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Introduction
The belief in God has been a point of debate for centuries and continues to this day. It plays a major role in philosophy not just in a religious sense but also in factors of epistemology and especially metaphysics. Humans want to know the how and why about our creation, purpose is something most people strive to have, and to some, religion and God is that purpose. But naturally, as people spread ideas around and accept them, there are those that question those ideas and try to dig deeper into them. This is known as scepticism, and this essay aims to use scepticism and highlight arguments from thinkers to back up or critique the existence of God. Initially one may think that scepticism is going to pick apart religion and expose any weaknesses it may have but it does not necessarily lead to the outright rejection of God or religion. It can be used to question the rationality of such beliefs and highlight lack of evidence for sure, but it can also be flipped on the opposing side. Science is not immune to criticisms, and the limits of humans themselves are also subject to sceptical analysis. Scepticism does not aim to intellectually tear apart either side of the argument, but to analyse and examine the various arguments presented.
This essay will examine such arguments such as the aforementioned limits of human reason and the problem of evil, and form a conclusion on whether belief in God is rational or not.
Section One – Arguments For
Limits of Human Reason & Knowledge
A sceptic argument that indirectly supports plausibility for Christian beliefs is about the limits of human reason and knowledge. Some philosophers could argue that the cognitive capacity of humans is insufficient to fully understand or comprehend metaphysical questions such as the existence of God. From this view, scepticism does not necessarily lead to atheism, but it highlights limitations of inquiry and leaves the opportunity for a deity or God to exist beyond the scope of empirical investigation
German philosopher Immanuel Kant had a view that supports this argument. In his work, Critique of Pure Reason, Kant argues that human knowledge is limited to phenomena, and the world that appears to us, while the described ‘noumenal’ realm is a term for reality that exists outside of human perception, or as he calls it ‘das Ding an sich’, translated to ‘thing-in-itself’.[footnoteRef:1] According to Kant, traditional attempts to prove that God did exist through pure reason are destined to fail since they apply human categories of understanding beyond the boundaries of possible experience. However, this does not mean Kant believed God was not real. He thought that questions about God lie outside the limits of theoretical reason.[footnoteRef:2] This scepticism toward epistemic authority can show that absence of proof does not necessarily mean that all religious belief about god is invalidated but it highlights the limits of human cognitive abilities.  [1:  Britannica Editors, noumenon, https://www.britannica.com/topic/noumenon (Accessed 22/03/2026)]  [2:   Immanuel Kant & J. M. D. Meiklejohn, Critique of Pure Reason, 1st edn (The Floating Press, 2009) ] 

Contemporary philosophers challenge the assumption that scientific explanation is capable of accounting for all aspects of reality. Thomas Nagel argues that reductive materialist accounts of the universe are too weak to explain consciousness and rationality. He suggests that reality could include dimensions that are not captured by science, which undermines the assumption that science can provide the full picture of our reality.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Thomas Nagel, Mind and Cosmos (Oxford University Press, 2012)] 

‘The existence of consciousness seems to imply that the physical description of the universe … is only part of the truth, and that the natural order is far less austere than it would be if physics and chemistry accounted for everything. … it threatens to unravel the entire naturalistic world picture.’[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Ibid, p.36] 

If scientific explanations are inherently limited, then scepticism towards naturalistic accounts may open conceptual space for a deity or creator.
These ideas challenge the sceptical claim that belief in a higher power is irrational due to it lacking empirical evidence. While verification is very important to scientific inquiry, not all rational beliefs depend on having physical or tangible evidence. A lot of beliefs such as trust in other minds or moral convictions are accepted without empirical proof. Alvina Plantinga developed or at least popularised the idea of ‘properly basic beliefs’, which is a belief that one is justified in having without any external warrant.[footnoteRef:5] For example a person could argue that they know they are in pain, without needing to argue from premises. In the case of Christianity, they are used argue that belief in God can be rational, despite no traditional arguments, and compares it foundational beliefs. We accept that belief in the external world is rational, so why not God? [5:  Alvina Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief (Oxford University Press, 2000) ] 

With all these arguments, it shows that scepticism regarding the cognitive limits of humans does not necessarily undermine religious belief, especially that in God. But it can challenge the general assumption that human reason or science possesses absolute authority regarding the nature or reality. If metaphysical truths are beyond empirical evidence, then scepticism could reinforce that the existence of God cannot be confirmed or denied through human reasoning. Christian belief in God can remain viable within the framework that understands the limits of human understanding.
Scepticism Towards Science
Throughout most of modern human history, what we knew or what people in power wanted us to know was primarily dominated by Christianity or the lead religious group at the time. For example, famous astronomer Galileo, was put on house arrest for posing the idea that the Earth revolves around the Sun, which was not the view at the time as the catholic church believed the Earth was the centre of the universe with the sun, moon and other planets rotating around it. This is now proven to be false and that Galileo’s idea (he did not state it was true; he merely proposed it) is in fact correct. As Science developed, we became more reliant on it and is now accepted to be the definitive way to gain knowledge and theorise about concepts we are not sure about.
While science has allowed us to gain extraordinary amounts of knowledge, some sceptics argue against its ultimate authority over knowledge and say that it is not equipped to address absolutely everything, especially questions regarding to meaning, purpose and causation. The inability of science to verify if God is real does not necessarily mean that belief in God is irrational or unjustified (as mentioned earlier).
Stephen Jay Gould proposed the idea of “non-overlapping magisteria” also known as NOMA. He argues that science and religion operate in different domains. Science is concerned with empiricism and the evidence it can gather about the natural world, but religion is concerned with questions of moral value and the meaning of life[footnoteRef:6]. If we go by this perspective, conflicts between the two arise when one attempts to overstep its proper boundaries. Scepticism can therefore be directed not at belief, but at the assumption that science is capable of resolving all meaningful questions. If science is limited to describing how the world operates, it may be incapable of addressing why the universe exists at all, which can leave room for metaphysical explanation, such as the existence of God. [6:  Stephen Jay Gould, Rocks of Ages: Science and Religion in the Fullness of Life (Ballantine Books, 2002)] 

There is also an argument by physicist John Polkinghorne that states the explanations of science are powerful but are inherently partial. Science can provide explanations in terms of mechanisms and the ‘laws’ of the universe but does not account for questions concerning purpose or intelligibility.[footnoteRef:7] For example, cosmology describes the development of the universe (with modern cosmology being dominated by the big bang theory), but it does not explain why there is something rather than nothing. This reinforces the idea that science and theology may be complementary as opposed to mutually exclusive. [7:  John Polkinghorne, Science and Theology: An Introduction, (London: SPCK, 1998)] 

However, these arguments do not imply that science is at all unreliable or insignificant, they more highlight that science is limited despite many people thinking it is the ultimate authority. The scope and method in which science uses and prevails in is limited and questions concerning the existence of God which lies in the metaphysical realm and the existential nature of such questions falls out of the grounded and empirically based sciences. Scepticism toward science as the ultimate authority can serve to protect the intellectual space where religion and their beliefs operate.
Scepticism is often painted as the enemy of religious belief, but it can also challenge the grip science has on knowledge and those who may or may not have religious beliefs. Acknowledging science cannot answer every question, especially those that are meaningful. Sceptics can choose to allow for the possibility of God, and that is rational and a coherent response to aspects of nature that lie beyond traditional explanation.
Faith as a Rational Response
Going further with scepticism, another perspective can be interpreted as supporting the plausibility of Christian belief. This is the view that faith may be understood as a rational and meaningful response to uncertainty, as opposed to an irrational rejection of evidence. Sceptics often criticise religion for lacking empirical justification, but some philosophers argue that not all rational thoughts or commitments depend on conclusive proof. Belief in in a higher power can be seen as an existential response as a reaction to uncertainty about our existence, where decisive evidence is lacking. We know through science why we are here and how humans came to be, but we do not know the purpose of our existence. Some look to God seeking answers of purpose, or religion becomes their purpose.
In William James’ The Will To Believe, he argues that individuals are occasionally justified in adopting beliefs despite lacking sufficient evidence, particularly when faced with what he dubs a genuine option.[footnoteRef:8] The options he describes are ‘1, living or dead; 2, forced or avoidable; 3, momentous or trivial’[footnoteRef:9]. These options cannot be resolved purely on intellectual grounds. For James, belief constitutes such a case, the question of God’s existence cannot be definitively settled through empirical investigation, yet it carries implications for how individuals understand meaning, purpose and their own mortality. In such a situation, choosing to believe is not irrational, but an exercise of epistemic freedom, and a legitimate one at that. [8:  William James, The Will To Believe (Project Gutenberg, 2009) p.2 <https://www.gutenberg.org/files/26659/26659-h/26659-h.htm> (Accessed 11/04/2026)]  [9:  Ibid, p.3 (Accessed 11/04/2026)] 

A similar emphasis on the subjective and existential dimension of faith can be found in the work of Søren Kierkegaard. He argues that faith is not a matter of objective certainty, but a personal commitment. Kierkegaard went by many pseudonyms and described faith differently across his career. His Anti-Climacus pseudonym says faith is the “opposite of despair and gives the following formula for faith: “in relating itself to itself and in willing to be itself the self rests transparently in the power that established it.”[footnoteRef:10] His Johannes De Silento pseudonym details a story of Abraham and God wanting him to sacrifice his child Isaac. In this sense, ‘faith is trusting in the promises of God and obeying the commandments of God’[footnoteRef:11] In the story Johannes tells, God directly speaks to Abraham, which lessens God from a mythical, deity who exists in the metaphysical plane and more in a personal plane, where he speaks to people and commands them directly. When God speaks to Abraham, he gives him a command, thus becoming Abrahams personal commitment and inward passion, you could say. In Fear and Trembling, he argues that faith is not in fact objective certainty and more relational. Faith goes beyond rationality, and this is shown through Abraham’s willingness to sacrifice Isaac. Today, this is interpreted as a leap of faith, where one commits to belief despite absence of rational justification. From this view, lack of empirical evidence is not a flaw, but an essential ingredient that gives faith significance. [10: Merold Westphal, KIERKEGAARD ON FAITH, REASON, AND PASSION (2011) in Faith and Philosophy: Journal the Society of Christian Philosophers vol. 28 issue one, p.83]  [11:  Ibid, p.84] 

Section Two – Arguments Against
Evil and Suffering
God throughout Christian literature is omnipotent (having unlimited power), omnibenevolent (all loving, infinitely good), omniscient (knowing everything) and omnipresent (being everywhere at the same time, not limited by spatial dimensions). What many critics point out is that how can evil and suffering coexist with a deity who is, by all means, all powerful. Why would God allow suffering and evil if he is infinitely good? And some say the existence of evil is downright impossible and logically contradictory with the existence of God.
According to Australian philosopher J. L. Mackie, if God is omnipotent, he has the power to eliminate evil; if he is omnibenevolent, he would desire to do so and eliminate it. He states it as so ‘In its simplest form the problem is this : God is omnipotent ; God is wholly good ; and yet evil exists.’[footnoteRef:12] Mackie goes on to say that all three propositions cannot be true at the same time, and adds his own principles to make them logically contradictory: ‘If something is wholly good, it always eliminates as much evil as it can. If something is omnipotent, it can do anything.’[footnoteRef:13][image: ][footnoteRef:14] [12:  J.L. Mackie, Evil and Omnipotence, Mind (Oxford University Press, 2008) p.200]  [13:  Philosophy Dungeon, J. L. Mackie (1977) Evil & Omnipotence – SUMMARY, https://philosophydungeon.weebly.com/mackie-summary.html (Accessed 12/04/2026)]  [14:  Ibid, (Accessed 12/04/2026)] 

One of these divine attributes must be rejected in order for the problem of evil to not apply. If one was to deny that God is good or omnipotent, then the problem would be solved. If one was to deny that there is evil in the world, the problem would be solved. But Christian belief scripture tells Christians to believe that God is in fact all good, so it would be to go against their religion to deny such a fact, so they are unlikely to concede this. This problem is called the logical problem of evil and still holds strong to this day.
Another way to look at Evil is to examine it via its scale, intensity and randomness. Take the example of a fawn in a forest fire, and it is severely injured and lies in agony in the forest until eventually death releases it from suffering[footnoteRef:15]. The suffering of the fawn is completely pointless, and does not appear for a greater good to happen from the life being taken away. Suffering is often seen in religious scripture as God testing us, or for some greater good that we are yet to see. William Rowe uses the example of the fawn as that kind of suffering or evil happens almost daily, to animals and humans alike. His argument for atheism is as follows:  [15:  William Rowe, The Problem Of Evil and Some Varieties of Atheism (University of Illinois Press, 1979) in American Philosophical Quarterly vol 16, p.337] 

‘.1 There exist instances of intense suffering which an omnipotent, omniscient being could have prevented without thereby losing some greater good or permitting some evil equally bad or worse. 
2.  An omniscient, wholly good being would prevent the occurrence of any intense suffering it could, unless it could not do so without thereby losing some greater good or permitting some evil equally bad or worse. 
3. (Therefore) There does not exist an omnipotent, omniscient, wholly good being.’[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Nick Trakakis, The Evidential Problem of Evil, https://iep.utm.edu/evil-evi/#H2 (Accessed 12/04/2026)] 

Some suffering appears pointless, there is no observable greater good that justifies it, so it is reasonable, if not logical, to conclude that an all-good, all powerful God/deity does not exist.
An argument against this (and a point mentioned earlier) is that the existence of Evil and suffering is necessary for moral and spiritual development. Suffering is simply a test of our willpower and devotion. Philosopher John Hick proposed this and argued that if all evil and suffering was to benefit us, it would be impossible for us to develop as we know that if a person suffered, they would be better at the end anyway. And from his viewpoint about nature being a cycle of animals preying on each other[footnoteRef:17], surely their pain and death serve a greater purpose, and their evil is not consciously done, so does it make it evil? However, if God is truly omnipotent, would he have not made the world into a place where morality can grow without extreme suffering, especially that of unnecessary suffering like the fawn in the forest?  [17:  John Hick, Evil and the god of love (Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), p. 313] 

Lack of Empirical Evidence
Another point against the existence of God is the simple fact that there is zero evidence for his existence. Rational belief is usually grounded in what we can observe, test and verify. Since the existence of God does not fit these criteria, some argue that the belief in God is unjustified and or epistemically weak. 
There is an argument proposed by Richard Dawkins that claims natural selection and evolution thoroughly explains how life came to be and that our knowledge of such processes indicates that ‘it is more probable that intelligent life developed from inanimate matter than via an intelligent creator’[footnoteRef:18]. He does not directly say that Genesis didn’t happen per say, but he argues that human studies on how animals changed throughout history suggests that evolution is more likely than if life just suddenly happened. He implies that naturalistic explanations are sufficient when regarding the complexity of the universe. If the hypothesis of God is a scientific claim, then surely we should scrutinise it in an empirical sense? [18:   Angelica Werth, The God Delusion, The Objective Standard, 16, 2 (2021), p. 93] 

Bertrand Russel in his essay, Why I Am Not a Christian argues that religious belief is not supported by adequate evidence and tends to rely on emotion, tradition and social conditioning rather than rationality. He argues against the idea that everything in this world has a cause (aka the First Cause argument). Russel then explains a fallacy in this cause. If everything in this world must have a cause, then God must have a cause[footnoteRef:19]. If God does not have a cause and Christians argue that God has always been, then that argument falls apart. It strikes as awfully convenient if everything had a cause, but God did not. [19:  Bertrand Russel, Why I Am Not A Christian (Rationalist Press Association, 1987) p.3] 

Russel also goes on to say that he thinks religion is based on fear, primarily fear of the unknown.[footnoteRef:20] ‘Fear is the parent of cruelty’[footnoteRef:21]. Again, this ties back into the argument that if God was truly all loving or benevolent, then why would a religion that has historically ruled through violence, fear and silencing critics be allowed to prevail? He does not state it directly but throughout his essay he heavily implies that we should believe things only when there is good evidence for them. This statement can be traced back to philosopher David Hume, who was an outspoken critic of Christianity.  [20:  Ibid, p.9]  [21:  Ibid, p.9] 

Hume uses the examples of miracles to show that belief in a deity is irrational. Miracles, as Hume describes them, are violations of the laws of nature, and a transgression of a law of nature by a deity/supernatural agent. ‘A miracle is a violation of the laws of nature’[footnoteRef:22] and as such are not grounded in empirical evidence. Something that cannot be explained by the laws of our world, and the methodology we use should be met with utmost scepticism.  [22:  David Hume, An Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding: Section X: Of Miracles (University of California San Diego, 2009) p.579] 

Hume throughout his work claims that humans base our beliefs on evidence and experience, the laws of nature are supported by constant, uniform experience. It is always more rational to believe that a miracle reported by someone is false, rather than believe the laws of nature have been violated. If something cannot be proven and cannot be repeated, then rationally speaking, we should not believe it. Humans are more inclined to think in a way that gives us the upper hand, that justifies our views. A Christian may claim to have witnessed a miracle in order to justify their belief in God or possibly misconstrue a non-miraculous event as a miracle. In a similar vein to miracles, Christians may conflate coincidence with God performing an act. For example, if someone was in hospital and the doctors said that they have a 90% chance of not surviving, a relative may go home and pray for them, and pray to God that the survive. If that person does survive, they might claim that God saved them, and while there is no proof to deny it, there is also no proof to confirm it. It is much more rational to think that the work of doctors and modern treatments saved that individual, rather than divine intervention. Also, if that person did not survive, then God has not listened to your prayer, which by Christian logic, does not make him omnibenevolent. Rationality would point toward God not existing if he did not listen to a prayer or cry for help.
Conclusion
Sceptical arguments both challenge, and in some regards support the Christian belief of God’s existence. Scepticism highlights significant limitations in human reason and science, and human knowledge may be restricted simply to what we can experience, leaving the door open for more metaphysical questions, which leaves them beyond definite proof. Critiques of scientific authority alongside the arguments presented show that belief in God can remain rational despite lack of empirical evidence. Faith can remain as a meaningful response to existential question thanks to scepticism preventing overly narrow expectations of rationality. 
However, scepticism toward the existence of God present challenges to coherence and consistency of Christian belief, most notably, the problem of evil. It raises a challenge for reconciling the existence of divine creator with the existence of suffering and evil. More empiricist challenges question if religion can ever be supported with proof. How can one consciously believe that Genesis happened when we have proof on the contrary? And some, like Richard Dawkins, may argue that belief in God is unnecessary thanks to naturalistic explanations.
After examining all the arguments presented, the conclusion to be drawn is that belief in God is neither rational or irrational, as there is simply not enough proof on either side to prove or disprove the existence of God. There is evidence to contradict certain facets of religious texts and beliefs but is it enough to conclusively say God is not real?
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