
Does God Exist?

Good morning. I’m so glad to be with you this morning. It’s good to be with you.

A few weeks ago, I was browsing a Question and Answer site on the internet (Quora). Someone 
had asked a question as to whether God existed. One answerer said something like, “Here we go 
again. Now all the theists are going to trot out their holy scriptures and prove from their scriptures 
that God exists. Their thinking is entirely circular.”

So this morning, I’m going to do exactly what that gentleman on Quora said theists won’t do. That 
is, I’m going to ask the question, “What is the best explanation for the universe?” based on the 
evidence from the universe, and not the evidence from our holy scriptures.

What is the best explanation for the universe?
The ancients looked to the skies and believed they saw evidence of supernatural, super-powerful, 
super-intelligent agencies. They believed they saw the work of god.

“When men behold the earth, sea and sky; when they come to know the grandeur of the 
clouds and the might of the winds; when they behold the sun and learn of its grandeur and 
power; when they behold the night and the whole of the sky spangled with stars; when they 
should behold all these things, most certainly they would judge both that the gods exist and 
that all these marvellous works are the handiworks of the gods.”1

“God’s invisible attributes, namely, his eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly 
perceived, ever since the creation of the world in the things that have been made.”2

So, one question we ask ourselves this morning is this: were they right?

Or were they simply engaging in superstitious nonsense?

Back in those days, there were theists and atheists just like there are today. They asked most of 
the questions we ask today. But the atheists were never particularly respectable. One of the claims 
atheists make is that, since Charles Darwin popularised the theory of evolution, that atheism has 
achieved intellectual respectability.

So, do we believe the wisdom of the ancients? Or do we trust the knowledge flowing from modern 
science? When we examine the evidence the universe provides us, what do we infer as the best 
explanation?

Is the universe self-existent?
In the ancient world, people were divided as to whether the universe was eternal or whether it had 
a beginning. And until the early 1960s, atheist astro-physicists promoted the steady state universe.

 Quote abbreviated from the one attributed to Aristotle by William Lane Craig’s “Reasonable Faith: Christian Truth and 1

Apologetics, Third Edition” page 100–101.

 Paul the Apostle, Letter to the Romans, 1:20.2
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Steady state universe 
It turns out that atheists really, really wanted the universe to be self-existent. Why? Because if the 
universe had always existed, then the universe would need no explanation. When asked, “Why?” 
they could simply reply, “Because that’s the way it is.”

“But problems with the steady-state theory began to emerge in the 1950s and 60s, when 
observations began to support the idea that the universe was in fact changing: bright radio sources 
(quasars and radio galaxies) were found only at large distances (therefore could have existed only 
in the distant past), not in closer galaxies.”3

When science discovered background cosmic radiation, which is consistent with the universe 
having a beginning, the evidence for the universe having a beginning became extremely strong. 
Virtually all physicists today hold the view that the universe had a beginning, which they call the 
“Big Bang.”

Infinite regress impossible  4

Now, it’s interesting that science should come to this conclusion, because philosophy beat them to 
it by 1,000 years. The medieval Arabic philosopher Al Ghazali demonstrated through thought 
experiments that the universe must have a beginning. Here’s how he did it.

He argued that every event within time is caused by another event that precedes it. For example, if 
I swing a golf club, my golf ball is going to be set in motion (provided that shot is not an air-swing, 
of course!). The force of the club swinging is the cause of the golf ball’s motion. So, if we trace the 
cause of an event to it’s predecessor, we find another cause. And if we keep tracing the causes 
back in time we will find more and more causes. Now, if we have a beginningless universe, we will 
always find more and more causes the earlier and earlier we go. In fact, we will find so many 
causes as we go back in time, that if we then begin tracing those events forward, we would never 
be able to arrive at the present time.

Thus Al Ghazali demonstrated that infinite regress is inconsistent with a material universe in time.

So, modern science confirmed Al Ghazali’s thought experiment. You know, we give a lot of credit to 
scientists who lived in the 20th century. But we tend to forget how intelligent people were in the 
ancient world. In Ancient Greece, the philosophers obtained reasonable estimates of the size and 
distance of the sun, the circumference of the earth, and invented some pretty awesome math that 
is still taught in schools today. We oughtn’t be so condescending towards people who lived in the 
past.

What caused the beginning of the universe? 5

It’s a law of physics that any object that is at rest is going to stay at rest unless it encounters some 
other force. If my golf ball is laying on the ground, it’s going to stay on the ground until some force 
moves it. Then, if I take a swing—and just happen to connect—my golf ball would sail on the 
trajectory forever, if it weren’t for forces like gravity and inertia which act on it.

 From: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Steady_State_theory3

 Ideas in this section drawn from William Lane Craig’s “Reasonable Faith: Christian Truth and Apologetics, Third 4

Edition” page 96.

 Ideas in this section drawn from a talk given by R.C. Sproul, where he recounts a conversation with Carl Sagan.5
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So, if we understand that all time, matter, energy and force is at rest within a singularity, we have to 
ask the question, “What caused the Big Bang?” By definition, the answer cannot logically come 
from a material cause, because all matter was at rest within the singularity.

When the scientist Carl Sagan was asked that precise question, do you know what his answer 
was? He said, “I don’t want to go there.”

You see, science can answer the question as to how the universe began to expand the instant 
after the Big Bang. But it cannot answer what caused the Big Bang itself. We’ll come back to this 
point a little later.

How ordered is the universe?
For now, we want to examine what science says happened immediately after the Big Bang. 

Four fundamental forces  6

Almost immediately after the Big Bang, the four fundamental forces of this universe emerged: 
gravity, electromagnetism, and the weak and strong nuclear forces. These four forces emerged at 
the current values, or values very, very close to their current values, almost at the first instant after 
the Big Bang. The values of these forces have been fixed throughout the existence of the universe.

It is the action of these four fundamental forces that seem to explain the physical universe.

Universal constants 

But there are other features of this universe that are absolutely essential to how this universe 
functions. 7

• Speed of Light: c=299,792,458 m s-1
• Gravitational Constant: G=6.673 x 10-11 m3 kg-1 s-2
• Planck's Constant: 1.05457148 x 10-34 m2 kg s-2
• Planck Mass-Energy: 1.2209 x 1022 MeV
• Mass of Electron, Proton, Neutron: 0.511; 938.3; 939.6 MeV
• Mass of Up, Down, Strange Quark: 2.4; 4.8; 104 MeV (Approx.)
• Ratio of Electron to Proton Mass: (1836.15)-1
• Gravitational Coupling Constant: 5.9 x 10-39
• Cosmological Constant: (2.3 x 10-3 eV)
• Hubble Constant: 71 km/s/Mpc (today)
• Higgs Vacuum Expectation Value: 246.2 GeV

 This account is drawn from Roy Williams’ “God, Actually” pages 35–44.6

 The following values from: http://www.reasonablefaith.org/transcript-fine-tuning-argument7
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Fine Tuning of the Physical Constants of the Universe 8

Parameter Max. Deviation
Ratio of Electrons:Protons 1:1037

Ratio of Electromagnetic Force:Gravity 1:1040

Expansion Rate of Universe 1:1055

Mass Density of Universe1 1:1059

Cosmological Constant 1:10120

“These are the fundamental constants and quantities of the universe. Scientists have come to the 
shocking realization that each of these numbers have been carefully dialed to an astonishingly 
precise value - a value that falls within an exceedingly narrow, life-permitting range. If any one of 
these numbers were altered by even a hair's breadth, no physical, interactive life of any kind could 
exist anywhere. There'd be no stars, no planets, no chemistry, no life.

“Consider gravity, for example. The force of gravity is determined by the gravitational constant. If 
this constant varied by just one in 1060 parts, none of us would exist. To understand how 
exceedingly narrow this life-permitting range is, imagine a dial divided into 1060 increments. To get 
a handle on how many tiny points on the dial this is, compare it to the number of cells in your body 
(1014) or the number of seconds that have ticked by since time began (1020). If the gravitational 
constant had been out of tune by just one of these infinitesimally small increments, the universe 
would either have expanded and thinned out so rapidly that no stars could form and life couldn't 
exist, or it would have collapsed back on itself with the same result: no stars, no planets, no life.

“Or consider the expansion rate of the universe. This is driven by the cosmological constant. A 
change in its value by a mere 1 part in 10120 parts would cause the universe to expand too rapidly 
or too slowly. In either case, the universe would, again, be life-prohibiting.

“Or, another example of fine-tuning: If the mass and energy of the early universe were not evenly 
distributed to an incomprehensible precision of 1 part in 1010^123, the universe would be hostile to 
life of any kind.” 9

“The ripples in the universe from the original Big Bang event are detectable at one part in 100,000. 
If this factor were slightly smaller, the universe would exist only as a collection of gas - no planets, 
no life. If this factor were slightly larger, the universe would consist only of large black holes. 
Obviously, no life would be possible in such a universe.

“Another finely tuned constant is the strong nuclear force (the force that holds atoms together). The 
Sun "burns" by fusing hydrogen (and higher elements) together. When the two hydrogen atoms 
fuse, 0.7% of the mass of the hydrogen is converted into energy. If the amount of matter converted 
were slightly smaller—0.6% instead of 0.7%— a proton could not bond to a neutron, and the 
universe would consist only of hydrogen. With no heavy elements, there would be no rocky planets 
and no life. If the amount of matter converted were slightly larger—0.8%, fusion would happen so 
readily and rapidly that no hydrogen would have survived from the Big Bang. Again, there would be 
no solar systems and no life. The number must lie exactly between 0.6% and 0.8% (Martin Rees, 
Just Six Numbers).” 10

“The fact is our universe permits physical, interactive life only because these, and many other 
numbers, have been independently and exquisitely balanced on a razor's edge.” 9

 The following values from: http://www.godandscience.org/apologetics/designun.html8

 From: http://www.reasonablefaith.org/transcript-fine-tuning-argument9

 From: http://www.godandscience.org/apologetics/designun.html 10
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Explanation for the fine tuning of the universe 9

“What is the best explanation for this astounding phenomenon? There are three live options. The 
fine-tuning of the universe is due to either physical necessity, chance, or design. Which of these 
options is the most plausible?

“Physical necessity. According to this alternative, the universe must be life-permitting. The precise 
values of these constants and quantities could not be otherwise. But is this plausible? Is a life-
prohibiting universe impossible? Far from it! It's not only possible; it's far more likely than a life-
permitting universe. The constants and quantities are not determined by the laws of nature. There's 
no reason or evidence to suggest that fine-tuning is necessary.

“How about chance? Did we just get really, really, really, really lucky? No. The probabilities involved 
are so ridiculously remote as to put the fine-tuning well beyond the reach of chance.

“The best explanation for why the universe is fine-tuned for life may very well be it was designed 
that way.”

"A COMMON SENSE INTERPRETATION OF THE FACTS SUGGESTS THAT A 
SUPERINTELLECT MONKEYED WITH PHYSICS . . . AND THAT THERE ARE NO BLIND 
FORCES WORTH SPEAKING ABOUT IN NATURE. THE NUMBERS ONE CALCULATES FROM 
THE FACTS SEEM TO ME SO OVERWHELMING AS TO PUT THIS CONCLUSION ALMOST 
BEYOND QUESTION." - Fred Hoyle

"THERE IS FOR ME POWERFUL EVIDENCE THAT THERE IS SOMETHING GOING ON 
BEHIND IT ALL . . . IT SEEMS AS THOUGH SOMEBODY HAS FINE-TUNED NATURE'S 
NUMBERS TO MAKE THE UNIVERSE. THE IMPRESSION OF DESIGN IS OVERWHELMING." - 
Paul Davies

"THE HEAVENS DECLARE THE GLORY OF GOD; THE SKIES PROCLAIM THE WORK OF HIS 
HANDS. DAY AFTER DAY THEY POUR FORTH SPEECH; NIGHT AFTER NIGHT THEY REVEAL 
KNOWLEDGE." - Psalm 19:1-2

Multiverse 

Many scientists really, really want to stop us from reaching the conclusion that the universe was 
intentionally designed to support life. Just as many scientists resisted the idea of the universe 
having a beginning, some scientists have proposed that while we can only see one universe, 
perhaps universes have been generated many, many times. In fact, perhaps there are billions or 
trillions of universes. And we happen to live in the universe that, quite by chance, happened to 
support life. They argue that what we perceive as design is actually just the result of randomness. 
In other words, this universe won the lottery of life.

However, there is a significant problem here. If the multiverse explains fine tuning of the constants 
of the universe, then the scientist is implicitly assuming that the multiverse necessarily generates 
an evenly distributed combination of universes that have the many different possible sets of 
physical laws. In other words, they’re implicitly imagining the multiverse as containing a galactic 
search algorithm, exploring every possible combination of forces.

But that would imply that the multiverse generates a uniform search of all possible values. If it 
weren’t, the most likely outcome of a multiverse is to repeatedly generate universes consistent with 

Page �  of �5 8



static settings. But if the multiverse did happen to generate billions of different alternatives, then 
the multiverse can be seen as being finely tuned itself. You see, the multiverse doesn’t solve the 
“problem” of fine tuning. It simply shifts the problem from this universe to the multiverse.

Now, I will say one thing at this point. When scientists discuss the multiverse, they are completely 
leaving science. Why? Because science is about the material, observable universe. Science is 
about hypotheses that can be falsified. But the multiverse cannot be observed. Cannot be tested. 
Cannot be falsified. Speculating about the multiverse is not science, it is meta-physics; that is, 
philosophy.

That’s why any discussion about the origins of cosmology must incorporate philosophy: because 
science cannot answer all the questions there are to be answered, as shown by the fact that 
scientists quickly leave science in their endeavour to demonstrate blind random chance is the only 
forces at work in the apparent design of this universe. In fact, science can only answer the 
questions of, “How.” Science can never answer the questions of, “Why”. Science can answer how 
the universe expanded the instant after the Big Bang. But science cannot explain the purpose, the 
why, of the Big Bang. Science can explain how the universe continues to expand. But science 
cannot explain why the Big Bang occurred at all. Science is incredibly useful, but it has its limits.

Who intentionally designed the universe to support life? 
In examining the literature, there appear to be two suggestions for who intentionally designed the 
universe to support life. The first suggestion is:

• Super advanced aliens from a distant future travelled back in time to shape the universe as it is 
to support life.

The problem with this explanation is that it suffers from the problem of infinite regress. If the 
explanation is the advanced aliens came back in time, then who made our or their universe 
habitable for them to develop the knowledge and technology to be able to shape ours?

The second possibility is:

•  God — the first cause, the creator.

Now, it is true that in labelling this possibility as “God,” we’re not claiming from the logical 
inferences here that this god is the Christian God, personal and loving. We’re pointing to God as a 
powerful, intelligent, designing creator God. We’ve arrived at Deism, rather than theism. So, we 
haven’t yet arrived in our intellectual journey, but it is an important step.

Any other evidence for God?
At this point, I’d like to turn our attention from physics to biology. I’d like us to consider a biological 
cell. In the 19th century, the cell was thought to be simple. But we’ve learned since that the cell 
contains incredibly sophisticated nano-technology.

Let’s take a look at an excerpt from a lecture by biologist Drew Berry. He shows us several of the 
wonderfully complex machines within the cell.

Play video - Drew Berry’s “Amazing Nanotech Machines”

Did you notice in that video that Drew Berry excluded the error correction apparatus in the DNA 
copying machine? It was too complex to show. 
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Also, did you notice the little walking machines on the self-assembling tubular? They are little 
pieces of protein that get their power from the tubular. The tubular gives them enough power to 
make a step. The tubulars create transportation networks from the nucleus of the cell to the cell’s 
extremities, sometimes carrying molecules enormously larger than the walking machines 
themselves. 

There are thousands of such machines in the cell. When you consider this, can you fault David ben 
Jesse for declaring:

“You formed my inward parts;
    you knitted me together in my mother's womb.
I praise you, for I am fearfully and wonderfully made.” 

I have a phone in my hand. It is an incredibly sophisticated device. Every year, Apple releases a 
phone that is thinner than the year before, as they manage to shrink the technology. A cell contains 
far smaller, far more sophisticated technology than exists in this phone. Yet if I leave this phone on 
a track in beautiful country Lilydale and you happen to stumble across it, you would be quite 
correct in assuming that this machine was designed by intelligent beings with purpose and 
function.

If you happen to be out walking, and you come across some Aboriginal rock art, you would be quite 
justified in determining that this is Aboriginal rock art, and not the random patterning of natural 
discolouration on the rocks.

Or, “suppose we went on a mission to Mars, and found a domed structure in which everything was 
set up just right for life to exist. The temperature, for example, was set around 70o F and the 
humidity was at 50%; moreover, there was an oxygen recycling system, an energy gathering 
system, and a whole system for the production of food. Put simply, the domed structure appeared 
to be a fully functioning biosphere. What conclusion would we draw from finding this structure? 
Would we draw the conclusion that it just happened to form by chance? Certainly not.”

“Instead, we would unanimously conclude that it was designed by some intelligent being. Why 
would we draw this conclusion? Because an intelligent designer appears to be the only plausible 
explanation for the existence of the structure. That is, the only alternative explanation we can think 
of—that the structure was formed by some natural process—seems extremely unlikely. Of course, 
it is possible that, for example, through some volcanic eruption various metals and other 
compounds could have formed, and then separated out in just the right way to produce the 
"biosphere," but such a scenario strikes us as extraordinarily unlikely, thus making this alternative 
explanation unbelievable.”

“The universe is analogous to such a ‘biosphere,’ according to recent findings in physics. Almost 
everything about the basic structure of the universe--for example, the fundamental laws and 
parameters of physics and the initial distribution of matter and energy--is balanced on a razor's 
edge for life to occur.” 11

 From: http://www.discovery.org/a/91 11
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Conclusion
In asking these fundamental questions of the universe, we have come to the following conclusions:

1. The universe had a beginning.
2. Nothing within physics provides a cause of the Big Bang.
3. The universe is incredibly finely tuned to support life.
4. Of the available options to explain how the universe could be so finely tuned to support life, the 

hypothesis for design is the most reasonable and rational option, the other two options being 
incredibly unlikely.

5. Of the available options to explain who could have exercised this intelligent design, the 
inference to God as creator and designer appears the most reasonable and rational choice.

So, given all this, we find that Paul the Apostle, writing in his letter to the Romans, was right after 
all.

“God’s invisible attributes, namely, his eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly 
perceived, ever since the creation of the world in the things that have been made”  
(Romans 1:20).

For the more we explore and discover about the universe, the more evidence we uncover pointing 
to the qualities of the Creator who made it.

Next week
So, as we have said, it is true that in these inferences from the evidence, we have not arrived at 
the Christian God. What we have established is a powerful, intelligent, designing creator. But we 
have not established this god as good, moral, personal or saving.

So, next week, we are going to ask the question: “Is God Good?”

Does this all-powerful entity have a moral nature?

Given the apparently blind forces of nature that induce suffering and take life, given the famine and 
starvation on this planet, given the suffering and violence and death that occurs, how can we 
possibly infer that this creator god is good or even moral?

That’s the question for next week, when we seek inferences from the evidence within humanity, as 
to whether or not God is good.
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