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In the best seller The God Delusion, evolutionary biologist Richard Dawkins outlines his case

against religion. There has been a history in modern thought of influential anti-clerical, anti-church

and anti-theological writings,1 from Voltaire and Nietzsche to Marx and, more recently, The Zeitgeist

Movement (known by its acronym, TZM). In its most extreme form, attacks on churches and priests

have occurred, most notably during, and after, the French Revolution. And the Soviet Empire

became a militant atheistic regime inherently hostile to religion. However, I cannot think of a single

text (outside of Satanist literature, that is) which is more ferocious in its attacks on God than The

God Delusion. Restraint, respect and objectivity are all abandoned in Dawkins’s pages as he gives in

to what appears to be an obsessive distaste for religion.

The first difficulty for the reviewer, after getting used to the barrage of religiophobic

antagonism, that is, lies in ascribing a genre to this book. Dawkins describes himself in the book as a

scientist not a philosopher,2 but there is neither good science nor philosophy of any substance in The

God Delusion. The text contains no significant scientific evidence, extended scientific discourse or

sustained philosophical argumentation. At the same time, Dawkins clearly does not have knowledge

of systematic theology or biblical exegesis. Nor does he seem especially insightful about any of the

social sciences.

1 http://www.newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Anti-clericalism
2 Dawkins, p.107: “I am a scientist rather than a philosopher.”



Crucially, there’s a glaring omission in this work in that Dawkins ignores important trends in

cosmology, including findings about the Big Bang theory, which are highly relevant within the

scientific community in discussions about evidence for the presence of the Mind of God in the

Universe. The mathematics behind the laws of Nature also impact on these scientific discussions but

are equally conspicuous by their absence in The God Delusion.

I would propose that The God Delusion is not primarily a serious work of science or

philosophy. The author made his real aim clear in the Preface to the first edition. There he states

that his book is for people who want to leave the religion they’ve been brought up with but don’t

know how. He says his goal is to raise consciousness about atheism. But do we especially want our

consciousness raised by Richard Dawkins? No professional scientific work would set out to “raise

consciousness” as its main aim. That, after all, is the province of the polemicist or the politico.

The book’s genre, then, is decided: it’s a polemic. And that makes it an ideological and

political tract. Dawkins wants a world without religion and he wants The God Delusion to play a part

in bringing his desired reality about. But Dawkins is not a trained political scientist or sociologist

either. In this work at least, he’s simply a firebrand.



Dawkins writes in the Preface: “My dream is that this book may help people to come

out…There may be a critical mass for the initiation of a chain reaction…atheists and agnostics are not

organized and therefore exert almost zero influence…a good first step would be to build up a critical

mass of those willing to ‘come out’, thereby encouraging others to do so…” Activism, in other

words, is the book’s stated game: “If this book works as I intend, religious readers who open it will

be atheists when they put it down.” 3

In these words, Dawkins describes himself as evangelist for atheism, a radical in the cause of

promoting belief in a Universe without God.4

And it does not take long for The God Delusion, as a political tract, to degenerate into a

diatribe dripping with condescension. For example, the book will help readers to break free from the

“vice of religion”.5 With considerable chutzpah, Dawkins assumes it’s a vice just to practise religion,

later describing belief in God as “intellectual capitulation”.

The book turns out to be a God-bashing, America-bashing, religion-bashing, church-bashing,

theology-bashing idiosyncratic tract by the sage of what has been called the New Atheism.

3 Dawkins, p.28.
4 As an activist secularist, Dawkins set up the Richard Dawkins Foundation for Reason and Science (RDFRS) to
promote his anti-God beliefs. He writes: “Our Openly Secular campaign, encouraged by the earlier success of
the gay movement, aims to raise consciousness (not least among politicians) by inviting people in all walks of
life to ‘come out’ as non-believers.” (p. 113). He admits he is trying to convert readers to atheism (p.141).
5 Dawkins, p.28.



Just as Dawkins chooses a subjective style of thinking and writing over objectivity in this

work, so he seems to have bypassed international scholarly protocol when he uses Dr Goebbels style

propaganda to dismiss his critics. He describes the works which criticised his book after its

publication as ‘fleas’, publishing books with ‘parasitic’ titles.6 He later suggests that the critics

themselves are ‘fleas’.7 Comparing these religious-minded critics to denizens of the insect kingdom

implies that they less than human to him. Dawkins later dismisses believers in God as “faith-heads”.8

By pouring scorn on theists so liberally, he’s attempting to portray them as lesser mortals. He also

talks about individuals being “infected by religion”, 9as if believing in God is some sort of disease.

This propagandistic tactic of dehumanising the opposition does not bring any credit to his profession

and the resulting tone of the work cannot be characterised as dignified.

As his rather rambling text unfolds, Dawkins fails to redeem himself by coming up with any

scintillating original scientific analysis or sustained arguments based on the philosophy of science. As

mentioned earlier, he overlooks the whole area of modern cosmology explored by such brilliant

scientists and communicators as Professor Stephen Hawking and Sir Martin Rees. For example,

there’s no reference to the Big Bang in the index to The God Delusion. There’s little reference, if any

at all, to the laws of physics.

It is this oversight which leads to a glaring flaw in Dawkins’s attack on belief in God. It is this:

his whole argument is based on the idea that natural selection in evolution explains the miracle of

life.10 Yet, it is quite impossible for this evolutionary concept to explain the origin of the cosmos

itself, for two main reasons.

6 Dawkins, p.14.
7 Dawkins, p.15.
8 Dawkins, p.28.
9 Dawkins, p.216.
10 Dawkins, p. 13.



Firstly, there was no evolution at the time of the Big Bang. It was a split-second event of a

cosmic magnitude. There was no natural selection because there was no nature and there was no

selection. There was only one Big Bang which created the whole of space-time in an instant.

Secondly, the cosmos existed for several billion years before life emerged on Earth. And yet

the mathematically determined laws of the physical world, from gravity to the properties of

electromagnetism, from the forces of Nature to the periodic chemistry of the primordial elements,

were intact in the Universe throughout this marathon prelude to life on Earth. Such a massive part

of the understanding of the cosmos has been overlooked in The God Delusion. The fallacy embraced

by Dawkins lies in purporting to explain the whole of material existence using a theory which only

applies to biological life, a phenomenon which arrived relatively late on the cosmic stage.

It is disappointing that Dawkins adopts such a narrow focus within the range of scientific

disciplines when taking on such a big topic like God.

Furthermore, his argument against belief in God involves circular reasoning. By defining

creative intelligences as being “evolved”, he rules out God as the original creator of the Universe

because the term God has been limited to mean a product of evolution. In other words, Dawkins

defines the term God in such a way as to exclude the possibility that any being could create the

world ex nihilo. His fundamental assumption, which involves ignoring the laws of physics, is that

everything is the result of evolution and, since God cannot be a product of evolution, therefore God

cannot exist. This circular argument, bypassing key findings of cosmology and physics, may be called

the Dawkins Illusion.



Dawkins, then, is arguing in circles by saying there cannot be a God because all material

things come from evolution and God cannot be the product of evolution: “God, in the sense defined,

is a delusion…a pernicious delusion.”11 His assumption that everything is a result of evolution is

untrue from a scientific point of view because there is no evidence that evolution could have

produced the Big Bang which created the whole of space-time. His conclusion, however, collapses

because the assumption informing it is wrong, namely, that any creative intelligence of sufficient

complexity to design anything could only exist as the product of a process of gradual evolution.

On top of this circular reasoning, Dawkins emotes, too: the concept of God, he cries, is a

pernicious delusion.

The magnitude of the Dawkins Illusion can be seen when one realises that the cosmos has

existed for billions of years, compared to a scale of millions of years for life itself. What happened to

the mathematics of Nature, to the grandness of cosmology, to physics, in The God Delusion?

Beneath the posturing and the “huff and puff” of this book lies a soft philosophical and

scientific underbelly. Dawkins’s atheistic activism is founded on sophistry. He’s a biologist trying

desperately to be a philosopher, an evolutionist on a misguided mission to change social norms and

beliefs to match his own views.

The God Delusion strains and buckles under the weight of the author’s grandiose ambition to

promote a world without God come what may. Dawkins even sets himself up as an audacious mind-

reader in his quest to show that God cannot really exist.

11 Dawkins, p. 52.



“Polls suggest that approximately 95 percent of the population of the United States believe

they will survive their own death. Aspiring martyrs aside, I can’t help wondering how many

moderate religious people who claim such belief really hold it, in their heart of hearts.”12 (my

emphasis)

“There are many intellectual atheists who proudly call themselves Jews and observe Jewish

rites, perhaps out of loyalty to an ancient tradition or to murdered relatives, but also because of a

confused and confusing willingness to label as ‘religion’ the pantheistic reverence which many of us

share with its most distinguished exponent, Albert Einstein. They may not believe but…they ‘believe

in belief’.”13

“It is conventional to assume that the Founding Fathers of the American Republic were

deists…although it has been argued that the greatest of them might have been atheists. Certainly

their writings on religion in their own time leave me in no doubt that most of them would have been

atheists in ours.”14 (my emphasis)

In the three quotes above, Dawkins claims to know what people really believe and really

think, whether he’s talking about America’s Founding Fathers or, indeed, its current population of

over 325 million people. How does he know what people are really thinking and what they really

believe? Where is the science in trying to read people’s minds and hearts? Incidentally, there’s a

rather disrespectful and distasteful reference to the Holocaust hidden in the above statement about

some practising Jews adhering to Jewish rites “out of loyalty to an ancient tradition or to murdered

relatives” (my emphasis).

12 Dawkins, p.398.
13 Dawkins, p.35.
14 Dawkins, p.60.



Dawkins is, at best, a superficial commentator on the Bible, conducting no exegesis, or close

textual analysis, and ignoring the most basic principles of hermeneutics and systematic theology. His

treatment of the Ten Commandments, for example, can only be described as a “hack-saw” job, with

no subtlety of analysis or understanding.15 He describes the Bible, which has, without question, been

humanity’s most influential book through the ages, as “a chaotically cobbled-together anthology of

disjointed documents, composed, revised, translated, distorted and ‘improved’ by hundreds of

anonymous authors, editors and copyists, unknown to us and mostly unknow to each other,

spanning nine centuries.”16 The irony of his high-handed dismissal of the Bible is that he unwittingly

points to one of the great strengths of the world’s all-time best-seller, namely, that through

systematic theological analysis, the book’s self-consistency and coherence of message, across the

two Testaments, has been revealed despite the fact that it was originally written by hundreds of

writers, unknown to one another, across a time span close to a thousand years, as Dawkins himself

suggests. In his haste to pour scorn on the Bible, he does not bother to look at the role of prophecy,

the poetry of the Psalms or the wisdom literature of Proverbs and Ecclesiastes.

An example of this glib, one-sided approach to Biblical criticism is his long-winded rant about

the God of the Old Testament as 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, sado-

masochistic, capriciously malevolent bully.”17

15 Dawkins, p.282.
16 Dawkins, p.268.
17 Dawkins, p. 51.



The first problem with this little outburst is that the Bible isn’t fiction. It isn’t written as, or

understood by scholars as, fiction. It contains a variety of genres from poetry to prophecy but the

bulk of the text is historical. To compare it to a work of “fiction” is disingenuous. The second

problem is that there is no discussion or exemplification regarding these qualities Dawkins ascribes

to God. The adjectives are just piled up in a long list to vent what appears to be a deep-seated

personal antagonism.

In addition, the anti-God author overlooks the obvious fact that the Bible will be understood

differently through the eyes of faith. But Dawkins will never understand why this has been the most

cherished book in history. He has superficial knowledge of theology, no time for proper exegesis and

no sensitivity to the nature of religion and underlying human religious impulses.

In addition to being subject to all this shallow thinking, the reviewer must bear with several

peculiarities of Dawkins’s writing style. There’s the eccentric metaphors which sound like something

out of Harry Potter books – God described as an “Intelligent Knob-Twiddler” or “peacock-designer”,

for example. The author has a habit, too, of ungrammatical use of capitalisation in odd phrases like

Cosmological Trick, Magic Circle, the God Temptation and the like.

Then there’s his emotive prose. Invariably, he’ll choose connotation over denotation,

describing God, for example, as: “the cruel ogre of the Old Testament”18 and proclaiming that “The

deist God…is certainly an improvement over the monster of the Bible.”19 He refers to any belief in

supernaturalism as “primitive”.20

18 Dawkins, p.283.
19 Dawkins, p.68.
20 Dawkins, p.120.



His writing style is often:

(i) condescending:

“Do those who hold up the Bible as an inspiration to moral rectitude have the slightest

notion of what is actually written in it?”21

“I have yet to see any good reason to suppose that theology (as opposed to biblical history,

literature, etc.) is a subject at all.”22

(ii) dogmatic

“I want everybody to flinch whenever we hear a phrase such as ‘Catholic child’ or ‘Muslim

child’…There is no such thing as a Muslim child. There is no such thing as a Christian child.”23

“Those who wish to base their morality literally on the Bible have either not read it or not

understood it…”24

“I am persuaded that the phrase ‘child abuse’ is no exaggeration when used to describe

what teachers and priests are doing to children whom they encourage to believe in something like

the punishment of unshriven mortal sins in an eternal hell.”25

(iii) filled with sweeping generalisations

“The genie of religious fanaticism is rampant in present-day America…”26

21 Dawkins, p.281.
22 Dawkins, p.80
23 Dawkins, p.25.
24 Dawkins, p. 269.
25 Dawkins, p.358.
26 Dawkins, p.62.



“I decry supernaturalism in all its forms, and the most effective way to proceed will be to

concentrate on the form most likely to be familiar to my readers – the form that impinges most

threateningly on all our societies.”27 (my emphasis)

(iv) prone to rhetorical exaggeration:

“I have described atonement, the central doctrine of Christianity, as vicious,

sadomasochistic, and repellent. We should also dismiss it as barking mad, but for its ubiquitous

familiarity which has dulled our objectivity.”28

“New Testament theology adds a new injustice, topped off by a new sadomasochism whose

viciousness even the Old Testament barely exceeds.”29

“The oldest of the three Abrahamic religions…is Judaism: originally a tribal cult of a single

fiercely unpleasant God, morbidly obsessed with sexual restrictions, with the smell of charred flesh,

and with his own superiority over rival gods and with the exclusiveness of his chosen desert tribe.”30

“Simply postulate a nasty god – such as the one who stalks every page of the Old

Testament.”31

27 Dawkins, p. 57.
28 Dawkins, p.287.
29 Dawkins, p.285.
30 Dawkins, p.58.
31 Dawkins, p. 135.



Having discussed some of the logical flaws and stylistics oddities of The God Delusion, our

review moves to an assessment of what kind of social morality Dawkins advocates as an atheist’s

replacement for religion. Having condemned the Ten Commandments and both Testaments of the

Bible, which have exerted a profound impact on the history of ethics and law throughout Western

civilisation, he looks around for alternatives to Biblical ethics. As a moral arbiter of a new ethical

system to replace the Ten Commandments and the teachings of Jesus, Dawkins latches on to a “new

Ten Commandments” culled from the Internet after a Google search, a set of directives which could

easily be demolished for being self-contradictory, wishy-washy and plagiaristic and which, in the

end, carry about as much authority as a juvenile poem.

Dawkins adopts some eccentric ethical positions in The God Delusion. Speaking of cases of

sexual abuse by priests, for example, he writes “…horrible as sexual abuse no doubt was, the

damage was arguably less than the long-term psychological damage inflicted by bringing up the child

Catholic in the first place.”32 To suggest that providing a Catholic upbringing to a child can be more

damaging than sexual abuse itself is complete nonsense. And this argument trivialises the original

sexual offences against children being discussed.

Suffice it is to say, when looking at these examples, Dawkins is never going to be an ethical

philosopher or an authority on ethics. His attacks on the role of Biblical ethics are neither

systematically argued nor grounded in a balanced historical perspective. The fact remains that

millions of human beings around the world will continue to draw inspiration from the classical

religious and philosophical texts of both Western and Eastern civilisations, rather from than the

Internet’s “new Ten Commandments”.

32 Dawkins, p.356.



Nor can the reader rely on Dawkins as a historian. Firstly, he questions whether Jesus even

existed,33 a rather wild ploy, given the record of the four gospels, the number of witnesses, the

movement he created which went from strength to strength after his death, as well as external

historical references. Secondly, Dawkins indulges in a sleight-of-hand when he tries to portray

Einstein as an atheistic scientist34 when the great scientist himself categorically denied being an

atheist. No serious historian would try to second-guess Einstein’s beliefs in this manner. And,

thirdly, he fails to take into account the historic significance for philosophy and for the philosophy of

science, of Anthony Flew’s well-known conversion from half a century of atheism to theism during

the time period in which Dawkins was writing his book. He relegates this milestone in modern

philosophy to a scathing reference in an obscure footnote where he speaks of the “over-publicized

tergiversation of the philosopher Anthony Flew”.35 The emotive word “tergiversation” here

connotes the idea of apostasy or the desertion of a cause, position, party or faith. In other words,

the respected philosopher Flew is a “deserter” and the reasons he gave for his change of mind are

not worthy of serious consideration. Ironically, Flew explains in There is a God in sober, methodical

prose that he came to theism as a result of a change in thinking brought about by mounting scientific

evidence for the Mind of God hypothesis.

33 Dawkins, p. 283.
34 Dawkins, p.34.
35 Dawkins, p.106.



In conclusion, readers will remember that Marx once described religion as the opiate of the

masses. But religiophobia, defined as a fear, or hatred, of religion, religious faith, religious people or

religious organisations, is the drug of choice for Dawkins in The God Delusion, intoxicated as he

appears to be by his contempt for all things religious, ecclesiastical or theological: “I am attacking

God, all gods, anything and everything supernatural, wherever and whenever they have been or will

be invented.”36 He goes on to state: “Compared with the Old Testament’s psychotic delinquent, the

deist God of the eighteenth-century Enlightenment is an altogether grander being…”37

Dawkins’s hatred of God and religion is off the scales in its intensity and vehemence. He

seems to be blissfully unaware when he condemns religions for being divisive,38 that ideological

hatred of the kind which informs much of The God Delusion is one of the most divisive forces known

to humanity.

Dawkins even appears at one point to engage in the fantasy of desiring deicide, that is,

killing the concept of God in modern human consciousness: “If the demise of God will leave a gap,

different people will fill it in different ways.”39

36 Dawkins, p.57.
37 Dawkins, p.59.
38 “Even if religion did no other harm in itself, its wanton and carefully nurtured divisiveness – its deliberate
and cultivated pandering to humanity’s natural tendency to favour in-groups and shun out-groups – would be
enough to make it a force for evil in this world.” (p.297).
39 Dawkins, p.405.



Despite revealing again and again that his real aim is polemical, he purports to extol, at the

same time, the “rational, scientific understanding of life”.40 This latter claim, as we have seen

throughout this review, is a mere cloak, with no genuine attempt being made in The God Delusion to

present extensive scientific evidence or engage in systematic philosophical thought. Rather, the

book is a largely anecdotal polemic, a diatribe, in which Dawkins attempts to popularise atheism and

demonise religion, pedalling along the way numerous stereotypes about religion and religious

people.

40 Dawkins, p.120.


