
THE CHALLENGE OF DENIAL OF OUR FAITH BY THOSE WHO DECLARE THERE IS NO GOD.                                                                                                                

(Sermon 4 based on “God is good for you” by Greg Sheridan – Lent 5 – 7/4/19) 

This is the final sermon in a series of four that I have given over Lent to explore the reasons 

for having a belief in God.  The first sermon explored faith from a purely rational look at the 

world, the second sermon from our understanding of human nature and from personal 

experience and the third sermon from considering the wonders of Science.  

Today we are going in a slightly different direction in order to explore some of the 

challenging responses we may get to our faith from those who deny or are antagonistic to 

any faith belief system.  Some of you may have had the unfortunate experience of being 

confronted very aggressively by another who declares that belief in God is a waste of time 

and is for easily-led idiots and for psychologically needy people. They state that there is no 

God. Christians and others should just move on and accept life as it is and that it has no 

ultimate meaning or purpose.  

I have had this argumentative conversation a number of times, though it is often in slightly 

different guises. However, it is always an uncomfortable and confronting discussion as you 

are generally facing a solid brick wall over which no debate or gracious sharing is really 

possible with a convinced atheist. On the opposite end of the spectrum, you can, of course, 

be confronted with a fundamentalist person of faith as well, and such a person is generally 

difficult, narrow, judgmental and not comfortable to be around especially if you hold 

different points of view on any major life issues. A fundamentalist person of faith allows no 

other point of view than the one they hold as the only acceptable and right point of view.  

It is very difficult to debate with such people. It usually ends up in a pointless argument. 

Such a person can never be reached because he or she will not debate any of your reasons 

but will merely reject them out of hand as wrong, because, in their view, their God or Bible 

says so. There are, of course, fundamentalist Christians and Jews and Muslims and people 

of any faith persuasion. Indeed, there are also fundamentalist atheists and people of no 

faith. It is in fact much easier to debate your belief in God with someone who is an agnostic, 

that is not convinced either way about the existence or not of God. So, can I suggest, if you 

are confronted by fundamentalism of any sort, it is just not worth trying to argue or debate 

with that person. It is better merely to state that you clearly have different points of view 

and avoid a pointless argument. You should however be willing to debate, but not to argue 

the issue, as long as both parties listen openly and equally to one another. If the other 

person is not interested in what you have to say and believe and to discuss it, then just 

leave it at that and move on. 

Here are several objections to belief in God that some atheists and non-believers may make 

to us as people of faith.                                                                           

1) The first objection is the idea that Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution and the 

process of natural selection have clearly dethroned religion and the need for any 

belief in God.  



This objection is really one that unfairly places all people of faith in the same tight box, that 

is of the non-believer’s or atheist’s making. From a Christian perspective, the only people 

who find deep problems with the theory of evolution are those who are extreme biblical 

literalists who claim that the Bible is God’s inerrant Word and that the Book of Genesis is 

literally true as the only acceptable story of Creation. Any one who believes otherwise is 

calling God and the Bible a liar. However, extreme biblical literalism like this is not 

mainstream Christianity or, in terms of the Old Testament alone, is not mainstream Judaism 

either.  

Literalism in fact quickly reaches its own limitations. Just how literal can you be about a 

biblical poem or parable or metaphor? Any person reading a passage in the Bible needs to 

decide whether the original author who wrote down the particular passage was speaking in 

a poetic voice or a theological voice or a parabolic or metaphoric voice or, the least likely, in 

a purely historic voice. History and Biography as we know them today, with their rigorous 

discipline of seeking to examine and provide an analysis from all perspectives about a 

particular event or personality, are very modern concepts.  

All biblical history was certainly written from a historically biased point of view. This bias of 

writing is that Israel is the chosen people of God and that other nations are outside God’s 

redemptive plan. This view of writing about history begins to change under the influence of 

the prophetic books of the Old Testament into a broader and more universal view of God’s 

purpose and desire for all people, whether Jewish or not. Jesus tells us he came to usher in 

a universal plan of God’s love and salvation for all.  

A fundamentalist Christian would narrowly see Christ’s Salvation as only for those who 

accept Jesus as their Lord and Saviour with no questions asked or indeed allowed. This is 

clearly not the total unifying message of Jesus. Some passages may be construed that way, 

but they are in the minority and don’t represent the clear major thrust of Jesus’ teaching. 

Every religious text requires some interpretation and analysis of style, and of understanding 

the cultural context and the limitations of knowledge of all sorts at that time.  

Even today, every scientific observation has its definite limits too. The Theory of Evolution 

is, what it says it is, a theory. It only tries to explain the how of the natural process and has 

no answer for why there is life at all. Natural selection may explain for instance how a 

platypus has emerged over time but it does not seek to explain why, in the first place, such 

evolution is a reality. Even Charles Darwin wrote in his book’s second edition, and in every 

edition up to the final sixth edition just before he died:  

“There is grandeur in this view of life, with its several powers, having been originally 

breathed by the Creator into a few forms or into one; this planet has then gone cycling on 

according to the fixed Law of Gravity, from so simple a beginning, bringing endless forms of 

most beautiful and most wonderful that ever have been, and are being evolved.”  

Again, the question for me is not the how, but the extraordinary why it did this in such 

beauty and complexity, and continued to do this, unless there was a Creator to 



communicate with and rejoice in this ongoing work of Creation of such awesomeness and 

beauty.  

Pope John Paul II, in 1996, issued a statement in support of evolution as being much more 

than a hypothesis. He acknowledges that there are several different theories about the 

exact process of evolution and several different approaches, including some that are open 

to a spiritual understanding. For Pope John II, the spiritual side of man can not be regarded 

as merely a physical by-product of evolution. Every human soul is created by God, and so, 

the scientific claims of evolution are no threat to Christian belief itself.   

2) The second method that non-believers use to object to the existence of God is to 

suggest that religious belief and religious experience and behavior are 

themselves just evolutionary adaptations that have helped humans survive and 

feel that they matter in the big ultimate meaninglessness of things. 

 This is the major staple argument of what are called the ‘new atheists’ of the past 30 years. 

Their argument is that the psychological proclivity for religious belief helps humans survive 

by promoting a sense of meaning and order in the world which is psychologically reassuring 

and seeks to promote better life outcomes. They posit that such a tendency to religious 

belief is explained by evolutionary psychology.  

Humans are wired by evolution for abstract thoughts and seeking meaning to life beyond 

what is physically present, and so they evoke religious patterns and feel religious presences 

where they don’t really exist. The new atheist also often argues that religious belief is the 

cause of the great majority of sadness and war and violence in our world, and this clearly 

indicates the tyrannical wickedness of the God delusion and so, in general, religion is very 

bad for people.  

However, there is a false paradox here that the new atheist fails to see. Why? Because they 

also argue that if religion happens to be good for you, then it is just a function of 

evolutionary natural selection and is a positive pro-survival evolutionary adaptation. This 

results in the classic “Heads I win and Tails you lose” sort of argument. That is, religion is 

bad for people but if it happens to be good then that is the result of evolutionary 

psychological adaptation. It is both unclear thinking, and another mere propositional 

argument that makes less sense to me than what they are actually arguing against. 

 The idea that religion is just a pro-survival evolutionary adaptation is not logical on its own 

terms. All ‘non-fundamentalist’ types of faith allow and usually lead to deep questioning 

about life and to unanswered issues that just need to be accepted on faith until greater 

clarity occurs. Deep questioning is not necessary or indeed helpful for biological survival. It 

is not an evolutionary necessity. Indeed, strong well- developed religious faith often leads 

to altruistic behavior and to self-sacrifice which in many cases does not help personal self-

survival.  So, objection two is self-defeating.      



3) The third objection of atheists to the existence of God is the idea that because 

we know so much about the Big Bang, and the subsequent course of the cosmos, 

or at least we think we know do, then this knowledge somehow renders the idea 

of God superfluous.  

Richard Dawkins, one of the most famous and most vociferous of the new atheists, in fact 

calls this the God Delusion. He does admit that the way the universe developed is 

extremely unlikely statistically, but then he rules that God’s existence is even more 

improbable. But this is far from any sort of rational proof. To a person who experiences God 

in all sorts of ways, the universe we live in strongly implies and reveals a Creator. It, of 

course, does not prove a Creator. But a belief in God, seems to me, to be the more likely 

and the more rational than the opposite of totally denying God’s existence. The existence 

of God seems highly improbable from the viewpoint of Richard Dawkins and the other new 

atheists, and so they make the huge assumption that therefore God there is no God!                                                                                                                                                           

I hope you have been able to decide for yourself that these three main objections to the 

existence of God are not as strong and completely rational as they are made out to be. We 

can be faithful Christians and believers in God and still be totally comfortable in our 

advanced Scientific and Philosophical modern world.                                                                                                                           

Aristotle and Plato and Thomas Aquinas would be deeply pleased at that!!! 

 

 


