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T.S. Weaver looks at anti-God arguments from three prominent philosophers,
showing why belief is God is more reasonable than their objections to His
existence.
Theism, broadly defined, is the belief in the existence of a supreme being or other
deities. Believers in Jesus Christ would say we follow Christian Theism, believing
in and trusting the one true God who has revealed Himself through His word and
through His Son Jesus. In pursuit of the defense of theism and answering
profound antagonists to the faith, I will engage with some of the objections raised
by three prominent thinkers: David Hume, Bertrand Russell, and Richard
Dawkins.

David Hume
David Hume (1711-1776) was a Scottish philosopher who is often considered the
best philosopher to have written in the English language. Although he was wary
of metaphysical things like God, he was very fascinated by religion. He is widely
considered to be an atheist, but we do not know for certain whether he was
atheist [one who denies that God exists], agnostic [one who is not sure if God
exists], or deist [one who believes God created the universe but then let it run
according to natural laws without divine intervention] by the time of his death.

Regardless, his more prominent work is Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion.
In it he presents classical challenges to theism.
The strongest challenge to theism Hume presents in Dialogues is the problem of
evil and God’s moral nature. His view is that with the amount of evil in the world,
we cannot consider God as morally sensible, morally great, and powerful. His
assumption is that if God were to exist, He does not care to solve the problem of
good and evil. While this is the toughest intellectual challenge a theist has to
answer, I believe there is an answer.
When God created, He gave humans the ability to make free decisions. If this
ability were denied, our love (the supreme ethic) for Him would not be a choice
and thus coerced. As a result, it would not be real love. Church Father Augustine
(354-430) commented on this in his book On the Free Choice of the Will, by
arguing that free will is what makes us human. God made us that way so we could
freely choose to venerate, trust, and follow Him. So built into love, veneration,
trust, and obedience was the ability to make free decisions. Consequently, certain
choices are going to be terrible or evil (e.g., Adam and Eve’s disastrous
disobedience in the Garden of Eden). As a result, the only way to eradicate evil is
to eradicate free will. Hence, evil is merely the consequence of the free will of
humanity. John Stackhouse rearticulates this case:
God desired to love and be loved by other beings. God created human beings
with this in view. To make us capable of such fellowship, God had to give us
the freedom to choose, because love, though it does have its elements of
“compulsion,” is meaningful only when it is neither automatic nor coerced.
This sort of free will, however, entailed the danger that it would be used not to
enjoy God’s love and to love God in return, but to go one’s own way in
defiance of both God and one’s own best interest. This is what the story of
Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden portrays.{1}
It is not that God is insensitive to evil (Proverbs 6:16, 15:26; Psalm 5:4), but that

moral and natural evils are the cause of the sin (free choice to disobey God) of
man.

Bertrand Russell
Shifting gears, Bertrand Russell, (1872-1970) a famed agnostic philosopher,
argued against theism with a famous view that everything on this globe is the
result of “an accidental collocation of atoms.”{2} Thus, there is no real aim for
which we were produced. I believe this view is both incredibly depressing and
incredibly wrong. If one were to take what Timothy Keller would call a “clue of
God” like beauty and think this through, it would have serious implications. If this
were true, as Keller put it in The Reason for God, “Beauty is nothing but a
neurological hardwired response to particular data.”{3} Conductor Leonard
Bernstein once spoke of the effect of the beauty of Beethoven’s music:
Our boy has the real goods, the stuff from Heaven, the power to make you feel
at the finish: Something is right in the world. There is something that checks
throughout, that follows its own law consistently: something we can trust, that
will never let us down.{4}
Does that sound like a “neurological hardwired response to particular data”? Or is
Beethoven’s music beautiful? As a seminary student, I often yearn for an excellent
night of sleep. The thought is beautiful to me. Augustine in his Confessions
argued that yearnings like this were clues to the existence of God. While my
tiredness does not prove that my desire for an excellent night of sleep will happen
tonight, it is correct that native yearnings like this link to actual substances that
can fill them. For example, sensual yearning (linking to sex), hunger (linking to
food), tiredness (linking to sleep), and interpersonal yearning (linking to
relationship). We have a desire for joy, love, and beauty that no quantity or
condition of sex, food, sleep, and relationship can satisfy. We hope for something
that nothing on this globe can satisfy. Do you think this is a clue? I assert this
unpleasing yearning is a deep-rooted native longing that is an undeniable clue not

only for the existence of God, but also that God is the only one who can satisfy
that yearning. C.S. Lewis wrote in Mere Christianity, “If I find in myself a desire
which no experience in this world can satisfy, the most probable explanation is
that I was made for another world.”{5} (Please also see Dr. Michael Gleghorn’s
article “C.S. Lewis and the Riddle of Joy” at probe.org/c-s-lewis-and-the-riddle-ofjoy/) Tying all this back to Russell’s famous view, it makes sense that if there were
a God who can satisfy that kind of yearning, this God likely made us, not by
accident, but with a purpose. That is worth investigating.

Richard Dawkins
Now I turn to Richard Dawkins (1941- ), who I think is best described as a
militant atheist scientist. He writes in his book The God Delusion, describing God:
The God of the Old Testament is arguably the most unpleasant character in all
fiction: jealous and proud of it; a petty, unjust, unforgiving control-freak; a
vindictive, bloodthirsty ethnic cleanser; a misogynistic, homophobic, racist,
infanticidal, genocidal, filicidal, pestilential, megalomaniacal, sadomasochistic,
capriciously malevolent bully.{6}
Tell us how you really feel, Dawkins. Although there is a lot said here, what is
most obvious is his portrayal of God as immoral because of what God displayed of
Himself in the Old Testament. These acts are perceived to undermine his morally
perfect nature. Although this will not be my main response, I want to highlight
that for Dawkins to grumble that God has perpetrated immoral acts, he
acknowledges there is an objective moral law. In a separate argument, I could go
from here to make the case that for there to be an objective moral law there must
be an objective moral law giver (God). However, I instead want to concentrate on
“the God of the Old Testament.”
The Old Testament passage found in Deuteronomy (7:1-5; 20:16-18) tends to be
the most cited in an argument against God such as Dawkins’s quote above. In this

passage, God instructed the Israelites to destroy the Canaanites living in a
specific region: “[T]hen you must destroy them totally. Make no treaty with them,
and show them no mercy” (7:2), and “[D]o not leave alive anything that breathes”
(20:16). This passage bothers many (including myself) and may be an example of
where Dawkins got his characterization. It is understandable to wonder how a
good and loving God could instruct this.
To make sense of a tough passage like this one must understand the context,
starting with who God is. God is not like any earthly ruler. He’s not like Trump.
He’s not like Biden. He is Creator of all things and King of the Universe. That
said, He supplies life, and He can take life when He chooses, however He
chooses. The next step is to think through whether His instruction was justified
(as if it were up to us to define justice). There are occasions when we as humans
may feel it is justified for people to take another’s life, as in self-defense, to
safeguard others, or in a just war. What we must understand about the
Canaanites in this passage is that this was not some illogical imperative for them
to be murdered. The Canaanites were malevolent. In their obscene paganism,
they were spiritually dangerous. They were unspeakably wicked. God said to the
Israelites, “It is not because of your righteousness or your integrity that you are
going in to take possession of their land; but on account of the wickedness of
these nations” (emphasis mine) (Deuteronomy 9:5).
The worst example of their wickedness is child sacrifice. Apologist Timothy Fox
informs us, “They would burn their children alive in a fiery furnace as a sacrifice
to the god Molech. Just that one act alone would be justification for their
complete annihilation.”{7} I wonder what Hume, who raised the problem of evil,
would have to say to Dawkins about God dealing with and judging evil. One of the
explanations God provided for wrecking the Canaanites was so that Israel would
not embrace their malevolent ways. Dawkins may still object though and say,
“What about the kids? How could a loving God instruct the Israelites to destroy
harmless kids?” I do find this troubling as well, but as shown above, God can take
life when He chooses, however He chooses. No one is promised a lengthy,

peaceable life and to perish of old age. Furthermore, what if God saw that if these
children were to mature, they would be just as evil and corrupt as their parents?
What if ordering the death of children infected by their parents’ wickedness is
similar to an oncology surgeon cutting out small cancer cells along with the fullgrown cells? That is a possibility. In addition, God does not appreciate the murder
of the evil but patiently waits for repentance of sins (Ezekiel 18:23). In the case of
the Canaanites, we see He will only allow wickedness for so long though.
Another objection Dawkins has to the existence of God is science. His view is that
you can either be scientific and sensible, or religious. He is either ignoring, or
ignorant of, the fact that modern science arose out of a biblical worldview.
Christians are responsible for developing the scientific perspective and method.
Francis Bacon, astronomers Kepler and Galileo, and the brilliant mathematician
and physicist Isaac Newton all believed in God. They all helped shape the
development of modern science; they believed that since God was a God of order,
they expected nature to be orderly. They also understood that one man’s opinion
could be faulty because of sin, and therefore others needed to verify what any one
scientist said. Kepler even characterized his scientific perspective as “thinking
God’s thoughts after Him.”
Dawkins thinks God and science do not mix. Yet two legendary experiments
performed in 1916 and 1997 reveal this view is not as widely held as Dawkins and
others make it seem. In 1916, American psychologist James Leuba conducted a
study asking scientists if they believed in a God who actively communicates with
humanity, no less than via prayer. 40 percent confirmed they did, 40 percent
confirmed they did not, and 20 percent were not confident either way. Edward
Larson and Larry Witham duplicated this study in 1997 using identical queries
with scientists. They discovered the figures had not altered substantially. Even
atheist philosopher Thomas Nagle disagrees with Dawkins’s view of reality. Nagle
even questions whether atheist naturalists think their moral instincts (yes
morality has come up again), for example the belief that genocide is morally
incorrect, are true instead of just the consequence of neurochemistry hardwired

into humans. He writes:
The reductionist project usually tries to reclaim some of the originally
excluded aspects of the world, by analyzing them in physical—that is,
behavioral or neurophysiological—terms; but it denies reality to what cannot
be so reduced. I believe the project is doomed—that conscious experience,
thought, value, and so forth are not illusions, even though they cannot be
identified with physical facts.{8}
Science cannot explain all and can be consistent with religious faith. Therefore, it
is unreasonable to think that an individual can only be a believer of science or a
believer of God. It is also irrational to believe we came into the world by accident,
or that because of the presence of evil in the world theism is not workable. In
short, it is more reasonable to believe in theism than not to.
Notes
1. J.P. Moreland and William Lane Craig, Philosophical Foundations for a
Christian Worldview (Inter-Varsity Press, 2003), 552.
2. Bertrand Russell, “The Free Man’s Worship,” The Independent Review 1 (Dec
1903), 415-24 Title of essay changed after 1910 to “A Free Man’s Worship.”
3. Timothy Keller, The Reason for God (New York: Penguin Books, 2016), 138.
4. From Leonard Bernstein’s “The Joy of Music” (Simon and Schuster, 2004), 105.
5. C.S. Lewis, Mere Christianity, (New York: Macmillan, 1952), 105.
6. Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion (Boston: Mariner Books, 2006), 51.
7. crossexamined.org/god-behaving-badly-destruction-canaanites/, accessed
March 31, 2022.
8. Thomas Nagel, “The Fear of Religion,” The New Republic (October 23, 2006).
Bibliography
Bernstein, Leonard. “The Joy of Music,” (New York: Simon and Schuster), 2004.

Keller, Timothy. The Reason for God. (New York: Penguin Books), 2016.
Moreland, J.P. and Craig, William Lane. Philosophical Foundations for a Christian
Worldview. (Downers Grove, IL: Inter-Varsity Press), 2003.
Nagel, Thomas. “The Fear of Religion,” The New Republic, October 23, 2006.
Ross, Allen P. “Genesis” in The Bible Knowledge Commentary: An Exposition of
the Scriptures, ed. J. F. Walvoord and R. B. Zuck, vol. 1. Wheaton, IL: Victor
Books, 1985.
Russell, Bertrand “The Free Man’s Worship,” The Independent Review. 1. Dec
1903.
©2022 Probe Ministries

