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COUNTERING ATHEISM
How to Respond To Common Arguments Against 
the Existence of God
Atheist Argument #1 

The Problem of Evil: “If God exists why is there so much evil in the world? The 
very presence of evil and suffering proves that God does not exist.”

I. Here the claim is that the presence of evil and suffering in the world 
shows that an all good and powerful God does not exist.

II. This is the most promising of all atheist arguments and it is something 
that even believers struggle with all the time. For this reason I have a 
whole other audio series devoted exclusively to this one topic.1 But we 
will offer a response here as well.

III. First, we have to distinguish between what philosophers call the emo-
tional problem of evil with the intellectual problem of evil: 

A. The Emotional Problem of Evil: Nobody likes the suffering in 
this world. We are all very bothered by it. There is a strong emo-
tional problem with why a good God would permit suffering 
and our argument here does not attempt to address this version 
of the problem.

B. The Intellectual Problem of Evil: But intellectually speaking, 
can evil in the world be a good reason for thinking God does 
not exist? Apart from our likes and preferences, is this a good 
intellectual case for the non-existence of God? This is the focus 
of our discussion here. We are going to offer three reasons to 
think that the intellectual problem of evil does not show that 
God does not exist.

IV. Response #1: God Can Have Morally Sufficient Reasons for Allow-
ing Evil and It’s Impossible for the Atheist to Know Otherwise

A. Morally Sufficient Reason: A good moral reason for allowing 
evil and suffering. The point here is that a good person can rea-
sonably allow for suffering if there is a higher good attained 
from it that would not be otherwise attainable.

i.  For example, a good doctor might choose to cut off some-
one’s arm and cause suffering if that act will save the person.

 1 See Why Suffering Does Not Prove There Is No God available at www.ScottMSullivan.com.
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ii.  Likewise a good God could allow for pain and suffering in 
the world if it brings about a greater good that could not be 
attained otherwise.

B. This was the position of St. Thomas Aquinas: 

i.  “If all evil were prevented, much good would be absent 
from the universe. A lion would cease to live, if there were 
no slaying of animals; and there would be no patience of 
martyrs if there were no tyrannical persecution.” St. Thom-
as Aquinas, S.T. I.22 ad.2

ii. “God is so good that never would he allow evil to exist, 
unless he were so powerful as to be able to draw good 
from evil. Hence it is due to neither impotence nor igno-
rance on God’s part that evils occur in the world, but it is 
owing to the order of his wisdom and to the greatness of 
his goodness, whence come the many and diverse grades 
of goodness in things, many of which would be lacking 
were he to allow no evil to exist. Thus there would be no 
good of patience without the evil of persecution, nor the 
good of the preservation of its life in a lion, without the 
evil of the destruction of the animals on which it lives.”  - 
St. Thomas Aquinas De Pot III.6

C. So, Aquinas says God allows evil because good is drawn from 
it. Many good things in the world would be lacking if evil and 
suffering did not exist. If God were to prevent all evils, many 
good things would be taken away. If no injustice there would be 
no avenging justice nor any virtue of patience. 

D. Some will respond that a lot of evil doesn’t seem to have a pur-
pose, and that is true. But why should we expect to see the pur-
pose of everything? Given our extremely limited perspective, we 
shouldn’t expect these morally sufficient reasons to be known to 
us. God in His providence sees all of history from beginning to 
end, and wisely orders all events to achieve his divine plan.

E. So given our limited perspective on things, even if we cannot 
see the good result immediately, that doesn’t mean there isn’t 
one. A tragic event can send a ripple effect throughout history 

where God’s morally sufficient reason might not appear until 
centuries later.

F. In order to counter this argument, the atheist needs to show 
that there are gratuitous “uncalled for” evils, evils that have no 
purpose or sufficient reason whatsoever. But how can an atheist 
show that? How can the atheist show that some evil event will 
never have a morally sufficient reason? It is, after all, the atheist 
that must shoulder the burden of proof here. He or she is the one 
claiming that evil shows God does not exist, so the atheist owes us 
an argument as to why these evils do not have a purpose.

G. But given our extremely limited perspective, there is simply no 
way this can convincingly be done. And unless this can be done, 
there argument from evil cannot establish its conclusion.

V. Response #2: There are Good Arguments for the Existence of God

A. The second problem with the argument from evil is that by 
itself it is insufficient. What I mean is that in order to show 
that God does not exist; it is not enough just to point to the 
evils in the world. The reason why is because there are good 
positive reasons for thinking that God does exist. So, in order 
for an atheist to successfully show that God does not exist, it 
is not enough to just appeal to evil. They must also address the 
positive arguments for God’s existence and show why these 
arguments fail.

B. In other words, it’s not enough to say God’s existence is improba-
ble just from considering the evil in the world. The real question is 
whether God’s existence is improbable relative to the total evidence 
available. The theist claims that when you consider the total evi-
dence available, then God’s existence becomes quite probable.

C. What is that evidence? It is the traditional arguments for God’s 
existence, such as:

i. The Cosmological Argument – Through philosophy we can 
know that there is a first cause of the universe who is one, 
immaterial, and personal.

ii. The Design Argument – Philosophical arguments can also 
show us that an intelligent designer is the best explanation 
for the order we see in the universe.

iii. The Moral argument – Finally, philosophical arguments 
can show that a good God must exist in order to account 
for moral obligation 

Many good things in the world would be lacking if evil and suffering  
did not exist. 

The real question is whether 
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D. So again, the point here is that in order to convince us that God 
does not exist; it’s not enough to point out the evil in the world. 
One must also take on the additional task of showing why these 
classical arguments fail too. Until that is done, the argument from 
evil cannot establish the conclusion that God does not exist.

VI. Response #3: The Theistic Counterargument to the Argument 
From Evil

A. Finally, philosopher William Lane Craig has argued that the 
theist can combine responses 1 and 2 above and use them to 
form a more persuasive counterargument that “turns the tables” 
on the atheistic argument from evil. Not only is it the case that 
the atheist cannot show there are gratuitous evils, but this coun-
terargument would prove there aren’t any.

B. If you’ve had any training in logic you will be able to see this 
point more easily. If not, just try to follow along and you should 
still be able to get it. This theistic counterargument begins by 
showing that we can summarize the atheistic argument from 
evil this way:

i. If there are gratuitous evils, then God does not exist.

ii.  There are gratuitous evils.

iii.  Therefore God does not exist.

C. For the sake of argument the theist can go ahead and agree with 
premise 1. Assume that it is true that if there are gratuitous evils 
that a good God does not exist. 

D. But what about premise 2? As we said before, how does the 
atheist know that “There are gratuitous evils”? They simply are 
not in a position to makes such a claim with any degree of 
confidence.

E. However, we do have very strong arguments for the existence 
of God and this gives us a whole different twist to the argument 
from evil. Suppose we keep the same premise #1 from the athe-
ist’s argument but add in the much better supported claim that 
God exists for premise 2. 

F. Now this new counterargument looks like this:

i.  If there are gratuitous evils, then God does not exist.

ii.  But God does exist.

iii.  Therefore there are no gratuitous evils.

G. So, what we’ve done is accepted the atheist’s first premise to his 
argument, but replaced his dubious and unproven second prem-
ise with a much stronger and more supported claim that God 
exists, and this establishes an entirely different conclusion, that 
there are no gratuitous evils. The atheist wants to claim there are 
gratuitous evils, but given our limited perspective in time we’ve 
seen this is impossible to prove. However, there are good reasons 
to think God exists, and we can use that point to form a counter-
argument showing that there are no gratuitous evils to begin with, 
and thereby undermining the atheistic argument from evil. 

VII. For these three reasons then, the atheistic argument from evil does 
not succeed in showing that God does not exist.

Atheist Argument #2 

The Problem of Divine Hiddenness: “The world is full of intelligent people who 
don’t believe in God. If God really existed and cared about us, then he would make 
sure that everybody at least believed in him. He would have made his existence 
more obvious by giving us more evidence. So, the very existence of honest unbe-
lievers shows that God does not exist.”

I. This is what philosophers call the “problem of divine hiddenness” and 
it is probably the second most commonly cited argument for atheism. 
Is this a successful argument?

II. This argument makes two assumptions:

A. First, that God’s existence is so hidden that people can be honest 
atheists in good faith. 

B. Second, that things would be better if God’s existence were more 
obvious than it is. 

C. Both of these assumptions are highly dubious. Let’s see why.

III. How Hidden is God Anyway?

A. True, God is not as obvious as walking outside and seeing a 
tree, but it’s not like God is so hidden that nobody thinks 
He exists. Most people do believe in God. In fact, many 
people think God has done quite a bit to make His existence 
known.

B. The Biblical view is that it is true that God is hidden in a sense,2 
but there is still enough evidence to know that God exists, so 

 2  “Truly, thou art a God who hidest thyself, O God of Israel, the Savior.” Is 45:15
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much so that the reason why some don’t believe is because of 
moral reasons, not intellectual ones. For example:

i.  “The fool says in his heart, ‘There is no God.’ They are cor-
rupt, they do abominable deeds, there is none that does 
good.” Psalm 14:1

ii.  “For what can be known about God is plain to them, be-
cause God has shown it to them. Ever since the creation of 
the world his invisible nature, namely, his eternal power and 
deity, has been clearly perceived in the things that have been 
made. So they are without excuse; for although they knew 
God they did not honor him as God or give thanks to him, 
but they became futile in their thinking and their senseless 
minds were darkened.” Romans 1:21-2

C. We see this Biblical view reflected in the writings of St. Thom-
as Aquinas. Aquinas says the existence of God can be known by 
practically all men through natural reason and that this evidence 
is so persuasive that those who don’t believe are blameworthy:

i.  “For there is a common and confused knowledge of God 
which is found in practically all men... man can immediate-
ly reach some sort of knowledge of God by natural reason. 
For, when men see that things in nature run according to 
a definite order, and that ordering does not occur without 
an orderer, they perceive in most cases that there is some 
orderer of the things that we see... But the fact that a person 
lacks the aforesaid knowledge of God makes him appear very 
blameworthy. Indeed, a man’s dullness is chiefly indicated 
by this: he fails to perceive such evident signs of God, just 
as a person is judged to be dull who, while observing a man, 
does not grasp the fact that he has a soul. That is why it is 
said in the Psalms (13:1, 52:1): “The fool hath said in his 
heart: There is no God.” SCG III.38

D. So, far from being completely hidden, God has revealed Him-
self in a number of ways that are accessible to human reason. 
Philosophers have argued for centuries that God can be known 
as the First Cause of all things, the Designer of all of the com-
plex order we see in the universe and the Lawgiver behind the 
moral obligation we recognize through our conscience. More 
particularly, God has revealed Himself in a special way through 
the person of Jesus Christ, who not only claimed to be divine, 
but also verified that claim through the fulfillment of proph-

ecy and the performance of miracles, especially His resurrec-
tion from the dead. Human reason can know these facts about 
Christ through the standard tools of historical investigation, 
again warranting the conclusion that God exists.

E. So, the Christian position is that God has revealed Himself in 
so many accessible ways that there is no such thing as a long 
term atheist in good faith. Long term atheism is always the 
result of ill-will, not a lack of evidence. A person in such a state 
is not an honest seeker, but is in some way culpable for their 
unbelief.  In short, long term atheism is not the result of a true 
intellectual problem but a moral one.3 

F. There is no way to prove this point philosophically because 
human reason cannot see into the motives of men. However, 
the Christian can claim to know it through God’s revelation in 
Scripture (whose author can see into the hearts of men). If the 
atheist responds that the Christian cannot resort to faith based 
arguments, the Christian can simply reply they have no burden 
of proof to shoulder here. It is the atheist who is claiming there 
can be a blameless atheism. The Christian can simply respond 
that this assumption is at best unproven and goes against what 
they already know through other sources. 

IV. Would Things Be Better If God’s Existence Were More Obvious?

A. The second assumption in the argument from Divine hidden-
ness is that things would be better off if God’s existence was 
more obvious. But is this really true? Why should we think that 
things would be better if God’s existence were more obvious?

B. Take an extreme example of “divine obviousness”. Suppose we 
could just walk outside and somehow literally see God up there 
anytime we wanted, watching every move we made. The exis-
tence of God would be “in your face” and undeniably obvious. 
In such a case, we would know for sure that He existed, but 
would things really be better? 

 3  Of course, this does not mean that Christians should not do what they can to help unbeliev-
ers see the intellectual errors of their position.

“It is never possible to know all that He is, but it is never possible not to 
know that He is.”

Hugh of St. Victor, De Sacramentis, I.1 p.3, c.1 
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C. There are good reasons to think not. It seems like if the world 
were like that, important goods would be overridden. Consider 
just a couple of examples:

i.  Human freedom: If it were obvious that God exists like 
that, all of our actions would be obviously overseen, leaving 
no opportunity for serious choices. Philosopher Richard 
Swinburne says it would be like living in a nursery where 
the mother is right there looking in all the time. There 
wouldn’t be any opportunity to freely choose to sin in such 
a situation. Some distance is needed for humans to be free; 
otherwise the temptation to do evil would be significantly 
lessened if not totally removed.

ii.  Loving God: According to Christianity, God’s purpose is 
not merely to get people to think that He exists (for even 
the demons do that, but shudder.4) but for people to enter a 
loving relationship with God. Would the obvious presence 
of God be more conducive towards this end? Perhaps not. 
People may grow to resent this God that is always “in your 
face” standing guard and ready to punish for wrongdoing, 
much like people today resent a strong police presence. So 
it’s not at all obvious that such brazen displays of God’s ex-
istence would better serve God’s purposes.

D. So, God could have very good reasons for not making His exis-
tence so “in your face” obvious.

V. In fact, the way things are now strikes a good balance between God’s 
presence on one hand, and the degree to which He is hidden on the 
other. As it stands, the evidence for God is sufficient but not force-
ful. There is enough evidence to believe in Him and still be rational 
in doing so, yet at the same time, there is not so much evidence that 
would force an unbeliever to believe against their will. This is the right 
amount of evidence that allows for freedom; for belief to be rational 
and meritorious on one hand, and for unbelief to be irrational and 
blameworthy on the other. As Pascal once put it regarding the histori-
cal evidence for the divinity of Christ:  

“The prophecies, the very miracles and proofs of our religion, are 
not of such a nature that they can be said to be absolutely convinc-
ing. But they are also of such a kind that it cannot be said that it 
is unreasonable to believe them. Thus there is both evidence and 

 4  James 2:19

obscurity to enlighten some and confuse others. But the evidence is 
such that it surpasses, or at least equals, the evidence to the contrary; 
so that it is not reason which can determine men not to follow it, and 
thus it can only be lust or malice of heart. And by this means there 
is sufficient evidence to condemn, and insufficient to convince; so 
that it appears in those who follow it, that it is grace, and not reason, 
which makes them follow it; and in those who shun it, that it is lust, 
not reason, which makes them shun it.” (Pascal, Pensées, 835)

E. So, we’ve seen that in order for the argument from divine hidden-
ness to be successful, one would have to first show two things:

i.  There really are long-term atheists in good faith, that 
is, people who honestly do not think God exists through 
no fault of their own. But we’ve seen there is good reason 
to deny this. With St. Paul, the Christian tradition denies 
there are such people, at least in most cases.

ii.  That things would be better if God’s existence were more 
obvious than it is. But this is not at all clear either. We’ve 
seen that God could have good reasons for not revealing 
His presence more clearly than He already has.

Atheist Argument #3

The Argument From No Experience of a Disembodied Mind: “We have no ex-
perience of a disembodied or immaterial mind; therefore we shouldn’t think that 
one exists.”

I. This is a really bad argument on a number of levels. First, it simply 
doesn’t follow that just because we have no experience of something 
that we should therefore think it doesn’t exist. We have no experi-
ence of living things except for life on Earth, but we can’t infer from 
that that there is no other type of life.

II. Secondly, even if we don’t have any experience of an immaterial 
mind, that doesn’t mean one can’t be demonstrated. The First Cause 
argument from philosophy, for example, argues that there must be a 
First cause that is one, immaterial and personal. So even if we don’t 
directly experience such a thing beforehand, this argument shows that 
an immaterial mind exists. 

III. Finally, it is simply not true anyway that we have no experience of 
an immaterial mind, for having an immaterial mind is the best way 
of understanding ourselves. There are a number of powerful argu-
ments that show human persons consist of both a body and an im-

There is enough evidence to 
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material soul and that the mind is not identical to the physical brain. 
Space doesn’t permit a full explanation of these arguments, but we can 
briefly list a few reasons to think that humans are made up of both a 
material body and an immaterial mind or soul:

A. Brain events are different than mental events: There is a big 
difference between brain events and mind events. Brain events 
are physical events and can be seen by anyone. Mental events 
are not like that. You can’t see my thoughts, choices, dreams etc. 
To put it another way, all physical events are observable (at least 
in principle) by third persons, but mental events are not ob-
servable by third persons (thoughts are restricted to first person 
access) therefore no mental events are physical events and that 
means mental events must be immaterial.

B. Free will is an immaterial power: All physical events are gov-
erned and controlled by the laws of physics. If the mental event 
of choosing were a physical event, it too would be controlled 
and governed by the laws of physics (quantum or otherwise) 
and would not be free. Therefore, acts of the will must be from 
an immaterial mind or power.

C. Personal identity over time: Over time the material parts of 
your body have been replaced, and it’s possible that all of your 
parts have been replaced. So, if all you are is just a body, then it 
is possible that over time you have not remained the same per-
son, since everything about you has been replaced with some-
thing new. But of course, common sense tells us you are the 
same person. That is you, say, in your baby pictures. So just be-
cause the body parts have been replaced, the person has not 
been, therefore the human person is not merely a body.

IV. For these reasons then, the argument from having no experience of an 
immaterial mind is not persuasive.

Atheist Argument #4

The Argument from the Wastefulness of the Universe: “If a God exists why 
would we make such a wasteful universe? This universe is so big, pointless, and 
the large majority of has never even been observed by us. Therefore, we should 
think that God does not exist.”

I. To say that the universe is wasteful or pointless means that it serves 
no purpose. But just because we might not see an immediate purpose 
doesn’t mean God doesn’t have one. What might that purpose be?

II. St. Thomas Aquinas taught that the only thing that moves God to cre-
ate is His own goodness. God is not lonely or bored, but because God 
is goodness itself and it is the very nature of goodness to be “diffusive 
of itself ”, God wills to communicate His goodness with other things. 
That is why the universe exists in the first place.

A. “His goodness, therefore, is the reason why He wills the other 
things which are different from Himself... He wills that the good 
of the universe be because it befits His goodness. SCG I.86

III. God creates because it befits goodness to share itself. This reason for 
creating the universe means that a large universe full of different kinds 
of being is more fitting because God is infinitely good and cannot ad-
equately share that infinite goodness with just a few finite beings. The 
good of every creature is finite and falls short of the infinite goodness 
of God. So, the universe is more perfect if there are many beings in it 
than if there were just a few. In other words, it is more fitting that God 
create a multitude of things because that multitude of beings more 
closely represents God’s infinite being:

A. “We must say that the distinction and multitude of things come 
from the intention of the first agent, who is God. For He brought 
things into being in order that His goodness might be communi-
cated to creatures, and be represented by them; and because His 
goodness could not be adequately represented by one creature 
alone, He produced many and diverse creatures, that what was 
wanting to one in the representation of the divine goodness might 
be supplied by another. For goodness, which in God is simple and 
uniform, in creatures is manifold and divided and hence the whole 
universe together participates the divine goodness more perfectly, 
and represents it better than any single creature whatever.” ST I.47.1

IV. As for being “inefficient” that is only a concern for beings with a limit-
ed amount of time and resources. God is not limited in either of these 
ways so there can’t be any wastefulness here. To quote philosopher 
Richard Swinburne, “God is not short of paint.” God is more like a 
cosmic artist that loves to communicate His goodness and being. The 
universe is a beautiful work of art that contains a vast multitude of 
things because that more adequately represents the intention of the 
Divine artist than any one finite creature could. 

V. So the size of the universe is far from wasteful and pointless, on the con-
trary, its tremendous size is a more adequate reflection of the Divine.
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Atheist Argument #5

Arguments From Incoherence: “How can there be a God that is all-powerful? 
Can this God make a rock so big he can’t lift it?

I. There are a series of arguments that aim at showing the Divine nature 
as traditionally conceived is incoherent in some way..

II. We see these sorts of arguments in the so-called “paradoxes of omnip-
otence”. There is not enough space there to go in to all of these alleged 
paradoxes, but a common “high school” example would be the ques-
tion “Can God make a rock so big that He can’t lift it?”

III. The problem with this and arguments like it is that they misunder-
stand what the divine attribute in question means. Take omnipotence 
for example. The Christian position is that God is all-powerful, but 
what does this mean?

IV. The traditional understanding of omnipotence is that God can do 
all things that are possible. In other words, God can do all things that 
don’t imply a contradiction. So, even though God is all-powerful, still 
there are some things God cannot do simply because those are the 
kind of things that can’t possibly be done!

V. As Aquinas says, “Although God is omnipotent, He is nevertheless said 
to be incapable of some things.”5 And Aquinas lists several examples of 
things an all-powerful God cannot do, such as:

i. God cannot make contradictories to exist simultaneously 
(e.g., God cannot make a “round square.) These things are 
inherently impossible to do.

ii. God cannot sin or will any evil (because God is infinitely 
good)

iii. God cannot repent (because God cannot sin)

iv. God cannot become tired or forgetful (because God does 
not have finite power or knowledge)

v. God cannot create another God (because it is repugnant to 
the nature of God to be created)

vi. God cannot make Himself not to be (because God exists 
necessarily)

 5  SCG 2.25

VI. So, there are a number of things God cannot do even though He is 
omnipotent. This is not a contradiction and it is not a problem with 
Divine omnipotence per se, but lies in the fact that these kinds of things 
are inherently impossible in themselves.

VII. So, while we can’t go in to all of the arguments that claim that the no-
tion of God is incoherent, we can say that they typically involve some 
misunderstanding like this of the divine attribute in question.

Atheist Argument #6

The “One Less God” Argument: “But even you Christians are atheists about so 
many religions, atheists just disbelieve in one less god than you do. In fact, since you 
agree that all of those other gods don’t exist, you should also think that the Chris-
tian god probably doesn’t exist either.”

I. This is not one of the traditional atheistic arguments we see in philos-
ophy, rather it is common argument that is circulating today on the 
internet and it has been endorsed by some leaders in the atheist com-
munity like Richard Dawkins and Lawrence Krauss.

II. Now, this argument is really a bundle of errors and confusion. When 
I first heard it, I though there were so many obvious problems with it 
I didn’t even want to begin pointing them out. It’s kind of like walking 
in to a messy room. There are so many issues there you are reluctant to 
even get started. But in order to respond I think we can break it down 
into two parts. The argument is making a couple of claims:

A. Definitional claim: That Christians are “atheists” about most gods

B. Attempt an inductive inference: That since most gods don’t ex-
ist that therefore the Christian God probably doesn’t exist either. 

C. Both of these claims are highly problematic and here’s why.
 

III. It’s a confusing abuse of language: Christians are not “atheists” 
about most gods:

A. The standard philosophical definition of an atheist refers to a 
person who holds that God does not exist. Atheists hold there is 
no God at all. So as long as you believe in some sort of God, you 
are by definition not an atheist you are a theist. 

There are a number of things God cannot do even though He is  
omnipotent.
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B. Just like if a man is married. It is a confusing abuse of language 
to say he is a “bachelor” to most women. He’s not a bachelor at 
all – he’s married!

C. So, in no way at all is a Christian an “atheist”. Just because you 
think some gods don’t exist, that doesn’t mean you think no 
gods exist – that doesn’t make you an atheist. 

D. More important than this definitional confusion however, are 
the problems with the argument itself.

IV.  The argument is over simplistic, erroneous, and proves too much.

A. Over simplistic: When a Christian disagrees with Islam, they 
hold that Islam is wrong when it says Allah is god. But they do 
not think Islam is wrong for thinking that God exists or when 
Islam says that atheism is false. The Christian agrees with the 
Muslim on that point.6 The disagreement comes over the iden-
tification of God, not about the existence of God as such. So, 
it’s just over simplistic to say the Christian is an “atheist” about 
other religions because often there is a partial but important 
agreement between them.

B. Erroneous: The inductive argument here is erroneous be-
cause the examples are disanalogous. The Christian doesn’t 
think other gods exist because there are no good reasons 
to think they do! For example, nobody thinks that Zeus or 
Thor exists precisely because there aren’t any good reasons 
for doing so. But that is not the case with Christianity. Tra-
ditional Christian doctrine has always held that there are 
good reasons to think that the Christian God exists (we see 
this for example in the appeals to miracles and prophecy in 
Scripture). So the cases between say belief in Thor and belief 
in Christ are relevantly disanalogous (meaning that there are 
important differences between them) and these relevant dis-
analogies undermine the argument.

C. Proves too much: Worst of all this argument, if valid, would de-
stroy all reasoning whatsoever. The reasons why is because for 
every true belief about some topic, there are always an infinite 
number of false beliefs about it too. Imagine reasoning this way:

i.  “Because most things won’t work as antibiotics, therefore 
nothing will.” 

 6  In fact, many of the philosophical arguments for God’s existence we see in St. Thomas Aqui-
nas can be traced to earlier Islamic philosophers like al-Farabi and Avicenna

ii.  “Since most people aren’t any good at logic, therefore no-
body is.”

iii.  “Because most theories about the origin of the universe are 
wrong, therefore all of them are.”

iv. One could even use such sophistical reasoning to under-
mine atheistic evolution, “Since most theories about how 
humans got here are false (atheists agree with that) there-
fore all theories about how humans got here (including 
evolution) are false.” 

E. All true positions, no matter from what field they are from, 
stand apart from a larger number of false alternatives. To 
point to those false alternatives in an attempt to disprove them 
all is a sophistic abuse of inductive reasoning that would destroy 
all of our reasoning about anything whatsoever. 

Atheist Argument #7 

The Argument from Religiously Motivated Wars: “Religion is the cause of most 
wars in human history.”

I. This is a really bad argument but I only bring it up because it is so 
common. I once had a philosophy student who wrote me a very an-
gry message at the end of the semester as to why he did not believe 
in God. His stated reason was because religion is the cause of most 
wars. But it’s not just college students that make this claim. Some 
of the leading intelligentsia in the New Atheist movement like Sam 
Harris have also made this claim. The truth is that this claim is both 
false and irrelevant.

II. This Claim is Irrelevant to the Existence of God Question: First, we 
should make the obvious point that even if it were true that religion 
is the cause of most wars, that doesn’t do anything to show that God 
doesn’t exist. The existence of God is clearly compatible with people 
fighting over religion. So, this claim can’t work as an argument against 
the existence of God. At best, it would show that atheism is more so-
cially beneficial than belief in God in some way. But…

The existence of God is clearly compatible with people fighting  
over religion.

The disagreement comes over 
the identification of God, not 

about the existence of God 
as such.
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III. This Claim is False Anyway: The next time someone says that religion 
is the cause of most wars, ask them to name them. Which wars did 
religion cause? World War I? World War II? Korea? Viet Nam? To be 
sure religion has been the source of conflict at times, but to claim that 
religion is the cause of most wars is simply not true. If you do a Google 
search on a book entitled Encyclopedia of Wars by Charles Phillips and 
Alan Axelrod, you’ll see numerous sites cite this book as showing that 
out of the 1763 wars in recorded history, the authors only label 123 of 
them as being religiously motivated (that’s less than 7%). So the histor-
ical evidence shows that religion is not the cause of most wars. 

Atheist Argument #8 

Believing in God is Wish Fulfillment: “Belief in God is just wish fulfillment. 
People just believe in God because it makes them feel better or because they want 
there to be a reason behind everything. Therefore we shouldn’t think God exists.”

I. This argument is both fallacious and false.

II. The Wish Fulfillment Argument Commits the Genetic Fallacy: The 
wish fulfillment argument is a textbook example of the genetic fallacy. 
The genetic fallacy is when one discredits a belief on the basis of how 
that belief originated. 

A. The reason why is because the origins of a belief are irrelevant to 
its truth value. Imagine if someone said “You follow the philos-
ophy of Aristotle? That stuff is so old!”. But of course, the age of 
an idea is irrelevant to its truth.  The important question is not 
if the idea is old, but if it is true.

B. So, it is fallacious to evaluate an idea based up some irrelevant 
fact about its origins. Even if it were true that belief in God came 
from wish fulfillment, that by itself wouldn’t show that God 
doesn’t exist. All it would show is where the belief comes from, 
not that the belief is false.

C. Some may say that it shows that the reasons people have for 
believing in God aren’t good ones, but even this contested. Phi-
losopher Alvin Plantinga has argued that if in fact God exists, it 
could be that God uses wish fulfillment as a means to getting us 
to know about Him. 

D. So again, even if it were true that belief in God came from wish 
fulfillment, that by itself does not show that the belief is false.  The 
atheist would need an independent argument for that.

III. The Main Premise In the Wish Fulfillment Argument Is False: Not 
everybody believes in God because of wish fulfillment anyway. People 
have all sorts of reasons for believing in God. They appeal to things 
like; personal experience, direct encounters, answers to prayers, mir-
acles, a natural “built-in” intuition of God’s existence, philosophical 
arguments and so on. So it is patently false that all people believe in 
God out of merely because it makes them feel better.

Atheist Argument #9 

The Argument From the Impossibility of Miracles: “People who believe in God 
also believe in miracles, But miracles are scientifically impossible! Religion is op-
posed to science.”

I. This isn’t an argument against God’s existence; rather it’s the claim that 
to believe in God one has to be opposed to science because miracles 
are scientifically impossible. However, this claim is based on a misun-
derstanding of both science and the possibility of miracles.

II. If God exists, miracles are possible because God, by definition, is not 
bound to the natural order He created. If God exists, then God, who 
is outside the world and master of those natural laws He established, 
can if He so chooses, intervene and produce an effect independently 
of that natural order.

III. What science does is observe and discover laws of nature come by ob-
serving those regularities and the ways the physical universe operates 
barring any outside intervention by a divine agent. Natural laws are de-
scriptions of what happens when God doesn’t intervene!

IV. But again, if God exists and is the author of these natural laws, God 
can intervene on occasion and provide an exception to the ordinary 
operations of nature to show that He is acting. This exceptional action 
no more undermines science than the exceptional presidential pardon 
undermines the legal system.

V. So science cannot prove miracles are impossible because science itself is 
concerned only with empirical observation and natural causes and does 
not speak to the possibility of a free agent who is the author of those laws 
intervening and causing an effect independently of the laws He created. 
Regarding the possibility of miracles, science has nothing to say.

…if in fact God exists, it could be that God uses wish fulfillment as a means 
to getting us to know about Him. 

If God exists, miracles are 
possible because God, by 
definition, is not bound to 
the natural order He created. 



20 21

Atheist Argument #10 

The Flying Spaghetti Monster Argument: “Belief in God is as foolish as believing 
in the flying spaghetti monster.”

I. You won’t find this argument at the professional philosopher level but it 
is a very common argument with popular level atheists as well as some 
of the leaders in the New Atheist movement such as Richard Dawkins. 

II. This is a clear case of the straw man fallacy. The straw man falla-
cy occurs when an opponent restates an opponent’s position in a way 
that makes it easy to refute, and then pretends that they have knocked 
down the original position.

III. The problem of course is that the cases are completely disanalo-
gous. There are no good reasons to think things like Zeus or the 
flying spaghetti monster exists. These kinds of things are wholly 
unsupported.

IV. On the other hand, there are strong philosophical arguments to 
show that God exists. Arguments like the first cause argument show-
ing that there must be a first cause of the universe that is one, immate-
rial and personal. The design argument which shows there must be an 
intelligent designer of the order we see in the universe. And the moral 
argument which shows there must be a moral “lawgiver” to account 
for moral obligation. 

V. So again, the two cases are disanalogous. There are no good reasons to 
think these fictitious characters exist on one hand, but there are good 
reasons to think God exists on the other.

VI. This point is evinced by the fact that we see these God questions be-
ing discussed at the highest levels of academia. Most major univer-
sities offer courses in the philosophy of religion which studies these 
issues and there are a number of professional philosophical journals 
devoted to the question.

VII. In fact, the person who makes this argument would do well to consider 
what one prominent atheist philosopher, Quentin Smith said about 
the return of belief in God within academic circles since the 1960s: 

“Naturalists passively watched as realist versions of theism, most in-
fluenced by Plantinga’s writings, began to sweep through the philo-
sophical community, until today perhaps one-quarter or one-third 
of philosophy professors are theists, with most being orthodox 
Christians. Although many theists do not work in the area of the 

philosophy of religion, so many of them do work in this area that 
there are now over five philosophy journals devoted to theism or 
the philosophy of religion, such as Faith and Philosophy, Religious 
Studies, International Journal of the Philosophy of Religion, Sophia, 
Philosophia Christi, etc. Philosophia Christi began in the late 1990s 
and already is overflowing with submissions from leading philoso-
phers. If each naturalist who does not specialize in the philosophy of 
religion (i.e., over ninety-nine percent of naturalists) were locked in 
a room with theists who do specialize in the philosophy of religion, 
and if the ensuing debates were refereed by a naturalist who had a 
specialization in the philosophy of religion, the naturalist referee 
could at most hope the outcome would be that ‘no definite con-
clusion can be drawn regarding the rationality of faith,’ although 
I expect the most probable outcome is that the naturalist, wanting 
to be a fair and objective referee, would have to conclude that the 
theists definitely had the upperhand in every single argument or 
debate. God is not “dead” in academia; he returned to life in the 
late 1960s and is now alive and well in his last academic stronghold, 
philosophy departments.” Quentin Smith, “The Metaphilosophy of 
Naturalism”, Philo 4/2 (2001) 3-4.

The straw man fallacy occurs 
when an opponent restates 
an opponent’s position in a 

way that makes it easy to 
refute, and then pretends 

that they have knocked down 
the original position.




