The four arguments in the article are of course not the only ones for God’s existence, but they are probably the most famous

Kalam Cosmological Argument

“Kalam” is Arabic for eternal

Whatever begins to exist has a cause for its coming into being

The universe began to exist (as stated in Genesis 1:1)

In the beginning, God created the heavens and the earth.

Therefore the universe has a cause for its coming into being

The controversy is usually about the second premise

The big bang theory implies that the universe had a beginning

The second law of thermodynamics implies that the universe had a beginning since a universe that has always existed would have already reached maximum entropy and complete disorder

The kalam argument only proves that there was a cause for the universe, not that the cause still exists

Teleological Argument (Argument from Design)

Teleology is from the Greek “telos” meaning “end” or “final” and “logy”, here meaning “study of”. So teleology means the study of final causes

In this case it means that the universe was designed with a purpose, that it didn’t just happen

Rooted in Romans 1:19, 20

For what can be known about God is plain to them, because God has shown it to them.  For his 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. So they are without excuse.

(One could also argue that the ontological argument, discussed last, is rooted in the phrase “divine nature” used here by Paul)
The universe displays a staggering amount of intelligibility, both within the things we observe and in the way these things relate to others outside themselves

Either this intelligible order is the product of chance, necessity, or intelligent design

The universal constants and initial conditions can have multiple values consistent with the laws, so it is not necessary that they have only the values we observe.  There was a choice.

The choice was not unguided, as shown by the anthropic principle

From the Greek anthropos meaning “human being”

This states that the universe was fitted from the very first moment of its existence for the emergence of life in general and human life in particular

On the website www.reasonstobelieve.org the most recent quarterly update listed (August 2006) gives 93 universal constants or initial conditions which must have particular values if physical life is to be possible

The argument is that as specific values pile on top of specific values, one eventually concludes that these did not happen by chance and that the universe is, in fact, rigged by someone who designed the whole thing
Therefore the universe is the product of intelligent design

Design comes only from a mind, a designer

Therefore the universe is the product of an intelligent Designer

There are related issues in the current controversies over the teaching of intelligent design

The anthropic principle is an argument against cosmic evolution

There are also arguments against chemical evolution (the belief that life on earth originally arose by chance from nonliving things) and biological macroevolution (the belief that all species have a common ancestor)

The Moral Argument

The moral argument is rooted in Romans 2:12-15:

For all who have sinned without the law will also perish without the law, and all who have sinned under the law will be judged by the law.  For it is not the hearers of the law who are righteous before God, but the doers of the law who will be justified.   For when Gentiles, who do not have the law, by nature do what the law requires, they are a law to themselves, even though they do not have the law.    They show that the work of the law is written on their hearts, while their conscience also bears witness, and their conflicting thoughts accuse or even excuse them 

Moral laws imply a Moral Law Giver.
There is an objective moral law.

Therefore, there is a Moral Law Giver.

Ontological Argument

Ontology is from the Greek “ontos” here meaning “being” and “logy”, here meaning “study of”. So ontology means the study of being

God is by definition an absolutely perfect being.
But nonexistence is an imperfection.

Therefore, God must exist, so as not to have that imperfection.

For reasons that I won’t get into, it is generally agreed that this form of the ontological argument is invalid (That is probably why Craig gives the longer, different formulation)

