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I know what you‘re thinking: collected God Rides BART atheist essays? You recognize all those words, but together they make no 

sense. Let me explain. 

In October of 2007 I received a polite e-mail from Chris Stockhaus, a software salesman and committed Christian, looking for an 

atheist who would be willing to contribute essays for a website he wanted to call God Rides BART. 

The idea was to post a series of ads on BART trains with provocative questions and an intriguing tagline (―All viewpoints. One 

platform. Join the discussion.‖), then post responses to them from members of different faiths –or no faith – on the website. After all, 

why not ponder the big questions of existence while you‘re commuting? 

I was excited by the idea, and he and I worked to bring in more contributors.  We succeeded in getting a couple of rabbis inter-

ested, but had less luck finding a Buddhist, Muslim or Hindu to join us.  Still, Chris and I did manage to get many short essays 

posted and spark some interesting discussions and even do some joint Christian-Atheist SF Food bank events before the funding 

sadly dwindled away. 

We were even featured in an article on SF Weekly:  

http://blogs.sfweekly.com/thesnitch/2008/01/training_with_god_is_supreme_b.php 

I had to think about it for bit when reporter Joe Eskenazi opined that I was "neither a shrill douchebag who sneers at organized 

religion nor an Alan Colmes-style straw man," but I finally recognized this was sincere, high praise indeed. 

I‘ve always been particularly proud of these thirteen essays. Last time I checked, the GodRidesBart.com website had disappeared 

from cyberspace, but I wanted to give atheist readers a chance to read them all in one place here on the SF atheist‘s website. And I‘d 

still love to hear your comments on them. Enjoy! 

Introduction 

Hello True Believers: I‘m David Fitzgerald, the atheist out to tear down your crosses and your angel Moronis, close down your 

churches/synagogues/mosques/Dianetics workshops/sanghas/temples and mulch all your sacred scriptures into confetti.  Actually, 

that‘s not true - I want you to do it.  That‘s why I apply reasoning and logic to the best of my abilities in an effort to convince you the 

error of your ways.   

Not really.   

I‘m not here to bash your faith, or call you stupid.  The truth is I really don't care what you believe; if it makes you a better person 

and brings joy to your life and the world around you, who am I to complain?  The only problem is, all too often religion doesn‘t 

seem to make life happier: It promises more than it delivers, takes more than it gives, plays head games with us, and generally 

spreads more strife and discord than peace.  And then there‘s the small but niggling matter that none of them actually seem to be, 

well – true.   

But I could be wrong about that.  I certainly don‘t claim to have all the answers and the matter is debatable - so let‘s do.  Here‘s 

my promise: I‘ll always strive to be courteous and thoughtful towards you, the believer - while at the same time honestly sharing my 

complaints and observations about beliefs of all kinds.  So if I come down hard on your particular cherished belief, please don‘t take 

it as an attack on you, the person. You, I like.  Most of my family is religious and many of my friends as well.   This forum is about 

dialogue.  We may disagree, but we‘re not locked in gladiatorial combat to the death.   

I may not convince you to dismantle your church and trade in your holy books, but if we can challenge each other a little, make 

one another think or laugh and learn something new, join forces to keep fundamentalists from screwing up the world any further, and 

in general make ourselves into kinder, more thoughtful people, I‘m fine with that too. 

David Fitzgerald has been called "one of the busiest atheist activists in the Bay Area."  A former Southern Baptist, he had a secular 

epiphany in his 20‘s and is now Action Coordinator for San Francisco Atheists, helping to put together special events, programs, 

rallies, parties, and street fairs, and appearing on TV, radio, newspapers and online.  He is also founder/coordinator of San Fran-

cisco‘s annual ―Evolutionpalooza!‖ Darwin Day celebration, serves on the board of the Center for Inquiry-San Francisco, and is Di-

rector of Student Outreach for the Garrison-Martineau Project, a non-profit organization that encourages dialogue between believers 

Bio  

http://blogs.sfweekly.com/thesnitch/2008/01/training_with_god_is_supreme_b.phpC:/Users/David/Documents/Adobe
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and nonbelievers.  He also works with the Secular Student Alliance, Camp Quest West, the National Center for Science Education, 

the Ask-A-Scientist lecture series, and other community organizations.  In 2005, he helped director Brian Flemming launch his docu-

mentary film The God Who Wasn't There.  He has been a repeat featured speaker at the national Convention of American Atheists.  

In addition, he is also author of the forthcoming history book and DVD The 10,000 Christs and the Evaporating Jesus, which exam-

ines the historical evidence of Christ.   

Wow, that is busy. 
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In Northern Australia‘s Arnhem land you can see the earliest known record of warfare: Stone Age cave paintings of people attack-

ing one another with spears and boomerangs in large battles and small skirmishes over 10,000 years ago.1  But warfare goes back 

millions of years even before that; at least as far back as homo habilis in Olduvai Gorge.  Even our fellow primates engage in war-

fare.  In 1974 Jane Goodall observed a war between Chimpanzee bands that lasted 4 years. 

So has war always been with us?  There have been literally thousands of theories of what causes war.  Many anthropologists think 

humans are inherently violent.  But even if we are evolutionarily disposed to war, there‘s no doubt we are also social animals hard-

wired for cooperation.  There have been peaceful, non-military societies and many still exist today, like the Zapotecs of Oaxaca or 

the Kalahari Bushmen; though admittedly, peaceful groups like these are the exception.  This seems to support those anthropologists 

who see warfare not as a universal human trait but a very deep-seated cultural phenomenon, reinforced by ideological, nationalistic 

and religious impulses. Since we‘re here to discuss religion, let‘s talk about that aspect.   

What would a world without war look like?  It might have to be a world without religion.  When Albert Einstein was asked if re-

ligion will promote peace, he famously answered ―It has not done so up to now.‖  The three great western religions, Judaism, Christi-

anity, and Islam all have a long, bloody history.  Moses, Joshua and company give Genghis Kahn a run for his money in the Old Tes-

tament, smiting even innocent fetuses and animals left and right with God‘s okay:  

 

"...do not leave alive anything that breathes. Completely destroy them...as the Lord your God has commanded 

you..." (Deuteronomy 20:16) 

 

"And they utterly destroyed all that was in the city, both man and woman, young and old, and ox, and sheep, and ass, with the edge 

of the sword.‖ (Joshua 6:21)   

 

In Numbers 31, Moses becomes furious because the Israelites don‘t kill the Midianite women and children (though the virgin girls 

are allowed to survive as booty). This is one of the incidents where Jehovah demands - and gets - human sacrifice (Num. 31:25-29, 

40). One Biblical scholar, Raymond Schwager, has listed over 600 passages of explicit Old Testament violence and creepy Klingon-

like paeans to genocide and carnage, noting ―Violence ... is easily the most often mentioned activity in the Hebrew Bible."2 The 

track records of the other Abrahamic religions are no better than their predecessor; as reflected in infamous verses like Matthew 

10:34 (― Jesus said, "Do not think that I have come to bring peace to the earth; I have not come to bring peace, but a sword.‖) and the 

Koran‘s commands to not take Jews or Christians as friends (5:51) but to fight and slay them wherever they are found (9:5):  "Fight 

them until persecution is no more, and religion is all for Allah." (8:39) 

Many westerners picture Buddhism as one serene, harmonious ―om‖ radiating from the East.  But Michael Parenti‘s new  expose 

―Friendly Feudalism –The Tibet Myth‖ 3 shows that  while Buddhism claims to be above the bloodshed and fanaticism of its western 

counterparts, the truth is they are more alike than one might think.  Throughout history the squabbles of the over 200 Buddhist sects 

have gotten every bit as ugly, pugnacious and bloody as those of the unenlightened West, often motivated by nothing more than crass 

exploitation and greed.  Parenti cites both ancient and present-day clashes in Sri Lanka, Thailand, Burma, Korea, Japan, India and 

even Shangri-La itself, poor miserable Tibet.  Needless to say, Hinduism and Sikhism are no strangers to religious conflict either.  

A recent episode of South Park (―Go God go!‖) lampooned atheists by imagining a future where Richard Dawkins had success-

fully brought an end to all religion and had become venerated as a result.  In this post-apocalyptic world, religious conflict had been 

replaced by warfare between rival atheist factions who – wait for the irony - fought each other just as fanatically and dogmatically as 

feuding religions had before.  (When dying, the atheists would gasp ―oh my…science‖)   

As funny as all this was, what‘s really ironic is that this satire underscored an important point: in reality, we simply never see this 

kind of violence from secular humanists or the scientific community.  You‘ll never see a humanist suicide bomber, or hear about 

street violence between sectarian gangs of agnostics and atheists, or have the scientific community issue a fatwa against a heretic.  

Still, I often hear the old chestnut that atheists are responsible for more killing than any religion:  ―Look at the millions that Stalin, 

Mao and Pol Pot murdered!‖   Look. Here‘s a word about Communists.  First of all, if they did kill more than Christianity – which 

may or may not be true - it‘s only because the Inquisition and the holy crusades didn‘t have machine guns.   

But more to the point, atheism is nothing more than a conclusion.  There are plenty of people in this world who are atheists, but 

this doesn't mean they share values, any more than Episcopalians and Hare Krishnas do because they‘re both theists.  Communism is 

a perfect example.  For all practical purposes, Communism is a political religion: It is totalitarian, it venerates its sainted founders, it 

Essay No. 1:  Will Humans Always Be at War?  
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has sacred dogma that cannot be challenged; it persecutes its heretics, it does not brook disobedience, it feels no compunction against 

twisting science for its own means.  Even its touted "atheism" is simply a defensive reaction against its rival religions.  It has nothing 

in common with the free thought of Paine or Jefferson, or the humanism of Dawkins or Einstein.   

There has never been a war, or campaign of persecution, not even a single death in the name of atheism or agnosticism, and it‘s 

hard to seriously imagine there ever will be.  That, at least, is one thing none of the great religions can claim. 

 

1. Bruce Bower, "Seeds of Warfare Precede Agriculture," Science News, Jan. 7, 1995, p. 4 

2. Cited by Wink, The Powers That Be: Theology for a New Millennium, Galilee Doubleday, (1998) pp.84 -85 

3. (at www.michaelparenti.org/Tibet) 

Essay No. 2:  Which is better, Love that Desires or Love that Serves?  

I know where we‘re going with this.  I may be an atheist now, but I haven‘t forgotten my Sunday School lessons on the difference 

between eros and agape (For you heathens out there, they‘re the Greek words for physical love and divine selfless love, respectively) 

So let‘s just cut to the chase with this loaded question: since I can‘t imagine any religious person picking sweaty carnal love over 

holy godly love, perhaps it‘s appropriate I should be the token one to say a few words in praise of Lust.   

First, true confessions time:  Throughout my life the big L has consistently gotten me in the most trouble (and the most memora-

bly) of all the seven deadly sins.  But big perv that I am, I really am just a fairly typical San Franciscan.  In fact, I‗m downright bor-

ing in this town of polyamory, Bondage-a-go-go, multi-story sex clubs, Gay Pride festivals, lesbian nightclubs, furries and fetishists 

of every kind, adult S&M film studios, tantric practitioners, steamy bathhouses, Asian transsexual-themed restaurants, an annual 

exotic erotic ball,  unionized strip clubs,  a chain of wholesome sex toy retailers, drag queens, swinger‘s networks, smut peddlers, 

snuggle parties, leather bars, bisexual activists, and a population of some of the friendliest, sexiest, most promiscuous, creative and 

vibrant people on earth.  If there is a world capital for all things Sex-Positive, surely it‘s San Francisco.  

Which is why it is so demonized by pulpits everywhere.  Why are religions so scared of sex?  Because honestly, it‘s not a question 

of which love is better, ―Love that Desires‖ or ―Love that Serves‖ - for so many religions, erotic desire is not love at all, but an evil 

seductive force to be feared, denied, condemned and repressed.  And though throughout history men have easily shown themselves 

to be the bigger horndog of the species, in most religions women are to blame.  Ali ibn Abu Taleb, the fourth Caliph and first Imam 

of Islam, declared that Allah created sexual desire in ten parts; then gave nine parts to women and one to men.  In the story of the 

Garden of Eden, Adam is happy to commune with the squirrels and other gentle forest denizens until Eve pulls out her forbidden 

fruit.  Other Hebrew legends gave Adam two wives – and Lilith, his first wife, was just as big a troublemaker as Eve.  In fact, reli-

gious leaders love to rail against sexuality in nearly every form, and spend enormous amounts of energy trying to harness and do-

mesticate every natural biological urge.  They seem obsessed with cataloging the many dangers of desire, but I have yet to hear a 

sermon on the dangers of abstinence, celibacy or sexual repression.   And yet look at some of the trouble those questionable virtues 

have caused:   

Conservative Christian groups like Focus on the Family have fueled the AIDS crisis in Africa by pressuring Bush to fund worth-

less ―abstinence only‖ sex education and discourage condom use.  Thanks to their efforts, not only do millions – not thousands, but 

millions – continue to die needlessly from HIV, but desperately needed funding also gets siphoned away to well-connected Christian 

abstinence-only ministries like the ―the Children's AIDS Fund‖ – a group considered "not suitable for funding" by an expert review 

panel.1  

The Roman Catholic Church forbids birth control and lets bulging populations spiral off into poverty and misery; meanwhile, law-

suits, arrests and multi-million dollar compensation payments still continue in the last bastion of celibacy‘s ongoing pedophile cover-

up scandal.   

Both ArchFamily-Value Republicans and Evangelical leaders have had a rash of ethical meltdowns of late, including Sen. Larry 

―Wide Stance‖ Craig (R- Idaho) trolling for gay sex in an airport bathroom, megachurch pastor Ted Haggard buying 3 years of meth 

and sex from a male prostitute, and numerous other cases of their morally upright members (no pun intended) displaying exceptional 

weakness for the taboo. Same old story, same old moral: those who preach against eros for others are the most trapped by it them-

selves. You can‘t just pretend that only one kind of love is valid. Eros, agape, philo, we need them all – and yes, too much of any of 

them can be bad, even ―godly love.‖   

Maybe especially godly love. Hypocrites or true believers, those who speak for God the loudest seem to cause the most suffering.  

We‘ve seen this disconnect throughout history and round the world: love for serving God has not translated into love for serving 

fellow man.  Quite the opposite: more harm has been done in the name of God‘s love than for any other reason.  As Steven Weinberg 
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said of religion: ―With or without it, you'd have good people doing good things and evil people doing bad things, but for good people 

to do bad things, it takes religion.‖ 

1. See ―An Epidemic Failure: Whatever happened to Bush's pledge to combat AIDS in Africa?‖ http://www.rollingstone.com/

politics/story/7371950/an_epidemic_failure 

Essay No. 3. Do you think God gets involved in American Politics?  

Normally I try to be an equal opportunity heretic and challenge all the religions across the board evenly, but Jews, Muslims, Bud-

dhists, Catholics et al. can all take a breather for a minute – this time Evangelical Christians are on the hot seat.  Because when it 

comes to American politics, the far right wing of Protestant Christianity thinks it owns the place.  

This vocal segment of the Religious Right insists Separation of Church and State is some new-fangled satanic lie and that the 

Founding Fathers were all evangelicals who designed the United States to be an officially Christian nation; therefore, our laws 

should enforce the doctrines of Christianity (but only their version of Christianity).  None of these outrageous claims are true, and yet 

they have been widely accepted and parroted throughout evangelical circles.   

While there were Christians (mostly Anglicans) among the Founding Fathers, there was no such thing as Moral Majority-style 

evangelicals at the time.  And in fact, the major figures we think of, Washington, Franklin, Jefferson, Madison, Monroe, etc. were 

Deists, and not Christians at all.  Deists didn‘t believe in things like scripture, prophecy, miracles; only in a creator god who had got-

ten the universe started and then left it alone.  At the time Christians despised Deism for being little better than atheism. Nowadays 

things have flip-flopped, and evangelicals praise the ―religious‖ Founding Fathers because they were believed in ―God‖ – they just 

conveniently skip over the fact that it wasn‘t the Christian god…   

America‘s founding was a radical experiment for its era. For the first time in history, a nation rejected the divine right of kings and 

strove to create a secular government where, among other things, citizens would be free to practice any religion – or none at all.  

Their motto was ―E Pluribus Unum‖ (―out of many, one‖), not ―In God We Trust.‖  Christians wouldn‘t try pushing that line until 

after the Civil War, and it would not become the official motto until a century after that, at the height of McCarthyism in the 1950‘s.  

The Constitution, the Bill of Rights, the official records of the Constitutional Convention debates, the early Constitution drafts, trea-

ties, the writings and speeches of the Founding Fathers and indeed, everything we know about them conclusively shows that the 

Right‘s historical revisionists have not just been absolutely, ridiculously wrong, but appallingly and repeatedly dishonest as well. 

There is simply no denying the Founding Fathers deliberately designed a secular government - not because they opposed religion, 

but because they were aware of the danger caused by blending the two. Several knew first-hand religious oppression caused in the 

colonies by church-state partnerships.  Some ministers at the time were incensed by our ―Godless‖ constitution, and vociferously 

smeared Jefferson as an atheist when he ran for president – rumor said he would confiscate all Bibles if elected! 

Incidentally, you don‘t have to take my obviously-suspect atheist word for all this; conservative Bible-believing Christians are 

some of the loudest critics of this Fundamentalist attempt to rewrite American history in its own image.  Baptist historian and theolo-

gian R.P. Nettlehorst has written terrific exposes such as ―Notes on the Founding Fathers and the Separation of Church and State‖ at 

http://www.theology.edu/journal/volume2/ushistor.htm.  Another force to be reckoned with is Americans United for Separation of 

Church and State, founded by United Church of Christ minister Rev. Barry Lynn, and the Baptist Joint Committee for Religious Lib-

erty, which also devotes itself to upholding Separation of Church and State.  Baptists were originally some of the earliest and strong-

est advocates of church-state Separation, having been on the receiving end of persecution in the colonies.  It‘s sadly ironic that so 

many of them now have jumped on the anti-separationist bandwagon. 

Still, even if all those lies about the Founding Fathers were true, what difference would that make today?  As writer Ronald Bruce 

Meyer aptly notes, the United States is no more a Christian nation because most of its citizens are Christians than it is a 'white' nation 

because most of its citizens are white.   We live in a pluralistic democracy, with equal liberty and justice for all.  Sociologist Theo-

dore Rozak observed that in a pluralistic society, everyone feels marginalized.  Ironically, theists and atheists alike feel like they are 

surrounded and outnumbered by the other side – and that the other side is winning. 

So what part should religion play in politics, if any?  Elected officials have every right to their personal religious convictions – but 

they must always remember that they serve everyone, not just those who agree with their own religion.  Presidents like Bush Sr. & 

Jr. have not been sterling examples of this.  Former minister Dan Barker quipped that calling for a ―National Day of Prayer‖ is no 

more appropriate than a ―National Day of Cursing God.‖   But several genuinely devout presidents have gotten it right and champi-

oned church-state separation, including Jefferson, Madison, JFK, Jimmy Carter and Gerald Ford.   

Sadly, too many Americans value Christian privileges more than religious liberty for everyone.  Sinclair Lewis predicted ―When 

fascism comes to America it will be wrapped in the flag and carrying a cross.‖   When former Alabama Supreme Court Justice Roy 
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Moore attempted to illegally install a 5,280 lb. granite Ten Commandments monument in the courthouse, thousands of Christians did 

not care that it violated the constitution - or for that matter, the 3rd commandment against graven images.  The same ones who 

clamor for opening sessions of Congress with prayer were outraged when a Muslim chaplain was given the floor, just as they were 

when Muslim Congressman Keith Ellison took his oath on the Koran.  American Christians would do well to remember that Free-

dom of Religion does not mean ―Freedom of Just Christian Religion.‖  They should never claim for themselves any special privi-

leges that they wouldn‘t want to want, say for instance, the Church of Satan to have as well.  

Essay No. 4. Will God give you more money if you obey him?  

Back in the old days, your choice in gods was limited; you either worshipped your own tribe‘s particular deity, or you simply ven-

erated a host of minor godlings that inhabited your local trees, rivers, crops etc.   But in our market-driven age, the religious con-

sumer has a wide range of choices competing for his or her worship, so it‘s a natural question:  What can your god do for you? 

What?  You don‘t shop for God, you say?  Perhaps you carefully picked your religion after diligently investigating the range of 

alternatives available and examining their claims, but statistically, odds are you simply belong to the religion you were born in. How-

ever you arrived at your current religion, I‘m still curious:  why do you obey God?  What does God do for you? 

I honestly don‘t think anyone serves God just for the money, apart from the oily predatory televangelists universally despised by 

believers and infidels alike.  But there does seem to be an unspoken understanding in most believers‘ minds that if you do as God 

commands, he will watch your back and allow you at least a reasonable amount of prosperity.  Some even preach that God wants his 

followers to be tremendously wealthy, if not right this minute then just a little bit further down the road.  That is, of course, if you 

have enough faith.  You do have enough faith in God, don‘t you?   

This arrangement seems only fair, and yet, there are undeniably times when it appears God is not holding up his end of the bar-

gain.  As the saying goes, God is so patient, it‘s almost like he isn‘t there at all.  Perhaps it‘s just God‘s will that you need to suffer or 

go without needful things.  That certainly is the case in most parts of the world.  But we are told God has a plan for us; so presuma-

bly anything he inflicts is part of his divine purpose.  Besides, just ask Job: no matter what he subjects you to here on earth, however 

bad, he will more than make it up to you in the hereafter with eternal bliss in heaven. 

This is of course the number one selling point for religion:  Salvation.  Who needs money when you have that?  What kind of suf-

fering wouldn‘t you endure to get that?  Is there anything you wouldn‘t you do for God to get it?  Of course not.  And religious lead-

ers throughout history have counted on that fact.   Even if there is such a thing as the One True Faith out there, can you see why non-

believers are suspicious of such a convenient setup, so perfect for abuse by all those other unscrupulous, false religions?  After all, is 

the universe really so malformed that an infinitely merciful and almighty god needs to scramble to come up with a backup plan to 

save only a tiny fraction of his allegedly beloved children from everlasting torture?  

Assuming that obedience to God is good (which may be debatable), then why do believers need to be bribed to be good?  The 

question may sound offensive to some, but honestly, isn‘t Salvation the ultimate bribe?  Ask yourself this: Would you still be a be-

liever if your religion taught that we all must still obey God on earth, but believers aren‘t allowed to go to Heaven?  

Essay No. 5.  Can the Finite Know the Infinite?  

As far as we know, Humans are the only living things with the desire to embrace infinity.  Seeing the inconceivable vastness of the 

universe around us, we can‘t help but feel how tiny our place in both space and time is when they stretch out from us to infinity in 

every direction we can imagine.  Consider this: Our sun, the central and biggest object of our solar system is 864,000 miles wide.  

This is over a hundred times larger than our entire world, big enough to hold around a million Earths - but just average size and mid-

dle-aged for a star, and our galaxy, the Milky Way, has at least 200 billion more.  But even our mind-wreckingly massive galaxy, 

which has been around billions of years, is just one drop in an infinite sea of galactic groups, clusters and superclusters.  So perhaps 

we can take some comfort in the fact that as big as all these are, compared to the infinite universe itself even they are relatively tiny 

and only around for a little while – just like us, and every single thing in existence. 

Still, we have something these colossal cosmic objects don‘t; we can contemplate existence. Everything living dies, but we are the 

only creatures that seem to really get what that brute fact means.1  It‘s interesting that most of us, even those who believe they are 

going to Heaven, are afraid of death; but when you think about it‘s only natural.   Though most animals don‘t seem to fully grasp 

death, anything with even a rudimentary brain knows that falling off cliffs or being eaten are very bad things.  Species that don‘t fear 

death are at an evolutionary disadvantage, which is why most do. (The exceptions include simple species that crank out hundreds of 

expendable brainless young, like jellyfish or krill or the dimmer insects)   
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Another interesting aspect of this is that while many of us are terrified of the thought that one day we will cease to exist forever; no 

one seems particularly bothered by that eternity of nonexistence before we were born.  The Greek philosopher Epicurus discussed 

this long ago, and also pointed out ―when we are, death is not come, and, when death is come, we are not.‖2   So why fear death?  

After all, as Susan Ertz said, ―Millions long for immortality who don't know what to do with themselves on a rainy Sunday after-

noon.‖ 

And in one sense, we are infinite.  In Sense and Goodness without God, Richard Carrier explains the universe as a vast singular 

structure of  both time and space, containing all matter and energy, and every event that has happened, is happening, and will happen 

– literally, all that is – all together in one great moment of being: the Multiverse.   Einstein showed that matter = energy, so neither is 

ever lost.  When we picture the Multiverse, we see that time is never lost either.  Kurt Vonnegut illustrated this beautifully in his 

novel Slaughter-House Five, describing time like an infinite string of pearls, each pearl a moment that lasts forever.  So our finite is 

infinite after all.  We have now - and that is enough. 

 

1. Though there may be a few others.  Researchers have evidence that elephants also mourn their dead.  

2. Epicurus, Letter to Menoeceus 

Essay No. 6:  Why should we care about the environment?  

The island of Madagascar, off the coast of southeast Africa, is home to an astounding 5% of our entire planet‘s plants and animals; 

and the vast majority of them are unique species like lemurs and fossa, found nowhere else on Earth.  Unfortunately, it‘s the same 

story we see around the globe: slash-and-burn agriculture is destroying the native habitats.  But it‘s even worse than that. Conserva-

tionists have had to deal with a pervasive local belief.  The Malagasy believe that when the last bit of forest on the island has finally 

been used up, the spirits will magically bring them all back, everywhere on the island.  Needless to say, the Malagasy are totally 

screwed. 

On many issues, nonbelievers have traditionally been willing to adopt a live and let live attitude to religious beliefs –after all, 

what‘s the harm?  But 9/11 has made people think twice about this, and so has the issue of the environment.   Not to say that people 

are necessarily divided along religious lines on this issue; of course there are a great many in both camps who deeply care about the 

stewardship of the Earth (and many who don‘t care – sadly, also in both camps).   

But what concerns many people is a fatalistic attitude among some believers that the world is going to end soon: all the prophetic 

signs are lining up for Jesus to come back, and gosh, it‘s never been this bad before!  If all this apocalypse mania sounds familiar, 

it‘s because they were saying the same thing in the 1970‘s – and during the Cold War, and the second World War, the first World 

War, during the time of Napoleon, during the Crusades, during the fall of Rome, and even in the New Testament itself.  The End of 

the World has had a long and distinguished history.   

For years believers have been telling atheists ―Well, if I‘m wrong about Christianity I‘ve lost nothing, but if you‘re wrong, you‘ve 

lost everything.‖  It‘s time to turn that question around on them.   Because if environmentalists are wrong about saving animals, 

what‘s the harm?  But if the apocalyptic doomsayers are wrong about the world ending tomorrow – as they have been in every gen-

eration for over 2000 years – then it‘s not just them who have lost everything; we all have. 

Essay No. 7:  Why would God create a Human that he knows will end up in hell?  

Why indeed?   

 

Really, that‘s all that needs to be said, even though I feel obliged to provide at least 500 words for these essays… so here‘s some 

more thoughts on the subject:  

One of the side effects of Christianity evolving from the religion of a small group of Mesopotamian hill tribes is that it has out-

grown itself  (several times in fact).  In the beginning, there was no worry about everyone in the world being saved; Yahweh was just 

our god; for us, see?  In fact, the ancient Israelites originally didn‘t even believe they would be saved; they believed that after death 

everyone good and bad alike all went to the same place: Sheol, a gloomy realm underground where nothing much happened except 

getting lots of rest. 

But over the centuries, contact with other religions like Persian Zoroastrianism and Greek paganism brought fresh new ideas, and 

eventually we wound up with a dual Christian afterlife that looked a lot like the Persian‘s had: like them it had both a Paradise (an 

Old Persian word meaning something like ―walled garden‖) and a Hell of everlasting fire.    
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Who went where?  Well, naturally, good Christians went to the happy place, and unbelievers went to a dreadful eternity of torture 

and darkness.  (All this so far is also true for Islam, by the way - just replace ―Christian‖ with ―Muslim‖) But while this easily 

grasped scenario makes for a great selling point, it also creates a big problem for Christianity when you think about it.    

 

Here‘s the setup:   

We are told there is a perfect god who made all of us, and loves all of us.   

For reasons we don‘t need to get into here, despite all that we are further told that we are all doomed to everlasting torment. 

That is – UNLESS we accept Jesus as our personal savior.   

 

So far so good.  Accept Jesus and everything is fixed.  But… what about all the people who never heard about Jesus?  After all, it 

certainly wasn‘t a global announcement.  If the official story is true, he only appeared on earth once, in a very limited area for a very 

short time.  But for thousands of years (if not millions – but that‘s a whole other can of worms) before Jesus and after, entire conti-

nents of people around the world lived totally ignored by God, and were never even told about Jesus.  Didn‘t God love them too?  If 

so, why didn‘t he send Jesus to them?  In fact, we all only have hearsay evidence that Jesus ever even existed.  Why not send Jesus 

back down once in a while, to everybody?  The blatant unfairness of this makes the less-selfish Christians uncomfortable, as well it 

should. 

Some say logically enough, that a perfect all-merciful god would do a better job than that, so he must have provided some way for 

all those people to have a chance of salvation, even though the Bible says nothing about how this crucial work might be accom-

plished.   As a young Christian myself, my fellow believers and I agreed Jesus must do something to give all those heathen a chance 

at Heaven, but what?  We thought maybe he judges them on a different scale, and counts the good deeds they did as points for him, 

and subtracts for the bad things they did.  This is more fair than just condemning all of them to hell for not knowing about him, but 

it‘s ruled out by the authors of the New Testament, who are constantly telling us that all our good deeds mean jack squat, salvation-

ally speaking.  Otherwise why did we need Jesus to die for us at all? 

So what‘s the solution to this thorny problem?  There is no solution.  This is one of the places where the theological mechanics of 

Christianity simply breaks down.  You can‘t have it both ways: either the all-powerful, infinitely merciful Christian God gives all his 

beloved children the opportunity to join him in Heaven, or he doesn‘t.   He clearly hasn‘t.   So what does that tell us? 

Essay No. 8:  Is Truth Relative?  

I once spent a frustrating evening at a bible study group for a discussion entitled ―Is the Bible Reliable?‖  It‘s an excellent ques-

tion, and as you can probably imagine, I had a lot I wanted to say about the topic.  But to my great disappointment, we never even 

managed to get to a single good reason to trust scripture; instead we spent the whole time arguing about whether a nonbeliever could 

ever even be able to see the truth of the Bible!  There was a lot of talk of ―filters‖ – apparently because I saw scripture through my 

heathen ―filter‖ it would be impossible for me to be open to the deep and glorious truths to be found there.  It reminded me of the old 

line from a poem by William Blake:  

 

Both read the Bible day and night, 

But thou read'st black where I read white. 

 

Was I really blinded by atheist goggles?  Was my heart hardened like Pharaoh‘s?  Do you need the eye of faith to get the faith in 

the first place? 

Tell me what you think about this theory: because all of us interpret reality through our own preconceived notions, we are in es-

sence trapped within our own perceptions (our ―narratives‖) of it.  If you‘re a Post-Modernist Deconstructionist, you‘d take this a 

step farther and say, in essence, that there is no such thing as objective truth, because each person brings their own subjective inter-

pretations to things, making it impossible to see anything except through the distorted lens of our own making – and when we think 

something is true, it‘s only because one group or another has been able to exert their power and prestige to get their view established 

as ―the truth.‖  

Before you decide whether to take the red or blue pill, there‘s another point to consider.  Just because we are influenced by subjec-

tive factors doesn‘t mean we‘re hopelessly trapped by them - and it definitely doesn‘t mean the truth is relative or that all ideas are 

equally valid. We live in a world of ideas, but all our ideas spring out of the real world. Beyond ―my truth‖ and ―your truth‖ there is 

objective truth that really does exist, regardless of our ―narratives.‖ Sure, we all have our own biases and outlook, but we can recog-
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nize them for what they are, and go on to investigate reality in a conscientious objective scientific manner, and even change our out-

look though what we learn. 

We have the evidence of our own senses for the reality around us, as well as our interactions with it.  What‘s more, by studying 

those ways we interact with the universe, we are able to make genuine scientific progress and actually improve our reality. Perhaps 

the best definition of reality I‘ve ever heard came from science fiction writer Phillip K. Dick, who said reality is that which doesn't 

go away when you stop believing in it.  In his essay ―How to Build a Universe That Doesn't Fall Apart Two Days Later‖ he noted 

that we live in a society in which spurious realities are manufactured by the media, by governments, by big corporations, by religious 

groups, and political groups.  I was struck by something else he had to say about the need to get rid of these pseudo-worlds: 

―Do not believe — and I am dead serious when I say this — do not assume that order and stability are always good, in a society or 

in a universe. The old, the ossified, must always give way to new life and the birth of new things. Before the new things can be born 

the old must perish. This is a dangerous realization, because it tells us that we must eventually part with much of what is familiar to 

us. And that hurts. But that is part of the script of life. Unless we can psychologically accommodate change, we ourselves begin to 

die, inwardly. What I am saying is that objects, customs, habits, and ways of life must perish so that the authentic human being can 

live. And it is the authentic human being who matters most, the viable, elastic organism which can bounce back, absorb, and deal 

with the new.‖ 

Essay No. 9:  Is prayer a useless practice? 

Is prayer a useless practice? I can hear you now: Three guesses what the atheist is going to say…  Actually my feeling about 

prayer is probably the same as most believers: prayers to false gods are useless -the only disagreement is how many false gods we 

think there are...  

I can‘t speak for all unbelievers (we‘re a very disorganized bunch) but I suspect most atheists would agree with Robert Ingersoll‘s 

maxim that ―hands that help are better than lips that pray.‖  Let me get some snarky blasphemy out of my system and quote some of 

my other fellow heretics on prayer.  First, George Carlin (slightly edited for language): 

―You know who I pray to? Joe Pesci. Joe Pesci. Two reasons; first of all, I think he's a good actor. Okay. To me, that counts. Sec-

ond; he looks like a guy who can get things done. Joe Pesci doesn't f--- around. Doesn't f--- around. In fact, Joe Pesci came through 

on a couple of things that God was having trouble with. For years I asked God to do something about my noisy neighbor with the 

barking dog. Joe Pesci straightened that c---------- out with one visit.‖ 

―I noticed that of all the prayers I used to offer to God, and all the prayers that I now offer to Joe Pesci, are being answered at 

about the same 50 percent rate. Half the time I get what I want. Half the time I don't. Same as God 50-50. Same as the four leaf clo-

ver, the horse shoe, the rabbit's foot, and the wishing well. Same as the mojo man. Same as the voodoo lady who tells your fortune 

by squeezing the goat's testicles. It's all the same; 50-50. So just pick your superstitions, sit back, make a wish and enjoy yourself.‖ 

Here‘s an experiment: for just a week, try praying to a different god, or your dog, or the Flying Spaghetti Monster.  See what your 

results are.  Here are two other more or less profound observations on prayer: 

―When I was a kid I used to pray to God for a bike. Then I realized God doesn't work that way. So I stole a bike, and prayed to 

God for forgiveness.‖ (Emo Phillips) 

"Give a man a fish, and you'll feed him for a day; give him a religion, and he'll starve to death while praying for a 

fish." (anonymous)  

Alright, let‘s get serious for a moment.  I was reading the Complete Idiot‘s Guide to Prayer (Sure I snickered, but no joke, honest; 

it‘s a completely serious book) and came across this interesting quote from Søren Kierkegaard: ―Prayer does not change God, but it 

changes him who prays.‖ 

Do you agree? What about the prayers of other religions?  Do you think they change ―him who prays‖ too?  Or are they just talk-

ing to themselves? If we assume prayer is legitimate at all, it‘s a bit hard to see what God gets out of it. Either you‘re praying for 

God‘s will to be done, or you‘re not, right?  So what is there to pray about?  Trying to change God‘s mind makes no more sense than 

praising him does.  Surely he‗s big enough that he doesn‘t need to be flattered by us, does he?  When you believe in an immortal, 

omnipotent, all-knowing perfect super-being, prayer seems completely useless. 

And, like anything else, too much prayer can be not merely useless, but downright harmful to you. In stricter forms of religion, like 

Judaic Hassidism, and (at least in theory) all sects of Islam, prayer and ritual suffuse every aspect of your life at every moment. Paul 

instructs his followers to have this very same mentality, to ―pray without ceasing‖ and to ―bring every thought into captivity‖ to be 

obedient to Christ.  Can believers ever understand how frightening it is for nonbelievers to hear such a slavish, cultish, totalitarian 
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attitude held up as a virtue?   

Essay No. 10:  Are science and religion compatible?  

Modern day believers have no problem with science most of the time. They appreciate science when it let‘s them live in comfort, 

fly across country, communicate by satellite, protects them from diseases that decimated their ancestors or saves their lives with car-

diac surgery or antibiotics. And they don‘t have problems with science when it conflicts with ancient superstition or long-dead relig-

ions.  Of course lightning bolts weren‘t javelins of Zeus, silly ancient Greeks, they are electrical discharges, powerful and awe-

inspiring but perfectly natural.  Of course lunar eclipses aren‘t caused when the giant Nordic troll-wolf Hati Hródvitnisson catches 

and eats the moon.  

And they don‘t have problems with science when it conflicts with other people‘s religions.  Many mainstream Christians (and me 

too, I completely admit) chuckle when objective scientific investigation continues to implacably dismantle, one by one, cherished 

Mormon beliefs: No, American Indians and Samoans are not descended from lost tribes of Israelites. No, native Americans never 

domesticated elephants, horses, oxen, sheep or swine. No, there were no chariots or machinery, steel swords or breastplates, iron or 

brass, silks or wine, wheat or barley in the pre-Columbian world, either. No, No one has ever turned up a single piece of gold or sil-

ver currency (―senines‖, ―seons,‖ ―shums,‖ ―limnahs,‖ ―leahs,‖ ―senums,‖ ―amnors,‖ ―antions,‖ ―ezroms,‖ ―onti,‖ ―shiblons‖ 

―shiblums‖), of course no golden plates, and the Mormon ―scripture‖ the Book of Abraham turned out to be an Egyptian burial man-

ual. Science has no beef against the LDS church, but there‘s no two ways about it; science shows that the historical and archeological 

claims of the Book of Mormon are quite simply, a fraud. 

Mainstream Christians applaud this kind of debunking - but as soon as their own articles of faith come under the same spotlight, 

now that is a very different matter indeed. Suddenly it‘s hands off: Science doesn‘t have all the answers, Science and religion are 

different ―magisteria‖, you have to have faith, Science is just another faith, yadda, yadda, yadda. 

Science doesn‘t have it out for Mormons, or for mainstream Christians – but reality might. After all, as Stephen Colbert has noted, 

―Reality has a well-known liberal bias.‖  On the other hand, religion has had a long history of having it out for science.  It has be-

come popular recently for some authors to claim that Christianity was responsible for giving us science, the same claim some Mus-

lim apologists make for Islam.  But the truth is that scientific progress under both religions came despite these religions, not because 

of them. When asking the wrong questions risks the death penalty for blasphemy, scientific investigation is not going to be your cul-

ture‘s strong suit.   

But even today, though scientists no longer have to worry about being burned at the stake, there remains a crucial incompatibility 

between science and religion: their methodology. The scientific method is to question your assumptions, test them to see if they hold 

up to reality, and follow the evidence where it leads – even if it means giving up your pet theory.  But revelation presumes to start 

with all the answers handed to them on a silver plate – and these answers are not to be questioned, tested or doubted.  What a perfect 

recipe for disaster.  Which is why the western world has been unsuccessfully struggling for centuries to squeeze the entire universe 

into a tiny Bronze-age box.  Every time it‘s had to be dragged into reality, changing it‘s interpretation of scripture to be less and less 

literal so it can catch up with our growing understanding.  Science may not be perfect, but it has brought more benefits to humanity 

in just a few centuries than religion has in several millennia.  And at least it has the honesty to admit it is a purely human endeavor – 

unlike religion, that most fallibly human institution.   

In the end, the problem is not whether science and religion are compatible The real question is, are reality and religion compatible? 

Essay No. 11:  Can there be Justice without a God?  

How fearful we are… Deep in our hearts, we all know just how fragile concepts like Justice, Love, Mercy, and Peace really are – 

just as precious and fragile, and necessary, as life itself.  So what do we do about these so very vulnerable ideals?  We try to shore 

them up by declaring that they in the hands of the Almighty, whose will is safeguarded by his omnipotent power.    

And yet, before we go making God a placeholder for Justice (like we do for so many other at-risk concepts we value) perhaps we 

should ask a few questions first. What is Justice, anyway?  Philosophers have debated theories of Justice for centuries, but while they 

may disagree on its ultimate source or justification, most everyone seems to be able to agree what Justice essentially boils down to: 

treating people fairly. 

But… do God‘s actions qualify as fair in the first place? He spends a great deal of the Old Testament getting cheesed off and smit-

ing people: men, women, children and newborns in droves, often regardless of their guilt or innocence.  Despite numerous verses 

that claim otherwise, he even accepts human sacrifices, even of innocent victims like the daughter of the Israelite general Jepthah 
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(Judges 11:30-40), or Saul‘s seven sons (2 Samuel 21:1-9).  

Socrates posed the question: Is it right just because God commands it, or does God command it because it's right?  But there‘s a 

paradox here: if the first is the case, then whatever God says goes, no matter how arbitrary.  But if the second is the case, then moral-

ity is something bigger than God, and he is just its messenger boy.  Some believers claim this whole point is moot, because they say 

God is by his very nature goodness, and so of course this is reflected in his commandments. 

Or is it?  Has anyone who says that actually read those commandments?  Do they really think that stoning to death is an appropri-

ate response to ―sins‖ like working on the Sabbath, or eating shellfish, or cursing?  Or belonging to the wrong tribe? Or following a 

different religion? Jehovah, Jesus and Allah all pronounce never-ending torture merely for disbelief alone.  When honest doubt is 

punished with the same severity as murder or rape, where is the justice in any of this?  Even if all so-called sins were equally heinous 

(and they clearly aren‘t), where is the justice in everlasting punishment? 

According to Christian and Muslim ideas of Justice, we are all sinners doomed to hell. But as John Stuart Mill pointed out long 

ago, if a god creates people devoid of real freedom and inevitably foredoomed to be sinners, and then punishes them for being what 

he has made them, he may be many things, but ―holy‖ is not one of them. 

So much for the divine origins of Justice.  But where does it come from, if not direct from the heavens?  The simple fact is, despite 

all the obfuscation from theologians, every successful society in history has figured out that injustice makes people unhappy. Justice 

and fairness are not rocket science; even kindergarteners can (and do) figure them out.  In fact, researchers have found that social 

animals who cooperate with each other also have this sense of what is fair and aversion to being treated unequally. So Evolution does 

not just mean nature red in tooth and claw, it also means ideas of cooperation, fairness and justice are natural and instinctual. 

So glum types who mope ―There ain‘t no justice‖ are just as wrong as scarily earnest fundamentalists who assert that God‘s justice 

is perfect.  Of course there can be Justice.  But there is no SuperCop in the sky to enforce it; like it or not, it‘s up to us to create, up-

hold and fight for Justice. 

Essay No. 12:  Do we really need marriage anymore?  

I suppose I have a love-hate relationship with marriage – which seems oddly appropriate since for many people marriage is a love-

hate relationship.  I‘ll be the first to admit that as far as great mysteries of the universe go, how to live with someone you love and 

not drive each other crazy is right up there with the Big Bang and quantum physics.  As D.H. Lawrence noted, marriage is like the 

Riddle of the Sphinx – you solve it, or get torn to bits.   But despite all my misgivings, uncertainties and suspicions that we haven‘t 

quite worked all the bugs out of the system yet, I still want to believe that marriage has the potential to be a wonderful thing. Still, 

even if marriage is a swell thing, will civilization collapse without it?   

The current rallying cry for outraged fundies is that marriage is under attack – under attack! – by people who, get this, want to … 

get married!   Yes, same sex marriage is a vile threat.  But those commies in the California Supreme Court (6 of 7 of which are mod-

erate Republicans) have actually ruled that there‘s nothing unconstitutional or unlawful about two adults marrying their significant 

other – regardless of their gender!  The evil gay agenda has come to fruition: now they will have ―special rights‖: wedding ceremo-

nies, health insurance for their spouses, inheritance rights, hospital visitation rights, life insurance, pension benefits; the list of atroci-

ties goes on and on.  

Perhaps this doesn‘t sound so ominous to you, but listen to those voices of reason on Bible Belt call-in radio shows.  If we allow 

this, they sputter, what‘s next? Will it become legal to marry your grandmother? Or a stinging jellyfish? Or a vacuum cleaner? As 

crusty evangelical defenders of marriage grimly warn us, equal rights for gay people threatens to change the very definition of mar-

riage.  

What definition is that, exactly?  Why, it‘s the Biblical definition of marriage – one man, one woman, period. Only…well, funny 

thing really: the Word of God doesn‘t agree on a single definition of marriage.  Most of the patriarchs either had no wife at all or had 

several of them, with other girls on the side. Jacob, father of the twelve tribes of Israel had two wives, each with a maidservant; he 

had children by all four of them.  Righteous kings like David and Solomon had scores of both wives and concubines. BTW, where 

does Polygamy and concubines fit in with God‘s plan for the family today?   

Many of the biblical rules for marriage grudgingly come from the Apostle Paul, who doesn‘t approve of marriage and doesn‘t even 

like girls half as much as his beloved Timothy and slave-boy Onesimus. He wishes all men were like him (1 Cor. 7:7-9), unmarried 

and perfectly uninterested in silly things like pleasing their wives (1 Cor. 7: 32-33).  He also insists it is good for a man not to touch a 

woman (1 Cor. 7:1), even married men (1 Cor. 7:29). He advises unmarried man not to seek a wife (1 Cor. 7:27) since Jesus is com-

ing back literally any minute now (1 Cor. 7:29). 

And there are still other helpful Bible commandments for a happy marriage: marrying a non-believer is illegal (Gen 24:3; Num 
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25:1-9; Ezra 9:12; Neh 10:30, 2 Cor. 6:14), and so is divorce (Deut 22:19; Mark 10:9). If a married man dies without children, his 

brother should marry and impregnate the widow, or be fined and punished (Gen. 38:6-10; Deut 25:5-10).  And of course, if you can‘t 

prove the bride is a virgin, she must be executed (Deut 22:13-21). 

Of course, it‘s only Christians who have to worry about any of these concerns in the first place; believe it or not, even non-

Christians are allowed to get married. 

And somehow Christians have managed to survive all these repeated changes to the definition of marriage with no ill-effects.  

There are people alive today who remember when mixed-faith marriages, interracial marriages and divorcees were all the latest out-

rageous threat to the sanctity of marriage.  

Let‘s face it, God has always played catch-up to us when it comes to social issues.  What used to be just dandy (polygamy, concu-

bines, etc.) is now roundly condemned from the pulpits, and what used to be strictly not kosher (marrying outside your race or relig-

ion, etc.) is routinely accepted.  Couples and families have changed, and it‘s a wonderful thing. If marriage is to mean anything at all, 

it needs to catch up to reality and reflect all the people who love and care for each other. If marriage can‘t evolve to include that, it 

doesn‘t deserve to survive. 

Essay No. 13:  Does religion do more harm than good? 

Believers and non-believers have been batting this question back and forth forever.  Christians are particularly bad about trying to 

take credit for every good thing in human history.  The early church fathers even tried to claim that Moses inspired all the Greek phi-

losophers, or that they were secret Christians!  TV Evangelist D. James Kennedy and his producer Jerry Newcombe carried on this 

rich tradition in their book What If Jesus Had Never been Born?, in which they ridiculously allege that Christianity was responsible 

for everything ranging from modern science to literacy to civil rights to Art and Music to American democracy!    

My fellow heretics say what a goofy notion and point to 2000-odd years of Christianity opposing all of these things, as well as 

untold centuries of bloodshed, persecution, pogroms and repression. Which brings the inevitable response, ―Well, those weren‘t real 

Christians!‖  And back and forth the theological badminton game continues… 

Of course few would honestly deny that you can find good and bad in every religion. Buddhist and Hindu sects fight violently 

amongst themselves with no thought to the bad karma they are accruing.  And as for Mohammad‘s religion of peace, a sign recently 

spotted on UK news says it all: ―Kill those who say Islam is violent!‖ Blaise Pascal was right when he observed ―Men never do evil 

so completely and cheerfully as when they do it from a religious conviction.‖  But I think it‘s fair to say that‘s only half the story.  

Almost all religions have contributed to amazing cultural achievements and some of our most profound thoughts and artistic expres-

sions.  My all-time favorite religious quote came from the late Christian theologian H. Richard Niebuhr, who wisely noted ―Religion 

makes good people better and bad people worse.‖  

Still, we might think twice about hopping on this is-religion-good-or-evil teeter-totter in the first place.  Most believers would ar-

gue that even the cultural accomplishments their own religion has given the world pale in comparison to the single most important 

benefit: Salvation.  So shouldn‘t the real question be ―Does Salvation make the bad side of religion all worth it?‖  

In a word - no. Because our first question should be: is any of this true?  Look at what all the religions of the world have in com-

mon: They all conflict with science.  Everything we learn about how the universe and the Earth‘s history really unfolded continues to 

contradict the origin myths and cosmology of all religions. 

They all disagree with each other on nearly everything, including critically important matters like our eternal salvation and our 

well-being on earth – but all of them rely on the same appeal: the need to just accept their authority entirely ―on faith.‖ 

All of them make outrageous supernatural claims with little or no good evidence to back them up.  But when faced with discover-

ies of scientists and historians, there‘s a consistent pattern to these claims: they either completely retreat from the light, or become 

hastily revised and ―reinterpreted.‖ 

The vast majority of gods worshipped throughout history have been abandoned and rejected as false, yet the gods of all of today‘s 

religions came out of the same ancient world and owe much to the worship of gods that came before them.  And as we‘ve seen, all 

religions (even yours) have skeletons in their closets: an all-too-human history they aren‘t proud of, filled with mistakes, revisions 

and brutal, bloody disagreements. Most of us follow the religion of our parents or the region we live in. making our ―eternal salva-

tion‖ dependent on luck and geography. 

The idea of a ―plan of salvation‖ being offered by an eternal all-powerful, all-knowing, all-loving god makes no sense except as a 

reflection of our own hopes, fears and wishful thinking. If there was such a thing as a heaven, an all-loving god would already have 

us there with him.  There would be no reason to bother creating a universe and letting people suffer through it, since an all-knowing 
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The first words of the Bill of Rights of the United States Constitution 
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god already would know who was going to be saved. And a god who failed in saving the vast majority of his beloved children from 

an everlasting hell he himself created is neither all-powerful nor all-loving.  

However, Salvation makes perfect sense if the entire notion is simply bait, an enticing lure to sell a religion. As a business plan, 

religion is tremendously profitable for those at the top, whether their motives are pure as the driven snow or driven by nothing more 

than sheer fanaticism - or lust for power and influence.  

The most successful religions spread like a virus epidemic; it‘s no coincidence that the most widespread faiths today are also the 

most intolerant and aggressive towards their rival religions. 

No matter whether religion is good or evil (or lots of both), the fact is none of them appear to be true.  And that is great grounds 

for jettisoning all of them. Why would we need a lie in order for us to be good?  What‘s wrong with the truth?  

Noble truths stand on their own whether you call them ―scripture‖ or not; they don‘t to be tarted up with angelic choruses or come 

down on stone tablets. 

And the truth is there are good reasons to do good. It‘s not as a hard as some would make it out to know what the right thing to do 

is.  It may not be the easiest or most pleasant option, but we know what to do when we face up to it with honesty, reason and com-

passion. The right thing to do isn‘t the right thing just because someone says so; it‘s the right thing to do because it leads to greater 

human happiness.  


