect, so far as it falls under our cog-
nizance, is not infinite; what pretensions have we, upon your suppositions, to ascribe that attribute to the 
Divine Being (Hume, 1779: Part 5, p. 41)? 

That this world seems to be very different than the creation we would expect by a perfect God is highlighted 
by recent statistical data which indicate that most human conceptions end in the natural death of the fetus, and 
throughout history until 1800 AD over 50% of people died as children—most dying either in infancy or before 

 

 

25The version of Descartes’ Ontological Argument that I am referring to states in relevant part as follows: “So there remains only the idea of 
God; and I must consider whether there is anything in the idea which could not have originated in myself. By the word ‘God’ I understand a 
substance that is infinite, eternal, immutable, independent, supremely intelligent, supremely powerful, and which created both myself and 
everything else (if anything else there be) that exists. All these attributes are such that, the more carefully I concentrate on them, the less 
possible it seems that they could have originated from me alone. So from what has been said it must be concluded that God necessarily ex-
ists··· For how could I understand that I doubted or desired—that is, lacked something—and that I was not wholly perfect, unless there were 
in me some idea of a more perfect being which enabled me to recognize my own defects by comparison?··· Altogether then, it must be con-
cluded that the mere fact that I exist and have within me an idea of a most perfect being, that is, God, provides a very clear proof that God 
indeed exists. It only remains for me to examine how I received this idea from God. For I did not acquire it from the senses; ··· The only 
remaining alternative is that is innate in me, just as the idea of myself is innate in me. And indeed, it is no surprise that God, in creating me, 
should have placed this idea in me to be, as it were, the mark of the craftsman stamped on his work···” (Descartes, 1640: pp. 31,35). 
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the age of 5 from natural causes. This hardly seems like the design of a perfect creator26. A similar example re-
cently presented itself to me when my then-pregnant wife endured terrible pain during childbirth. Or we could 
consider the fact that until recent times so many women died in childbirth. The length, complications, difficul-
ties, pain, and death associated with pregnancy and childbirth seem quite contrary to what a perfect creator 
would create, and can more easily be explained with Darwinian and other naturalistic explanations.  

A second problem with going with the first choice of God is that we have no evidence of beings that can exist 
without physicality.  

Third, the ontological argument seems doomed from its inception because it attempts to prove the existence of 
something on the basis of logic and reasoning alone. However, logic’s role and abilities are limited to telling us 
if an argument is valid or invalid, and pertains to how propositions and claims fit together or are consistent or in-
consistent with each other, but not whether something exists. We know of existence because of our senses, through 
which we experience the world. Without our senses, it is difficult to see how we could know about the existence 
of anything outside of our own minds. We can imagine things exist, but then with our senses we need to investigate 
whether they actually exist. Reasoning alone does not seem capable of revealing what actually exists27.  

Fourth, although on first glance the idea of a perfect being, i.e. a being that is all-powerful, all-knowing, and 
all-good and just, seems coherent, some people have questioned this, especially when it is utilized in conjunction 
with the Christian concepts of Heaven, Hell, and the Devil28. For example, many Biblical passages state that 
one’s actions are what matter for purposes of God’s judgment as to whether one will ultimately reside in Heaven 
or Hell29. If so, then any punishment that is eternal would seem to far exceed any amount of wrongdoing that 
one could do in one lifetime. A Hell of perpetual burning with intense suffering, and forever, would certainly 
surpass any possible finite number of crimes. This seems to be the opposite of justice, and in fact makes God 
appear both malicious and evil.  

Further, we should notice that there appears to be only two ultimate choices for God to make—to send souls 
to either Heaven or to Hell (purgatory being only a temporary stop before going to Heaven). From this it follows 
that those people just above a certain line will be just good enough to go to Heaven, and go forever, and people 
just below that same line will go to Hell, and forever. But these two people are almost identical. Those just 
above and below the line have almost no differences in behavior, and yet one is rewarded forever and the other 
is sent to an eternity of torture. Again, this appears anything but just, and is inconsistent with a good and just 
God. Notice that God could have created a myriad of places to send souls, but Christianity limits the options to 
only a Heaven and a Hell. As such, God’s actions would violate a basic tenet of justice, namely, proportionali-
ty—the notion that we should not treat significantly similar persons in radically different ways.  

Alternatively, other Biblical passages indicate that it is not actions that determine one’s ultimate fate, but the 
belief in God and faith in Jesus’ redemptive power (i.e., committing one’s life to God and Christ) are what de-
termine whether someone goes to Heaven or Hell30. However, here it seems that God would be both unjust and 
cruel to send someone who has otherwise led an exemplary moral life to Hell forever on the basis of a mistaken 
belief, especially when the mistake seems both understandable and has no ill will behind it.  

In a similar fashion, it seems hard to reconcile the Devil with a just God. Why would God create such an evil 

 

 

26For the citations to studies and expert opinions which provide this statistical evidence, see Paul, 2009: pp. 125-149. Paul argues that an all- 
good God would have prevented so many innocent fetuses and children from these premature natural deaths. 
27As Descartes has taught us, the one exception to this statement would seem to be our own existence. Arguably through our reasoning alone 
we can know we exist as thinking beings. 
28For example, some people have argued that the idea of an all-powerful God is internally inconsistent because God cannot make a rock he 
cannot lift, nor can he create a circle which has four sides (because at that point it becomes another object such as a square or a rectangle), 
nor make killing innocent people for fun into a moral action, nor forget anything he did. Others have maintained that if human beings have 
free will, then God could not possibly see our future actions, so God is not all-knowing. Nonetheless, I am not sure that either of these asser-
tions are actually serious problems for the theist because we could define “all-powerful” as anything that God could logically do, and define 
“all-knowing” as anything God could possibly know given that He created free-will creatures. I think, however, there are problems with the 
idea of perfection when it comes to the belief that God is all-good, and also thereby all-just. First, when determining the right or correct ac-
tion, is it the consequences that matter the most, is it the type of action that matters the most, or is it something in between? When determin-
ing what is just, what would be the criteria? If someone kills another person, what would be the just punishment or result? I am not sure that 
there ever could be clear criterion for justice and goodness, and if not, then it seems that to claim God is all-good and just is in reality an 
empty claim. 
29The following New Testament passages support the position that one’s actions are what determine their ultimate fate of either Heaven or 
Hell:John 5:28-29, Romans 2:6-8, James 2:14, 24, 26, Matthew 5:28-29, Matthew 12:36, Jude:1:7, and Revelations 21:8. 
30The following New Testament passages support the position that one’s fate or final residence after death is determined by one’s beliefs, as 
opposed as to their actions:Galatians 2:11, Romans 9:31-32, Mark 3:28-29, John 3:36, John 14:6, Acts 10:43, Titus 3:5. 
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being, and why does God not stop the Devil from his misdeeds by either killing him or taking away his powers31? 
After all, when we encounter a serial murderer, we either put him to death or restrain him in jail forever. Why 
does God not act similarly to protect us? Furthermore, it seems unjust to allow the Devil to tempt good people, 
and then deliver the ultimate punishment to those same people who give in to temptation. In fact the real culprits 
would be the Devil for his actions, and God for not limiting and/or eliminating the Devil’s actions. While giving 
in to temptation might well be worthy of punishment, a much lesser punishment than an eternity in Hell would 
certainly be appropriate for those who are led astray by the wrongdoing of others. 

To summarize, since the world seems imperfect as it is filled with apparent chaos, as well as destruction, in-
justice, misery, and suffering, it seems questionable if not unlikely that the creator was perfect. Moreover, the 
idea of a perfect being almost certainly does not make sense when viewed in conjunction with the Christian be-
liefs in Heaven, Hell, and the Devil. Furthermore, the assertion that we could prove anything actually exists be-
cause we can think of it seems implausible since we know about the existence of things only from experiencing 
them or their clear effects in the world. Lastly, we have no physical, scientific, or testable evidence that anything 
metaphysical and non-physical exists, so it seems hard to believe that such a thing must necessarily exist. As 
such, the best explanation of why we can at least abstractly think of a perfect being is that we have experienced 
limited perfections in the past, and it is natural for us to desire such a perfect being and thus imagine that being 
to actually exist.  

4. Conclusion  
We have seen that the many arguments for God’s existence seem to discount or ignore available naturalistic ex-
planations. I have argued that these naturalistic explanations should be favored over supernatural ones. Paul 
Draper captures the essence of my argument: “The naturalistic explanation is in each case better than the theistic 
explanation because of its metaphysical modesty—other things being equal, it is better to subtract by elimination 
or reduction than to add a supernatural person to one’s ontology, especially since naturalistic explanations have 
successfully replaced supernatural ones so many times in the past.” (Draper, 2010: pp. 422-423). 

Indeed, the theist, whether they are Christian or otherwise, must rely on unseen, unsensed, untestable, and 
unverifiable entities or forces that have little to no possibility to ever be seen, sensed, tested, or verified. This is 
the nature of metaphysical beliefs, and why so many philosophers have disparaged metaphysics in general. The 
English philosopher A. J. Ayer said this about the metaphysician:  

Must he not begin, as other men do, with the evidence of the senses? And if so, what valid process of rea-
soning can possibly lead him to the conception of a transcendent reality? Surely from empirical premises 
nothing whatsoever concerning the properties, or even existence, of anything super-empirical can legiti-
mately be inferred (Ayer, 1936: p. 1220). 

Kai Nielsen encapsulates the difficulty in ever going with a supernatural explanation: 

At the core of the theistic belief there is the metaphysical belief in a reality that is alleged to transcend the 
empirical world. It is the metaphysical belief that there is an eternal, ever-present, creative source and sus-
tainer of the universe. The problem is how it is possible to ever know or even reasonably believe that such a 
reality exists··· (Nielsen, 2010: p. 522). 

We have seen that all of the arguments for the existence of God can be couched as Inferences to the Best Ex-
planation. When charting these arguments, we cannot help but recognize that there are naturalistic explanations 
available. It has been the contention of this paper that if there are naturalistic explanations then they should be 
favored over supernatural explanations such as God, if for no other reason that the existence of such an invisible 
God cannot be tested, measured, or verified in any way, unlike the naturalistic explanations.  
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