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Characteristics of God (gods) and the Design Argument 

 According to Allen Stairs and Christopher Bernard in, A Thinker’s Guide to the Philosophy 

of Religion one of the main arguments for the existence of God is the “design” argument for which 

others (philosophers, scientists, theologians, etc.) think that God created the universe as we know 

it. In order to understand God we must first understand the concepts of God. 

 The term “God” with a capital G refers to one particular supernatural being. When you are 

referring to just a supernatural being god would be referenced with a lower case g. In most cases 

we, as in America, understand a supreme higher power to be God. We understand the nature of 

God as being the only higher power that is “all-knowing (omniscient), all-powerful (omnipotent) 

and entirely good (omnibenevolent).” (Bernard, 2007), pg. 4. This, Bernard and Stairs say, is the 

essence of perfection. 

 One of the key issues to the nature of God is that no one can really know the nature of God 

because any components we add to God’s character will be humanistic in nature. However, an 

argument relative to God being all-powerful, that caught my attention, goes back to, I believe 

Descartes, where the arguments point out that if God is all-powerful he should be able to make a 

rock that God cannot lift. This creates a paradox for the omnipotent argument because God is 

damned if he does and damned if he doesn’t (i.e. if he makes a rock that he cannot lift then the fact 

that he cannot lift it makes it impossible for him to be all-powerful. If he cannot make a rock that 

he cannot lift then he is still not all-powerful). The idea of a perfect circle is also used to show, by 

analogy, that God cannot be all-powerful because it is supposed impossible to achieve it. However, 

I wonder, would we ever know? If God is all-knowing, all-powerful and all-good, as well as an 

unseeable, untouchable, non-tangible-type being, there is no way that we could ask God to do 

either of those tasks. Furthermore, perhaps God would not want to render himself powerless 
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against a rock and it is his all-knowing self that guides his reasoning (knowing that this is a trick 

question/task) then (1) we’d never know if God just didn’t want to and (2) perhaps it makes him 

(or her, or it) that much more “powerful” by the mere fact that God did not play into the hands of 

petty human games. Even further still, while another argument claims that God cannot make a 

square circle because there just is no such thing, I have to wonder if this is a case of the human 

mind being conditioned to think one thing is a circle and another is a square? 

 In terms of God being all-knowing, some argue that if he is, in fact, all-knowing then we 

humans would not have free will. We would not have free will because God would know exactly 

what one human or the other will do or choose long before that human chooses to do it. I wonder, 

though, does all-knowing really include foresight? Even if it included foresight it could still 

account for free will by allowing the future previously foreseen to be changed should the human 

make a different choice. If God does not foresee every possible given choice I do not necessarily 

think that removes the characteristic of all-knowing. Perhaps all-knowing just means that God 

knows the true names and natures of everything in the universe. 

 Most interesting is a concept of believing in God without being religious and being 

religious without believing in God. I think it is entirely possible to believe in God without being 

religious. One does not need to go to church to pray or worship, nor hold on to any denomination 

affiliations. Muslins, Christians and Jews all believe in the same God, they just believe in different 

worshiping practices (and profits or messiahs) and follow different sets of rules (though some are 

similar) for living life according to God. If one needed religion to believe in God then we would 

need to determine which religion is the correct religion to believe in God with (and perhaps that is 

the problem amongst organized religions and the struggle going now—that each one believes they 

are the right one or have the correct practice). If God is good at all, and all-knowing and all-
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powerful, I can’t imagine that he/she/it would be so arrogant as to say that one must pick a religion 

to use in order to worship God. In fact, I can’t even imagine a God telling humans to worship 

him/her/it at all because demanding to be worshiped is arrogant and arrogance is a human trait—

not a being we describe as all-knowing, all-powerful and all-good. Arrogance would be a waste of 

time for such a God. 

 Unfortunately, I do not think one can be religious and not believe in God. As Bernard 

suggests, “what is the point of religion without God?” (Bernard, 2007), pg. 21. When Bernard 

attempts to describe being “religious” without believing in God, what I think he is describing is 

spirituality—religion and spirituality are two separate things. Bernard says: “What many of these 

non-theistic ways of being religious share with more familiar religions is a certain attitude—a 

sense of awe about the universe, of sacredness in nature, and a certain humbleness in the face of 

mystery.” (Bernard, 2007), pg. 21. By making this statement it would (perhaps unintentially) imply 

that the inquisitiveness and wonderment of a scientist and even perhaps certain social fads, such 

as going “green” (“sacredness in nature”), would equate to being religious. All of those “traits” 

would also seemingly define the natural awe in a child just discovering the world around him/her. 

I hardly think anyone would call that religious. Spirituality, on the other hand, could incorporate 

these “traits” amongst others and remove God from the equation. I, however, do not have the paper 

length to debate the differences between religious without God versus spirituality without God 

properly (or efficiently)—perhaps it is better left for a paper strictly designated to it. 

 Moving on then, the design argument suggests that our universe has “goal-directed 

complexity we observe in nature is evidence that nature is the product of intelligent design.” 

(Bernard, 2007), pg. 26. Initially when I read that statement the first thought that popped into my 

head is that it would make the idea that aliens created our habitat and all within it just as possible 
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as some supernatural being (or non-being). Apparently I was too impatient because this argument 

was addressed later; unfortunately, I can’t find the direct quote. An objection to this design 

argument is the theory of evolution. I have long since been perplexed by people who claim that 

evolution denies the existence of God or somehow kills him off. 

 It seems to me that if there is a supernatural-type being which we would classify as a god 

or the God then he/she would have the power, knowledge and skill to design a world anyway 

he/she wanted to, including designing a world which evolves. Designing a world which allows for 

evolution, in theory, would make the job of God that much easier in the sense that he/she would 

not need to reconstruct creatures for diversity and variety because the creatures would eventually 

do this on their own. Further, taking the design theory into account with the existence of God (or 

gods), his/her allowing evolution as part of his/her design allows for a greater chance of long term 

survival in that the creatures’ genetic make-up adapt and conform to changing environments than 

just creating various separate and sometimes conflicting species (i.e. where they stand on the food 

chain) who can potentially kill off the other. Perhaps the struggle between species and the struggle 

for survival is a perfect design to keep the universe in perfect balance? 

 Another idea for a more focused paper would be whether or not God is all-good. Hume 

apparently suggested that if the design argument is correct then “who designed God?” (Bernard, 

2007), pg. 48-51. And, the universe and life within it is nowhere near perfect. If God existed how 

could there be imperfections and often very bad things happening to various species (more 

understandably so to humans, from a human perspective) thus, if God exists and he/she is to be 

“all-good” then the flaws and the bad things should not be allowed to happen. Hume claims that if 

this is the case then God is “not all-powerful, or not completely good. Thus, he is not the God of 

traditional theism.” (Bernard, 2007) pg. 51. Interestingly, this argument opens up another argument 
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which claims that, based on Hume’s conclusion, the gods of Greek mythology would be more 

likely to be correct than one God as we have characterized him/her, essentially “proving” 

polytheism over monotheism. While I may agree that it more likely points to polytheism I’m not 

inclined to think that Greek mythology was correct because again, those gods were given far too 

many human traits and characteristics. 


