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Abstract

Human beings are social animals, not solitary ones. Morality is an instinct
we have because it helps us socialize, live together harmoniously. This
paper reviews how the evolution of morality and other mental functions
associated with our survival and sociality gave rise to cultural behavior
among the small groups of humans during the Palaeolithic period when the
tribe was personified as a supernatural identity and guardian, a totem, an
ancestor and ultimately a god. Loyalty to the tribe required loyalty to the
tribal god representing the tribe. Preservation of the tribe meant mistrust
of other tribes and their gods. The merging of small groups rendered
obsolete the tribal, locally cultural conception of religion, but it persisted as
monotheism in the imperial stage of society from about 2000 BC, becoming
the world religions. Today’s empires are global, and a belief system
modelled on local tribes in competition is naive divisive. Out-group hatred
is more of a threat than any in-group moral benefits, and they too are
disappearing with the failure to preserve small group coherence, and
justice and fairness in capitalist society. The moral failure of imperial
religion on the urban and global scale is the “"Death of God”. Humans now
cannot afford the moral laziness of constantly appealing to a supernatural
totem in an otherwise do-nothing religion. Imperial religion was and still is
a tool of the political right, used to manipulate us. Yet Christ offered an
ethical scheme that is essentially a practical morality of mutual
lovingkindness which does not require a supernatural God. It is Secular
Christianity, a world view any scientist and atheist could adopt without
compromise, and most Christians should.

Biology provides a broad sourcd anformation about hmans that has no
substitute. It clafies long standing paradoxes. It shows thamesthings have
indeed beemissingfrom the debates aboutorality, and that thg have been

missing because the procedsooganic evolution that gave rise to &dms d
life has been teout d the discussions.
R D Alexander,The Biology of Moral Systen($987)
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Morality, an Evolutionary Adaptation

In 1739, the Scottish philosopher Davidriiwrote: “When ay hypothesis...
is advanc’'d to explain mental operation, which is oamon tomen and beasts,
we must appy the sane hypothesis to both.” A centyrlater, Darwin showed
that all forms d life have a ammon origin. Yet, to this dg the idea that
humans and amnals share characteristics and abilities, includiegtal ones, as
a result ® shared evolutiongrhistowy, still seens hard to swallovior same.
Frans de Waal

If God has prescribed man morals, it is up to us to think about what God has
told us and appl his moral rules. But Michael Gazzaniga, amieent US
neuroscientist, reports thatost scientific studies ahorality find no correlation
betweenmoral reasoning anchoral behavior such as helping others. The fact is
that most people arenoral, irrespective of their justification of ¥Whatever the
basis for agone’s morals, sme supposegl highly pious religionists frm
Catholic popes to Protestant televangelists haea betten to the core, butost
people behave well.

It looks as thouglmorality is the wg we behave as Imans—with the exceptions
behaving bagl—yet we do not have to struggle withoral problens on a day
basis. Steven Quartz of the California InstituteTetchnolog says “what our
brain is for, what our brain has evolved for, isfiwd what is of value in our
enviromment”. Eachmoment wemeet a new situation, and our brains instantl
assess what thhesee andnake judgenents, sane of which wemight conscioust
consider, andmary more ranain in our unconsciousninds. These instant
judgements are the basis of omorals.

It is like tasting smething new (David Brooks;The End of Philosopli, NY
Times 6 April 2009).When a child, particulayl does not like it, thespit it out,
often with an obvious show of disgust. Adultsgght showmore decorm, but
usuall there is little weighing up of the pros and calihss the sane whenyou
come across a wonderful sight. You do not considemigsits at length to get
your impression of it. You can judge it instantlThe sane is true ofmoral
judgements. We make quick intuitive decisions about what feels tigh not.
Having made a judg@ent wemight try to rationalize it, butany people cannot,
and the whole process begins gbang age, before we can speak, and before our
brains have started foal reasoning.

When a child tastes s®thing strange and unfdiar, its instant reaction is to
find it disgusting. In that wg it has a natural defence against noxious foois. It
an instinct that has evolved. Those without it ofteed y eating poisonous or
rancid food. Those who m&ined had inherited the trait to find new food
disgusting. The have to be persuaded Ipeople thg trust that the food is
wholesane. The have to acquire the taste. Thensaapplies to a landscap#/e
have evolved to like certain landscapes because ahe our natural hoe. A
landscape of blackened rocks devoid of vegetaiarot inviting. Nor is a baking
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hot desert, or analarial swanp. But a green vallewith a lake, trees and deer
roaming about looks inviting to us. It is a naturalnt for us, and we have
evolved to know what is good for us.

Morality is smilar. Jonathan Haidt of the Univengitof Virginia sas the
emotions controlmorality, and our eotions have evolved. The evolution of
morality depends on our social nature. People are notaepanits but cmbine
together into groups and monunities ofmutual assistance.

Conservatives and religionists have long ago decidat evolution is anatter of
vicious canpetition—a dog eat dog contest red in tooth and elawd humans
are essentiall the sane, basicall competitive anmals saved from bestialiyy by
God’s morals. Huiman campetition is the biological justification for the mialist
econanic systan but morality mediates it slightt, and that slighmodification is
what makes it acceptable, or even divine. Heinz Kohyisehoanayst, thought
human behavior should never to be described'l@sstial” because no anal
would behave in the wa humans do to be described as beasts:

Hitler exploited the readiness$ a civilized nation to shed the thinylx o its
uncanmfortably carried restraints, leading to the unspeakable evénite alecade
between 1935 and 1945. But the truth is—niust be adhitted with
sadness—that such events are not “bestial”... but are dgbtigehn.

Heinz Kohut (1972)

But the caonpetition invoved in evolution does not have to la@age, or even
direct, the wg the naive right wing likes tonaintain. Social amnals band
together in groups because each individuabrag then benefits. Socialit is
about co-operation within groups. Socialraais stand together againstnomon
threats, thenrmore advanced social amals like human beings help each other,
build houses together, take on different jobs uhwasion of labour, and evolve
such that these aumunal and co-operative traits are reinforced. Angides
obvious changes like these that evolve, so toodmdal more subtle motional
changes evolve too, often drivey the homonal secretions, opioids and brain
chamicals like dopanine, whichmake us feel goodybhelping, trusting or being
friendly with others. B being social, we end up caring about the rightstbér
people, as well as our personal rights, aryallyg, respect, culture, and traditions,
all social issuedNe are all descended frosuccessful co-operators.

As Darwin saw, copetition hasmade us co-operativempathetic and altruistic
towards others of our kind, and, through it, ev@rmnimals not of our kind. The
only trouble so far is that we tend still to distruter humans who are not in our
own local group, with the definition éfocal” itself slowly evolving fran family,
to clan, to tribe, to nation, tovgire and ultmately to the world.

Intuitive morality explains how we lead practicable social lives wauth
excessivel pausing tanake judgenents about other$Ve trust others to boral
like ourselves. If thg betray our trust, we expect others in sogiéke ourselves

www.askwhy.co.uk 8 October, 2010 4 of 137



M D Magee The Natural History of Secular Christiar

to punish the betyeers. That is the law! Our judgents are largglinstinctive,

but have been codified to me extent with our use of language and reason. So,
sametimes we have to use reason to supelet or substitute for oumoral
Intuitions.

Brooks thinks the realization thatorals are not external-mposed lg God, or
worked out ly reason—nbut are largelinstinctive is“an epochal change”. It
challengesmuch of how philosoph is imagined—themetaplysical problen of
ethics is no longer a hard one. It challenges tthaittons of all“the religions of
the book”, for religion—God—is shown not to have bdée source of the
distinction between right and wrong.yiirg too hard for balance, Brooks writes:

It challenges the new atheists, who seen@ves involved in a warf aeason
againstfaith and who have an unwarrantedth in the power opure reason and
in the puriy of their own reasoning.

What, though, hasnorality to do with irrational faitR What the evolutiongr
theory of morality has done is reove the connexion betweenorals and faith
that religions have seen as necegsa@he theoy of evolution is the pinnacle of
reason, and now it explains whve havemorals, and how propsrisocialized
human beings appl tham instinctively with no recourse to religions, bibles or
God.

Evolution is a scientific idea which is continyafiiving us new insights, though

it is almost mpossible to get aione indoctrinated with religion to appreciate it.
Science has naturglexplainedmany of the phenmena consideredybreligious
people to be signs of God. Justrasrality can be explainedybevolution, so too
can feelings of awe, transcendence, patnotjsy and self sacrifice. Indeed, the
aremainly traceable to the s# facts—that we have evolved and are social. Our
societies transcend u¥/e are in a social contract with othernmn beings, a
mutual bargain that we treat others as we oursetesd want to be treated. Our
loyalty to sociey hasmetamorphosed to our lalty to God. Socistis God!

Most people think thamorals have been given to ug od, and God’s laws
should be applied in practice. tThhave been fixed forever, whence the laws of
Moses, Sharia law, and the inerrprmd the Protestariflew TestamenGod’s law

Is unchanging, but the trouble is that no one @reeon what it is that He has
prescribed! The whole of Iman histoy has seen laws changing
constanty—evolving!

The laws in relationship to vaeen now give then much closer equaltto men
than thg have enjged under the duinance of the patriarchal God for 2500
years. The an is that both sexes should be legadjual. The law in relation to
race has snilarly evolved ly leaps and bounds in the last few hundredrs after
millennia of gross inequalt under the patriarchal God. Khan beings
eveywhere are increasingbeing seen as equal, quite propeilhe progress has
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beenmade painfuly slowly, despite the faith of Christian believers in tinardty

of Jesus, who insisted that his followers shouldsaer allmen, even emaies, as
if they were God Hinself. Christians have mbst universall ignored this
commandment as too hard.

The one who many Christians treat as if he were God, Paul, condstadey
and the inferior status of ween. He was sufficient for tiheto ignore the word of
the man who ismeant tobe God. Let agone actuall look at evidence—what
actualy happens in histgr—and thg will see that law alwgs evolves, like
evewnthing else. If we have an unchanging law, it islive of evolution.

The moral nature b man has reached its present standard, yp#itbugh the
advancenent d his reasoning powers and consequeaitla just public opinion,
but especiayl from his gympathies having been rendereabre tender and
widely diffused through the fieects & habit, exanple, instruction, and
reflection... nevertheless thest foundation or origin bthemoral sense lies in
the social instincts, includingysipathy; and these instincts no doubt were
primarily gained, as in the caséthe lower ammals, through natural selection.
Charles Darwin

All mammals have a ammon ancestor frm which the have differentiated in
response to different enviromental needs. Just asns® evolved specialized
wings or flippers, sme retainednore generalizedmibs. In the sae way, subtle
features like socialtvaried, and mong themore social amhals degrees of pja
led to a variet of co-operative andngpathic responses. In mans, one such set
of responses is calleahorality—responses like hongstaltruiam, compassion,
generosy and being fair. Moraljt is just a particular exaple in one failiar
species of a general behavior in socialnais. It evolved as a result of the
evolution of social living.

Darwin saw that honan morality was an extension of the amal instincts of
social anmals. Stories of amals feeding disabled ones ign@&kably common.
Sighted amnals have often been observed feeding blind ok¥s.can take
morality further than amnals, and consequentinany people have refused to see
the basis ofmorality that exists in amnals too. But the difference between
animals and hmans is one of degree gnl

So morality is rooted in evolution, particulgrlin the evolution of socialt It is
thequid pro quoof living in groups. It is not snply the opposite of selfishness. It
is a broad adaptive stratetpr social living that has evolved in social muais (M
Bekoff and J Pierce\ld Justice to which this section is indebted). Soltar
animals cannot benoral at all, thg have nothing to gainybit. Social anmals
help each other becauseyhedividually benefit ly it. Morality is not altruisn. It

Is a selfish stratggbut depends on reciprogit

Social anmals restrict the behavior of their grougembers. The restrictions a
group mposes offer the secuyjt welfare, and fairness thabakes group life
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beneficial. These are“self regarding” behaviors—tlge benefit each
individual—but are als@other regarding” because thbave to accept a duto
regard the othamembers of the group too.

Dogs are a good emxgle d a species that have and glsocial rules. That's
why we like then somuch, even though tlg&e large carnivores.
Frans de Waal

When dogs or wolves pfawith each other, savage biting is forbidden. The
animals have an etiquette, and wikpologize” when the bite too hard. Pack
animals like these also havweanners, an order of precedent when feediryg, b
which the higher ranked anals get the first choice, but all get fed. Othanais
have groming etiquette, and fomal methods of approaching each other which
assure the amals they are not being threatened.

Like humans, amnals living in groups have to lose e of their individual
freedan to be a part of the group. To have the benehty, have to canpromise
elsewhere. It is a trade off of freeddor securiy. Frans déWaals speaks of
“community concern” as the characteristics of the group ¢bater benefits on to
the individual. Aty individual groupmember not pronoting the desirable group
characteristics will be treated &bad” while those that do will be treated as
“good”. The shriekmarks here signyf that the amnals are not conscioysl
reasoning which isgood” and which'bad”, but that thg have evolved the abiit

to do it to their own advantage. That yhe@o, by whatevermeans, looks ver
much likemorality.

Yet sane evolutionay biologists, still influenced Yo Genesis have refused to
accept that amals can havemorals. In their view, oyl humans havemorals
because we are unigyeahade in themage of God. Oncelorals are seen as an
evolved trait, it is plain that other amals must have the, or the behavior frm
which morality evolved. Anmal morality is different ony in degree frea human
morality, just as a wolf’'s paw has thensa basic structure as therhan hand.

It is obviousYy possible to definenorality so narrowy that ony humans can be
included, but that is neither scientific nor honemtd can onl serve to hide
important connexion3Ne differ fran animals in being conscious of our beliefs
and actions, and consciousness is the featureablaito us that allows us to
reason. Moralit, though, does not have to be conscious. It iscbasesnotions,
and thg work quite well unconsciougl

That enotional reactions are nested in levels of evoluti®rsuggestedybthe
evolution of the brain itself which P MacLean saw lzeing in three distinct
stages, each built on to the previous one. mbst primitive is the reptilian brain
(the R-Canplex) which controls basic functions like breathingartbeat, and
flight or fight. Next up is the ibic system which controls motions. Lasy, the
most recent addition is the neocortex, the outembvehich controls abstract
thought and speech. In tmans and perhaps apesations might be refined 1
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the work of the neocortex, but the essentmb&onal responses are in thenbic
system, and there is no reason to suppose thahmals do not experience it
despite it being there!

Equally anmals cannot attept to describe their naotions, but hmans have
symbolic language to yr to describe thm. Their inabiliy at articulating their
emotions does not stop anals fran having then. Rather the opposit¥/e can be
confident that we share the faculties of oumblic s/stems, a lower level of
mental exertion for us, but one amls surey have.What language in hmans has
done is providanore efficientmeans of transitting important skills necessar
for effective social life, like mpathy, fairness and trust. Itn@hasizes the higher
degree achievedybhumans in codiying justice andmorality, but cannot affect
the roots of it sharedybother social amnals. Reflective judgeent is not a
precondition ofmoral behavior.

So,morality is a trait that has evolved. Evidencenadrality has been observed in
animal behavior studies of great apesmnsanonkeys, wolves, genas, dolphins,
whales, elephants, rats amtte. Studies of the levels aforality in these amnals
can help us understand thmergence ofmorality in human beings as we evolved
from apes. Of coursenorality in a non-hman speciesight look rather different
from human morality, though all of it is social. Haan morality is related to law.
Law is imposed l the group when voluntarrestrictions—morals—are not
applied.

Studies show that, in pnates, bats, social carnivores, and toothed whalds a
dolphins, the larger the social group annaaliis in, the larger the size of the
individual’s neocortex. The social intelligencgpothesis is that social living
promotes higher intelligence. The need to keep trac&n&’'s conpanions in the
group, handling tha socialy and knowing how to treat theand trust the
pushes for the growth of the brain and of intelige. Teachinggoung ones the
communal codes, faning alliances, and even using deception all reqgisater
intellect.

The canponents ofmorality are sociall, intelligence andraotion. Rats andice
might seen lowly creatures to us, but theare social, motional and intelligent.
They show enpatty for other rats omice.

Empathy resides in partsfdhe brain so ancient that we sharetwath rats.
Frans de Waal

Rats will not take food once theealize another rat nearlwill get a shock 1 it.

J Paaksepp has shown rats experiengavjten thg are plging, and even let out
a rat laugh when tickled. Reactions likg geen to be brought onybthe release
of opioid chenicals into the blood, giving a sort of high findhe experience.

Socialy favourable factors are called prosocial. The beirapatterns that
contribute to prosocial behavior, and sonborality, appear as several broad
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characteristicspportant anong then being co-operation ngpathy and justice.

1. Empathy comprises gmpatly, campassion caring, helping, grieving and
consoling.

2. Co-operation cwprises altruisn, reciprociy and trust, and for those
animals that hesitate in gnof these are the sanctions of revenge and
punishment.

3. Justice coprises fairness, sharing, equglifust desserts, fair treaént,
and then the sanctions of indignation, retribuaol spite.

Morality implies mmorality. To have one, the othemust be possible. The pa
applies to sme of the conponents ofmorality. Empathy implies cruely. To
imagine the suffering of another does notydehd to a helping hand, it also leads
to the sadistic torturer. The prevalance of honesikes dishonegta potentialy
advantageous tactic.

Many people, even ethologists, will not use the wdrdoral” of anmals,

preferring to stick td'prosocial”’, but prosocial actions are not necebsaroral.

Parental care is not considemadral, but an instinct gamon to most advanced
animals. When actions mong anmals seen to bemoral in sane sense, theare

inadequatsl described as siply prosocial, though prosocialitis the basis of
morality. Social insects are wesocial anmals but the degree to which theake

choices, as opposed to acting pyreh instinct ismuch less clear. Mamals do

seam to make choices, and so cantere accuratgl described asoral.

Religious people find that consciousness of ouiomstis the essentiahoral
difference between us and amals. Can amnals decide for theselves what to
do? Are they moral agent8 Can thg act autonmously? The religious view has
long been that amals are robots. It is not a view thatyane, religious or not,
that has owned a pet can accept. Andhdnu histoy has advanced through us
training certain amnals—dogs, horsesnules, canels, elephants, llaas—ly
rewarding sme things thg did, and punishing others. The rewards and
punishments condition the amals to make the“right choice”—the choice we
want!

But the anial is choosing, and soetimes the amal will choose to disobe A
dogmight sit obedientt looking at a beefsteak on the kitchen table evieannhis
master is out of the raw, but it might snatch the steak amaake themost of it.
The dog has chosen tsin”, despite all its contrgrtraining. Darwin certaim
thought anmals had the power of self conand—thg couldmake choices:

Besides love andympathy, anmals exhibit other qualities connected with social
instincts, which in us would be callesbral. And | agree with Agassiz that dogs
possess soething vey much like a conscience.

C Darwin,The Descent of Man

Plainly anmalsdo choose, and it is often hard to believeythee not consciougl
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aware of their bad deeds. Hheften behave as if tgeare guily, somust expect
to be punished. That suyels the point of the training. The amal is, of course,
beingmade to behave in wa thatmight not be natural to it, at the monand of a
human being. But amnals can still have ageyevithin their own societies:

Wolves have a keen sendehow things ought to benang then.
R Solanon, A Passion for Justice

All we are tying to do is to extend it to suit ourselves, but st®uld not use
human standards for oaparison in cases of anal morality. That the amals
choose to obeg the group’s restrictions is showry khem sanetimes disobging
them, and the avoidance being punished when noticeolw€irintelligent birds,
can recognize and member others’ bad deeds, like those who steahftbeir
cache, and thewill help another that requires help in drivindg afthief, even if
they did not see the act of theft theelves. The trust their friends:

It was amoral raven seeking the man equivalent o justice because it
defended the group’s interest at potential cost tofitsel
Bernd HeinrichMind of a Raven

Animals obviousy make choices in their own societies, like whetheplay, and
whether to help another aml. Any animal that can respond flexyplmust be
making choices in the s® wa/, and we now know that highltrained human
activities like plging tennis involve unconscious decisions—we reacmake a
shotbefore we are conscious of it. So we highhtelligent anmals aremuch less
conscious than we think. The difference in degreeamsciousness in mans
and other advancedammals is less then we ever thought.

Training is smply conditioning, andmuch of human morality is conditioned.
Parents condition their children in the culturetloir tribe, or socigt So do
elephants.When fanilies break down, as we are now observing in oun ow
societies, all too often, the proper acculturatwdrour children does not happen,
and the next delinquent generation just does notwkhow thg are meant to
acculturate their own childrekVe are in a vicious downwargae. The sme is
true of elephants that have been ravaggddachers in the African wild life
parks. Elephanmatriarchs, the group leaders, are being shot befoe have
passed on their skills to theioung, and a generation of delinquent elephants has
arisen. impulse control in children is essential to the depeient ofmorality, yet
animals need to do it too.

Do anmals have motions? Few would doubt that amials can get angrwhen
provoked, and anger is ametion in hunan beings. Our ptsiologies have a lot
in common. It is absurd to dgnanimals, with which we are somilar, ary
emotions at all on the grounds that Godde us in Hismage, and not amals! It
IS not extrene to see that we are aflammals, and as a first approsation will
experience pain, jq love and anger in caparable wgs. | will cry out in pain if |
burn my finger, andmy cat will shriek if | tread on its tail. But if wboth feel
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pain, what stops us both frofeeling fear or love Admittedly, an enotion will

not be felt in precisglthe sane way across species, but, when it involves the
sane neural architecture or opioid responses in thesaontexts, then there is no
reason for us not to think the feeling will be ofsmnilar kind. Indeed, it is
perverse not to think it.

There is now no doubt that amls have motions, but there are still scientists
who preserve the theological dog that hman beings are distinguished ifno
animals by their anotions. The old notion of refusing to considencgion in
animals on the grounds that gnthumans have feelings, is ridiculous and counter
intuitive. As we all have a oomon evolutionay heritage, it is sensible to judge
what looks like enotion in an amnal when we would expect it as thamation.

We are hman and cannot avoid the language and knowledgeuo own
emotional experience when we describe a strikirgihilar reaction observed in
another species.

S J Gould

Emotions are not the highest product of evolutioneyThad evolved long before
reason and language. édtedly, we should not anthropmrphize the amnal,
but, though it will not be philosophizing about @sperience, it nevertheless still
feels it. You do not need to be able to descyina joy or sadness to experience
it, and that is just how amals are.We are anply recognizing after an awfuyll
long time failing to appreciate it, that we have feelingsammon with anmals.

It is just that we can tell others of it.

In the 1990s, neuroscientists noticed that cemaimrones irmacaquemonkeys

fired off when thg watched the researchers pick up food. Theesaeurones
fired when themonkeys were thenselves picking up food, so thevere firing

from the recognition of the s@ act ly the researchers. The neuromasrored

the activiy itself when observed in others, so ytheere temed “mirror

neurones”. Mirror neurones have since been foundoingbirds, like swap

sparrows—thg help then to learn their songs—suggesting thatytlbecurred as
far back as the enmon ancestor of birds amdammals.

As they fire when the amnal sees or hears the action being penéxt, thg give it
the sane feeling as it experiences when it does themesahing itself. Thg
therefore stnulate magination and concern. Therigger when we magine
ourselves doing what others are doing.yrhee signals ofrapathy! If another is
hurt, the observing amial can sense what it feels like:

Mirror neurones allow us to grasp thends d others, not through conceptual
reasoning, butypdirect stmulation—1Uy feeling, not thinking.
G Rizzolatti, neuroscientist

Since 2007, neurones throughout thenho brain have been identified @wror
neurones. Honans give others signals which yhevoluntarily recognize and
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respond to, like giggling triggering a spate ofaimd smilarly yawning triggering
yawning. Thg let us understand themetions of others, and are vital for
comprehending language. Otherpates have the s& sort of responses, Orang
Utans, for exmple, and, besides pnates, enpathy has been observed in
elephants, whales, ratgjce, and social carnivores.

Until they were found in whales, scientists thought the largaral cells called
spindle cells occurred onlin humans and apes. Thelay a role in enpathy,
intuition and feelings. In whales theappear in just those parts of their brains
where thg help in then making rapid reactions fro quick decisions, such as
whether another whale is in distress and a quisigaese is needeWhales have
three tmes the spindle cells of mans. Thg are likey to have an advanced
emotional life.

Humans are successful as a species because of owrimgytaltruistic and
compassionate traits, not, as capitalist socigicpelogical theoyr makes out i
being greey, acquisitive and selfish, which its proponents stidar Darwin’s
theoly of evolution ly natural selectiomplies. Scientists at UC Berkeglded by
Dacher Keltner, author ddorn to be Good: The Science of a Meaningful,Life
have noticed that social livinghplies“survival of the kindest”:

Because D our vely vulnerable @ spring, thefundanental taskfor human
survival and gene replication is to take cafeothers. Hman beings have
survived as a species because we have evolved the capacitiesfty taose in
need and to co-operate. As Darwin long agonsed, ympathy is our strongest
instinct.

What Darwin called yampathy, we nowmore canmonly call empathy, the abiliy

to understand another’snetions, and to respond in an helpfulywdn humans,
we can use oumaginations to share the other’s perspective, beitedsence of
empathy is emotional linkage. Itmight have started as an extension of the
emotional linkage of another and her infant.ripatty is the outcme.

Keltner with Laura Saslow and Sarina Rodrigues ¢bdimat many of us are
geneticaly predisposed to bemrgpathetic. Thg gave neayl 200 people tests to
measure their abilt to identify and feel the motions of others. The also
sanpled DNA fran thean. Certain brain cheicals have been linked witimoral
feelings. Anmals that have to live in close pravity, perhaps for secuyitin
numbers, can put up with it better when yhenjoy social contact. People can
have one of three DNA variations of a particulangédhat’s the receptor for
oxytocin, a natural chmical that is secreted into the bloodstreand the brain,
where it pronotes social interaction, nurturing andnantic love. It is the love
homone.

The three DNA variants are AA, AG, or GG—depending the genetic
information theg receive fran each parent. People with GG variation of the
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oxytocin gene receptor are significantbetter on the repathy tests cmpared
with those with the AA and AG variants, and therefat reading thenaotional
state of others. Moreover theseened less reactive to stress, which the
researchers testeq Ineasuring the participants’ heart rate asytheticipated a
loud bang.

So, for sone people, mpatty is innate, smething that's rooted in the genetic
makeup thg get fran their parents. S& Rodrigues:

The most uséul information we can také&rom this stug is that sane people are
going to be a bimore naturalf closed & and unable to regllunderstand what
other people aréeeling, and this could be in large part due to fiet that
they're so consmed ly their own stress—that it's sehow mpairing then
from connecting with others and reaching out.

But what about those who have the AA or AG variatieare thg doaned to go
through life enotionally cut off from other® No. Genes do not detane
evelthing. Our genme may predispose us to certain behaviors, buimately,
our lives are shapedylithe interaction between our genes and our expeEsgen
Genes give us a predisposition to act in a certay) but through detenining to
find better wgs of socialy connecting with people or handling stressjaae can
overcame these obstacles. In the oldnsrof Nature and Nurture, both count.

Besides oytocin, Keltneret al are also stugdng the vagus nerve. Both the vagus
nerve, a uniqugl mammalian ystem that connects to all the bgd organs and
regulates heart rate and breathing, angamin, play a role in conmunicating and
calming. Two people separated/ fa barrier took turns ymg to canmunicate
emotions to one anotheryldouching one other through a hole in the barfer.
the most part, participants were able to succesgtdmmunicate gmpatty, love
and gratitude and even assuaggor anxiey.

From activity in the threat response region of the bramany women grew
anxious as thewaited to be touched. However, as soon ag fille a ympathetic
touch, the vagus nerve was activated angtamn was released, caing than
immediatey. Keltner said:

Sympathy is indeed wired into our brains and bodies, and it spreads one
person to another through touch.

The sane goes for maller mammals. Rat pups whosaothers licked, gromed

and generayl nurtured then showed reduced levels of stressromes, including
cortisol, a homone triggered Y stress and anxigtand had generglimore robust
iImmune gstems. In another stud the level of cortisol of both white and Latino
students dropped as thgot to know each over a series of one on one get
togethers.

www.askwhy.co.uk 8 October, 2010 13 of 13’



M D Magee The Natural History of Secular Christiar

The basic response to atarcalls—startled behavior—has been refined through
evolution until the distress and anyiedf the alam call is manifested g seeing
another suffering. Such a phenenon is quite basic in vertebrates at least. \Man
cruel expemments have shown how distressedhaals are when thesee others of
their kind being killedWhen a rat sees a newrtat being decapitated, its stress
reaction is clear. Even throwing a rag bloodiedhvitie murdered rat on to the
cage of anothemakes it stressed. The witnessing rat can senseisvhappening,
and experience it. It isgathy!

Rhesusmonkeys will not feed when theknow another will get an electric shock
as a consequence. Frans \§laal Primates and Philosophers: How Morality
Evolved 2006) explains that a rheso®nkey was subjected to an expmant in
which it pulled a chain to get food. Monkelearn such trickammediate}. But
then the expement was arranged so that, besides delivering f@ouhther
monkey in the next cage got an electric shock when thenclvas pulled. The
monkey pulling the chain soon realized it was causingdtiermonkey distress,
and it stopped doing it, and would not do it againfive days, until it was reajl
hungry. Another starved itself for twelve yabefore it was forced toythunger to
pull the chain again. Thaonkeys would rather starve than cause pain to another
monkey nearly, and it was not oglwhen the othemonkey was kin.When the
monkeys were related, the longer thevould starve thmselves rather than cause
distress, showing that genes and evolution werevied even though the concern
the monkeys had for each other was nomiied to close kin. Irmonkeys and
apes, as well as mans, the cmpassionate trait has extended to unrelated
creatures in close enough pnmitly to notice distress in others of their kind.

Rats will not depress a lever to get food once ttealize that § so doing thg
cause a rat in an adjacent cage pain through atrielshock. Stanke Milgram
doing the sme expenmment to humans (who pretended to be shocked) fomaaty
were willing to appf such serious shocks that the wiiwould have died if the
shocks were real. In another expagnt with rats, one was suspended
uncanmfortably in the air, but another rat perfecfree to do as it wished could
press a lever to release the suspended rat. Theatedid just that!

Mice can feel mpathy. They are observall distressed when negrlbmice are
tortured. Enpathy in gnall mammals like mice shows it is probaplcommon to

all mammals, and certaiglto more sophisticated species. Once it is accepted that
many mammals can sense the pain of another of thmes&ind, the basis of
morality must exist.

A chimpanzee in an Werican zoo was unusual. It had cerebral ypalse ony
confirmed case of it in chips. Did the chmps tease it and take advantage of it, as
humans too often do to disabled pedphot a bit. All of then showed kindness,
helping it to feed, and groang it, and even an alphmale was gentle towards it.
Great apes will console another ape that has beested in a fight. It is a sign of
cognitive enpathy. The sane has notet been observed imonkeys. Monkes
havemirror neurones that are associated withpathy, but do not sea to have
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spindle cells which also seenecessyt Faults to the spindle cells of imans
sean to cause autm.

Whales and dolphins grieve for a lost relative. AdRgues fruit eating bat has
been seen acting as a tutor analidwife to ayoung pregnant feale. It has not
been eas to observe bats in the wild giving birth, but hayibeen seen, the
experts think midwifery might be the nanal practice mong bats. More
remarkable still is that the two bats were not related the act was one of
altruigm.

In an oft quoted case,y@ung fenale elephant with a crippled leg was harrassed
by ayoungmale showing off. Amaturematriarch defended the crippled elephant,
chasing off the buj, and returning to caress tileung fanale’s bad leg with her
trunk, and generall showing concern. Elephants grieve, and are thg othler
animal besides hmans that are curious about the corpses and bortbe dead of
their species. Gupassion for the ailing and grief for the dead iatkcconcern for
others—enpathy.

Elephants that found a herd of antelope lockedenspin an African National
park, followed the lead of thematriarch and released the catches on the gates of
the pens letting the captive amdls escapalas that perversitor enpathy?

Empatty is at the core of justice, andnpathy for those who can be seen to be
unjust, like yrants and torturers, evaporates—ytraae likely to get their just
deserts if their guard falls.

Evolutionay fitness is not at all ogplshown ly mutual fighting, asmany still
seen to think. Anmals co-operatemuch more in Nature than tlye show
aggression towards each other, quite copnttarthe populaf Darwinist—red in
tooth and claw” capitalist idea of amal behavior. Social amals spendnuch
more tme co-operating with each other than fighting. P&eypotkin Mutual
Aid) showed at the beginning of the twentieth centimat co-operation was a
much more reliable wg for animals to survive than eopetition, but it has taken
100years for agone to catch on to the truth. Amals in groupsnuch more often
will be found helping each other than squabbling:

Real canpetition and struggle between higherraals d the sane species cae
very seldan to my notice.
P Kropotkin,Mutual Aid

Mainly it wasmutual aid. Even the so-called feeding fremznot as frenzied as it
sounds. Social amals take their food in a set order of precedennd, hefore

the feeding, thewill communally defend the kill against scavangers keen to steal
it, irrespective of their place in the feeding hmhy. Even anmals of different
species are known to help each other, just asahs and dogs or horses do.
Ravens have been seen leading wolves to the cavtaseelk. The amal is too

big and tough for the ravens to pull apart, buytaee happ to let the wolf pack
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do it, then thg get a lot of bite size pieces thgelves.

Co-operation is the widespread basis of@bimorality. Co-operation is behavior
by which both parties benefit at then®. There is usuallno, or vey little cost to
the parties above that which arises out of theasa@ture of the amals. Saone
animals co-operatenore ready andmore often tharmodels of armal behavior
predict, even though the act of co-operatmgyht not yield ary immediate
benefit. The benefitswst be longer ten, but if the behavior is to be repeated, the
animal must experience sae affective state that rewards the acyivithe most
basic such state i&ffiliation"—liking and feeling close to others. happens
from family closeness but also fropair bonding (love) and friendship.

Social interactionsraong primates wasnainly affiliative, and ony occasionai}
agonistic. Chmpanzees have been known to helpnaos retrieve things lost in
the anmals’ pen or cage, with no reward as an incentileeyTalso freey share
their food and have developed ideas of recipyocdivision of food and
co-operation to ensure it is done in an orgerdy. Chimps renember those who
have shared their food with tlme and act in a friengllway towards the. It can
only be described as gratitude. Capuanonkeys domuch the sae.

How can such traits ensurerhan survival and raise our statusang our peers
RobbWiller thinks an answer is genergstthe more generous we are, thore
respect we get. In a stydeach participant had e cash and were told to use it
in games testing sharing, ostensilfbr the“public good”. It foundmore generous
people receivedore gifts, respect and co-operationnfrthe others, and wielded
more influence over the:

Thefindings suggest that gone who acts owlin his or her narrow skeinterest
will be shunned, disrespected, even hated. But those who behave generousl
with others are held in high estedy their peers and thus rise in status. Given
how much is to be gained through genemgsiocial scientists increasiygl
wonder less wipeople are ever generous, anare wty they are ever séish.

Robb Willer, UC Berkelg

The assmption that nice gys finish last is shownyball this work to be false.
Instead it supports the idea thantans respond to ogpassion, when adequatel
nurtured and supported. Keltner said:

This new sciencefaltruigm and the pisiological underpinningsfaompassion
is finally catching up with Darwin’s observations ngatl30 years ago, that
sympatly is our strongest instinct.

Being nice to others does indeed bring its own rdwan a feeling of wellbeing
and that prootes co-operation. Q%ocin, a homone, is another cigcal that
helps co-operation—pnaoting mutual trust. Trust is helpful when people wish to
join together in co-operative ventures, giving attenly unconscious and
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unreasoned response to others in our social netwbrkxelrod andV Hamilton
showed long ago that anals co-operatenore with those that have given the
reason for trust. Once we knownse&one, we just trust thewithout ary need to
think about it.

Co-operation also activates the reward centersi@forain, releasing dopene,
which thenmakes the co-operation feel pleasurable, and soueages it. Social
animals, kept isolated fon each other, suffer stress and/g®osis. Endogenous
opioid peptides (EOPs)pake anmals more inclined to associate clogeand
co-operate. Positive contact leads to the releddeGl’s, and thamakes the
animals seek contact. The EOPs effectyvgive anmals in groups a high—tlye
feel pleasure or pin social contact. Equalimutual aid or co-operatiomakes
people feel good.

Reciprocal altruisi is the zenith of co-operative behavior, andhedhink ony
humans are capable of it. Yet dogs angemas have sociahechanisns for
peacenaking as coplex as those of pmates. Ethologists reporting such
behavior in dogs, yenas, rats and crows have found peer reviewerhef t
reports rejecting th purely on prejudice not on science. Fheidge such low
animals as absolutglincapable of reciprocal altrutsso thg refuse to consider
evidence of it.

It ought not to be said that science should beugregd against aihing, and
rejection should ol be based on science better than thatm#itgd. Novel
observations can then gnbe rejected on the basis of identifiable flaws] aot
because sueone refuses to believe thean happenWhat, alyway is too low?

In colonies of initialy indistinguishable moeba called sthe moulds, in certain
conditions sme of the amnals volunteer to dieybbecaning a stalk to suspend
the fruiting bo¢ and propagate the conR Hudson, et al, who observed this
happening, called it altrzng and what better word is there for ygt these are
animals that are so low, thgmomally live as individual cells.

Mammals, birds, and even, it is said, crustaceans, play. In young anmals,
play emerges to build thm up through exercise, and to let ith@levelop life
skills. It hones psical andmental skills. Yet thg need an incentive to do it, and
the incentive is pleasure. Becauseypla so useful in pysical and mental
developnent, it has beawne pleasurable. It stiulates the release of endorphins,
and thatmakes it fun. It is Nature’s waof doing what is good for us, and the
species.

Morality seens to have evolved fra play. Morality has the fan of a game with
rules, and punighents for breaking thm. Animals plgy out of choice, and
continued participation depends upon fairness, meration and trust. As plas
by mutual agrement, anmals that habituayl cheat don’t get pised with. Among
coyotes, 60% ofyearlings that left hme died, but ol 20% of the ones that
remained at home until they weremore mature died. Those that tend not toypla
fairly tend to get isolated andight be the onesore likely to leave the fiaily
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group. It sems that the onesiore tolerated Y their kin, because the pidairly,
stay at hane until theg are more mature, and, being better prepared, succeed
better when theeventual do leave.

Play therefore is necessayrifair. Through it, each amal gets to understand what
Is acceptable to others and what is not—what istrigthd what is wrong! Once
all understand the rules, thengais stable, and all can egjd while they choose
to play. Play, for social amnals, is therefore essential practice for sogiakind
the rules of socialtfor ary species are itsworals. If justice ananorality are seen
as social rulesneant tomaintain group hamony, then thg are equivalent to pja

Tests even ogoung human children show thehave developed a sense of justice
from early on. Theg can judge a kind person froan unkind one fnm their
behavior towards othersaybe as eayl as 15months. As it appears smung, it
suggests that might also appear in apes and other sociahals. It anerges too
young in hunans to be learned, saust be instinctive—an evolved behavior.

Among human beings, there is no doubt that those who fesgl d&ine being jusy
treated aremore content and pisically healthier than those who do not.
R Wilkinson (Unhealthy Societies: The Afflictions of Inequalifpund that
Scandinavians living in failegalitarian societies are healthier than peopladi

In manifesty unequal societies like the USA. Inequaliauses ill-health through
the plysiological effects of social stress. L Mitchefit@cked Deqgkadds that trust
of others is difficult, if notmpossible in societies like the USA where self iastr
Is vaunted above ewghing else.

Without trust eveyone becmes suspicious and defensive. Effectyyelnfairness
breedsmistrust, andmistrust breeds social instabylitTrust is essential for group
cohesion, and, without it, societies fall apartckPaize in wolves depends on
social factors, not availabiitof food. It is the pressure between social atimact
and social copetition, and when caopetition gets toanuch, a rebellion causes
the pack to splinter. Justice presms a personal concern for others, but it is a
sense, a feeling, first, and is rationalized secd®d reason or logic is not
essential to thésense” of justice, and that is whustice does not require an
human intelligence. Having it siply means we have been able to catalogue and
canonize oumorality, but themoral code existed in sociealread.

Biology provides a broad sourcd anformation about hmnans that has no
substitute. It clafies long standing paradoxes. It shows thamesthings have
indeed beemissingfrom the debates aboutorality, and that thg have been
missing because the procedsooganic evolution that gave rise to &drms d
life has been teout d the discussions.

R D Alexander,The Biology of Moral Systen($987)

Religion andmoral education cannot be the pnbr even the ulthate, source of
morality. Moral reasoning, perhaps, bombrality itself, no! Moral education is
oftenmotivated ly an institutional agenda, to do what is best fasthwithin the
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moral canmunity, preaching partialjt—not pluraliy—lumping into one categgr
all those who do not accept their particutaorality, and failing to practise
compassion towards outsiders. If religion is not tbarse of ourmoral insights,
andmoral education has the potential to teach pantialitd objectivegl immoral
behavior, then where does our gut feelingmoral right and wrong aoe from?

The answer is biolog as we have seen—amals have their owmmorality
without ary need for reason, anoral institutions. Studies of the iman mind
confirm it. All humans—young, oldmale, fanale, conservative, liberal, wherever
they live, whatever their religious anoral education, higlgleducated or with no
education—have a natural, biologicabral code With it, we have principles for
judging what ismorally right and wrong. It is arfimpartial, rational and
unemotional” ability, which does not prescribe who we should help oo wie
can ham. It is an intuition guiding us to know when helgianother is necesyar
and haming another is forbidden.

The so-called'naturalistic fallag” may be used against the notion oferal
instinct—facts cannot be assad to indicate values. The philosopher, R M Hare,
seans to have shown that angents concerning values could not be tested for
truth the wg arguments about facts could be, and wworal principles were
arbitray. Professor Philippa Foot did not agreeNiatural Goodnes$2001), she
rebutted the distinction between descriptimeaning, dealing with facts—and
evaluativemeaning, dealing witimoral qualities, showing that, for living things,
evaluative meaning is a specialype of fact. Besides actions, the ypical
comporments of living beings can be considered good—itatural goodness,
good at a necessafunction. A tree can legimately have good roots, just as a
human being can do a good deed. The good roots or gciomhs are necesyan

the lives ofmembers of a species:

It is surey clear thamoral virtuesmust be connected with man good or ham,
and that it is quitennpossible to call arthing you like good or ham.

Moreover sme moral needs can be questioned until ahegoint it is ridiculous
to continue, like*Why doyou hate feeling hung?’ or “Why doyou want to feel
secur@’. Such questions are ridiculous becausg auman beingmust alreag

know the answer, and, if seone does not, thecannot be hman, ormust be
damaged in such a wathat the answer cannot enlightenrtharyway. They are
guestions that are funahental to themoral instinct.

The “naturalistic fallag” is therefore not bound to be fallacious. To thtiv
humans have to have good societies, and sg theve evolved a necesgar
morality. Moral goodness is the natural and necgssaament by humans of
each other. Theought to bemoral if they wish tomaintain good societies, and
thus thrive.

A moral sense test run online asks for a participag¢sder, age, nationaljt
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education, politics and religion, then sets a seoiesituations requiring eoral
judgement—is it morally forbidden, pemissible or obligatof? The moral
dilemmas are deliberatglunfamiliar. As no one has experiencednmbefore, and
as neither the law nor religious scripture provide® guidance, people are
thrown back on to their instinct or intuition.

Many of the situations are like the railwasignaman faced with a runawa
carriage that will kill five worknen on the line, unless he switches the points to
send it up a side track where prdne worknan will be killed. The dilenma is
that saneone will die, should it be one or fivdhese are prohies that force us

to wrestle with the consequences of our actionagusur internaimoral code.
Thousands of people responded to a hundredmdiss. People could be
categorized frm their prelminary responses into a wide vagetf social groups.

All the cultural andmoral groupings reacted msilarly. There is no social
communal effect, and whatevenorality was displgted must have been the basic
instinct ofmorality we all have as hmans, irrespective of our social affiliations.

It turns out we judge actions as worse than faitm@ct. Pushing a person into
the factoy vent to stop a poison gas ffincemerging is worse than allowing the
person to fall in. Using soeone as aneans to sme greater good is worse if
therely you do then sane ham than ifyou don't. It is the difference between an
evitable (avoidable) harand an inevitable (unavoidable) hamDistinctions such
as these are rational, abstract, andmot®mnal until, at least, we are obliged to
act.

If this code is universal, then wlare there are smary moral atrocities in the
world? Clinical studies of pschopaths reveal tlgdack feelings needed for self
control, the feel no renorse, shane, guilt or enpathy. Sane sy they do not
understand what is right or wrong. Fheannot do what isorally right because
they do not know what it is. In fact, recent work shawsy do know what is right
and wrong, but do not care. Themoral knowledge is intact but themoral
emotions are daaged.

So, the answer is to do witlmetions, the feelings we haveg livhich we identiy
with others in our hanan groupWhen we fuel‘in group” biases pelevating and
praising members of the group, we often unconscigusbnd sometimes
conscious), denigrate the otherybfeeding themost nefarious of all raotions,
disgust.We label the other—theembers of the'out group”—with a description
that makes then subhuman or even inamate, often parasitic and vile, and thus
disgusting.When disgust is recruited, those in tie group” have onl one wy
out—purge the other.

The pychology of prejudice, of creating distinctive classesmafividuals who are
in the tribe and outside of it, is flexible and c@pable of change. All amals,
humans included, have evolved the capadib create a distinction between
members of the'in group” and those in thout group”. But it is not set in the
gename. It is amatter of experience. Studies of child devehept show that
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within the firstyear of life, babies prefer to look at facesnfrtheir own race to
faces of a different race, the@refer to listen to speakers of their native laagpi
over foreigners, and prefer to listen to their atvalect of their native language.
But if babies watch soeone of another race speaking their native language
aremuch more willing to engage with this person thammeomne of the sae race
speaking a different language.

It is all experience, but sm. responses areore mportant than others. Theare
plastic, malleable, changeable! Racial prejudice is reduamdng children of
mixed parentage. Adults who have datednsone of another race are less
prejudiced. It follows thatypintroducing all children, earlin life, to all variey

of religions, political gstems, languages, social organisations and raceg vitle
be more tolerant. Tolerance isproved ly more experience of divergitWe are
instinctively xenophobic, but we can indeed learn to love thanger in our
midst. We just have to do it!

We have an inbuiltmorality, but we also respond to socializing through
experience. If our socialization is narrow, ouruiibmorality applies onj to the
narrow group we know, with all its prejudices. lircsocialization is broad, then
we realize ourmorality applies to evewone. So, our evolved capacito
intuitively judge what is right or wrong is not sufficientltee amoral life. These
are two reasons wh

1. Our moral instincts evolved formsall human groups, often an extended
family. Today we live in a large ammunities, cities and nations, where our
small group instincts need to be adjustgdwder experience of the vanet
intrinsic to large groupsNVe cannot have amll group tenperanent when
we live in mmense cities, and that is witaws have had to substitute for
morals. If socieg weremore moral, laws would not need to be so intrusive.
Moreover,modern living has faced us withodernmoral decisions. Again
we cannomake adequate decisions basagtely on clanmorality.

2. It means we have to look less narrgwadnd listen to the universal voice of
our species, in relation to the whole of it rattiean the local group. Living
in an age oMWWMD and in a global village we have to be sensitwvehe
larger scale of the consequences of our josygs. At one the we could
fight off a challenge fron another tribe with little daage, sme injuries
and a few deaths. Now therdage will be serious and globatillions
dead and injured, and no one will escape it.

Theists and agnostics do not behave tessally than religious believers, even i
their virtuous acts arenediated ly different principles. The often have as
strong and sound a senderight and wrong as gone, including involveent
in movements to abolish slaverand contribute to relfeefforts associated with
human stfering.

M Hauser and P Singdyjorality without Religion2005

Same ethicists accept that evolution explains ouyspdal nature, but degnit
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explains oummoral nature. A Christian author ofree apologetic website wants
atheists to explain where themnorals caone from, and how thg can distinguish
right from wrong. Theg are popular Christian d®&nds, but the never listen to
the answers proffered, and so keep asking time $hings over and over again. Is
not that a sign of soe form of dementie? Perhaps it is equalldemented to keep
answering, but since Christians think thatydu do not answer their endlgsl
repeated inquiries, thestart to sg you cannot, the atheist has a reason for
continuing to plg the denented Christian gae.

Millions of people with no religion livenmoral lives, andmillions more who do
not subscribe to Christiagitdo too. You do not need ameligion to live amoral

life, nor ary particular one. Religious oamunities are nomore moral than
secular ones. Kshological studies have not foundyasignificant correlation
between frequerycof religious worship andoral conduct, but aminal convicts
aremore likely to be believers than to be atheidfée have an intuitivenoral

faculty that guides our judgeents of right and wrong, the outoe of millions of

years in which our ancestors lived as sogiainmals. It evolved!

Of course, evolution is not teleological—it has nwgmse, no goal, but the thgor
of evolution can show what is necegsar given circunstances of enviranent
and current evolutiongrstate. Thus, it explains convergent evolutionofpédo
shape with fins suggests a creature requires wateurvive. It has evolved
characteristics that show it needs water aroungintilarly wings suggest flight.
Equally, evolution suggests anals have evolved a set of behaviors necgdsar
hamony when thg live in social groups. Haan morals are what we have
recognized as these behaviors in our species.

Animals that would be rivals and perhapsrai@s in a solitay state have aoe
together to live joinyf because it gives thean edge over their solifaancestors
they left behind. But theg have to restrain what was once a naturay wé
behaving in the interest of preserving the soaalup. Dogs will plg together,
apparentl quite roughy, but they do not bite each other with the savagtrey
could. Theg have an instinctive social code not to bite seslypduring pla with
another groupnember:

Instinct is ay action that does not require learning or experiéncehe annal
to peform it and is done without the anal necessaml knowing what the
bendits or consequences that action will be.

Prdfessor Steve Jones

It is an instinct that has evolved along with thieup fom of living, but if dogs
were to becme intelligent enough to think of their behavior @aondcodify what is
good behavior, calling it themoral code, biting other dogs savag&tould be
forbidden. That is what the intelligent ape,nfans, have done. In a sentence,
humans evolvedmorality as part of our nature, just as ants evolved a
characteristic scent trail as part of their nature-promote social co-operation.
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So, we can see we are social creatures, and wseeathat living sociatlrequires
conventions calledhorals, and we can see tmadrals that do not strengthen, or at
least preserve our instinct for social order, aé for us. Evolution therefore can,
in this sense, prescribe what our behavior shod@ddwen that we wish to
preserve our cirgustances, our success at socyakind civilization, and our
mutual co-operation.

Once we had religion to tell us who we are. THen,a while, we had Freud.
Now we have evolutiongrpsychology, which, as an attept to construct a
science b human nature on Darwinian principlesjarshals two b the most
powerul ideas in cont@porary culture—science, ounost authoritative wgaof
knowing, and nature, our highest grouridroral appeal.

William Deresiewicz

Edward O Wilson, a Harvard professormeritus, initiated the styd of
evolutionay biology, then called“sociobioloy” with his eporymous book,
Sociobiology: The New Synthes($975). Evolutiong psychology is “the stug
of the biological basis of all fars of social behavior in fman beings”, but as a
study based on evolution, it draws on the stwd behavior in other social anals
and particulagl other prmates.

Emotions evolved immuch more prmitive animals that ourselves, evidence that
our moral enotions also have evolved. matologist, Frans d#/aal argues that
components ofmoral pychology, such as the sense of fairness and thetiens
evoked ly it, like gratitude and inequit aversion, are huologues of
psychological gstems in other prinates. He asks:

Do anmals show behavior that parallels the benevolence as well as the miles an
regulations ® humanmoral conduc? If so, whaimotivates then to act this wg?
And do theg realize how their behaviorsfact other8

Are the enotions, dispositions, andental abilities—enpathy and the recognition
of noms—required i moral behavior present in our closest living relesivthe
apes, and even more distant relatives likeonkeys?

To test it, fenale capuchirmonkeys, trained to swap coins for food, were put in
adjacent cages. To get amitef food in a transparent bowl in front of thethey
had to give up a coin. The expedant was to test thenonkeys’ reaction to
manifest unfairnessWhen thg were given the see item, sgy a piece of
cucunber, theg did not reactWhen one was given a tasti@orsel, s§ a grape,
the one who oml got cucumber refused to give up its coin, expecting thmesa
reward.When one got nothing at all, or kept getting therpbeal, itmight throw
the coin down in apparent anger and disgust.

So, the fenale capuchins seeto measure reward in relative tes, canparing
their own rewards with those available, and th&mn @fforts with those of other
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monkeys. The are quite like homan beings who judge rewards on the basis of
fairness. In an ecomac game in which amonetay prize is divided ¥ one
person, and the share offered is accepted or egjdgtthe other, botimen and
women incline to reject low offers considered unfaven though acceptance
gives then sanething rather than the nothing thget ly rejection. Thg would
rather punish the unfair dealer than to gairy@bnall share, and so tiidorego
their share, when the dealer’'s is disproportioyatagh, to punish mn by
depriving hm of amuch larger sm.

The famale monkeys, like people, see to have social raotions displged in
response to their efforts, gains, and losses atiogl to others. However, themnsa

Is not true ofmale capuchins. Anslight behavioral variation between rhan
sexes are uncertain (Fehr findsmep see below), unlike the clear distinction in
behavior of the sexes of thmonkeys. And when the gee is varied so that
rejecting the deal does not hurt the person whereff the unfair deal, people
tend to accept the deal, but to thenéde monkeys in equivalent situations it
makes no difference. Theeject the deal anvay.

Certainly, female capuchinmonkeys have amarked sense of fairness, though
males do not show it. Of course, there is no neadch&gine thaimonkeys would
behave like hoans at all, so the differences betweaale and fenale capuchins
need not be surprising, amight have smething to do with capuchin socyet
Perhaps it ignale unfairness that concerngmie capuchins! The expament
shows an unsophisticated amal canpared with a honan being has soe sort of
sense of fairness, and feels disgust over lack. dfrans déNaal has done far
more work on other pmates and has written popular books about it. Lower
animals have anoral sense, and that suggestwrality evolved.

Many Christians sa®a proud thg do not get what is argple argument. Gregoy
Koukl of the US radio showtand to Reasgrthinksmorality is evidence for the
existence of amoral God, themoral standard of the universe. He argues the
evolutionay argument does not work, and the God argunt must therefore be
so. Of course, the latter does not follownfrehe fomer, but Christians cannot
understand that either.

Normative cognition—the capagitto grasp nans and tomake nomative
judgements—is a product of evolution. Nos are ancient and universal andnfro
an eany age, people are adept at reasoning aboumatore matters. It shows that
nomative cognition evolved—narative cognition is an adaptation, and this is
supported ¥ an, asyet, snall but significant boy of sociological and
psychological evidence, andg/levolutionay models.

Richard Jgce sgs the capagitto makemoral judgenents is a specificatlhuman
adaptation formotivating us to act in a prosocial waThe universalit of
morality is evidence that it evolved—it is not just culturBihe tendencto make
moral judgenents—morality—exists in all known henan societies.
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As we evolvedmoral judgenents pronoted prosocial behavior. Theexpressed

to our ancestors the gwnon judgenent of the group of whanyone should act
favorably to others in socigf even though diregtl it might be sonewhat
detrimental to thenselves. People had this instinct because thoseoutitih had
been unable to live in a group. Those with it coaldd the group was stronger for
it. Moreover,morals are particulayl suitable to us because we can speak. The
evolution of speech will have enhanced the adoptan spoken moral
condennation and praise, pnating the reciprocation of prosocial behavior to
cement human groups.

Moral systems are gstans d indirect reciprocy.
R D Alexander

Joyce distinguished seven wathatmoral judgenents differ fran other kinds of
nomative judgenents. Theg:

1. are often wgs of expressing approval, comtet, and generall departure
from standards, when spoken pubficlbut the are also assertions,
expressions of belief

2. are uttered, when pertaining tons word or deed, as disinterested

criticism irrespective of the interests andnaiof those criticized—theare

not smply advice

are obligatoy, not optional

transcend hman conventions

govern social interpersonal relations, particyléol canbat selfishness

imply punishment, justice

induce a feeling of simae or guilt, amoral conscience being necess&

regulatemoral conduct.

NOoOOhOoW

Morality is present, according toylme, in evey known human culture. In ever
one there are nois with all ormost most of the seven features he identifies as
distinguishingmoral noms from ary other nom.

Moral noms and conventional nmis can be distinguished in use. Moral msr
hold independenglfrom ary authorily, are considered universakhpplicable, are
justified by the ham done to others, whether social rights, or soaiatite, and
violations of then are treated as serious. Conventional msordepend on
authoriy, appy only locally, are justified g reference to convention, and
violations of then are considered less serious than violationsnofal noms.
Elliot Turiel et alargue that eaylin their develoment and pancultural] children
can distinguishmoral noms and conventional nais. Moreover, infants’ react
with concern and care-Agpathy—to others’ suffering, and tgedisplay helping
behaviors towards other kids. These findings sugties abiliy to make moral
judgements is innate, and therefore are evidence foevodution ofmorality.

From the evolutionay historly of specific aspects omoral pychology, it is
uncontroversial for arone except fundaentalists thatmorality evolved. The
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only convincing answer to the origin aforality is the one Christians refuse to
accept—thamorals caone from our evolutionay history, which has brought us to
be social amnals. Yet,many American Christians seeto think we are not social,
mainly because the wortsocial” is taboo in the USA where théave invented
the word“societal” ly adding a gllable—as is their wont—often out of ignorance
rather than intention, but here because the proaped “social” is toomuch like
“socialisn”, a notion thg have been conditioned to hate.

Americans think capitalm, the notion thg are conditioned to lovemeans that
all humanity are selfish, we are all in opetition, and that is the Law of Nature
we humans follow. People who hate Darwimisare suddewlsocial Darwinists. It

Is almost the opposite of the truth. All amals are selfish to a degree becausg the
have to have soe sense of difference fmothe rest of the world to survive at all,
but sane anmals, of which hmans are the pme exanple, have discovered that
they improve their chances of survival, not fighting each other, butytclanning
together to fight evgthing else. Clanning together is theaning of the word
“social”.

A major implication of social living is that without it we wéd bemuch less able
to survive than we are with it. All we need to @ocbnfim this is to look at the
other apes that still survive in the world, andsee that theare often solitar, or
live only in family groups or shall bands, so theare not social, or are gnsocial
in a snall way. Though hmans began in siilarly small groups, thg made such a
success of their socialitthey now live in vast cities, or in well populated
countries where no one is far fnoanother hman being or even a large \ciof
them. The benefit of living sociallis co-operation whergtsocial groups can do
far more than anan, his wife and his children can do alone.

But such co-operation requires ng® sacrifices so that the benefits can be
enjoyed, and the sacrifices are pregysetle source of oumorals.We cannot do
certain things when we live together in extendedugs that wemight do as
solitaly hunters.We co-operate for safgtfor obtaining food, and so that our
children who are helpless for anmarkable nuber ofyears, unlike other amals,
can be protected while parents help to feedhtbe educate tha. We each have
to give up a little freedo to get the benefits of socjetThat is saething the
diehard US Christian indoctrinated with capitaligtopaganda cannot bear.
Sociey has the function of reducing mopetition between huwans so as to
improve the abily of humans to succeed in solving other prabée by
co-operation! Social Darwinms is an oymoron.

Yet the morals we get frm social living, respect for other mans, honegtin
dealing with then, eschewing theft frm them, caring and sharing with theto
our mutual benefit, living frugall rather than laviskl all of this is advocatedyb
the world’smajor religions, not becauserse all powerful god has told us to do
it, but because an evemore important mperative denands it—the need to
preserve socigtand civilization for our own good. Thersamoral teachings are
common to all humans because we all of us need sgcietlive as hmans. The
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absence of a supernatural god does not |@avality relative. It does not, in
other words, leave it arbitnar Morality is conditioned § our lives—the fact of
social living. It is amore certain absolute than God because sodgetreal.

Indeed, socigtis the origin of God. God is socyetvrit larger than life!

Now, one can postulate situations whewerals clash. Ethical decisions are not
completely rational. Put into the situation of a railyvaignaman faced with a
decision to direct a runawaarriage down one track or another, when maa
will be run down in one case, but five in the othmost people act rationglland
decide it ismore moral to let oneman die than five. Neuroiaging of their brains
confirms that rational regions bewoa active when theweremaking the decision.
The crucifixion of Christ in the bible is rayeinterpreted as directing us that
saving several livesybsacrificing one life is thenoral thing to doyet that's what
most people, even of different cultures, accephasal.

Yet the sane peoplemostly consider it wrong to decide a heglttman should be
killed so that his organs could allow five otherdlive, even though the logic is
the sane in most wags. The difference is that, in the first case, exdeér
circumstances dictated thatreseone had to die—the decision was not to kill. In
the other, it was! The decision was to killngone to harvest his organs, a
repugnant thought tmost people. If all six were in a ward and weyend, and
saneone had to decide—ino data on their lives and prospects for future
life—which ought to die first, thus letting the otHeve live, there would be less
moral trauma.

Indeed, even in a variation of the first case, wthenony way to save the five is
to shove aman off a bridge into the path of the rungvwearriage, 80% thought it
immoral. When people suffering daage to the ventroedial prefrontal cortex
make the judgeent, the are twice as likgl to be willing to shove thenan off
the bridge. This region of the brain is responsibte prosocial senthents”, such
as guilt and copassion. It is activated yb viewing morally evocative
photographs, such as ones of a hyrapild, even when no judgeent is required,
and when volunteers elect to donateney to chariy.

So rational centers of the brain andotions sem both to be invoved imaking
moral decision, but few people can give convinciegsons for their different
choices. Indeedhost people cannot explain their choicesnnch more canmon
moral dilemmas. Choice sess to be based onnwtion. Joshua Greene, a
cognitive neuroscientist and philosopher at Haryathinks enotion and
rationality have to copete in the brain. Thaain difference between the original
case and that of shovingnaan fran the footbridge is the negativenetion in
actively killing someone overriding reason. He finds timedial frontal grus and
other enotional centers in the brain are activated whenpfgeeaontenplate
personalmoral dilemmas, like those described of killing timean, though others
benefit.
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Emotions tell us we’llfeel terrible  we push thanan, cognition sgs—"“Push
him! Five is greater than one”.

Stanlgy Milgram showed thamnoral trauma ismuch reduced when s® authoriy
commands that soe deed is necesgaand when technolggntervenes between
decision and act, so that the intervention ofrtleehanisn to switch the railwa
pointsmake the decision easier than it is to hold thergask over the victn's
face. And when the vigtis are never seen at all, as wherytaee being bambed
from 6 miles high, or shelled fmo a ship twent miles offshore, there is no trana
among those ordered to do it. Peopleit®ral senseyields to authoryt, and
physical and technological distance. The tmauof antisocial behavior, of torture
and murder, is relieved when people feel yhare not to blae, it is not their
decision, or the act is attenuatednsebiow ly distance and tlyecannot see the
consequences of their deed, just as Milgshowed. The satisly thenselves
the rationalization that it is not their fault.

Jonathan Haidt thinksnorality has five canponents, concern for harand
fairness being two eomonly accepted, but he adds respect for authooithen,

as well as group lmlty, and puriy or sancty. He finds that liberal people
emphasize the concern for Imarand fairness, but conservatives balance those
with equal attention to the other three. Byrdbr US conservatives s&s to boll
down to sexual proprigt

For Jews and Hindus, puyrits freedon from pollution or disgust, which arises
from the idea of the pumtof the sacred, profane things polluting the sacBad

the sacred began in preval socief as whatever was reserved for tribal use, and
preserved from personal use—mproper use was pollution and therefore
disgusting.

Moslems aremost outraged at gndisparagment of Allah, their God being a
suprene authoriy meriting the umost respect, but other fundantalists—Iike
right wing authoritarians in the US—aramalst as bad in the value thplace on
the authory figure the carly with than. Socialists and ecomunists seen to
emphasize coimunal loyalty and material equaly (fairness), but another
reflexion of canmunity loyalty is nepotisn valued ly western businesagen and
politicians.

A popular exanple of amoral clash is that of themoral to feed one’s children,
and themoral not to steal, wheyou findyou have to do one or the other because
you are too poor to lufood. What doyou dd? The blogger atEvaluating
Christianity considered this. But the situation as outlinesfisa family group
iIsolated fran others in ourmodern socigt, the capitalist sclme of human
selfishness and indifference. It would not arisa iprimitive sociey because the
others in socigtwould know of thisman’s plight, thg would do what socigtis
meant to do in one of its functions, thevould care for thenan and his children

In the absolute expectation that he will do theesan return should the situation
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arise. It looks like a conscious tit for tat, butet consciousness is the
rationalization of what happens natuyath ary well ordered socigtthat people
would be willing to die to preserve. Again, putioaglly, or in a Kantian wg, the
motive to help is dyt Evewyone in a tribe feels it their dutto help others.
Nothing is wrong with that sungl Didn’t Christ teach the sae, you indoctrinated
false Christian3

Neuroscientist, Jorge Moll, sees prosocial seenits as the core ohorality and
thinks the evolved to allow our ancestors to foattachments and co-operative
groups in pmitive societies. Haidt speculates timaorality is an elaboration of
primate social behavior that evolved to mate cohesiveness in groups of garl
humans, giving then an advantage over less cohesive groups. M Halvtmna(
Minds: How Nature Designed Our Universal Sense ighRandWrong, 2006)
agrees thammorality comes fran primate social behavior, though he puzzles
that...

when you sg samething is moral, how does the brain know itisoral as
opposed to just social

Well, let us hazard a guess that the distinatneeal feeling is different because it
IS instinctive, whereas what Ingeans iy “just social” is a social convention.

For Hausermoral intuition is not the product @ulture and education, nor is it
the result 6rational and deliberative thought, nor does it reduce to the workings
of the enotions. Instead, it is hman nature to unconscioysand autmatically
evaluate theanoral status bhuman actions—to judge theas right or wrong,
allowed orforbidden, optional or obligatgr

Paul Bloon and Izzat JarudNature

Hauser seesnoral instincts in tens akin to Chosky’s idea of an“ultimate
grammar” as a refined instinct behind our language skithamsky is probaby
wrong, and proballHauser too, the actual instinct beimgch less inchoate than
any granmar or code. Even so, these ideas take us furtimasafd than did the
idea of God.

Given certain circonstances, people respond in differenysvavhen faced with a
moral dilemma, falling at different places in the speatrfrom selflessness and
empathy to selfishness and gratuitous cryelfhe question is whether this range
Is unalterable, or whether sogietan change people’s inclinations. Historigall
one would magine people can certaynbe influenced Y a sociey’s culture, but
investigation and confnation is needed, and then the bestysvaf making
desirable changes have to be decided.

Little research had been done on theral differences between people until
recenty. Ernst Fehr of the Universitof Zurich sgs wamen tend to bemore
altruistic thanmen, older people tend to b@re altruistic tharyounger ones, and,
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although people with higher 1Qs tend torpere altruistic than the rest, students
are less altruistic than nonstudents. No standarsiopaliy traits such as ghess,
agreeableness and openness to new experiencelaisoweh altruisn.

Christian $nith of Notre Dane Universiy has studied whahotivates people to
give. He finds thamany westerners think tlyeare bady off:

Consumer capitalisn makes peopldeel theg don’t have enough, so théeel
they don’'t have enough to give aya

Their perceptions are relative to the wealthyteee around time, and so thg do

not feel well off when thg seemuch wealthier celebrities and stars parading
glamour and consmption on TV with little tomerit their status. Despite that, the
spectrum remains, and sme people do give generoysBmith says:

Being taught that it'smportant to give and, evemore, having that behavior
modeledfor you makes a big dference.

The corollay of that is that we westerners have been taughetgreeg, taught
not to be generous. Our sogieteaches us to be selfish. How people react
depends on how tlgesee others reacting. Poor people help each dibethe rich
feel there is no need to do it. Their friends dravaalthy, and those who are not
should help theselves—ijust as tlyedid!

Yet financial secunit is not the whole of it. Epathy and ceonpassion are
emotional states, and depend on the genenakienal condition of the individual.
Emotionally secure people who feel in charge of their lived a@o not feel
threatened havenost empathy and caonpassion for strangers. Those who are
anxious and less secure, or feel worthless andmpetent and have few and
insecure relationships are less altruistic and ¢gsserous. Bghologists Philip
Shaver, the Universit of California, Davis, and Mario Mikulincer, Baralh
University in Israel, found in a series of expaents that such people are less
likely to care for the eldey] or to donate blood. Shaver wondered if it woudd b
possible to induce feelings of secyrénd self worth, thergbstrengthening the
neural circuity that underlies aopassion and altruis.

If only people couldfeel s&er and less threatened, yhevould havemore
psychological resources to devote to noticing other peopléfesng and doing
samething to alleviate it.

It illustrates the gsfunction in western societSociey is meant to stop people
from feeling threatened, supposediake then feel safe, but thedo not feel it is
working, so thg feel no need to contribute. Tiheee it as a question of fairness,
like the famale capuchimonkeys.
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Shaver and Mikulincer had volunteers watcyoang wanan perfom a series of
unpleasant tasks. She had to look atygunotographs of people who had been
severgy injured, had to pet a rat, had tomerse a hand in ice water, and then
was asked to hold a tarantula. Faced with thigratfort, she sewed to ty, but
apologeticay had to give up. As in the Milgna experiegnents, she was an
accanplice, acting the part. The expagnters, feigning perplexit announced
that the expement had to continue, and wouldyame be willing to take the
apparent subject’s place. This was, of courserdakexpetinent. Volunteers who
previous tests showed were trusting and securéamselves were four ies
more likely to swap places as those who were anxious anduresec

Making saoneone feelmore secure had a beneficial effect on geae. When
people show the are concerned that eyene should be safe and secure, the
unsure ones will return the effort. Virtue can bypioved when people feel others
are willing to help, and thye begin to feelmore secure and confident in
themselves. In short, when sogras doing its job!

In the Milgran experment, aminority of subjects actuallrefused to obetheir
orders and would not appany more shock treatent to people thethought were
truly suffering. One attributed his refusal to continuvgh the torture to being
brought up to see socyeas a class struggle, which taughthhhat authorities had
a different view of right and wrong fno his own. Moreover, in those different
times, his amy training told hm that soldiers had a right to refuse illegal orders
Being taught to be critical and independent in pdar life was goodmental
training for morality. Passive acceptance and dependence on othervdiyr e
thought bred callousness and lack of consideration.

Ultimately how doyou judge what isnoral? If morals are supernatural gifts fno
God, when we are faced with a novel dilea, we have no waof judging what
Is themoral way to act. Either God has given us the giftnadral judgenent, or
He has not—we are good or we are wicked throughgthee of God, and our
choices depend on that. If, on the other handality is devised $ humans
living together to provide individual secuwjtthen themoral act is the one that
causes least haw or doegnore good, for other people.

A terrorist throws a bob into a restaurant full of innocent diners. Hepliginly
iImmoral. He is haning innocent people for his own personal reasonsuafter
falls on to the bmb, snothering the blast with his own bpdHe dies but saves
twenty others. He is a hero.

It is an obvious and extmee case, but theorality of it is that, though the waiter
lost his own life, he saved all those others. Tiust extrene such case is that of
Christ, whan Christians sa died to save the whole of manity! So, morality is
the welfare of other people in sogief he instinct is to preserve oneself. That is
what a solitay animal would do. Themoral anmal tries to save others, tries to be
a Christ!
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Religion, an Evolutionary Spandrel

The dfirmation d God... speaks prowgdlof man’s appraisal fo his own
condition—d his pefection and weaknessf dis ideals andailures, & his
hopes andears.

Patrick Mastersomtheism and Alienation

Believers in sme religion alwgs s& their beliefs cane fram a higher authont
than an other ypes of belief. It has beo®w a social custo, not ony by
proponents of a doinant religion, but alsoypopponents of it to grant religious
leaders a privileged position in regardnorality. People still consider religion
and ethics to be inseparable, that religion isltagis of ethicsWithout religion
there is namorality.

The belief that honan morality requires religion is not true. It is a result wfot
millennia of Christian indoctrination, of childrereing taught it fran an eary

age, taught to thinkmoral rules came from the bible, fron the “Ten

Commandments” and, less often, the teaching of Christ. €hiasight it, usuafl

just accept it thereafter, even as adults. Edgdu,Baspokesan for the Ganan

Sociey for Reproductive Medicine and an editor and aythefutes it in an
ess®, “Imagine No Religion”, in50 Voices of Disbeliefiwhy We Are Atheists
(2009).

According to the“Divine Canmmand Theoy of Ethics”, right is what God
approves of, wrong is what God disapproves of. As Greek philosopher
Socrates noticeanore than two thousanglears ago, it is flawed reasoning.
Consider a snple question:

Is chariy good because God approvefl ip or did God approve fochariy
because it is go&d

e If charity is good just because God approved of it, therGald chose to
approve of cruejt and decy charily, cruely would be good and chayitvould
be evil.Would we then have to approve of evil because Gdd di

e |If God could never approve of cruglbecause He is good, what caryisg
“God is good”mear? If, by the first argment, “good” means approvedyb
God, then God is siply approving Hinself. It is circular reasoning, and so
invalid.

e Divine canmand theoy means God’s ammands are arbitrgF—evil could be
good, andvice versa if God canmanded it. Either that or the doctrine that
“God is good” is tautological.

e The tautolog is avoided if God approved of charlhecausét is good. But the
judge of chary’'s goodness could not just be God, for the decissothen
again arbitray, and could be otherwise.
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e The judgenent must have sme objective basis, such as relievingmniaun
suffering and reducing them@unt of misery in the world.When chary does
that, God finds it is good, and so approves of it.

e |f then God is judgedybus as being good, based on what He approves of as
good for us as a whole species, the doctrine thati&goodnust be so.

e Now, though, it is not God’s approval or disappiavet makes sme actions
right and others wrong. Rather, it is their effeathuman welfare thamakes
same actions right and others wrong, and God uses tihaapprove or
disapprove.

e Onceyou accept a criterion of God’s goodness, theresimadard of right and
wrong that is independent of God. The religious cemion of ethics has
therefore necessayilbeen abandonedlYe do not need God to tell right fro
wrong. Instead we judge whatn®ral by reference to the welfare of imanity
as a whole.

Contray to what religious leaders chaj ethics andnorality are independent of
religion and theolog Clergymen andmoral theologians have no greater glan
moral truth than ayone able to amprehend that we mans judge honan
behavior in relation to hman sociey.

We aremoral because our genes,fashioned ¥ natural selectiorfjll us full of
thoughts about beingoral.
M Ruse

Most peoplemake sone effort to check the truth of chas for ourselves. Yet
when it canes to religion, thg do not. Thg aremost persuadedybstories that
contradict the known laws of nature. Miracle tades popular mong believers.
Yet they want a God with hman feelings andreotions. Why do sane humnans

commit to religious mpossible beliefs thecan never hope to vey?

Richard Dawkins likens religion to lmealadaptive, a dangerous disease ohéuu
sociey:

Religion is a virusmore destructive thannwllpox, but more dificult to
eradicate.
R Dawkins,The Humanist1997

Religion is a culturaimeme, jokes, theories, mours, religious doctrines, etc.
Memes for hm are the new replicatorslje Selfish GeneDaniel C Dennett
accepts folk religion as including piitive practical knowledge, but knowledge
that is not corrigible like scienc8ieaking The SpelR007).

Yet, the great religions of the world all concewmiegod as benevolent towards
human beingsyet their histoy sets hmanity at odds with itself, inspires people
to hatred of each other, to distrust and to warféahey teach a universal god, but
in practice each religion has its own separate gad,these gods inspinsutual
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antagonisn because the gods areitually exclusive. Is God universaOr is there
a family of gods that hate each otRéf there is a fanily of them, why does each
of them claim to be univers& Are even the gods deludewhat is the truth, and
how did the situation arise historicg!l

In prescientific tmes religion had a function as a protoscience, @ giseudo
explanations of casological and meteorological events, the seasons,
psychological cures for spe illnesses, and so on. It sufficed when there were
alternative, better explanations, mst of it was fang, depending on ignorance
and the placebo effect.

In modern tmes, religion has been touted as valuable, desgstéancies and
fables, because hake us feel better about life, or at least resigiwels worst
vagaries—Marx’s‘opium of the masses. Tests show religi@an make people
feel better. Activel religious people aopared with nonreligious people are often
happier, live longer, suffer fewer yical andmental illnesses, and recover faster
from medical interventions such as sungedf course, it is an error to assel the
reason is spiritual, or hasyhing to do with God. It is possipimore a function
of the lifesyle choices devouflreligious peoplenake. Thg do not snoke and
drink, fornicate or genergllhave live unhealthyl Their lifesyle leads to the
benefits, but it is a gke thatmany people todg think is hardy worth living—it is

so dull!

But does religion give an evolutioyaor social advanta@df some behavior has
evolved, then it has given se advantage to the amls that have it. Orgams
with it are better adapted to survive andre likely to pass their genes on to the
next generation. There are two feasibleysvthat religionrmight benefit evolving
humans. Itmight provide and enforce s@ kind ofmoral code, so keeping social
order, or gnply bring a sense of camunality, of groupmembership. These two
options both relate to our social nature, anangght have smething to do with
the way we evolved, and not be exclusiWWe are not social because we like to
congregate in church, we congregate in church lsecene are social beings. Nor
are wemoral because it feels nice and hegaltb be good, but because living
socially requires us to livenorally. Social anmals need a cohesive, supportive
group. mmoral anmals are evicted fim the pack and die alone, unlessytlvan
find another pack that will take thein, and thg then behavemorally, having
learnt their lesson.

Scott Atran sgs humans were naturall selected for their abijt to respond
quickly and enotionally to the arrg of dangers thefaced:

The evolutionay imperative to rapigl detect and react to rapacious agents
encourages thengrgence b malevolent deities in evgrculture, just as the
countervailing imperative attached to care givefavours the apparitionfo
benevolent deities.

S Atran,In Gods We Trus2004
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Religion is seen Y Atran as a beneficial yb product of biological
developnent—what Stephen yaGould called a spandrel, a contingent feature
that acquires a value of its own. Pascaly@oagrees relgion is a spandrel.
Evolution gave usnental tools for adaptive value, but yhieave been hijacked for
other functions thamay or may not bemaladaptive. Religion used timeonce it
had started, especialbur social inclinations and changed people’s bemna¥
Boyer, Religion Explained2001), and so it spreadsifi@mnemind to another as a
meme.

An advantage of religiomight be as a dispjasystem (Richard Sosis). People
display their canmitment to the socigtby professing beliefs held in oomon, but
apparentl bizarre and shoyy like peacock’s tail. There is a pride in undeitgk
the strange and unfaliar rituals, often involving pain akin to torturéo prove
their canmitment to the group. Such participation in the groigpldy separates
the insider fron the outsider.

Same others take the man group itself as the basis of religion. David &blo
Wilson advocates group selection. Followers of Daskuill not adnit it, though
partly at least it is individual selection for monunal behavior which gives the
now social individuals the advantage. United groamesstronger than individuals
and divided groups, so sociglits an adaptive trait. Religion began asman
bonding practices, and thevolved into religion. Religiousystems are passed
down culturaly (D SloanWilson Darwin’s Cathedral: Evolution, Religion and
the Nature Of Societp003).

For Robin Dunbar too, the group is what ngportant. The haminins joined in
larger groups for which larger brains were an ath@@é to cope withmore
interpersonal relationships which require a tlgeof mind to be effective. It
means having an idea that others are likenthend think in the sae way. It also
requires an understanding of intentionglitand that extends to different
dimensions. Higher order intentionglitets us arrive at sophisticated language,
culture and religion, the latter again helping graohesion.

The prime argument here is that religion is a side effect of naltunental
processes—an evolutioryaspandrelWe havemoral instincts to support us as
social anmals—anmals for which socistis essential, not just an option—and we
have an instinct to attribute agento arything suspicious or unusual that we
experience, an instinct that helped us surviyebbing cautious. These have
contrived to give us religion, an explanation ofeptmena we experience
through our socialjt We explain our culture and traditions as being inedrand
preserved Y invisible guardians who develop into gods, andraaral instinct is
explained as the behavior these invisible guardeyect of us towards other
members of our group.

Humanity evolved fran a canmon ancestor with the apes, and the apes evolved
as a ype ofmonkey that got too big to walk on branches so it swupgt® ams
beneath the. Sane apes werenainly solitary anmals, living in family groups
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and nomore, while sane becane social and lived in groups bigger than mnifg
group. Gorillas are solitgrand chmps and bonobos social. kkans developed as
a social ape like the anps and bonobos.

Social anmals benefit individualt from living in groups and helping each other.
They make friends, share food, gmooeach other, and help each other fight off
predators. Theare better off than their cousins who do it adired. But troops of
animals have to cohere together. Yhmave to bond. Individuals in the group have
to give up a little of their freedan to help others in the group, and gnjbe sane
favours in return. In particular, théhave to agree on a leader winthe others
will obey if the group is not to splinter and fail, espdgialnder stress, such as a
predator attack. The rest of the group have t@v¥olihe leader or be expelled for
disobedience. Then thehave to live alone or hope to join another band of
animals, both difficult prospects.

Accepting and being willing to follow a chief orkeng becane necessarfor the
primitive groups of proto hmans. The hman anmal was social before it bere
human as we know it, conscious and thinking. Sogidiiecane at least parnl
instinctive. Few people indeed would be happ live apart fron sociey,
however ronantic it might sound to be Robinson Crusoe. For a longe tthey
accepted as natural that yhead to follow the daminant anmal—indeed, a
dominant class, because thendnantmale surrounded hiself with a deninating
elite—to benefit fron the securit offered ly the group, and in so doing thevere
no longer entirgl free to do as thewished. Thg were free to forage, tmate
among smilarly ranked ammals in the hierargh and to seek favours fromore
senior amnals, but thg were obliged to share food when it was scayedd a
mate to a dminant anmal if it took a fang to her, and help to defend the troop
when it was endangered, particwarin such a circonstance, responding to the
call of the leader, and following his strayed he leader was the chief and he set
the rules.

When did religion first appe@iOne indication is burial. $e experts believe this
also began 200,00Q0ears ago, with the Neanderthals, but thetivation for
inhumation need not have been religion, but disgust—torigkeof the snell.
Better evidencemay be burial with grave good&Vhich anthropologist, Robin
Dunbar, thinks started about 25,00hars ago, but even this need not be because
of belief in an afterlife, which anthropologistsuadly assune. Dunbar thinks
grave goodsmply a sophisticated theolggwhich required tne to evolve itself.

It could be smply sentment—people were buried with objects thaant a lot to
them just because it was theirs and their friends dalth treasured possessions
should not be reeled to others. And it is just as possible thatthbit of buying
people with treasured possessions ledntithers telling eetiological stories to
explain it, and the favoured one beeathe stoy that we lived on after death, and
needed our goods for this afterlife.

The first human beings merged in Africa around 500,00fears ago. Modern
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people like us arose about 200,0@¢ars ago, aoplete with a frontal cortex to
their brains just like ours. These lobes of theirbrare where we get our
intelligence, our abilit to think and speak about abstract ideas, andreativity.
Then change anohotion in Nature were explainedy bintent—eveything had a
spirit, and the spirit had an intent, a naturalpmse. But just as people in social
groups had leaders, the spirits had leaders tod, these becae gods
too—nature gods. Hoans had settled down to agricultural lives, andséesonal
cycle had becme important for knowing when was the rightng of year to sow
the life giving seed saved frothe previougear. Eaclyear vegetation was born
from the seed, grew, ripened for harvest, then dietw®&n death and new life
was a harsh period not egsdonducive to life, the hot sumer or the freezing
winter, according to whergou were. The host of vegetation spirits had a leade
the vegetation god, and the life of the god ex@dithe vegetativeycle.

The vegetation god’s lifeycle was also paralleled/lthe path of the sun through
the heavens, and the relation of the two cannot Hamen longmissed once
humans began to speculate on these things. The enalesstion of essentigll
similar natural events in aycle impressed on poanortal mankind that the gods
of Nature had ordered the world, and the natursoafiey was also ordered, a
notion that is still standard religious fare. Budte that in the eaylstages of
speculation about the world, essenyiall of it seens to have been considered
sacred. Evetthing had its spirit, and the whole of tihear was prescribedylihe
work of gods and spirits. The wecountyside was a vision of the divine, and
particularly awe inspiring and beautiful spots had their owrnghor smple altar,
perhapamerely a stone, for the visitor to pour on a little @k, wine, or break a
crust of bread, or sprinkle a little salt, as aetolof gratitude to the local spirit or
God.

As consciousness developed andnhnos settled into an agricultural existence,
they had to conmandeer territoy, live in pemanent villages then towns, and the
chief's rules beaae the law, and he beme the king. Now the king was having
trouble in keeping the social group in order. Itswgetting bigger ananore
diffuse. He requiredhore allies and better ones, amdoag then was the shaan,

a man who knewmore thanmost and pretended he knewmore than that. The
people, alreagin awe of the king, had it explaineg ke shanan or priests, as
being special powers derived findribal ancestors, spirits who watched oventhe
all. These were the first ancestowyths, and ap memorable king beaae a
powerful ancestor to later generations and evelytwale becae a tribal father,
themythical founder of the tribe.

Subsequent kings referred back to this fatherHferr tauthoriy, and the custo of
the tribe was to acknowledge i bitual, so that eventuglithe father beaae the
tribal god. Naturall, the God had all the powers of the king amate, and guided
the tribe through his favoured sons, the king, laisdoriesthood. The rituals were
explained in theirmyths as coing from the tribal father and god, and these
together with the tribes own preferred cus$o rites of passage, ys of
clothing, cooking, working, buildingmerrymaking and decorating bewa the
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tribal culture. All of it was the gift of the trilbgod.

Let tribes coalesce into cities, nations angpees, and eachrtie a culture would
emerge, either that of a donant tribe, perhaps a conqueror, or that of nioest
civilized tribe, even though conquered, becausecthequerors could see the
advantages of it, or natunalivarious lybridizations as the culturesixed. The
prevalent culture of thismperium was tending towards a universal one, and its
supernatural leader towards a universal god.

Now all of this is highy simplified being based on what went in and whahea
out socialj—that we began with leaders of tribes of apes ardk@rup with
emperors, and that at s@ stage the group set up a supernatural leadesdcall
their god, but sme such schee must have happened. The concept of
supernatural power engpassedmore than the power of a leader in a social
group. The concept of supernatural powers explaimedvever inadequatel
many inexplicable things in earlsocieties, things we now know are perfgctl
natural. Evolutiongr psychology has been quite rapydexplainingmuch that was
formerly mysterious about the ghical basis of religion.

Modern religions have also evolvedbre recengl, over severamillennia, into

the mperialist religions we now have, state religiongirer as part of the
imperialist state apparatus to keep us civil, thatvaduntarily ordery and law
abiding. Ony in the broadest sense can we confessentiaimorality from the

morals of the world religions. The earliest religgofound in traditional mall

scale tribal societies were not religions as sudilaReligion did not exist until
it budded fran the culture of the earltribes where it was a social glue.

The idea that religion acts as a kind of glue thakds societ together was
conceived i sociologist, Enil Durkheim. Even eatst tribal culture, still in hunter
gatherer tines, required the tribe to gather as a whole paradigliin a festival or
same sort of celebration, appargnet up ly a“Big Man”, saneone in the tribe
with the charima to get people together to do things. Such endsgwamoted
co-operation andanutual bonding, beauing a feature of tribal cultural actiyit
The rituals which went along with these celebratjancluding rites of passage,
slowly evolved into religion.

Modern studies show rituals release endorphingjralabpioids in the brain.
Endorphins cause mild euphoria, and so have b&® part of the bogs pain
control gstem, becaning effective when pain ismodest but persistent.
Endorphins also stiulate the mmune ystem. Plainly wild or persistent dancing,
being strenuous, will cause the release of endogphsone modern young
people get addicted to working out, for that reasbat why should rituals that
are not at all strenuo@0ne cannotmaging singing Wimns is strenuous, or
counting rosar beads, or listening to a sesn. And so wly would endorphins be
associated with ritual when it is notyshically taxing or painfu?

Evolution could explain it, if it had involved paiend had gone on for a long
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enough tne, but that sewss unlikely in human beings, for whm, as far as we can
tell, religion is a recent innovation. The facttbe matter, as we find it, is that
rituals stmulate the release of endorphins, and that explaims early humans
came together to perfan rituals. The euphoria was a reward for takingttbable
to bond together as a group, and was understoadfesling of fellowship. The
same feeling is obtainedyomodern religious ritual, though it is far frostressful.

We inherit our socialit from our primate predecessors. Monjseand apes are
social and co-operative. Social amals have to forgo soe of their personal
demands to keep the group together. Annaaliin a group that is too gregd
selfish and deanding of the others, we saw is soon resenyeithé others and is
driven out of the social group, to suffer and d@na. The ones who m&in have
less antisocial genes and the strength of sogiaiincreased. Inmonkeys and
apes, unselfishness is menstrated ¥ social grooing, an activiy that also
releases endorphins. It begins to look as if endogevolved not oml pain
relievers, but also as socialylipromotors. Again, it is the reward for being
sociable. Apes that willinglgroam others feel good about it.

Language is an efficient waof “groaming”, allowing several people to be
“groamed” at once. Robin Dunbar proposed that iman groups graming was
replaced I chattering and laughing with each other, rathiex thonkeys. When
humans began to talkneaningfully, beginning in the groups of fales and
children gathering roots and berries as an adaptati alam calls, warnings and
commands to each other, but espegiatl warn and instruct children in the group,
this evolved into gossiping. Natunallthe children sharing the space with the
women were brought up with the gossiping habit whidmsequenyl spread
quickly, to themen too. Gossiping is a group actwiot merely a one to one
activity, so it is a better social glue than gming, and leads on to sigelling,
further strengthening bonding. So, language evolvedause gossiping was a
better wg of social bonding than gromng, and tribal celebrations, which
becane religion, allowed larger groups to bond.

The social rituals which were such amportant part of eayltribal sociey were

justified to the children during the gathering aguksiping sessionsylstories.

When children askedwhy this?’, and, “why that”’, the mothers would invent
spurious reasons, probgds a joke rather than withyaserious intent. Imade

the mothers chuckle, but bec® an artfom, and led tomythology. Each tribe
invented reasons for its celebrations and rituBmss mythology becane part of

the celebrations and then that evolved into theoldg invent amythology, then

a theolog, our ancestors had to develop cognitive abilibegnd those of their
ancestors.

Most, if not all, human groups have had a religion. So, the pertineastipn is
“what purpose does it seff’e What has persuaded people to believe that all the
weird behavior associated with religions hasmedenefi? The first step to an
answer is the fact that natural selection gave usiral adapted to certain
particular concepts and variationgngar to then. These concepts and their
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variations are whaiakes religion attractive to us. Mamttanpts at analzing
religion fail because tlyeconcentrate on sae aspect of it failiar to the analst.
Yet, the word religion isneaningless to theany people in the world who have
only evermet one religion, their local or tribal religion. Tbham, religion is an
aspect of their local or tribal culture not noticasl being peculiayl separated
from it. Religion ismainly distinguished frm culture when people are exposed to
different ones, with different practices, when @ésbcoalesced into cities and
nations, and aoamerce began on a wide scale.

We humans are social amals. It does notnean that we are essentyalolitary
animals who havedecided to live together. Itmeans we have evolved to be
social. We have developed basimetions and habits amhind adapted to social
living. We are not solitaranimals because we cannot do without our neighbors,
without sane neighbors—a group of people around us. Nodnleft fending for
itself until adulthood canmerge as nonal. Our humanity is a function of being
social, of having other people around us as we grpwwith whan we interact,
who help and teach us. Consequgntuman beings have ‘esocialmind”, and it

Is this sociamind thatmakes religion possible.

If there is ag one factor responsible for religion, this is itit bhe sociamind is
itself canplex, with many different aspects, with different purposes andgjios.
We have inferenceystans, we have motions and we have auwltitude of
additional mental features and adaptations inclining us towavegs of living
hamoniousl with others in our group, but with a suspicion ashdtrust of
strangers. These oplicated mental interactions, adaptations to social living,
happen tanake us susceptible to religion too. Religion isyapboduct of social
life, a by product of the evolutiongr direction we have taken—to live
communally and co-operativgl

We in themodern world regard the supernaturalnagsterious, which is to ga
that it is out of the ordingrand peculiar to such an extent that no one has eve
had the chance to stydt adequatel enough to understand it. People in less
sophisticated societies than ours, however, ofesgand the supernatural as
commonplace—far fron being out of the ordingy it is perfecty nomal. Their
world is infested with ghosts, witches, curses anadevolence, all of it evgday
stuff, albeit not well understood. The peculiawof the supernatural to us is rather
ameasure of how far we hawaoved fran needing it in our dajl lives.

Yet, in churches, people can be asntive as thg wish, even in our socigtNo
one sane talks to statues, but uttering eréo the Blessed Virgin Mgror a
saint to intercede with God on their behalf isnoaonplace anong Catholics.
They are talking to a statue or otherage of the Virgin or saint as if it could hear
them, but theg claim they are not talking to themage butmerely using it as a
focus of their prgers.Well the ancient Greeks and Rans standing before the
statue of Zeus or Jowmight havemade the sae clam!

If a vandal had hacked the statue of the Virgisant into pieces, the reaction of
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the Christian would be outrag@/hy should the spoiling of mere artifact used as
a focus of attention cause such outfagdainly the statue isnore than just a
focus of attention to the pious Catholic. yHeel outraged because the statue or
Image is actuayl the Virgin or saint in sme sense—it is sacred! It is not just a
painted sheet of wood or a carved block of stomethfey must know that an artist
or amonumentalmason could replace thenage using the ecomon materials, the
wood and stone, needed for it. Thenytivuld have a new, perhaps better, focus
for their pryers, that the could address as if it could hearnhél'he point is that
the believers psang to the mage suspend their knowledge of rgafdr the sake

of their beliefs—their religion—and others find itceaptable that theshould do
so, often even though thevould not do it thenselves.

People havenental categories that let tineinfer the properties of certain things
once thg have been classified in an appropriate categbtost things thus
categorized are ewatay things wemeet in our experience of living, but, once
same strange violation of the properties of an objaocimally categorized
appropriatef are understood to have occurred, it is regardedipsrnatural. Thus
a flying horse is considered as supernatural, amdasly a talking donkg. But
excessive violation of naors does notnake sonething evenmore supernatural,
but rather itmakes then comical. A flying talking donkg would not sem
supernatural tomost people, butmerely a cartoon character, even mmost
believers. The categories appb all the subjects of experience beforeytban
becane supernatural in sae way. They are thought of as tHessence” of things.
Cattle have hooves, horns and eat grass. The catémocattle is like Plato’s
ideal or fom of a cow or bull—a teplate for all the real cows and bulls that
exist.

Knowing the categgr of an object allows us to infer its general cheastics,

for it tells us the appropriate mplate or ideal. Categories can therefore be
arranged into taxomoies, super and sub categories, and the supernatural
menagerie consists usuallof the categories with a defective or abmak
propery. Among the categories is one for people like oursetlvascan recognize
others as having mind like our own. But violate the categoby imagining a
mind free of a bog and we have soething supernatural—a spirit or a god—a
disambodiedmind or personalit. Natural categories appto objects wemeet in
nomal life, and that our predecessamst with during our evolution, but once we
add an abnanal characteristic, the categois no longer nonal or naturalWe
have invented itWe invent the supernatural. But how do we do itahy?

Even infants can recognize intention in thevement of thingsWhen thg are
shown an amnhated cartoon of a hill with, gaa blue circle attapting to ascend
it, assisted smetimes ly a red triangle, but hindered layellow square, then are
offered a red triangle andyellow square to hold, tlyefavor the“helpful” red
triangle and swmetimes even mack the“naughy” yellow square. Not ogl do
infants see intentionajitin the shapes shown on the cartoonytbeen judge
them morally.
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From tests like this, pghologists are sure that fmans, even at thigoung age,
are aware of intent andorality. They may attribute intent to their §& and judge
them accordingy. Evidenty, it is natural for a hemanmind to do these things. As
they could hardy have learnt these things at such a tender ageg,nast be
instincts.We have thm because thehave given us a reproductive advantage in
our evolution.

We have evolved in a dangerous and uncertain woHdrevwe are pyefor
certain large raptors.yBbeing able to anticipate intent, we hawpioved our
chances of survival, and the sooner we do it, amdbaw! to alert oumother and
others in the group, theore likely are our chances of living to be able to produce
offspring. Whatever it was in our genetimake up that gave us the alyjlitis
passed on to our own kids, but not to the kiddhosé without this factor, and so
our lineage has the reproductive advantage. Evéptuhose without it have all
died out, and all hmans have it. It has bec® a hunan instinct.

A leopard is intent on killing us to eat us, butteo is a rotting log when it is
actualy a crocodile, andnaybe even when it is a rotting log, for weight
innocenty use it to step on, and be propelled into the watern ityields to our
weight. Thus we do not onlconceive of amnate objects as havingalicious
intent. Yet ly attributing intent to inamnate objects, we are violating a natural
categoy and putting the into a supernatural one.

Intuitions about categories are not necesgsanhscious, becaug®ung children
have such intuitions. Tlyeare fuly aware that a real cat camove of its own
accord, but not a yocat. Asked to explain wh the children will even offer a
rationalization. Thg might sa the real cat camove because it has leg&hen
the legs on the focat are pointed out to thee they might agree, but thaselves
point out that these are not good legs. ylladreagy have real cats propgrl
categorized as different fmotoy cats, but thg do not know wlg. People are the
same in their approach to the supernatural. yTi@ave intuitions about the
intentionaliy of spirits, categorizing tme as disenbodied minds but cannot
explain how such entities can see withoggs or think without a brain.

Religion depends on different cognitive n@insions of the hmwan brain
apparentl alien to whatmary of us think of as religious. Besides being social
animals, we are also generalists—we are situational rgésis because we can
survive in different enviroments, and we are dieyageneralists because we are
omnivorous. Being a generalist hasn®d evolutionay advantages, but s
dangers tooWe are often faced with passing through places foitkd we are not
familiar with, and thg might not be wholesoe. Our reaction, one that has
evolved—people that did not have it did not surviwgas a sense of disgust for
things that seeed unwholesme.

We can safgl scavenge amal carcases that are not long dead, bybbé a short
while, depending on conditions, deaskat begins to putref It then becmes
disgusting to us.We will not eat it. Things that stink arenost often
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unwholesone, and we have evolved to avoidrindlaces that stink are thensa
and we find that food and placesght look unpleasant to us. Our sense of
disgust is a warning to us of dgcapollution, contaiination, excreta—the
presence, in fact, of invisible poisons—dangerougdra. Disgust is a warning
systan against potential contagion, which:

e operates though the danger itself is not visible

e tells us that the danger mimediate—we need to respond quickl

e warns us that we need to clean ourselves, for dmgel is contagious and we
might spread it.

This “contagion gstan” that we havemakes us yper cautious. Peoplaay be
neuroticaly obsessed with cleanliness, using disinfectantranitiple washings
when thg suspect smething disgusting has polluted a utensil, or a food
preparation area, but when our contagigsten was evolving, we had no
remedies like disinfectants and pure water for clegniRepeated and thorough
purification was the oglalternative to discarding the object all together.

We are a co-operative species. Our ancient neednigerwide} together while
hunting and gathering has alsoade us particulayl inclined to exchange
information. Gatherers gossip together about where aoudsberries can best be
found, and hunters chatter about where theegwaill be and whenwWe therefore
need to be able to find lam@rks and to navigate our foraging and hunting space
note seasonal changes in the habits afega@&xchange knowledge about potential
hazards, and so okVe are bonded togethey lgossiping, not ¥ groaning as in
apes, because gossiping allows us to interact withgroup of people
simultaneous}. Living together allows us to co-operate to owtual advantage,
and to do that we need to exchange im&tron. Humans are like squirrels but we
hoard infomation.

| suspectyou know | realisgou find it is hard to understandy explanation
howyou can know what | think God wantsu to know.
Eighth order intentional®

Another peculiari of living socialy and co-operativgl is that we need to
understand what other people’s intentions are, thatlmeans gathering even
more infomation. We have to mmember other people’s faces and
characteristics—their personal data—and be able tgprzhendmultiple levels
of intentionaliy via a theoy of mind or intuitive pgcholog/—realizing that
others have intent, noticing what interestarthesalizing their ans, and figuring
out their motivation. Gossiping rels one to another what we
need—infomation—information that is sociayl useful about status, skills, sexual
interests and hongstTo retain all this data, we neednental filing s/stem. Our
social intentions are famore conplicated than those ofost other species,
whence oufsocialminds” and“social intelligence”.
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In 1988, British pgchologists, Dick Brne and AndrewVhiten, proposed the
Machiavellian Intelligence ¥pothesis. Monkgs and apes can use sophisticated
social knowledge about each other to decide how ey are likely to behave in
the future. The amals will then prefer relationships based upon thdeicisions.
It amounts to then having a“theor of mind”, which is what it is now called.
Theow of mind (ToM) means understanding that other people havera of
their own, just like our own, understanding whattéwer person is thinking, and
realizing their beliefamight not be the sae as our own. Using it, we assel
eveyone behaves like us with conscious purpose, antryvi® work out their
intentions. Pmitive people even extend their Thgoof Mind to anmals and
even rocks, treespountains and so on.

It allows people to handle orders of intentionalr beliefs about what another
believes. To think‘l want samething”, then extend it tdl think you want
samething”, is an extension of thought fmointentionaliy to second order
intentionaliy. Such stat@ents contain two notions of intent, what | thinkdan
what you think. Thinking has to reach at least seconcerrdtentionaliy for
people to think God thinks s@thing.

Robin Dunbar thinks thegrof mind has to reach a sophisticated level before
religion, such as we understand it, can arise. réason is thammodern western
religion is concerned with doing God's will, and th@ worshiping amnal has to
understand that God has a will of his own. Godshort, is thought of as a
personaliy.

A simple personal religion is third order intentiongalit think what God thinks |
ought to think. But religion was alwa a sociamatter, not snply a personal one,
and so to be social, fourth order intentionjal# necessgr We wantyou to think
that God thinks we ought to think such and suctatTfthe basis for comunal
religion, Dunbar sgs. Dunbar takes it further still—religiousorality requires us
to agree upon what God wants us to think and doat Tik fifth order
intentionality! At the fourth order of intentionayit we still do not agree on what
we think about what God thinks. Dunbarysahe introduction of thisnutual
agreenent extends intentionajito the fifth order—I thinkyou think that we both
think that god thinks we ought to think so and Bor Dunbar this gets us to
where we are, and religion based on such undeisgml proper social religion
or canmunal religion.

Fifth order intentionalit is the Imit of most people’s capagit Even so it is what
Dunbar calls neuraflexpensive, becausaost hunan thought on requires us to
understand to the third level of intentionaliReligion therefore has given us the
huge advantage of stretching our level of intergtiity to the fifth level, and so it
Is a big boon to hmanity, and wly religion evolved.

To see the evolution of religion, Dunbar looks #ies anmals which he thinks
“are locked into first order intentionafit Great apes can howevenanage
second order intentionafit But mammals as lowy as rats havenapathy, so thg
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must know how a distressed rat is feeling. Sound® Isecond order
intentionaliy. The rat observing the distress of the othermas$t sense what the
distressed rat wants!

Now Dunbar looks at the fossilized skulls ofraals to get a relationship between
the volume of their frontal lobes where heysaintentionaliy operates in the
brain. The level of intentionalitthey can achieve scales lineakith the volume

of grey matter. There were twmain periods of pmate brain expansion. Brains
grew about 50%, frm roughly 450ml about twomillion years ago to 10046 by
1.8 million years ago. It was a rapid expansigat no noticeable change in in
human behavior can be seen in the archaeologicahires—mainly stone flakes
knapped fron flint and used for butchering amals or chopping plants.

Why then were brains getting lar@aBrain tissue is expensive in hes of enery,

so ary chance increase in brain sizerssenost unlikel. Possily it was because
people were living in largemore canplex groups, having to keep track mbre
people, andnaintainmore social relationships. And interpolatingfr®unbar’s
graph,Homo erectusas eas as twomillion years ago, would have achieved
third order intentionalit, giving them personal beliefs.

The second period of expansion was slowemfroughly 600,000 to 200,000
years ago. Bthe end of it, our brains were the size we noweh&uriousy, the
Neanderthals in Europe, alrgaseparated frm the lineage we eae from which
was still in Africa, also saw an increase in braire, but thg went extinct 30,000
years ago. Steven Mithen thinks the growth was chigethe evolution of
language, but it sees odd that language should have evolvedukaneoust in
two species several thousamdes apart.

If language is the answer, then both groups of rape must alreagl have had
same sort of proto language—thdnad both, in other words, alrgadtarted to
develop language long before it noticgahtcelerated brain expansion, but both
species were evolving in parallel. In both, languags supporting the growth of
sociality. Fram his graph, Dunbar find archaic mnans about 500,00¢ears ago
achieved fourth order intentionaljtgiving them a social religion.

Archaeologists until 1996 favoured a recent datés@000years ago for the
advent of language as arhan skill. Anatanists saw an gsnmetry between the
two halves of cranial casts bfomo sapien$rom their energence 250,000ears
ago, and so favoured timauch earlier date. The language centers of the lam&n

in the left henisphere, and thesumise the reason for its larger size was their use
of language.

According to Nicholas Huphrey, another factor in brain expansion was to let us
live longer. The fossil record suggests it begamappen about 100,00@ars
ago. It allowed grandparents to providaeportant cover for the faily, while
children were learning the intricacies of the gmogvdegree of socialization and
language abilit needed for successful tman groups. Contaporary hunter
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gatherer societies show thatriifies with involved grandparents have less infant
mortality. The old people in that camunity, the wise oldnen and old wmen,
not onl look after older children while parents are hugtamd gathering with the
younger ones, but also teachrththe practical and social skills of their culture.
Dunbar found anatuically modern humans about 200,00Qears ago achieved
fifth order intentionaliy, early enough for all living hmans to have this trait, but
late enough to suggest that othemimons never had it.

The size of the pmate brain’s neocortex relates with the size ofrtiseicial
groups. Both are siple numbers, the size of the neocortex being a prioe
mental canplexity, and the size of the group for sociahgaexity—the larger the
group, themore relationships there are. Dunbar considerechdozortex rather
than the total brain capagitbecause it is the part of the brain where
consciousness is seated. It is theygmatter associated with intelligence, and
surrounds the whitenatter deeper in the cerelbnu In small mammals, like
rodents, it is sooth, but, in prnates and other larganammals, it has deep
grooves sulc) and wrinkles qyri) which increase its surface area without
changing its volme.

Brain casts also allowed cranial capadid be measured, and so theiypical
group sizes to be estated. The earliest Inmnins corresponded to the brain sizes
of modern apes, but thereafter increased. Large bveens indeed linked to the
need to hold large groups together. Thmesapplied in nonpmate mammals.
Even 500,000/ears ago, group sizes reached 115 with mog times of over
30% of the dg—if grooming had been kept as the social bonding agti\BlYy
250,000years ago group sizes would have reached 130, wdbmyng time
getting close to 35%.

150 was reached 100,0§8ars ago, and graong would have beemmpractical
as a social glue. Language had propadlead taken over, as the anatists
suspected. The size of thenan neocortex corresponds with a group size of
150—now called Dunbar’s Nober, and it saes to have been reflected in sogiet
up until modern tmes. Eveyone gossips, though gossip, in our sogias
frowned upon as tittle tattle and trivia, not wgrthf aryone sensible. One reason,
in a male daoninated world, is that women aremore acconplished gossips and
often have better verbal skills thamen. Yetmen have dminated our societies
for three or four thousangears, and clan they do not gossip but speak gnf
serious things. Yet when theconverse in their pubs and clubs, ytree vey
often gossiping too.

Women are probalgl better verball because groups of wen gathering roots
and berries, accgpanied ly children, were the first to practise gossipingd ao
have better developed verbal skills thaen. The childrenmale and fenale,
heard then and picked up the habit in themgpary of their fanale guardians, but
once adult, thenales had less opportupito use speaking, often requiring to be
silent to stalk gae. Thus, talking passed men secondaml as a childish habit
less often used in adulthood, but it then extenthate bonding too Y being
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found useful in planning the hunt and how to wasgether on othemutually
useful projects, like house building and taking—in co-operating.

Religious conmunities like Hutterites and the Mwoons lived in groups of 150.
Businesses can function infoally with less than 150meployees, but bigger ones
needmanagers. A aopary of soldiers is about 150, and so on. In hunteheyatr
societies, the largest group is a tribe of 15008208ople, thenaximum number
of faces people can put ama to, but tribes are grouped into clans of abo@ 15
kinfolk. Neolithic villages had a population close 150. People tend to have
about 11-12 close friends and relatives, corresjpgntb a groming clique in
primate societies, suggesting an evolved neurologesikldor these muabers. So,
around the tne our ancestors evolved fifth order intentionalitheir groups
exceeded about 120 in size. Dunbar concludes #imfian evolved to bond
increasingy large human groups.

Dunbar’s theoy of religion based on levels of intentionglitequire God to be
treated as a person. He is a personaith His own will that religious hmans

have to ty to suss. Scientific studies have been done tahmstpeople think of
God.

Uffe Schjedt of the Universit of Aarhus, Demark, et al used functional
magnetic resonancenaging (fMRI) to scan the brains of 20 devout Clwaiiss.
They were given two tasks:

1. to silently recite the Lord’s Prger, then a nursgrrhyme. The sme brain
areas, associated with rehearsal and repetitiore activated.

2. to improvise personal pyars, thenmake requests to Santa Claus.
Improvised prgers triggered patterns thatatch those seen when people
communicate with each other, and activated cirguiltrat is linked with the
theoy of mind—the awareness that other individuals have tlogmn
independeninotivations and intentions.

Two of the activated regions are thought to proassire and consider how
another individual—in this case Godnight react. Also activated were part of
the prefrontal cortex—nportant to thegr of mind, linked to the consideration of
another person’s intentions, and an area thoughtetp accessnemories of
previous encounters with that person. Previousistsuthave found that the
prefrontal cortex is not activated when people rate with inanmate objects,
such as a aoputer gane. The brain does not activate these areas betasysdo
not expect reciprogt nor find it necessgrto think about the cuoputer’s
intentions.

This area was not active during the Santa Clauk, taisggesting volunteers
viewed Santa as fictitious, but God as a real perslowever, It was like talking
to another homan. There was no sign of yhing mystical. The results show
people believe theare talking to smeone when the pray, an outcae that

pleased both atheists and Christians. Atheistsisaltbwed it was all an illusion,
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while Christians said it was evidence that Goadal.r

From the theoy of intentionaliyy outlined above, Robin Dunbar agrees that
religious people treat gods déaving essentiall human mental traits, like
characters in a novel or pla The ToM suggests believers think yh&now
God’s brain. Nicholas Epje et al, shows us theare right. People often reason
egocentricalf about others’ beliefs, using their own beliefsaasnductive guide.
Correlational, expemental, and neuraiaging evidence suggests that peapéy

be evenmore egocentric when reasoning about a religioustagy®eliefs like
God.

Nicholas Eplg and others studied people’s beliefs about Godigefse They
asked subjects questions about controvenmsiatal issues, such as the death
penaly and abortion, and also askedrthabout what the considered faous
people, like Bill Gates, averagamngricans, and God thought on those issues. In
all the expements the volunteers professed belief in a patrar&od, mostly

the Christian God.

Subjects’ own beliefs omiportant social and ethical issues corresponuest
strongl with those thg attributed to God. In both nationaltepresentative and
more local saples, people’'s own beliefs consistgntorrelatedmore strongy
with estmates of God’s beliefs than with estites of other people’s beliefs.
Believers’ estnates of God'’s beliefs wereore egocentric than their esaites of
other people’s beliefSubjects’ attributed their own beliefs to God.

It may indicate that people attribute to God their omaral beliefs, but itmay
also reflect that people get themoral belief fran their religion. So Epkeadded a
control. He used an alreadestablished technique to alter the beliefs of the
subjects.

We are more malleable than we would like to think. Our beliefanc be
manipulated snply by asking leading questions. Eplasked his subjects to write
an essp espousing the opposite opinion to thatythexpressed on initial
guestioning, or to prepare a speech gntea death penaltin which theg had to
take the opposite view to their own. Questionedrgagaubjects had shifted the
beliefs thg attributed to God, but not as consistgritiose attributed to average
Joes and faous peopleWhat one thinks God believes can be shiftedne sane
methods used to shift our own beliefs. Timanipulativemethod, in short, not
only changed their own opinions sligntlit changed what tlyethought was
God’s will in just the sane way.

Lastly, a neuranaging stug showed the sae parts of the brain were neuyall
active when reasoning about one’s own beliefs ahdnwreasoning about God’s
beliefs.When the subjects were thinking about what othepleamight believe,
different regions of the brain were neuyadictive. In particular, reasoning about
God’s beliefs activated areas associated withreédirential thinkingmore than
did reasoning about another person’s beliefs.
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Trying to imagine the thoughts of other people causestal activiy in different
areas of the brain fro those active whenmagining God’s thoughts. God is
thought of as a person, but is not thought of &ke other person:Hurrah”, the
believer cheers, but the areas of the brain agthven maging God’s thoughts are
simply those active when one is thinking oneself! Belisvare not thinking of
God as a personalitdifferent fran themselves. Gods themselves, totaill and
utterly! It gives a whole newneaning to the notion of God being a personal God.

God and the believer are thex@aperson. Believensmiap their own beliefs on to
God’s, projecting onto God their ownoral beliefs. God is anmaginay self. So
God did notmake man in his own mage, but hmansmake God intheir own
image. The faithful think of God as a person, butidleot a person separaterfro
themselves. The subconsciougl endow God with their own beliefs even on
controversial issues. It explains a lot about refig

The discovey autamatically makes ever believer as good in God's/es as the
judge thenselves to be. Believers regard God’s beliefs ameal canpass, but
the conpass is just one’s own existing beliefs. Anpass relialyt points north no
matter what direction a person is facing, but, uml&n actual aopass, their
inference about God’s will, God’s opass, point people in whatever direction
they are alreag facing!

It also means that the innatmorals thg were born with are autaatically
projected on to God, and so se®® them to ananate fron Him! Tribal people see
God as a personification of the tribe, and juseash individual is a fraction of
the tribe, each will see theselves in the tribe’s personification of it, Godrdan
Grafman explained that these findings helped explaig sdpernatural religious
agents were often attributed aypltal fom and issued edicts that regde the
social practices of the culture frowvhich they emerge.

Epley’s work certainy shows that gods have mean mental traits because Eple
shows us that God is a reflexion of ourselv&® are divingl narcissisticWe
have fallen in love with our owmmage, like budgerigars, and now worship it. No
wonder religion is so aopelling.

Incidentall, Uffe Schjadtet al, in a related studalso used fMRI to investigate
how assmptions about speakers’ abilities changed brainaesegs in secular and
Christian participants who received interceggmayer. Theg found an audience’s
assumptions about a speaker’s chanetic abilities havemportant effects on their
critical faculties. Thg aremore gullible!

Schjgdt and his coworkers ewimed the brains of 20 Pentecostalists and 20
non-believers while plang them recorded prgers. Both groups were told that six
of the prgers were readyba non-Christian, sixypan ordinay Christian, and six

by a healer. In fact, all were reag brdinay Christians. The an was to identy
brain processes behind the influence cinaaitsc people have on their followers.
Pentecostal Christians think rme people have divingl inspired powers of
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healing, wisdm and propheg

The result was that onin the Christians did brain actiyichange in response to
the prgers. Theirmedial and the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex—paftsheir
prefrontal and anterior cingulate cortices—deactigiain response to speakers
supposed to have healing abilities. The deactimastll occurred when the
speaker was considered an ordyn@hristian, but to a lesser degree. These parts
of the brain are involved in vigilance and skeptitwhen judging the truth and
importance of what peopleyd&So, the stugd shows that, in soe people, areas of
the brain responsible for sceptimisand vigilance beauoe less active when tize
think a speaker was chamatic—had an extraordinarmessage or divine
powers—in this stugl the Pentacostalists. An independent gsialrevealed that
this deactivation predicted the Christian partiaggaimpressions of the speakers’
charisna and feeling of God’s presence duringyera

More generall, it suggests ammportantmechanisn of personal influence. The
results may extend bgond religious leaders, so that brain regianay be
deactivated in a sillar way to speeches and statents ly authoritative people
generaly, like doctors, parents and politicians,n@chanisn of authoriy in
interpersonal interactions, explaining yeame people can influence others, but
suggesting that their abitto do so depends on preconceived notions of the
authoriy’s abilities and trustworthiness. A conviction th@bd is behind the
charisnatic figure gives the guru figurenmense authormt and therefore power
over their followers. That is whit can be so dangerous, andywbelievers are
particulary affected ly this phenanenon.

In the nomal human being, the structures in the brain needed fothal social
functions our societies dand now alreaglexist through evolutiongradaptation

to developing hman socialiy, so people naturgllenjoy human groups and
co-operating with others. Unless yheave sae mental deficieng, like autisn,

they no longer have to work out how to interact withess. It is instinctive. Nor
are we Imited tomerely responding to event®/e can magine what will omight
happen, and what we areamang to achieve, and plan ahead. Our thoughts are
effectively decoupled from direct external input. In short, ourental processes,
our imagination, can be oumotivation.

Human behavior is conditionedylthis plethora omental ystans, and thg have
changed their focus over timllennia. The hman sense of disgust has changed
from being ony disgust at food, and perhaps certain places,sgudt at others in
sociey. Disgust at the corruption of a corpsetivated people to dispose of the
albeit with suitable ritual in recognition thatshobnoxious piece of rottingeat
was once a groumember, a relative, perhaps, or a friend. Speciaksterged
read/ to take on the task of handling dead bodies tpadis of then, people
undertaking to do an essential job for the heaftBoziey. But our disgust and
contagion gstens meant those benefiting attached their disgust ofsigal
corruption to those handling the corpse, findingnthto be as polluting and
untouchable as the corpse itself. Then themnilfas were too!
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The fear, in fact, was of the invisible agents g@tad poison as bathanations
from decying bodies, the danger we now know to be that ef tilansfer of
bacteria, but then thought of as an evil agentlwtidn. Unclean people could
carty these manations which beoae personified amalevolent agents or spirits.
From these changes arose the whole religious doctrihepadiution and
cleanliness. It shows that religion often and ppshgenerall depends upon
evolved huan behavior that does not seeelevant to religion in the least, in
this case upon oumental gstems for infering whatmay be bad for us
reproductivey—it might kill us before we reproduce—and so has beco
Instinctively avoided.

We have differentyppes of such ystems controlling our motional reactions,
social reactions and behavior towards otham®rals! It is this natural
architecture of thenind that religions have comandeered for their own, often
unnatural and often antisocial uses.many of the major religions, their adepts
think religion is principalf about beliefs because now their religionginly are.
It hinders the appreciation of the properyg®logy of religion. Religion is
propery an aspect of culture—the particular habits andtmes thatmark off
one people frm another. Religion is to bdone, not merely contenplated, and
done sociall, not in isolation. Even in a vast religion liket@alicism, much of it
marks off mportant events in the life of the Church—the chwalendar—or the
members of its congregation—weddings, christeningsefals, etc.

In tribal societies, it is the s#, the cemonies and rituals being considered to
have been prescribed/ Isane ancestor of the tribe, or a spirit or god in less
localized religions, and these supernatural agesupervize the proper
performance of the rite. To all intents and purposes, dingernatural agent is
another, albeit seniomember of the tribe or congregation, which interactthw
members ly giving and receiving—qgiving reassurances and stlenghile
receiving sacrifices, pyars and gratitude. These agents were thought te aav
personally and a conmitment to the worshippers, whether as ancestors @.god

worshippers know, in their turn, thay berfoming the ritual precisglaccording

to the proper prescription, the agents will bgressed in soe way, and will
favor the tribe, but tribainembers are often unconcerned about the nature of the
agents or how thehave acquired their superpowers. It is enoughnimnkthat
they do have the power to influeneceaterial lives, and this is as true wany
believers in advanced religions tgdas it was of the original tribal ones.

Whatever the nature of ancestors spirits and gbeg,dre usuall construed as
people with essentigllhuman personalities andmilar intentions—agenc We
saw that an evolved trait of mans, a trait which exists for its survival valug, i
to see agents behimdany events that we experience in life. The rottenbgghe
river proves, fortunatg| not to be a crocodile, but still throws thentan who
steps on to it into the rivermiagining that such logs lurk with s@ malevolent
intentmakes peopleyper cautious, therglsaving lives and giving us an instinct
for caution ly attributing intent where there is none, in fAfe are evolutionami
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predisposed towards aggnc

Of course, we are faliar with ageng directy through interacting in
sophisticated wgs with our fellow hunans, each of whm we know have their
own motives and intentions. So)yhmagining ageng in inert things, we are
attributing then with a human qualiy of their own, or to an hidden agent residing
within them and causing their response to our presence. lmmias way, as
children we see faces and i in the patternsnade ly shadows and the
wallpaper, in clouds, in knots in tree trunks, iroded rocks, and inamate
objects generallin Nature. S E Guthrig=aces in the Clouds: A New Theory of
Religion 1993) has delved into this tendgraf ours to anthropoorphize things
in our enviroment in sone detail. Our fiper sensitivig to such shapes is again
beneficial to our survival.

From these degrees o¥persensitiviy, we are inclined to get false positives—we
see or suspect agents where there are none—andewalested to potential
threats when nothing actualthreatens usWe are therefore genenaltead/ to
respond at the crack of a twig, or the creak dbarboard, an minous shape, a
scent or breath of aikVe are inferring fro signs and signals around us that
danger lurks—smething possiky with malevolent intentions towards us, perhaps
a predator or sueone fran an enay tribe. It is natural for us to do it, and even
when we reassure ourselves that we are safe, wWasr@o predator there after all,
we still suspect soething was. Swmething hidden is out there!yBattributing
signs and sounds around us with intent, we ar@githings in our enviranent a
human characteristic, and so are creating a supeaiatategoy. We are creating
God—or rather spirits and gods—in our owmage—not the reverse!

As the signs and sounds were nanfmrting, but the exact reverse, the spirits, the
disembodied personalities wenagined out there, were not conceived as being
kind. They were thought of initiall as beingnalevolent. Even the ancestors were
not initially thought of as being well disposed towards us.oét,rthey were akin

to predators and emy tribesmen, and invited fear and loathing. Their
unpleasantness was rationalized as being becaagevtdre strict guardians of
tribal culture and values—after all, thénad given thm to us—and theg had
founded the tribe for our benefit aembers of it, so ultnately they had us at
heart. Thg were essentiatlkind, but were angrwhen tradition was baglkept.
Eventualy, kindness overpowered anger, and we ended upGhitistianiy.

Of course, in hman societ, children are introduced to their parents concepts
before thg have ever been in a wood alone. Ompriessions have been
conditioned or presapted ly culture, ever since mans began to gossip, and
eventualy, we lose all awareness of how our ancestors afratea particular
concept. Ont with evolutionay psychology has evidence of oumental
structures, their histgrand consequences, begun itaeege.

Sociability is so instinctive to us that children indhe age of thremake up little
dramas which thg act out with their tgs, or with totaly invisible, entirey
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imaginay friends. Studies show that these friends are potesconfusion of
reality and magination. The children know perfectivell that their maginay
friend is not of the sae nature as their real friends. Moreover, thesé&diEm
have a better developed intuitiveypbology to allow then to play the roles of
their “friends” appropriatgl. These friends cannot be propeshared with other
children—thg do not possess knowledge of their higtand personalities as
Imagined ly their originator.

Imaginay friends help to give children a thgoof mind that is useful sociall

and can be applied to therhan conception of spirits and gods, but those who
believe in spirits or gods do not considernthm ary way imaginay, and the
concepts of tha are shared with othemembers of the tribe or church. Believers
interact“socially” with them using social inferenceystems which it is assmed
they share with tribamembers or other co-religionists. A per to an ancestor or
god assmes that thg know and share our own concerns. The centralréifiiee is
that we know our fellow hmans have mited information, whereas the
supernatural agent has faore, and perhaps total infoation.

The infomation the are considered to have, though, in tribal sgciat ary rate,
Is not abstract knowledge or ewtopedic knowledge, but it is social
knowledge—knowledge pertinent to our social inteoms within our own
existence in our own societlt has been calletisocially strategic” infomation
because it is what we would like to know to be abléunctionmore effectivey
within sociey. Ancestors or tribal gods, we think, alygahave this‘strategic”
information about our ciraustances, so tlye know when we have done
samething contray to tribal custen, of which thg are the guardians—tixd&now
when we have sinned!

Another evolvedmental ystan is ourmoral intuition. It is essentiallan inbuilt
emotion—an instinct—which we rationalizejaking it eag to think it is purey
reasoned. Themaotion involved is not a hegnone like anger or even a softer one
like love, but smply a feeling, canfortable or unconfortable depending on
whether we have acted according to it or otherwi8e. saw that evernoung
infants—barg} toddlers—can havenoral feelings, so the cannot have been
taught. We naturaly feel it when smething is morally wrong. Most of us
naturally feel it is wrong to deliberatglham others, and we feel gultwhen we
do it. Moreover, sociopaths usyaknow what is wrong and that fhare doing
wrong—the are not devoid ofmorals—but thg are not enotionally bothered ¥
it. Their fault is not lack of anhsense oMmorality, but a lack of guilt, the feeling
acting mmorally arouses.

So the feeling omoral wrongdoing se®s to be instinctive for children to have it
at ayoung age without having been taught yt tiormal upbringing or fomal
teaching. These latter serve to reinforce and matine themoral instinct, not to
create it.Wam blooded ammals and birds feelmgpathy for others ot their kind,
and even others not of their kind. It is causgarirroring their distressWe feel

it, and nomally would feel it for the people we know we arerhgng when we
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act mmorally—a feeling of the hurt our vietis feel. The conflict induces guilt, a
twinge of punisiment for doing it. The sociopath is socyalilefective in not
getting ary such feeling.

Mostyoung children, barglout of infang, know that certain acts are intrinsigall
wrong. What is wrong or right to thme is notmerely a question of viewpoint.
They are moral realists. Bghologist, Eliot Turiel, testinggoung children, has
confirmed that thg behavemorally despite theirmmaturity. Even three and four
year olds know that non-pfaul hitting of others is wrong, without &n
prescription given ¥ adults. Shouting, however, is grdeen as wrong when it
has been specificgllforbidden. One is an intuitivenoral feeling, whereas the
other is a social convention. At a slightllder age, children can put bathoral
and conventional hers into a taxonmy. They know the relative seriousness of
iImmoral acts and conventional proscriptions. Perhapgrisingly, neglected and
abused childremostly retain theirmoral awareness, at least whyleung.

Morality, therefore is an instinct. It has evolved alonthvgroup living because it
promotes prosocialjt instead of antisociayit But it must have evolved because
the group would not tolerate yone tying to cheat, or free ride, orying
otherwise to exploit the good will of the rest bktgroup. Such bad eggsist
have been expelled fmo the nest! Antisocial people were thrown out, were
deprived of group benefits and would have had tal fior thenselves as solitgr
animals unless thewere accepted into another group. Mgsthey could not
have survived long in the face of rivalfrom the groups. Even if tlyehad
succeeded in reproducing, their antisocial naturelev have passed down their
genetic branch and will have prevented gmoup of then from being stable.
They would have reained as solitgranimals, and eventuallbeen elminated ly
social humans.

Successful groups mained successful yb continuing to expel antisocial
members, leaving behind all those who were sogialclined, and thg would
have passed that inclination down their genetimdinauntil groups consisted
predominantly of people who had inherited the genes respons$inlsociability
and co-operative behavior. Yet, even tpdstudies show that about a fifth of all
humans ty free riding and cheating within our groups, anavrtbey cannot be
expelled. Either the process has not beenpteted, or a mall number of free
riders and cheats hasm® other advantage for sogieand the proportion has
therefore stabilized. If not, though, the logicgueralent of expulsion would be
the death penaltfor cheats, or sterilization, but the four fiftb§ us who are
gentle co-operators find that infman and unsatisfactpr so the prospect for
sociey is that cheats will increase until sogiebllapses. In oumodern sociat,
among the cheats are bankers and corporate bosses.

By the tme we are adults, our histoin sociey of being betrged, violated,
having our trust broken—or their opposites—has comu#d us to being
forgiving or being avenging. shologist Michael McCullough of the Univengit
of Miami (Beyond Revenge: The Evolution of the Forgivenessntiy 2008)
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argues that both forgiveness and revenge solvetlitemaary problens for our
ancestors:

Evolution favors organiss that can be venfid when it's necessgy that can
forgive when it's necessgrand that have the wisdoto know the diference.

In a successful social setting, forgiveness hasooisvbenefits, whereas revenge
Is not too obviousl beneficial. But it is a deterrent against takimgneone for
granted, cheating or freeloading. A cheat, knewtwhaxpect. It was pmitive
justice. The trouble is that it leads to tit fot v@ngeful actions whch are hard to
break, whence the need for forgiveness at, prdfgrabh eayy stage to break the
cycle of revenge threatening to follow.

When people can count on sogiebn the rule of law, for punishent, theg are
less likel to seek personal revenge. Converselhen sociat lacks amechanis
to defend people’s rights, thecultivate a tough reputation not to beessed
around, develop vigilante sub groups, and gangstedustice in a well ordered
sociey is reliable, and has no need to be savage. Iy baganized socigtit is
unreliable, and the Ilack of reliabylit means that people d®&and
disproportionatgl savage punishent for those found guijt

Many Americans believe the US has the best justystas there is. May more
think it is one law for the rich and one for theopolt is the sme in the UK.
People want to feel tlgehave the best, and overlook thmnifest flaws in the
systan to maintain their illusion. $none Weil (1909-1943), born of Jewish
parents, had a degplelt sense of injustice in the world, andreato see that all
religions were true in the sense thatythneere meant in same way to counter it.
One of her insights was that people who accepttipasi of high office were
accepting undertaking to exercise their duties witlupulous proprigt It meant,
those entrusted with such power and autiicagreed the deserved a greater
punishment if they misused the trust given the

In our societies, people high up the social scalehbe let off their crmes or
given token punisments. Thempeached Richard Nixon, a schieg crook, was
reprieved § his VP, Gerald Ford, shoytlafter getting his feet under tiWehite
House table, when he aumtatically succeeded Nixon into office with no
reference to the electorate. Ford judged Nixonawetisuffered enough”Weil
thought punisment for breaking socig® trust should be designed tongoel “a
higher devotion to the public good. The seweaot the punisiment must be in
keeping with the kind of obligation which has beaolated.” Thus, the greater
the violation of public trust, the greater the mlment. In America, punishment
Is not related to violation of public trust or teetham done to socigt
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Steal a little and thethrowyou in jail, steal a lot and thignakeyou king.
Bob Dylan

Pety thieves go to jail, but the swindling executivédspoatic banks can fregl
enjoy their Ponzi bonuses at grave ecormand social cost.

So it has alwgs been essential to the preservation of spdieat cheats are
reliably and justy punished, preferaplby expulsion fran sociey so that future
sociey is not contaninated ly their descendents. That is what we did for two
million years until we settled intmodern civilization a few thousangkars ago,
and the capitalist ecomic systan a few hundregears ago, when we decided to
reward those who rob us all for their personal agdizenent.

Religion has failed to eubat the corrosive influence of capitalistic sodleory
on our societiesVhile capitalist thegr says we are in perpetual mpetition, our
nature as revealedylpsychology and biological evolutiongranaysis sgs the
opposite—we are social, and our nature is to helgp aourish each other.
Lovingkindness is the supposed basis of Chrisyamitt all the Christian sects
have changed thmessage tanean lovingkindness to our closest kin and friends.
As far as others are concerned we should do ourtbesploit then, to get one
over on then, because, so the thgagoes, the will do it to us. Yet, we areneant
to be kind to evetone, even our enaes, the Christian God ga Why then does
the most religious developed nation advocate selfishmssgsmain motivator,
and keep on starting foreign warks it because it is also thmost capitalist
nation, and capitalm is its real religiof?

You only have to read soe online lists to know the appalling hatred of tigh
wing Christian fundaentalists. Thg obviousy do not read their bibles, or the
cannot conprehend sme of the best and mplest English published in the last
400 years. The Pew poll in autun 2010 proved thamore than a half of
professing US Christians know little or nothing abtheir religion. The puzzle is
why the renaining Christians who are still interested in Ctsisocially uniting
messages put up with a load of cracked pots despoiheir God’s teaching.
Maybe the are no less budgerigars than the others, bytdhght to feel a dyt
to correct the terrible wrongs being perpetratethennane of God. B not doing

it they are condoning the evil, for evil it i8Vhat, if you are a Christian, could be
more evil than teaching the opposite of Christ'scheiag? It is what cones of
puttingyour trust in right wing authoritarian devils!

Primitive morality is based on the evaluation of each andyewae of us as being
valuable to the others, and worth preserving tchsaic extent that it has been
partially hard wired into us to do it. Modern capitalist iehg attempting to train

us to be selfish to suit a few who are, is goingegagainst our nature. Capitais

Is making us greegl selfish and consequepnthntisocial, and the outo® will be
the end of our present sogietVe should not think we are being good or altruistic
by helping others, but that such action is what geeted, it is natural. Being bad,
being greey and selfish bgond our needs, is unnatural.
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There are doubtless costs involved in punishingngdoers, but the cost of not
doing it is the destruction of sogyetit might alrea¢ be too late. The cheats and
free riders are in control, and it is the receiwasldom they are able to propagate
from their privileged position of power in sogrethat theirs is not just the best
but the ony econanic systan for todg, even though it reduces tbeggarmy
neighbor”, the ver antithesis of socigtand, for thatmatter Christiani!

Most of us are outraged that bankers can rob usgndinpunished, rather
rewarding thenselves for their clevernessy bgiving thenselves huge
“bonuses”™—otherwiseneaning a cut of the swag. Equyallve are enraged when
big businessien pas no regard to the enviromnt that we have to live in—tie
have the resources to liveyavhere thg wish—and have negligible thought for
the welfare of the less fortunate, who have to tebraa living out of the
enviromment as theg find it—poisoned and polluted fno corporate greed. Man
of us condone their greed, andr&of us approve of it—monstrous crne—yet
we get angr when saneone pushes in front of us in a queue.

The serious cheats saeemote to us, and we get agrith those who are close,
a reflexion of the pleistocene world in which oocial life evolved. Snilarly, we
can relate and be appalled at one, or a few, deathsan relate to, but cannot
emote with the thousands killed annyaéin the roadsWe sympathize with our
own dead soldiers fighting in distant wars, but eamnot relate with thenarny
more innocents theare killing in that foreign countr nor can we understand
why.

It makes sense for us to legislate against the ch&hish we do in amall way
through regulation, and to ensure thatythee propest punished, which now we
rarely do. Exploiting the group, cheating and freeloaduag to be costlto those
perpetrating these antisocialrogs. At present we reward theor rather let tha
reward thenselves. The should feel guilf, but are persuadedyktheir own
ubiquitous propaganda that thdeserve their rewards. In the traditionaiad
group societies of hmanity, the equivalent of entrepreneurs and bankers—the
“big men"—were enterprising for the oonon good, and felt adequagel
rewarded lp the pleasure tlyebrought and the axiration and honor other
members of the tribe held thein. Even in ancient Roe, wealtly people often
spentmuch of their fortunes in public works and entema@mts to be honoredyb
the people. In the UK togawe have the honorystan wherely people recieve a
medal, a title or certificate for doing their publitity. Needless to ya mostly
these honors go to the cheats and free riders!

Gratitude is the oppositem®tion of guilt. It is the positive feeling of rewdhr
sameone earns\bhelping others or willingl co-operating when cheating was
open to then. Rich men who have beaoe vasty wealthy from the labor of
others, like the rich Raan, can earn the gratitude of tmeilltitude by returning
much of their wealth to the public, and it used #odammon for richmen to do it,
even in recent mes. Todg, it hardly ever occurs, and when it does, it has a
hidden sting, an ulteriomotive. It is chary that sonehow feeds the the
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entrepreneurs’market, or more generajl supports the continuation of the
antisocial econmics by which the got rich—a fom of propaganda, or even
cornering themarket.

What the argments for capitalism miss is that co-operation, even within the
capitalist gstam, is farmore mportant than cmpetition. Turiel’s studies showed
that childen under fourears of age will punish those who refuse to be
co-operative. Adults in eastern societies will ginothers for soe slight, even
killing them in so-called “honor killings”, most often of woen seeking
independence fra feudal social rules. $aetimes feuds between rfalies or
clans last for generations. In western societiesawoid it ly trusting to the law,
but the lawmust be seen to be applied, amdst be applied faiyl to work. To
repeat, socigtdepends upomiscreants being punished to hold together.

Religion has not been clegrlisible in much of this, but the fact of evolved
morality is central to itWe have that instinct for what is socyallrong and right.
Once we hmans begin to think in ters of powers like tot®es and ancestors,
spirits and gods, having a personaglive accept that tlyeare interested parties in
the moral decisions and behavior of the tribe. These ggewvere part of the
tribe—the personification of it—and, like us, werg¢erested in what went on in
it. Members of the tribe all shared knowledge of the rmgtysowers and
personaliy of the spirits, so, although the spirits objediyweere maginay, they
were notmerely subjective What is subjective is known onto one persorVhat
IS objective is agreedyleverone.

The spirits were considered as dib®died tribal members, ancestors—not
fantasies ormaginar, but actualf present still, a shared albeit invisible realit
The sane ramains true of our concepts of God, Allah, and so Balievers
confuse shared beliefs with objective realliecause, for tme, they are objective
reality—they agree on tha. But nowadgs, agrement is not sufficient. Objective
reality has to be testable, and the result of the testeagupon! It prevents
everone agreeing on seething that can be shown to be false.

The ke point about the ancestors or gods is thaty tip@ssess strategic
information concerning the tribe. Thé&now and guard what is right and what is
wrong in and for the tribe, who is honest, who suéed formarriage, what is
relevant, who deserves punmsént, what is fair—evething that is mportant to
the hunan sociaimind.

Much of what is mportant to the sociahind is naturaly moral, derived fron the
moral instinct that underpins sociglitConsequengl the strategic infanation
possessedybthe ancestors and spirits is imf@tion concerningnorals. Given
sufficient infomation about sme act—all the relevant inforation, in other
words—we feel we can judge whether it was right oong. The ancestors have
all such strategic infonation within the tribe. After all, thefounded the tribe,
and are the guardians of its culture, which is @y ¢hat theg are the
personification of the tribe. So the basic religiddea is that of a dis#odied
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socialmind aware of evething happening of ghmoral or social consequence,
and supposed able taake a correct judgeent of it.

If someone utters a word which is taboo—or blaspbes, as wemight sy
today—we know the supernatural agent knows we utteredd.therefore feel
guilty. Most of us feel guilt when we domething mmoral, and the belief that
supernatural agents have that piece of strategiowlatlge offers us an
explanation of our natural instinde worly that soneone saw us, and fear that
even if no one hman did see us, an ancestor did. Here then is apsualation of
the basic notion of religion. Failure to follow ourstinct to help others and
co-operate with thea makes us feel guyt we think we have been seewn &n
ancestor, or god and so feel guie are therefore obliged to keep the ancestors
on side ly being moral, if possible, and if notybplacating then in sane
prescribed wa

The ancestors or spirits are persons—personalitigd+—a socialmind and
respond to those seeking to helpnthieist as a fellow hman in the tribe would.
To keep the spirits on side, the tribespeople dffem a sacrifice. Ancestors are
tribal members still, and evgone likes a feast, so having a feast pleases the
ancestors no end. The whole tribe will eat the iBeed pig or sheep, and
eveyone will benefit fron having a high proteirmeal once in a while. In
addition, people benefit because the ancestoromeswith favors exchanged
with the tribe for honoring the ancestors with geerifice. It is snple a fair
exchange of favors. You scratoly back and | will scratclyours, but not with a
fellow living human being in the tribe, but with the spirits of wotally former
members—the ancestors. Once again, it reflects thepeoative socist

Our social mindset ready lets us picture unseen beings as the causes of
inexplicable happenings, like fortune amtsfortune. Such events were seen not
in general tans but in social ones. Thus, an accidemght be seen as due to
same sort of cheating-maybe witchcraft. The gae is true of smeone proving to
be exceptional at s@e valuable skill that changes the regard/taee held in
tribal chiefs, and even their whole social staggne differences in social status
may be acceptable—classes or castes—but such differanegsstified as being
differences in théessence” of people in the different castes, essbar® an
intrinsic unchangeable qualitAs essence does not change, good fortuoiggt

be seen as having been causgadmeone, an evil spirit or a witch, and witches
were considered to be cheats or thieves, peoplngito take what is not
theirs—status, wealth, health or even life. The atws are then seen as
protectors.

Such constructs are functions of our soamhds. We live socialy and interact
socially, even before we have to confront Nature, so fartandmisfortune is a
social matter. Soneone—an ancestor or evil spirit or witch—causednt that
idea with oummoral instinct generates the notion of unseen pecglsing things
to happen that otherwise would be inexplicable.
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Tribal spirits are often ancestors, or tatanimals often considered as related to
the tribe as aype of ancestor, or a presentydausin or even sibling. So, tote
animals can be ancestors too. But ancestors are deddhese arises the notion of
life after death, because the ancestors are gpkmaturalnembers of the tribe,
though thg are dead! Death is not final. The tribe contintesexist when
members of it die, but its custas and culture continues on as if it is everlasting.
That is rationalized as the ancestors continuinggt@ard the tribe and its
traditions.

Ancestors reain members of the tribe, retaining their tman characteristics, their
ability to exchange favors with livinghembers, and their senses of anger and
gratitude when the tribe’s culture is violated ogitt offered. Yet thg have no
bodies. Their putrging bodies have had to be disposed of imesawvay, for
putrefaction is disgusting to us. Even Neanderthkalsw sanething had to be
done with dead bodies. Theurrounded their dead with flowers, and e to
make then less disgusting b disguising their sell and appearance while the
were being rituayl buried. Eagf modern hunans did the sae. It was an eayl
commonplace that corpses had to benoged as digusting, but these had been
valuedmembers of the tribe not long before, and their peasitias renained with
the tribe to guide it.

Human societies seealways to have a link between death, spirits and religio
feature of the sociamind is that it is a narrativenind—it strives to join up
experiences into a coherent stolt finds the effects of causes and the causes of
effects. Perhaps as a result people realized imgtdan plan ahead. The have
learned that yp doing senething a particular effect can be expected.\Haummans
were not alwgs right in their inferences but thavere often enough to appreciate
that planning was possible and its value. Natyrdlley must have realized too
that thg would die, butmust also have felt that, when thdid, remaining as
respectednembers of the tribe, albeit now as ancestors, wasnaat to them.
They joined the guardians of the traditions of thedribo thg had better know
them and stick to the while alive, for when the were dead thewould be
relying on reciprocating with the livingrembers for their succor. It was a fair
exchange, but tlyehad to do their bit, even when theere dead.

Ps/chologists find that people, told stories in whatdath is proinent, begin to
act asmoral guardians though theare still alive. The get much harsher in
wanting to punish social deviance, and mgge rigorous in punishing defation

of treasured culturalysnbols, like the national flag, the cross, the prdphe
Mohammed, and so on. TRealso become more suspicious of people froother
groups,more inclined to judge their activities negatiedndmore antagonistic
to those, even of their own mwnunity, who disagree with their views. Awarenes
of mortality generates a sociglldefensive attitude, a ypshological trick used
continuousy these dgs by goverrments—especiall those of the right—stirring
up fear of terrorisr when the chances of getting killed in a road aadidare far
more likely. By sticking to tribal—to social—nams, people establish their right
to be postmortem guardians of the—to becane tribal ancestors, or, togato
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expect an afterlife in the bal place!

People sam to desire the aafort of a life and purpose after death, but fungrar
rituals have nothing to do with it. Theall emerged fran the disposal of the dead
body. People are anxious anchetional while the dead bgds still around, but
the anxiey is not about their own death. Corpses are horrimémerely because
they are corrupting ¥ the minute, but because theonce were a person—the
once had a personaljtperhaps that of seeone we knew and lovednibtions
are thereforamixed in the presence of a dead podnd it is the conflicting
emotions of love or respect versus disgust that appal Modern horror fihs
play on it by having the dead walking. i8ilarly, the ancient Hellenes could not
comprehend the Christian idea of resurrection withmartjuring up thoughts of a
putrefying corpse apparenthlive and walking.

From Zoroastrianisn, dead bodies were thought of as pollutingranifestation

of disgust and contagion—so theould not be treated in a wéhat allowed the
elements to be pollutedybthem. Corpses had to be kept clear of contact with
water or the earth, at least while the flesh walspsittrefying, and crenation was
forbidden as polluting fire and air. Zoroastriaredhthe Towers of Silence in
which dead bodies were placed on stone tiers foidke=d ly crows and vultures
until only the diy bones reained, or thg were placed in stonentdos—a tradition
that was continued in the Zoroastrian offshoot,allan—until only the bones
remained to be placed in an osspaftone was consideredhpervious to the
pollution, so protected the earthrina@orruption.

Contact with a corpse polluted the person who leshbn contact with it, and he,
or she, required ritual purification—homen particulay. Undertakers could not
avoid such contact and pollution, soythweere a caste of untouchables, pollution
being thought of as contagious. The soaiald, alongside its natural feeling of
disgust at badneat, has an associated feeling of contagion—thatacbmvith
anything decging could have undesired consequences. These akvedv
instincts that religion uses incidentalbut which give its doctrines and rituals a
cachet of truth, and produce related tales of titeead flitting around as wapires
spreading contagion with a bite for which religioriie-cross—is the cure.

The contagion ystem applied to dead bodies is natuyallidespread, invoking
personal feelings of disgust and unspecified batftdé danger. Moslas have to
dispose of a corpse within aydal'he horror of death is that we knew the dead
person on} yesterdg as a person! Now it is disgusting and gettimgre
disgusting l the hour. So, the doctrine and ritual of deathceoms the proper
disposal of the dead bgdvhile insulating we who still live fnm the horror of it.

It is less horriying when we think the still live on as ancestors, and will in a
sense mmain with us in the tribe—but spiritugll The ritual assures us that this
belief is upheld, and that we too in our turn vedicape putrefaction in thensa
way. Themagic mplicit in the ritual lets the person and not thegiisting boy
transfer effortlessgl to its new state of being, and with no dangerhtuwsé of us
who remain. Without the proper death rites, the corpsght reanmate itself as a
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zombie, vanpire or werewolf, sme horrible, predatgrmonster.

A rite or ritual differs fron ordinay acts in being prescribed loules, like a gae.
Indeed, rituals look vgrmuch like ganes, that have beo® fossilized and their
original meaning, and perhaps purpose, lost. yTla#e, for exeple, often
conducted in an archaic dialect, or even a deagukge. It is likgl that rituals
began as occasions of social bonding—feasts anddgsi—assigned to specific
purposes, sowing, harvest, birth®arriages, passage into adulthood, and to
specific cultural occasions for the tribe, whiclerthbecene celebrations of the
ancestors, and eventualjods.What is conmon is that rituals are comunal,
originally eveyone in the tribe would have been involved innthand even still,
in modern extended societies, yheerve to unite failies and close friends who
otherwise live apart, church congregations, andmso Tribal rituals are even
social to the extent of involving ancestors, thfisenerly living members of the
tribe who have beanoe its guides, guardians and olsitely gods.

They often require anarked off area or space with distinct boundariessmterd
“sacred” which probaklwas the nae for a label sgng, “Special! For tribal use
only” Similarly, certain objects were reserved for use in thencenees ony, a
sacred cauldron, a sacred mifla sacred spear or wandy Being reserved for the
cerenony, they were kept clean or pure and unpollutgddveyday or profane
use. Aryone who used or sought to usey auch object or space forrething
other than the purpose for which it was considesadred would pollute,
contaminate or corrupt it. Natural feelings of disgustiasontagion were applied
outside of their originalmeaning to violations of amhing reserved for a
communal purpose.

Anthropologist, Alan Fiske, has revived the oldbservation that the repetition
of rituals and their need for precise observatior aminiscent of OCD
(Obsessive Qopulsion Disorder) in an individual. In both casé® tpeople
involved are often concerned with cleanliness, #dneduse of particular behavior
to ensure cleanliness, though their actioight not necessayilseen to have an
purifying value. In both cases, failure to follow theual correcty creates a sense
of forboding, danger or disgust. Quite yvis rarey obvious, but it plaint relates
to the contagionystem of the brain, and that is uttately the instinct of keeping
the tribe free fron contagion—protecting it fro hidden dangers beyad ony by
the fear and loathing tlggroduce.

Ritual boils down to actual oiymsbolic ways of preserving the sociglitof the
tribe. The peculiarities of it arise because pedmee theirmoral and social
instincts but do not know wh and celebrations tlgeonce held for reasons puyel
of social bonding in ammemorating certainmportant tribal events end up being
necessar for the future success of the tribalnmounity. Of course, the social
bonding is necessarbut the peculiar cenaonies and practices are not. People do
not propeny understand the basis of their soclabind caone to believe that the
details of ancient traditions are vital to its pasp. Then when the detailed
prescriptions are not precigefollowed the ritual is invalidated. The social
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occasion has beo® a religious service.

These are alson@tional occasions, but we have alwaeen baffled alsoylour
emotions—essentiajl the was our instincts drive usie fall in love and are
ecstatic when our love is requited, and upset apiassed when it is notet we
are smply being instinctive) driven to find amate with whan we can reproduce.
Reason has no explanation for it until our reprodecdrive is recognized. If we
were left with pure logic as our gntirive to reproduce, waiight easiy decide it
Is too much trouble for us. Man of the logical setmight choose to main
childless, and die off, but those with a pervededse that tlyewant to have sex
together will do so, until the opnpeople renaining in the world are those with the
sexual drive. That is what happened, amust people have an instinct to have
sexual relations. It is called falling in love.

What happens is that weytio rationalize our instinct$Ve try to s why we love
sameone. Tily babies ¢y when thg are held lp sameone thg are not used to. It
Is a protective instinct. Tyecan distinguish faily and familiar friends fran
strangers. It is not a racist or xenophobic insthecause people of quite different
racial characteristics will be trusted whenytlage anong the faniliar circle, and
the sane is true of strangers who have also been acceptboh the circle. It is a
xenophobia for those not alrganown to the infant, suggesting it is related to
the natural socialtof the family, canmunity or tribe. People of other tribes have
been described as having a differémssence” or‘blood” to explain the
phenanenon. Our tribe has it, but another tribe has arotimfanilar one. It is
eay to see how such ideas cametanorphose into racim and feuding in national
and mperial societiesnuch bigger than the size of the natural tribe.dtdnes
eay to justify social division into castes and classes baseduoh madequate
logic.

Such“naive socialy” is a flawed attept to explain our social situatioM/e
extend it in tems of our social brain into speaking of whole grooppeople as if
they all thought alike, have the ma memories and desires, and even
characteristics—Gaemans aranethodical, Chinese are inscrutable, etc. Origynall
it applied to neanptribes, often our rivals and perhaps mes. In conpary law
still, a corporation is legalla person, a waof absolving corporate bossesrfro
any social responsibiljt for their actions in this gregdge.

Many rituals are rites of passage—ytmark stages or events in one’s life like a
Bar Mitzvah, a wedding and the last rites. Peop## that smething in the ritual
transfoms them, and it is particulayl strong when the rites are painful, as imeo
initiations into adulthood. The feeling is one obgsing over, or transcendence,
same mysterious force propelling and guiding one acrosslyEnen foundmuch

of their livesmysterious, accepting their custe and culture as given and guided
by the power of their tota or ancestors. Modern explanations are increagingl
the sane for mary of us, as the educationafssem is slowly destrged. Newton
explained wly the apple fell onto his head. It was causgdhe force of gravit.
But that is no explanation to those who never discavhat gravy itself is. The
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word “gravity” simply explains it formarny of us. Sonething unobservable and
mysterious serves as an explanation fomething conmonplace. God as an
explanation for evething is amore significant exaple of the sme thing.

As explanations, rituals arenslar. Sanethingmysterious in the is supposed to
bring about the required effect. Initiation ritesdanarriage rites allegegichange
people, but no one knows whJust as grawt a mysterious force formost
people, explains whthings fall to earth, so the ancestors’ spiritgods explain
the effectiveness of rituals. Apples fall whether mave a word for grayitor not,
and smilarly people pass through adolescence into adulthodtaee children
whether or not thehave been rituallinitiated into adulthood or rituglimarried,
whether or not supposed ancestors have approvétaltit and culture builds
upon the social inclinations of our socialinds to create the peshological
illusion that the ritual effects the trangfaation. That there can be nothing in it
generaly is proved lg sane tribes and peoples realizing that tmgsterious
ingredient is not invisble beings but is actyatlhe living canmunity, or the
power that represents it, the tote

Similarly, atheists todamight willingly attend the religious wedding cereny

of a friend or relative, because vhare willing to accept it as a conunal
recognition of the couple’s camitment to each other. It is an illustration and
justification of the notion that God and sogigtre real the sane thing. The
religious believer has mply forgotten and failed to work out anew that God is
simply a personification of societ Initially everyone lived in a conmunity and
did not know it as a god but appreciated that & Wwaneficial and thewere wise
to act in wgs that supported it. Tyecelebrated social life therglstrengthening
the conmunity, but when the aommunity becane associated withymbols and
spirits, the original purpose of the celebratioresvost. Thg came to think the
symbolic ancestors of the tribe had prescribed ddrculture, and these bawa
gods and then God imperial sociey.

A tribe has a life of its own, and that was evidewen to eayl modern hmans. It
was notmerely the currentmnembers. All the currentnembers will eventualt die
but the tribe will continue to exist. Iteembers becme ayounger generation, but
its custons and culture maain the sme, and life within the tribe is thersa as it
always was. Tribal culture evolves gnslowly. Our socialminds therefore have
personified the tribéVe know our tribe existed before our earliegmories, but
how did it star? Humans like to have narrative explanations, forythemic our
personal experience. Tribes had tade or probaly later, tribal ancestors, so it is
natural that the oldemembers should invent stories about the foundatiothef
tribe by the toten, or by sane heroic ancestor. The tatespirit or the founding
ancestor thereafter preserved the traditions ofrihe.

Eventualy the heroic founding ancestor was identified ugterith the tribe, such
that the characteristic of the tribe bewathose of the founding ancestor. This
personification of the tribe be® its god—it lives forever, knows all the tribe’s
strategic data, guards it®orals and its culture, wasuchmore powerful than an
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individual and would punish those who were recedot, but helped and
protectedmembers who accepted tribal nos and honored time and it. Societ
was quite baffling, anthuch in Nature was too, but it was beneficial tosthavho
co-operated with it, and punished and even rejetttede who did not. It was
generaly benign, but could yoangy. Eventualy, the supernatural ancestor was
given these characteristics and bbeea god. Of courseylihen, the process had
been forgotten, and when thenperial age arose, the tribal gods beeaa
monotheistic God! Onl with the work of Enile Durkhem then the realization
that morality is an instinct has it been possible to work ous throady true
narrative.

Religious ritual and doctrine then has arfibasis in hman socialiy and our
social brains. Religion is aylproduct of our socialt of our evolution as social
animals—S J Gould and R C Lewontin (1979) likened ithe spandrels of old
churches, the intersection of two arches. It isatedh that isrmportant, a spandrel
simply being a consequence or product of two adjacent arches.

Various mental ystans, which have evolved for quite different purpodemsye
helped to reinforce eomunal behavior in such a waas to fossilize it in ritual.
Religious ritual evokes keenmetions linked to evolved instincts like our
contagion gstan—an instinctive response to hidden danger. Refusinpin a
ritual in a snall tribal sociey becane sufficient tomake others doubyour
commitment to the tribe, and could lead to expulsion,nsmst tribal members
would hesitate to do itVhat becane called religious practices thus strengthened
social uniy but at the cost of increasing lack of flexilylibr intolerance, and the
imposition of a sort of ammunal canpulsive obsession, ggde of autonatism.

Moreover, a group’s religion is ammportant culturalmarker. The ritualized
traditions of the group define its boundaries amanbership, distinguishing it
from other. Rituals have to be practised pregisal they will be ineffective.
Tribes believe that their ancestors preserve titeials, and will be angered and
will then fail to reciprocate, bringingiisfortune to the tribe. Rituals are therefore
highly conservative cusitos. Ancestors and gods were peculiar to a tribeaand
people, and all of thimyth and paraphernalia is what wareato call religion,
once we began to see it as a separate aspect lofesiand not an integral part of
them. People with different religions and spirits wedldferent people frm
different tribes whm we treated with suspicion and even hated am&se

Religion still has this xenophobic aspect to itj aemains an mportant source of
division and tension between people. So religiontha peculiar double effect of
helping to unite individual social groups of cowg@nists, while dividing such
groups fran each other oftemurderousy. It stans from the million or soyears
that we lived in sall groups of around 150 people with their owniddtculture
which differed fran those of neighboring tribes. Now that the tribesvén
coalesced intorapires withWMD, it is a snall groupmentality we will retain at
the cost of our own existence, or at least of ization’s.
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At each stage of social devehopnt, the people looked to a god who favoured
them as a people—a god who stood for the people and ¢h#ure, often being
their founding father! The god was thethical identiyy of the group, anetaphor
for the group. Each societhad a god standing for it, and assisting it
supernaturaj—notionally. Eventualy the realiy of the first sense, that the god
was the societ, was forgotten in the aanance of the second, that God was a
supernatural being guiding the sogiethe realiy, of themetaphor of the tribe as
its god, becane an magined independentlexisting superbeing which took on
natural attributes, espechllthose of the sun, tanake then even more
superhman! God existed in the group as its social idgntihe supernatural
simply being a delusion fostered the clevermen in the group to preserve its
social cohesionraong the less intelligent of iteembers.

Religion was part of tribal culture, but once tsbebalesced into cities, nations
and enpires, populations exceeded the practicalitd of the natural hman
groups of the lasmillion years. The god united the group, butwdtaneous}
divided evey group fram its neighbors. The worshippers of Yehouah wanted
nothing to do with worshippers of Molech orikesh, the bible tells u¥vhen the
groups were tribes of hundreds ynt scarcey mattered, but in themperial age,
with the world shrunken to tribal miensions, with tribes of billions, imhatters.

Unity could not be maintained across increasigglvast enpires when
communications were poor and sloW/hen people of one religion spread into the
region of people with another, thevere likel to change religions in a generation
or so to the local one. Alternatiyethe religion of the inamers and that of the
localsmight syncretize—merge sae or all of their rituals and doctrines. Religion
therefore separated froculture, per se making it possible to have people of
otherwise different cultures with thensa religion. But it had to be engineered.

The deliberate propagation of a religion requiredspitism and state support.
Imperial religions beaae political entities aned atmaking it possible to rule
large populationsnore easy. Each enpire had anmperial god, the god of the
conguering nation, and it would be given a spestiaius enong the local gods of
the anpire. Religious professionalsnerged and founded institutions to establish
andmaintain religions centrall and to propagate a unified doctrine and idgntit
Religious doctrines in the age ofiperialian were devisedypthe professionals to
suit imperial poligy.

With the invention of writing fraon about 4000 BC, doctrines and laws could be
written down, and eventuglsame religious professionals took the job of scribes.
Scribes were effectivglsecretaries, but noterely ones who wrote things down,
they were adninistrators like the Secretarof State in the US, and He
Secretay in the UK—senior officials. Suchmportant people were onpossible

in imperial states with need for tme and the ecomnmic base to support the
Small states did not needanr mary scribes, and those théad were devoted to
the king’'s affairs of state and not to recordimyths. Ciy states and the
prenational siall entities of the ANE had no pressing need tor@éthe doctrines
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of their local religion. Evefone knew what was relevant because religion in such
countries had still not separatedrfr@ulture. It was thermapires that required a
massive athinistration and anmposed—albeit subt—religious canpliance to
maintain order.

Across the large space andhé that conprised an mpire, doctrines and their
justification had to be known to all the professitsnin different places so that
they all told the sene stoy in their exhortations of the people in theimf#es.
Ordinay peoplemainly remained illiterate, and could not afford booksyamay,
so the priests in their aple services expounded the law and their narrative
explanations to the ignorantasses. The professionals were offerintsarvice”
like a blacksith, but a religious one, for which ayraent was snilarly required.
The pament came through their share of the sacrifices offer&en the
priesthood of a taple like that at Jerusateserved a large comunity, sacrifical
animals were commodities delivered in large vahes, and the priesthood got
exceedlingy rich, in the case of Jerusalgespeciall when the Persianngire
fell, and thg were no longer obliged to feed a lot of the takimgo the Persian
treasuy. Thus it was that a caste of Jewish priests wereraely rich by the time

of Christ. Thg had amonopol in the Jerusahla temple that served Jews
eveywhere, and ¥ then there werenillions of thean, each conmitted to give an
annual contribution to the @le, and to undertake a pilgrage there at least
once before thedied.

In the age ofmperialign, the tribal leader had grown so large, and reckse
marny natural attributes, solar ones, stoiones, and fertilit ones, that the
universal God had beow a god of all things. The gods of A&sa and Balglon
had becae such universal gods, but the first with a devetbtheolog was the
Persian God Ahuraazda, the god of the prophet Zoroaster.

In the Ancient Near Eastigerors would“restore” the proper worship of the
local God of conquered people, ohemg that previous rulers had introduced or
allowed mproper practices. Now the new ruler, a stickler faligious
correctness, aan sent  God—amessiah—would restore the religion to its
pristine state. In fact, he was changing it to sistimperial needs. The Persians
perfected thismethod, paryy because the did not have enough trained
administrators to rule their vastngire, and relied on the priests of such
“restored” religions to do the job ofradhistration and control for thme.

The suddenreergence of Judais is the prme exanple. In 450 BC, Herodotus
could find no Jews amvhere tomention in his fanous Histories By 300 BC,
when the Persiannmire fell to Alexander, and the Macedoniamaposed
Hellenization on to the ancient world, there wemnélions of Jews in and around
the Persian rapire. Now, religion was a choice. People joined gineup with
beliefs that the liked. When ary such faith group had privileges like tax
concessions frm the enperor, people were repdo join it. That is how the
Persians encouraged the growth of Judaigo suppy an adninistrative caste for
the Persian rapire, and a fifth colmn abroad. Christianyt under the Rmans
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after Constantine wasmsilar, and Moslels introduced the sa incentive to
convert.

This Iranian invention had ammense influence on the western world, but one
that has not been recognized, laygbecause the west could not in Victorian
times contenplate being influencedybpeople with brown skins. The influences
that were acceptable were those of the Jews anek§rbéoth considered to be
white races. Iraniansight have been Amans but the were brown nevertheless,
and hardy distinguishable to Europeans rindheir Moslen Arab neighbors. The
sane attitude prevails i'Washington still. But the Persians and Greeks were
closel related Ayan tribes, as the Greahyths suggest.

The Persians had built a hugmmre from the rennants of their predecessors.
They had incorporated th@ost creative Greeks, those of timainland, into their
empire, and thg had invented Judarsas a religion, based on Zoroastriami$o
unite their conquered peoples, establishing amprent temple for them in
Jerusale. Intelligent Greeks were notuch interested in religion, but thevere
iImmensey impressed Y the mperial Persian theologicaystem which amed to
explain all in one the whole of existence. The Gsewokmary ideas fron the
Persians and the Bglbnians, the advanced culture the Persians seqtestrand
treated the philosophicaly, while the Jews hachany of the sane ideas ¥ quite

a different route, the purelreligious one. So, both western influencesnsted
previousy from Persia, and these mprise the unrecognized Persian influence on
the west.

Persians spoke drta, or order and truth, as a mimating principle, and the
Greek philosophers took up the idea of an ordereddw-the cosos. Nature
plainly has an order in it. The spirits ofountains, trees, and rivers as\thed
been understood, were subject to an abstract oatelrthe philosophenmade
them into laws put into placeybGod. But were the gods in monand of that
order, or were thesubject to it theselve® The speculating philosophers had
alread decided ommonotheisn but sane went further, claning that the natural
order subjected even the gods, or God, and goirigefustill, sane clamed God
was nomore than the natural order of the cws. God had lost His soul, His
psyche or personalt and becme an abstract principle. The logical final stage of
this evolution was to lose God all together—theeordf nature was not a God,
and was not supernatural inyaway. It was entirgl natural and explicable in its
own tems. Nature wasyodefinition natural. It was siply how things were, what
existed, and the wan which the quite naturalf came to exist.

Same Greeks got that far over 2008ars ago, bunarny people todg still cannot
get that far. Parental and social conditioning h&ept people holding on to
primitive beliefs in the mperial gods of the last twaillennia—essentiayl a
tribal godmagnified to suit anmperial culture. These people still teach that their
god is the God and Creator of the universe—a tgoal! Themorality of this
primitive god, however large he seg magnified to suit the westernmpire,
remains primitive. Without a truy universal Godmajor conflicts are inevitable
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and potential casualties uncountablget the universal god cannot be a
supernatural one. Such gods are deluded concemigugnitive tribal people. In
reality, God is the tribe, and, in the global world, Gedhimanity as a whole.

Constantine tried to unite the differentrsr of the Christian church tmake it
into an mperial religion at the Council of Nicea, and, wihbe western mpire
collapsed a centyror so later, the Catholic Church was left with ienikar
monopol in Europe. Religious institutions alyslike to have anonopoly, and
fight hard to retain it. The Catholic church kegstmonopoy all through the dark
ages until the failure of Christ to reappear at &igected parousia around
1000 AD triggered a wave of dissent, aopanied ly theats fron the Moslens in
the east. The vicars of Christ decided on genoadadades to retain their power,
and succeeded against the Cathars, but failed sigdie Moslens. The failure
helped Europe tomerge fran the darknessia the Renaissance, the Refation
and the Enlightement. It is now all again under threat fidundamentalists in
the USA and in the Moste world.

The service offered ybreligious professionals was that of intercedinghwa
divinity on behalf of the worshipper. Theharged a good price for it , not
hesitating to take a widow’s lastite, but thg needed a bill of trade, so when
literacy spread under the Greeks, yheanted to advertize their services, and so
put together popular accounts of the religion wnttn the common language of
the Greek world—Koine Greek. Thus the Jewish scrgstuwhich previouglhad
been unknown, were published in Alexandria.

A few hundredyears later, the Christian scriptures were addethém, but
initially Christianiyy had spread organicg/land different churches had different
accounts and seetimes doctrines too, and new ones were being addely. On
when Christiani becane the Ronan mperial religion were the anaalies sorted
out by Constantine at the aforentioned Nicene Council. Later councils
continued the process of settling doctrine. Thaldshed texts were known as
the “Word of God”, and constituted absolute truth, gusraimg that the
established churches had the religionsnopol. Moreover, mperial religions
had to have ammperial god. Local traditions and gods were anathenless the
were squargl behind themonopol position, so thg promoted monotheisn,
relegating local gods to saints, or oftenmdas, following the exaple of
Zoroaster for whim the word“daevd (diva) meant a devil—an earlier god who
had turned wicked.

Imperial monotheistic religion, however, eventyaldjot too staid and dull for
same, and got too obviougla tool of the state. Periodic rebellions occurted,
by same charisnatic religious leader, or influencedy lreligious gncretisn.
Today, in the US, religion is often s@ evangelicaminister’s business, his wa
of making a lucrative living fron the adniration of people who permit him to
swindle then of their hard earned dollars. It igracal exploitation, ver often of
poor and gullible people, quite the opposite of thachings that Christians
attribute to their God, Christ. There also often blatant covers for right wing
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politicians whose objectives are dietrically opposite to the alleged objectives
of Christ, and certaiglopposite to the social origins of religion as aleh

Generaly, the rebels awmplain that the institutionalized religion has lost
samething of the original, and d&nd a return to it—a restoration! All théave,
though, to go on is the narrative and doctrines d@wn in its founding
documents, thenselves a product of the original institution’s gabus
professionals. Few if gnhave understood the social basis of religion ®y th
cannot call for a restoration of that, and, iry @ase, it wouldnean referring to
other religions, none of which are considered valitiere is onf one true
religion—whatever religion it is that people haveebenduced to hold. People
only believe in their own good nonsense, while regareéiveyone else’s as plain
or evil nonsense!

Mental lazinessmight be one factor. Religious explanations arey dasgrasp.
God did it, proball by a miracle, andmaybe with the help of an angel or a
prophet. Nothing could berspler to canprehend. So, in real life s®one turns
up, claming to be a prophet or an angel, bearingessage, a new revelation or
warning fran God, and supportedyla few slick conjuring tricks to deonstrate
their divine power, and alwa there are people happo be convinced. Onl
people who are exceptional are good enough to\mnguch godgl powers yet
they appear to ammon inspection to be noral human beings. Itmakes then all
themore believable to their supporters. God has toecdown to the hman level
to be able to relate with the

The Christian Son of God is the epite of this. The Aerican pgchologist,
William Janes, thought the experiences of exceptional peopigstics—was
how religion began. Togathough, we can exane, by brain scanningnethods,
the living brains of people who experiencenedfeeling or phenoenon that theg
interpret as religious or God given. Other peoplthwhe sane experience as
shown ly the brain scan do not, however, feel that it iamn way religious. The
interpretation saas to depend on prior expectatiowhat does give people
mystical experiences arerse types of epilepg implying thatmysticism might
be a mental defect not a gift. Indeed, the ofdystics and prophets not
uncanmonly sound insane, and togdare likely to be conmitted to the care of a
psychiatrist.

Religion is more other worldf and mysterious than other abilities we have
developed as side effects of auental evolution like reading, writingnaking
pictures or conposingmusic. Themental processes behind religion are like the
mental processes behind these talewits. have thm for mundane evolutiongr
reasons to do with our social lifgk, but find then that tlyehave allowed us to
do extraordinar things quite unrelated to withey originally evolved. Mystics
and prophets, when there not snply confidence tricksters, seeto be those
who handle themystery of such evolutiongr spandrels in religion on the wer
edge of sanyt
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Most ordinay people’s religious concepts are independent of ékended
theolog of the modern churches. Tlgehave been persuadeg their close kin
and influences to believe, just as yheould in snall scale socigt and have
broad ideas that God is protective as long ay tlmain good too. The are
moral people. The have a miattering of doctrine and religious narratin@inly
learned at school and throughnid and videos, so thideel able to decide what
God wants of th&. But most of their general religiousnpressions are had fro
others in theirmmediate conmunity of friends.

They feel that God is theirs, so that whatyth® is broadf right and what others
do is often wrong. Essentiglthey make God’smind up for hm, and God thinks
just what thg do! Religious professionals will disagree but walely say they
do, for it is all too eas especiall in the modern USA, for ayone to find a
church that suits tme irrespective of Christ's original teaching. Belees
therefore alwgs think thg are right even though few indeed ofrthbave a clue
about the teachings in their yoBook, and the bent pastors can alsvaeassure
them by chery picking biblical citations.

So, people do not naally think theologicaly, even the devout ones. The whole
mental ystan of thinking about what we now distinguish as nellghas evolved
without religion inmind. Pascal Bger (Religion Explained2001) smmarizes
thus:

e the intuitive pgchology system treats ancestors (or God) as intentional agents

e the exchangeystan treats then as able to exchange favours with us

e themoral g/stem treats then as witnesses to and guardiansnofral acts

e the recognition file ystam treats then as people with distinct if general
characteristics.

Skeptics can accept all this, but consider thatspasmythical or maginay, for
even maginal andmythical beings can be processgddur mental ystems. The
reason is that inferences about these need novtioe separatmental ystem
that separates truth frofalsehood. The skeptic engages it and decitkdse”,
but then can anply treat the spirits as fictional beings. The religgodo not
engage their truth and falsehood processes betlagsbave been taught not to,
either ly upbringing or persuasion.

The primitive tribesperson will not question the absuydif offering a lanb as
nourishment to anmmaterial being for a favor, then instead treating titibe to a
feast on the sacrifice. The reason is thatyewe on the tribe agrees that is how
things are. 3nilarly, Christians are persuaded that anighty universal God will
favor then because theattend church regulasl sing lymns to Hm, pray, and
listen to an exhortation. As all the Christiansythk®ow accept it, and no one
guestions it. To the, it is a fair exchange between theand a good God.\B
being a function of several differembental processes besides the exchang
systam, the concept of hidden beings is all there convincing.
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Believers like to cite plausibijtas a good reason for belief, and it is the appkal
the constituents of belief to the different aspauftghinking thatmakes then
plausible. Ghosts or gods are thought of as jkst people, but thehave no
personally other than what the believer projects on tontheheir own!
Necessani then thg are perfectl plausible.

Religion was an aspect of the culture of sepanad ruman groups, so it cae

to each generation through it being raised in théture. In a goodneasure that
remains true still. People take to the religion of ithenmediate conmunity,
especialy that of their parents, and disparage othersyTdaopt the practices
they are used to, and nowhere are religious practata#iyt arbitray because the
depend on certaimental processes sharey all integral hunan beings. All of

the multitudes of possibilities that do not engagenthwill, at best, be fads or
fairy tales. Ony those that activatanental inference ystans for ageng,
predation, deathmorality, and social exchange can produce the supernatural
beings thatmost religions require.

Gossiping is the man substitute for groning in apes—intnate social bonding.

It exercisesmary of our mental ystams, andmost concerns our local sogret
same being passed on froone generation to the next, begng culture. Most
gossip is forgotten, but when it engages sevewital processes at thenma
time, it excites us, is membered and passed on. Richard Dawkins has likened
them to genes, calling tme “memes”. Jokes are a good ewale. The are
persistent bits of gossip, and bits of gossip gatreinvented when tiidade in

the canmunal memory.

Same of these excite us becauseytiaee unusual omysterious, thg violate our
experience and intuitions. Particularinteresting to us are when aggnis
attributed to other than man beings, giving rise to a plethora of storiegths
and ultmately religion. The on} agents we know are man, and with our ideas
of how otheminds work we can second and third guessnthsut we also think
they can know what we do, and often do, andre! When these agents are our
ancestors, thealso guard oumoral behavior, andnisfortune considered the
result of an agenmight be a punisment. The exchangeystan is invoked to
placate the ancestors, and withrtheome rituals which have to be perfoed
precisey, and so do not change egsil'he ritualsmatch the culture and life of the
tribe, over tine, beconing its essence, and being preserved thethb invisble
ancestors who have passed it on to us down theajenes.

Eventualy, in big societies, religious specialists take owke function of
conducting the rituals, then begin to prescribe ante down doctrine. Butnost
people retain a siple concept of religion as a social event—going to
church—and at sparse intervals will rebel againstittstitutionalized, mperial
religion. Religion relies on certain evolved ygaof thinking, accompanied ly
cultural selection, and ultiately politics. Belief is a f product of our evolution.
We have no genes for religion, and no instinct &digron, but it is an out growth
of the wg we have evolved to think. Pmarily it is an outgrowth of oumoral
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instinct, and our inclination to see agents belaaeything that happens. These
together with sme of our prosocial we of behaving let us conceive woioral
guardians just like ourselves but invisible—and \@eehgods and religion.
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God isDead

Take God out bthe dictionay, andyou would have m in the street.
Heman Melville

The believer conceives of God as a supewdru being. Though He is above
Nature in this definition, and above rhanity, believers sa He exists in a wa
that lets Hm manipulate Nature, for He is conceived of as itsaf@re Thus the
God of the believers is constructed in their heasidhiaving a set of features or
properties—anipotence, oniscience, onipresence and
omnibenevolence—and with these characteristics thi$ €am alter realt But in

so doing, in altering realit He must be leaving footprints, a spoor, signs of His
presence and actiyit The features that characterize God, that defime iH the
minds of believers, necessitate His leaving a traithe natural world, and &n
such trail can be observed.

As the conception of God, for believers, is that islesupernatural, He cannot
Himself be observedybnaturalmeans, but His footprints, necessaiift when
He interferes in realyt can be seen, and fmthem the existence of God inferred.
The existence of God is therefore inseparablmfiioe existence of signs of His
presence in realit If there are no such signs, either God does xist & make
them, or Hemight exist but has no effect on the world or conssxges for it, and,
so far as the world is concerned, He does not.eXesfootprints of this God have
been found. The God of the believers, does not esidar as the world, and we
humans in it are concerned.

That disposes of the God of the believers, buy thight havemisapprehended
the nature of God, giving Hi impossible and unrealisable characteristicsylida

in error, thg built God into anmpossible and therefore undetectable being, so
that we havemissed entirgl a wholly comprehendable and possible concept of
Him.

That peoplemay exist, organizedor action in histoy, as aforce to achieve a
historical destig, what is required—that tlgediscern God, or own tieselves to
be His people What is it that alienatesyan from himsef—the coriession 6
God’s presence in histprand inman’s consciousness, or the suppressibn o
Him from history, and the repressior élim from consciousne&s

J Courtng Murray, The Problem of God

Or are these questiomseaningless because tyheefer to ameaningless and
impossible God, but once God is restored to His woaigform, then there is no
need of agp special act to suppress or discerrmHat all? He is perfecit
acceptable as He is, except to people who havdogotised to anmpossible
God, a personal God, amaginay God, and cannot let go of it.

When Descartes g8, “Cogito ergo surf) we can follow hm. The ony view we
have is a subjective one. Ifyome canes to magine God in their thought, then
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that might be their own god. But having established s&lfl a subjective god
from the act of thinking, how can therelate to realit? How does ayone
transcend the punelsubjectiv® Descartes claled to do it, establishing his god
as the God of all, but it was a trick. Effectiyalsing the flawed ontological
argument for God, that his subjective idea of a God sea#rly exists, he invented
a transcendental God, one that transcends theasdlfsubjectivif, becaning
objective, other and therefore real.

Needless to 3a no maginay object can benade real i imagination, whatever
powers one gives to it, and that includesagining it to have the powers of a god,
or of self creation. However one can test one’sjesiiive mpressions ¥
consulting other people that one perceives to exmsigsideyou—in sociey. Is it
possible to agree on what one has obsérWten a large nuber of people
agree under different cirustances—in other words when yheest their
impressions as carefylland as widgl as possible—and agree upon whatythe
have seen, then it can be considgrexdtemas an objective reajit

But the group could and did agree amaginay things. Pmmitive societies agreed
that an ancient tribal father lived on as a spaiguide the tribe, thus beming
its god. The whole of pmitive culture depended on agment on how things
happened or were done, and what it was—ypashlity and pary an agreed
mythology—that explained it. Onl in the last few centuries has the arbitrar
nature of the explanations including god been sedli Science insists on the
testabiliy of beliefs in the agreed reglitnot accepting thme merely in the
iImagination.When different opinions arise, thean be tested separgtebnd
even the people that hold thean be tested to ensure thatythee not magining
samething others cannot see. Uiately, what realy transcends the subjective
self is the objective other thatmes out of the agreed observations of sgcikt
IS sociey, not God, that transcends the self and leadsjecte realiy.

Descartes established self and subjegtiasg basic being, but used a device to
transfer basic being to amaginaly superbeing, God. Hthinate the trick and it is
clear that the transcendencenfreelf is not to god but to socyetBaruch Spinoza,

a Dutch Jew frm Amsterdan and an achirable mind, adnired Descartes’, and
also wondered how he could get to objective ngdiftm subjective appearance.
But he used the s# trick. If God does not exist, then His essencesdaot
include existence, so Haust exist. Realit necessitated the absolute existence of
God. It is no different in its arbitrariness mnoDescartes, but he did see at the
sane time the links between Gothan and socigt

Sociey equates with God even in Descartes’ and Spinas&soning, propeyl
considered. It is not God but sogiehowadgs the hman race as a whole, that
transcends self, beguong the first principle of philosophical thoughtifdacy of
objective thought necessarilis the group not anmaginay god. So, what
Descartes saw as divine order, a result of Godl§ ve actualy the social
imperatives of the group, of sogetfor it to ramain stable. Descartes, having
established hismagined God as being in control of eything including his self,
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concluded that apthing he thought sufficientl clearly had to be true, thergb
debasing truth as self, as subjecyiviBut when God is the group, and truth is
only possible g testing against reayit and agreeing on the outoe, then truth is
objectively established.

Jean Paul Sartre saw Descartes had reasonedyfabed that homanity
established truth not God. Truth is social trutlt, ibis not arbitray because of its
necessit to match realiy. Truth is not divine, it is hmanistic and socialistic. One
might try to argue as pasibdernists do that a group could have a false idea o
reality, but that is ont possible at the fringes of it. If ynndividual has a false
idea of realiy, then before long there will be dire consequengedrug addict or
lunatic might think they can fly, but let then try and realiy will expose the false
belief. We cannot have evolved to the stage we are in withewall having a
good idea of realtbred ly natural selection into us.

Kant realised that we saw order in the world beeaus brains reflect the world
in which we live. He said we hawveental categories for things, and wentally
categorize our experiences. Imagh as it is so, it is because of evolution. Over
millions of years of evolution, our brains have adapted to ceflealily closel.
Similarly, in theyears we have adapted to be a sociamahiour brains and
social behavior have adapted to it, so that we laavimstinct for proper behavior
in sociey. We call itmorality. The ony false ideas of realitwe can safgl have
are those that have no particular consequencel, fand anong then is the idea
of God.We had a false idea of what god was, but there waglabehind it that
preserved god as a social belief. The truth wasGloalwas sociey, and so belief
In a transcendent God, though false, helped presaivitive societies.

Descartes could have beenuch more revolutionay than he was, butyb
upholding the prmacgy of the maginay God, fearing for his life otherwise, he
failed to cary forward his thoughts honegtlandmissed a trick:

Descartes, at the pricef @wonsiderable rabiguity and even inconsisteyc
remainedfaithful to a theological viewpoint.
P Masterson

This failure left the subjective man being alienated in truth froreality. The
person had to choose between selfishness or adaldeFormary, Descartes,
perhaps, included, God had beea habit which continued as it was, but for
others, there was onh void. Maly, god or no god, could onlget the sense of
the subjective, and selfish attitudes could growh@tked and unbalanced. A few
filled the void with new ideas of imanian and socialis but worked out on the
hoof, so to speak, with God still loong large. Now thg can be seen to have
beenmore correct, in that God ismaetaphor for hman sociey.

But people kow-tow to a god thatmgerely an maginay tribal chief or oriental
potentate. As the king of our tribe, eyene is obliged to honour and worship this
Imaginay father, in the west, the God of the Jews and thésGans. Not to do so
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Is to threaten the foundation of our sogjgtet the worshippers happisupport
death and destruction to others without a guafet Godis sociey. He is the
people. And thenan Christians clan is their God said so! Now that the tribe is
global, the practical dictus of Christ are essential. God is theram race, and
everone has to be treated as God. The supernaturaisGimished.

Two thousand/ears ago, this ulnate stage was alreadlear, and it was clearest
to aman who was one of amall nation of people in the Levant that had suffiere
for 600 years at the hands of rivahperialians. The Judahites had been ruled
successivel by the Egptians, the Asgians, the Bayonians, and the Persians.
They had had anmperial god pressed on to theby the Persians, and had
accepted it as their own. Then the Greeks and tmaRs successivwelreplaced
the Persians. Indeed, in the Jewmyiths rewritten in the the of the Egptian
Greek Ptolenies, alreag God was being depicted as a practicalying principle

In uniting the diverse tribes of the Israelitesimine people. Believers never see
the practical lessons ahyths because tjeare so dazzledybthe supernatural
glory they expect.

Finally, a leader of a Jewish sect, the Essenes, redha¢@ new concept of god
was needed, not a supernatural one to be servedahkidol, but a practical
concept, a reversion to the tromeaning of a god—the people it represented. The
message was to return to the practical, realistotsrof religion when the god
stood for the people, practicalland realisticall, not supernaturall and
unrealisticaly. God wasmerely a metaphor for the bonding, the love, the people
of a tribe enjged one with another.

This leader was Christ. Now, a third of the worldim to be Christian, and the
God theg accept as anan called Christ, 200Qears ago was showing thehow
religion had got it wrong. His fund@ntal canmandmnents to love one another,
evenyour enenies, and to love God as the leastyolir fellows, recognized that
God and socigt were the sme. Love of God was thewtual love of people
within sociey. The successful societwould be that in which evgone loved
each other. Even, then, in Ran tmes, it was necessarHow much more of a
necessyt is it now? God is the hman race We either love our fellow haan
beings, or we shall desiyromurselves inmutual mortal canbat There is nothing
supernatural b@nd. Heaven is what we create on earth thraugtual love, or it
is hell on earth and possybextinction throughmutual hatred. You cannot kiss
God’s finger but st@p on his toe! You love even the leashang us as God.
Secular Christiamytis now a necessit

Christ’'s message was lost in a fervour to selmhip as the latest of the old
supernatural gods. He had realized that no godeski®r people to suffer. The
answer, pronounced fmohis own lips, was love! God wanted people to love
another—evegpone! But his followers took it tanean ory people who agreed
that he was their saviour, and utyecontray to what he had said, theadopted
faith in his own dead bgdas the criterion of love. Practical love was d&dHor
no love, or love as minor side effect of faith. RegrettahIChrist cane too soon.

www.askwhy.co.uk 8 October, 2010 77 of 13



M D Magee The Natural History of Secular Christiar

His followers did not get it, and those that didrevégnored and scattered. The
message was presented as the old God of ritual anshyp, a god of love whose
followers spent their me hating evemone else, andmary of their own
persuasion.

The myth of Christ expresses diehs for social living, which being social, are
objective. One was to love each other and anotlaer tew love God, and a third
was that loving God was loving each other. Thesecjmies of Christ abolished
the gap between God an@n.

The Gnostics saw evwelindividual as being a little spark of God, but asted
from Him. The metaphormeans thg were alienated fmo the rest of hman
sociey, and their dut was to behave in such a yahat theg could return.
Augustine said that each of us waade for God, for socigt“and our hearts are
restless until the rest in thee”—in socigtagain. Religion was to keep people
loyal to the tribe, to the societrepresented\bthe god, in the global age, the
global socieg. The concept of a supernatural god could be deanetdwas, but
the concept of God as sogietannot honestlbe denied.

The antichristiant Paul pronoted, restated and re-established ancient
supernatural ideas in place of the practical neaift Christ. An abstractfaith”
replaced practical love, though Paul, tors€ghristian, spoke of love too. A&ane
with faith was supposed to love, but as faith alerees sufficient to save, love
hardly ever got a look in. Pauline antichristignwas a‘do nothing except serve
the invisible idol” religion. Paul was the anticstri

For seven hundregears of thé'do nothing” religion in the Dark Ages, nothing
was done! Swme Christians realized at timaillennium that nothing was going to
happen! No prmised parousia occurred, and yheere left as destitute as before
with no prospects for another thousamdrs. So, thenore intelligent and critical
Christians began to look for an alternative to damothing. It was Cathang and
when the Church woke up to the danger to its vestiEdests, imurdered the
en masseHardl what Christ taught, was?t

Having woken up, the Church beaa active, but not in Christ’'s wawith love, it
becane active with hatred. It saw the danger ofigland the danger at me,
and intent on killing two birds with one stonelatinched the crusades. Until this
day, unscrupulousnen, often Christians, have used the external theeatouse
people to hatred andurder to deflect tha from their direct concerns. Cathans
continued despite the threat and so the robbenbaxere set on to the Cathars in
a genocidal attack. To ensure none escaped anduéamre heresies would be
nipped in the bud, the Hplinquisiton was launched. For five hundrgehars it
hounded, mprisoned, and tortured wone suspected of practising the true
teaching of Christ. But all this actiyithad also woken upany people who had
lived only semiconsciousy in the do nothingrears, set tha thinking, and gave
birth, through the Renaissance, the Refion, and the Enlightement, to
untrammelled reason.
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In this period, theologiansiade evey excuse to keep the sacred separatem fro
the secular, reason frofaith and God fro the people, all reversions to the
supernatural ideas of religion that had precededs@dmity. ...Christ cane too
soon.

A PARABLE: A Christian on a brightnorning lighted a lantern and ran to the
church calling out unceasingl

| seek God! | seek God!

Among the Christians standing about, he caused a gesl of ausement.
“Why! is he los?’ said one*Has he strged awg like a child?’ said another. Or,
“Does he keep mself hidder?” “Is he afraid of ug “Has he taken a
sea-vyage”’ “Has he migrated” ... the Christians cried out laughinglall in a
hubbub. The prophet mped into theirmidst and transfixed tme with his
glances. He called out:

Where is God gor® | mean to tellyou! We have killed lm, ... you and |. We
are all hismurderers! But how have we don& How were we able to drink up
the se& Who gave us the sponge to wipe glze whole horizodWhat did we
do when we loosened this eafftom its sur? Whither does it nowmove?
Whither do wemove? Away from all sun® Do we not dash on unceasiyigl
Backwards, sidewes, forwards, in all directiors|s there still an above and
below? Do we not strg, as through ifinite nothingnesadDoes not mpty space
breathe upon (’Has it not becme colde? Does not night ame on continuajt,
darker and dark@rShall we not have to light lanterns in tmerning? Do we
not hear the noisef dhe grave diggers who are pung God? Do we not mell
the divine putréactior? ... even gods putfg! God is dead! God meains dead!
And we have killed m! How shall we console ourselves, tmest murderous
of all murderer® The holiest and thenightiest that the world has hitherto
possessed, has bled to death under odekni. who will wipe the bloodrom
us? With what water could we cleanse ourse®/®ghat lustruns, what sacred
games shall we have to devisés not themagnitude 6 this deed too gredbr
us? Shall we not ourselves have to beeoGodsmerely to seen worthy of it?
There never was a greater event ... and on accdutital who are bornfaéer
us belong to a higher hisjothan ay history hitherto!

Here the prophet was silent and looked again abdwsers. Thealso were silent
and looked back atim. At last he threw his lantern on the ground, sd thbroke
in pieces and was extinguished. Fipalie said:

| come too easf. | an notyet at the right the. This prodigious event is still on
its way, and is travelling, it has notet reachedmen’s ears. Lightning and
thunder need itne, the light 6 the stars needsne, deeds neednte, even &er
they are done, to be seen and heard. This deedyistésrtherfrom them than
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thefurthest star, ... anget they have done it!

The prophetmade his wg into different churches on themsa da/, and there
intoned hisRequiem aeternam ded&/hen led out and called to account, he gisva
gave the rept

What are these churches nofvthiey are not the tmbs andnonuments ¢ God?
Nietzsche

Is God dead Nietzsche thought the Christian God was dead fdwtChristians
concur. Whatever the condition of God, e thought Christiamyt was once
dying. But Christiany in the USA revivedvia the fundanentalist evangelicals,
and elected Bush, proving ymnd doubt that God was indeed dead. Though the
talk conventional Christian talk, and fill the péaevith churches, erica is
Godless, and it isnost Godless whererericans profess theost piey. God is
most dead where people worshimiHinost.

Evangelicals are worshipping a dead God. How canstdns feel the presence
of God when He is de&Did they feel the presence @od when He was alive
They did not stop hating, but instead hated in God'm@aSo God Hnself
cannot have been near then ary supportive or inspiring wa What then was
the presence tgefelt? What else could it be in Christian mes but the Devi?
Gnostics said the Devil is the God of this world imperfect world. He glories in
its imperfections. Giving Christians a falsagression he was God, and approved
of their false notion of God's will, was the Tritks's greatest trick. God’s
followers were too easilfooled, so He has gone.

God, the supmee God, died. He has left no trace ofridelf. Science confins it.

He has allowed science to prove it, because Canisthave betyg@d Hm. As
Judas betrged Christ, Christians betrad God. The rejected His injunction to
love their enmies, or even each other. Khevere not content with siple, frugal
and humble lives but wanted wealth andnia, pursuing greed and selfishness.
Now they are killing the earth, and have killed God. Chaiss have tied to a
throne His putregfing corpse and kneel before it pinag for favours, convinced
the corpsemoves and acts, and is grantingrthielessings.

God—the ddication d nothingness, the will to nothingness, pronouncegy. hol
Nietzsche

“America is truy a senibarbarous nation” theologiaWVilliam Hamilton, once
wrote. Part of the reason for its barbarizvas that it had no histprand, as a
consequence Wericans looked hopefyllto the future instead. The vision of the
pioneers led the US to greatness, but it also &metdigious utopianis. It becane
the grotesque sin anmass delusion that rAericans are the Chosen People of
God, blessed to evolve into His kingdoMarny seen to think the are alreag
there, but the rest of the world ders. Yet that wish to look forward can be
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redeening.

God is dead because Christians have neveyeobElis proclanations. The plain
evidence of God, when He appeared asaa in the bible, was that He wanted
Christians to be like Hn. His teaching was essentialiorldly and practical. The
other world would coe sametime, like a thief in the night, buheanwhile those
who wanted to be part of it had to do certain pibsd things. The had to love
God, their fellowmen as thmselves, and give all tgehad to the poor, thergb
being poor themselves, and obliged to live fruggllAs the world gets exploited
and over populatedyou know now that this finaimessage was not to be
dismissed, but the first thing Christians did was tenuss it, and so it has
remained—ignored.

Gnostics never accepted the Christian God as b@wdy The considered the
Christians to be worshipping a lesser, even an @wuil, the God of this world
only—Satan. It is wi there was wickedness and corruption in the wdlane
Gnostics wrongl concluded itmust be all right to be corrupt too, buotost
believed that Satan wasyanor God or wicked angel who had steppeydral his
level of canpetence, and would be brought to order when theeBwpGod of
pure spiritualiy and goodness got enough supportrffoumanity. Satan’s world
was hell, and heaven was tonm Good people who paid no rhage to the
wicked God would get there.

To do it Christ had shown the waHuman beings had to be likerhj to live lives

of perfection. The Cathars were believers in thigi€, and opponents of the
Christian Church. Their fate was genocide at thedeaof barons bribedyhthe
Christian Church to kill the all off. Those who escaped were hounded for
centuries i the Holy Catholic Inquisition. To this dathere are Christians who
defend this torture and genocide as necgdsaglefend the faith. Such senénts
proved to Cathars that Satan was indeed the GdbHeoChristians. Christ had
invited His disciples to love manity, but their response throughout histevas

to kill, maim and torture their fellow huan beings, even when thevere
Christians too. Christians ignored God, so God imdead.

Science has shown God is dead, but Christ livesToe. life and teaching of
Christ still ranain as exaples of how Christiansnust be to be Christians.
Though God is dead, He can be resurrected, Chnistieaan be resurrected—the
messiah lives. Jews have a God butnmessiah, now Christians havargssiah

but no God, though he is not thessiah of Christians but of Christs! Christians
can have anessiah and a God, but gridy aiming to be Christs. Then God will be
resurrected. And Christians cyet be Christs, just as Jesus intended. Christ
taught correctnorality, but too few Christians led the life of Christ. d\rfull of
Devilish hubris, assuing God’s role as Judge, thdoasted the were saved.
Through following Satan, tlyavere sure thewere saved!

In the concept othe “church”, mankind has pronounced lyoprecisey what
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“the bringer ¢ glad tidings”felt to be beneath and behinahnhi
Nietzsche

The church is anmmoveable stone rolled before themto of Christ. Satan
instituted the Church not Christ. Christ did noedea Church. He needed no
mediators. Hisnessage wasmple and clear. Love one another! Be Perfect! Be a
Christ!“It is too hard”, thg groaned, so thyeinvented the Church and faith. yhe
ignored God. Doing His will was too hard, so Satarented“Faith Alone”, and
Christians snatched it up because it wag.eBsing sanething, loving others,
being humble, was too hard. Faith is doing nothing.

Doing samething is all together harder than professing faklaving faith in
Christ is doing nothing. Tlyecould continue as tyevere,merely saing, “l am a
Christian. | have faith in Christ. Inasaved” Thg thought thg could tell God
how good thg were, and He would then saveniiesatan incarnated as Paul, and
negated thenessage of God whete incarnated. Christians praised God, praised
Christ, but ignored what He said. hheelieved Paul, and boasted of their faith.
Christ said,"be hunble”, but Paul liked to boast—Christians boast. Bgy are
not saved! Theg have killed God.

Only the heretics read Christ'sessage that tlgehad to be Christs to be saved, so
they were murdered and burnt in their thousands as CathargoBits and
witches. Their truemessage wasnaimed andmutilated, but it did trigger the
Refomation, energing as a victgrfor autonanous worship, free of the Catholic
Church and its priests. People were liberated @d the bible thmselves, and to
appeal direcyt to God. Even given thisnsll measure of automoy, what did
Christians d8—they set up new churches with priests called pastod an
ministers, clericamediators to sp on them, to tell then how to read their bibles
and what the should understandyht. The fish escaping Satan’s net were netted
again, andanade into political fodder for the rich and powerful

The Church had blinded people to the plain truttd ao one could see it, even
when thg were given the chance to read Jesus’s life andlgnations for
themselves. The called hm Jesus because he was tellingniieow to be saved,
but they ignored hm and believed Paul, Saul, the Devil incarnate, wdught
them a cosnic Christ accessibleyraith.

Christians did not want God. Theejected Hn. They chose Satan. The new
Israel went the waof Israel. Thg becane Pharisees. Those who had received
Christ's message and tried to be perfect war®lse and ashes. Qnh rannant
remained, and m@ained silent out of fear. God had died. He kaded to the
pricks. He withdrew bgond transcendence and left behind a puingf corpse,
the bog of Satan with anask of Christ to be worshipped, its brain eatgrine
maggots that fell frm it.

Christians did not want a God with a brain. Thewas an idiot God, a God who
did what thg wanted. Christians could not love others, do regid be perfect. It
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was too hard, needed tomuch effort, toomuch thought, a brair!l think” and“I
believe”,cogito andcredq are opposites. Christians preferrdda They didn’t
want to think, didn’t want to do &thing. So thg wanted a God whoade it
eay, who had no brain self, who legislated what tladiked and thg picked,
simple standards that nobrains could understandyeasd clam were forever
true, static. Yet God had ordained natural laws] anes of progress, so the
simple standards Christians understood fossilizechasworld moved ly theam.
By their rejecting their own brains, and selectinganless God, God died.

The Church alienatethankind pemanenty from God, for the eternal benefit of
the denons who claned to be healing the rift. God wagant to be hman life,
but, inmary of its essentials, it opposedran life. God beaae a hole, a void,
an emptiness, that faith was needed to see, but no onedtl could. But, like
the Emperor’'s New Clothes, s@e took the opportunitto clam they could, and
the others felt obliged to agree. Yet God was iddeay to see, and he had
explained that he was eyerhere. He was huan socief, and that is wi He
wanted everone to love Hin by loving each other.

Nietzsche pronounced thaGod is dead!”. For believers in God, He cannot die.
What can die is the utilitof the notion of God. Few of our rulers believednd,

if they ever did, and fewer still intelligent people bekein Hm anymore. God
used to be a useful concept for rulers, but thitytof the concept is getting
marginal. For an increasing mber of people, it is no longer possible to think
about, or believe in, a transcendent God who actauinan histoy. Christianiy

will have to survive, if it does, without i

Nietzsche raised his yron behdl of a new and mancipatedman who had
moved bgond the necessitfor the comic crutches whichmeasured the steps
of ordinay men, while hobbling théeet d the bold and setting blinders on their
vision. Nietzsche proclaied the necessitfor a new scale fovalues, a new
measure bworth, to replace, rather thanfidfill, the goals andneaning & the
now dead Christian tradition.

Emerson W Shideler

Already in the 1960s, sue praminent Christians thinkers were agreeing with
Nietzsche. Anong then were Thaonas J J Altizer of Atlanta’s Methodist school at
Emory University, Paul van Buren, a professor and Episcopalster at Tenple
University, William Hamilton of Colgate Rochester DiviyitSchool, and Gabriel
Vahanian of $racuse Universit In various wgs, these theologians tried to
define a Christianyt without a God:

The death ©DGod is a historical event. God has died in ometiin our histoy,
in our existence.
Thomas J J Altizer

| think | becane one & the most hatedmen in America. Murder threats were
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almost canmonplace, savage assaults upo@ were wide}f published, andhe
churches wer e seemingly possessed by a fury against me.
Thomas J J Altizer

Christian love, not Christ's! Besides Nietzschenoag the sources of this
enlightemiment were:

e Sdren Kierkegaard who saw organized Christyang a kind of idolayr that
has obscured the remalessage of the Gospel behind irrelevant and outdated
cultural foms.

e Dietrich Bonhoeffer who wrote in a Nazi prison caflthe need for the church
to develop‘a nonreligious interpretation of Biblical conceptahd of a secular
world that no longer finds God necessas a gpothesis to explain the sun and
stars or as an answer t@n’s anxiey. He mixed together Barth and Niebuhr.
Barth was not interested in the historical Jesugbihr rejected social
bettement as a substitute for the kingdoof heaven. Christological
Bonhoeffer reversed both, citing Christ as thengar of how to deal with the
social and political probtas of hunanity—the human condition.

What ismeant ly the death of Gd2lOne repy is Bonhoeffer’'s in one of his
prison letters. He said our mmng of age forces us to a true recognition of our
situationvis a visGod. God is teaching us that weist live without hin. He has
forsaken usNlark 15:34) because we are to stand on our own twowehbut
depending on Im constany. God used the cross to announce that he was
leaving, having incarnated to show how Hk®ant us to live. Yet huan
religiosity refused to accept theessage, and indeed turned it back on itgelf
Paul, so we still look in distress to God to redess in the world, even though He
has shown us how to rede®urselves.

The views of the chief proponents of the death ofl @ere smmarised in the
60s inTimemagazine:

e Altizer saw the death of God as an historical evastif God reajl did die on
the cross. Hoanity had lost the sense of the sacred that was so wnville
medieval world. Instead of ying to put God back into man life, the
Christian should welaoe the total secularization of th@dern world, because
it is only in the midst of the radicayl profane thaiman will again be able to
recapture an understanding of the sacred. Thepsalaf Christenda and the
onset of a secular world without God are necegsgeeludes to the rediscoyer
of the sacred. The death of God is essegtaliedenptive act.

e Paul van Buren thought wartalk of God, and therefore the prospect of his
reappearance, was philosophigatheaningless. Trained in the philosophical
method of linguistic angkis, he denied the objective truth of stagéats about
a God for whan no sensor verification is possible and so could not be vedf
empirically. With talk of the transcendent ruled out, all thegldgecane
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Christology, so Van Buren sought a belief in ethical beha@srexeplified
by Christ. He aned to rephrase the Christian doctrinen@n and to exaine
“the hunan magination as a central theological catggeto what extent
religion was in smeone’s magination, and howmportant magination is for
all aspects of his life”.

e William Hamilton argued that the theologian tgd&as neither faith nor
hope—ony love is left. He concludedytaffirming, not the historical Jesus, but
the Christ‘bringing the Kingdm, the new age, here and now into thiest of
ordinay lives” who shows us away to be hman”, who establishes a bond of
comradeship, who draws us out of our private live itlhe world, who
provides us with a place to stand.

What he was is hidden, what he procied, dfered, déned, is not.

Awareness of God’'s deathramons Christians all thenore to follow Jesus as
the exenplar and paradim of morals and conduct, and espegialhis
commtment to the love and service of his felloman, sonething that
Christians have to do to be Christian—Imbstly do not! Hamilton defined
Christ as“a place to be”,meaning that the exaple of Christ required
Christians to do what tlgamagined Christ would do. So, the place of Christ
today is in themidst of struggles for justice and equglistanding up fimly
against the constant use of warfare, opposing pbom at evey level, but
especialf anong those we have to trust.

In the tme d the death bGod, we have a place to be. It is notdre an
altar, it is in the world, in the ¢if with both the negdneighbor and the
enany.

e Vahanian believed that God, if there is one, isvkmdo humanity only in tems
of human culture, and thus is basigalin idol, the product of the encounter
between pmitive Christianiy and Greek philosopgh

Theologicaly speaking, ay concept & God can onl be an approxnation.
Only God can have a concept about God.

The church’s idol is no longer relevant to secwalture and has been either
neutralized kg overexposure or rejected entyeGod is dead, and will neain

so until the church beames secular enough in structure and thought to
proclaim him anew in wgs that will fulfil the cultural needs of thenes. Since
the spirit of the tnes is irretrievalyl secular, with all notions of transcendence
and otherworldliness rejected, Vahanian worked tdwa historical
explanation of how secularizationna about.

Talk about‘the heaveny Father” refers to another world, for which we hane
empirical evidence it exists, and none that it evigl, @and it all soundsmapty.
Scientists do not invoke God to explainyascientific observation. Scientific
explanations are quantitative anghpersonal, restricted to that which can be
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studied, tested, exparented with as elaents of the mpirical situation. As God
IS undetectable, being transcendental angomé experience, though He is
presumed to act smehow within or upon a situation, He is necesganltside the
scope of science. Nothing is seen or noticed thatdcbe Godyet the believer
insists God is acting. Sciencena@r's. It deduces that such a Godngginay.

If God has the features of mething merely imaginay, statenents of other
presumed qualities, characteristics and acts of God anplg meaningless. All
have to be assoed for no reason, and whateverytheight be, thg leave the
situation just as it was before these features waagined, and do not alter the
empirical situation. In short, if the whole notion &od were abandoned, the
situation would renain just as it was when God was pmaed to act'Whatever
caused the phenmnon being observed wouldmmain unaltered, and so the
observations would meain unaltered.What science ypothesizesmust be
necessarand sufficient to prescribe the phemnon, or sme such kgpothesis is
forthcaming as it has in evgrgap presmed for God in the past. Science has
Nature, not God before it, and that is what it stigates. God is superfluous.

Even in ordinay eveyday experience, God is now superfluous. If we are igdrr
about our dependents when we die, we cayn aalour relatives and friends, as
people have alwe done, or we can togauy life insurance that will provide
them with sane incane. Meanwhile, we rgl on people trained imedicine to
help to keep us alive when we get ill. Our lives ao longer in the hands of God.
We can speak to our friends and relatives, thougi lile miles awg, or even on
the other side of the world, and in odd instanceneutside the world! God had
nothing to do with thesmiracles.

For Freud,‘religious ideas have arisen mnahe sane need as have all the other
achievenents of civilization”. Belief is inherentl different fran knowledge,
because it does not yebn proof. Religious doctrines cannot be proved, so
religion is illusion, indeed, soe are somprobable and contraito what we know
about the world, the seen like delusions. The reajitof them is eminently
guestionable—thecan neither be proved, nor be refuted—so it is grimmake
anyone think then true, to believe in thm. Belief is the source of socyes
intellectual povest.

In The Secular Meaning of the Gospéan Buren’s central topic is thenpirical
content of the gospel thatmains when it is divorced fro its irrelevant and
objectionable supernaturaiis Themeaning of the gospehust be stated without
appealing to factors lgend the reach ofmapirical investigation—God. Ludwig
Wittgenstein’s aphorma in his Tractatus Logicus-Philosophicus “Whereof one
cannot speak, thereof onwist be silent”.

The kind of pgchological help God used to give people, in thesecure lives, is
provided in technical we tody. God is unnecessamow, if He was ever
necessar. What is necessgris that people behave propetbwards their fellow
humans in socist If they do not, socist becanes intolerable, and cannot be
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sustained without force, and uMately a revolution against the oppression.
Morals not God give us the social sequriwe need, andnorals have been
gradualy eroded because our ecomo system teaches a differemhorality from
that required in socigt Christ's teaching is pmarily moral, God being a
psychological crutch to help keep umsoral. So Christ'smessage is essentiall
humanistic.

God is amyth, so his death necessgri$, butmyths expressnetaphorical truths.
They express succingtl particular meanings, particular wistig to guide our
lives. God is ametaphorical expression of the rhan canmunity, originally a
small one, the clan or tribe. God is superian because the tribe, with its own
particular culture, is superman. People were born into a tribe, it taughtnthe
eveything the/ knew, it offered the securiy, it provided then with
companionship, and co-operation, eventydhey died in the sae tribe, so it
lived on when the individual died. The person wapahdent on the tribe, and
they were therefore dependent on the tribe’s persatito, God. The gathered
with the tribe to worship its Godnpeeting together to reinforce theirmoitment
to the tribe and its God. Yet there is no God.sltthe tribe elevated in the
imagination and thereafter notionatloing what the tribe did.

Sametimesmyths die. The tribe diesylxonquest or Y voluntarily assmilating to

a larger coamunity for added secumt The oldmyths are redundant, and new
ones have to be adopteg b ritual rebirth into the new tribe. The old G& i
dead, or imade into aminor God in the new God'’s court, and all Inmgths no
longer stand for ancommunity. Gods die.

If no God is to be found apart froJesus, and if his Father canybk found in
him, theNew Testamergives its answer to the question about Gpgdinting to

a man—Jesus, called Christ. The reason for confiningkmowledge of God to
Jesus is that in i we have data that are ostengikimpirical. Whatevermen
were looking for in looking for God is to be fouty finding Christ. So, the
empirical content of the gospel is the exsary life and teaching of Christ.
Questions about God are gnisefully answered in the life of Christ. Not that the
New Testamenwriters, or even Christ Iiself knew this or were intentiongll

saying it.

The intention of Christ and the apostles was tdruies their followers in a
practical ethic, and, in thoseyda the all saw the source of the ethic yhwere
teaching as being God. Thavere faced ¥ their own intellectual legac the
general beliefs of theirrtie and place—first centyurJudaea—where God was
central to their world view, just as science, teibgy, freedon and denocrag
are to ours. Godight have semed strangegl whimsical, but He was their source
of motivation and righteousness.

Jesus was their righteous teacher, who taugim thlkeat was right and did what
was right for then. By adding that Jesus was the archangel Michael, hed t
archangel Michael was an aspect of God, the filgtsians ained to teach their
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successors to live like God. Paul spoiled Chrisaaood exaple by equating
him with God. So the amn of showing Christians tlyeshould live lives of Christ
ended up in the worshiping of Jesus as God, antivirag lives of Christ because
it was too hard to expentortals to live the lives of Gods.

Christ, and Jews of the yladid not think it wasmpossible. He told tha “You
must be perfect agour heaveni Father is perfect’NIt 5:48), and he and the Jews
of the dg knew God'’s instructions to Moses to tell the I&tas “You shall be
holy, for I, the Lord Tly God, an holy” (Lev19:2). It was an aspiration to livg,b
not to be idy dismissed as Christians quigkdid.

The Christian excuse fonghasizing faith, and not good works asytsaould, is
that it does not require greffort—no attenpt at perfection or holiness—to be
savedmerely a profession of faith, and regul@asses to prove it. The rest of the
time do asyou wish, but, ifyou are a Catholic, confegsur sins occasionailto
give the celibate priest a thrill. Haydarny Christians, eveministers, ty to be
perfect, so what sort of exgle are thg to a generalit taught to be gregdand
selfish to get on in capitalist sogret Capitalisn and Christiany are
incompatible. You cannot give ajlou have to the poor and get rich!

Even sone traditional Protestant thinkers thought the nbaotog had merit.
Gordon Kaufan of the Harvard Divinyt School thought a re-emanation of the
doctrine of God was long overdue. Considering ttuspect of nuclear holocaust,
Kaufman had to dispense with divine Providence. Gaght not will nuclear
destructionyet can Christians rglon His not intervening in histpito prevent i?

If not, human beings will have to detame their own destyn Christians who
believe in Providence would be hard pressed topdtes idea of God without
thinking that God, the God of Providence, had imssense died.

Because bwhat is going on in Christianitand Islan, people with Gods are
dangerous. And ond ¢he thingsyou can do to helgour brothers and sisters is
to take Gods aweafrom people so their weapons won’t be quite so sharp gs the
are withmonotheisn.

W Hamilton

Harvard’'s Harvg Cox concluded his bookhe Secular Cityvith the idea that
Christianiy may have to stop talking about God for a while—effeelyvwhat
Christians wrote about God wa®aningless:

Is it the loss b the experience foGod, the loss fothe existence foGod in
Christianily, or the lack badequate language to express Gody@da

The critics conplained that, if faith is stripped of all thmysticiam surrounding
the deiy, little was left of religion. It rather proves thawas themysticiam that
these believers wanted in religion, not the ethidscordingly, their main
argument was that the death of God thinkers reducedsGdunity to just another
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kind of humanian with a Jesus inspiredorality. Don Cupitt justified Christianyt

becaming a fom of humanism as mplicit in the metaphor of God aming down

to earth as Christ. Read traditioryalby this act God had directed Hisnphasis
away from the mystical and placed it four square on taran shoulders. Sagl
Christians since Paul have placed thenpkasis back on to theystical, quite
contray to the proper reading of thmyth. Daniel Dg Williams taunted the
movement with the aphorrs:

There is no God, and Jesus is hisydrggotten son.

It illustrates the inabilit of many Christians to produce cogent angents, even
when thg are professors of religion. It is easiemtake cheap jokes over serious
matters for the benefit of their unwashed congregati Secular Christiaitsees
Christ not as a son of a dead God but as a sowadlist, the equivalent of a
Confucius. The death of Gadnisters smply replied:

If Jesus can wonder about befmgsaken i God, are we to be biged f we
wondef?
William Hamilton

Nietzsche critized Gemany’s most praninent Christians, like the Kaiser and
Bismarck, as those who profess to be Christians but @am&christians in their
deeds”, but he thought theneas such a thind possible in all ages” @gyenuine
Christianiy”. He opposednoral hypocris/ not morality. Writing towards the end
of the nineteenth centyrhe thought the Gerans, as Christian then as the US is
today, held to a religion that was not religious, truthat were not truthful, and
goodness that is not good. The parallel with thé tlay seens perfect.

Walter Kaufnann, Nietzsche’'s best biographer and interpretdiet{sche:
Philosopher, Psychologist, Antichijstcites Goethe to illustrat&the resentful
bourgoismorality that purports to be Christian, even while it itsign throwing
the first stone”:

| let Gretchen be executed and Ottilie starve to death. Don’'t @é&opl that
Christian enough

As Kaufmann puts it, what Nietzsche denountees not sincere Christiagibut
insincere Christiamyt—those who are unchristian in their practice buifess
Christianiy, as well as those who superficlabeen Christian in their practice
but whosemotivation and state afind are unchristian”. These latter effect an
appearance of pious milty and devotion to others but for their own purel
selfish reasons. Marclergymen fall into this categer

Christians seek a reward for doing nothmgch. As Hegel, aminister himself,
said:

www.askwhy.co.uk 8 October, 2010 89 of 13



M D Magee The Natural History of Secular Christiar

You want to get a tigor having nursedour sickmother andfor not having
poisonedyour brother.

You are required in aneven half decent societo nurse a sicknother and not to
kill others on sme whim or imagined slight, but Chrighade the requireents
explicit and extended the to eveybody, even the leastnaong us, and our
enemies. The reward was the kingdof God, an ideal world, all right, if not now
soon, perhaps foour children—but not without putting in the effort!

In The Gay Scienee“Gay” does notmean honosexual—Nietzsche describes the
best kind of disciple as being one who believebigmaster’'s cause so stroggl
that he would question it in ewepossible respect confident that, if it were yrul
good, it could withstand ewertest. Moreover, thenaster would welcme it,
knowing it wasmeant constructivgl and would even provoke his disciples to
criticize him, so that he could expose weaknesses and righwaongs he had not
considered. Accepting critiais was the highest sign of culture, the sign of the
ubermensch-Oveman: most often translatetsupeman” but corresponding to a
Christ, saneone tying to be perfect.

The inference is plaiglthat Christian refusal to criticize their beliggsno sign of
culture, and does no favours to their Lord and #lasivho was utteyl
misrepresentedybpoor disciples, omnore likely, later disciples particulariPaul,
when the religion passed out of the hands of tiggnal disciples into the Roan
sphere. Nietzsche suggestsytlsould be asking, in response to theirmlap
have had soe experience of God, questions like:

1. What precisel did | experience

2. What happened ime and aroundhe?

3. Was | thinking and reasoning clegror did | get confused
4. Am | sure | could not benistaker?

None d them has raised such questions. All the dear religious people do not
raise such questions even now. Rathey thave a thingfor things that are
against reason, and thdo not want tanake it too hardor themselves to satfy
it.

NietzscheGay Science

Nietzsche held that conviction was no proof of ruto the death ofartyrs
never showed their beliefs were right. Wda the died morally, in that thg
believed thg were not deceived, but it requires & have tested their beliefs
honesty to show thg have not actuallbeen deceived, or deceiveditiselves.

Nietzsche’s attack on Christiapiis an attack on itsypocrigy, its failure to
measure up to the gospel teachings of Christ, ardwily he lived and died
himself:
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There was onl one Christian and he died on the cross. ThafgelEvangel:
Greekfor “good news” or “glad tidings”] died on the cross. What has been
called “evangelfrom that moment was actuafl the opposite fothat which he
had lived.

Jesus had rebelled against thgdcrisy of the Pharisees..the disbelief in
‘highermen’, theNo to all that was priest and theologian”.

Nietzsche said, intichrist, that resist not evil was the profound phrase e

the key to the gospels. The Christian should not wanttaliate. Christ did not,
and he was showing Christians howytlveere to be. ThéGlad Tidings” were to
exist here and now in love, love of eyene near or far, withoutsubtraction or
exclusion” and irrespective of their position ifeli

Everyone is a child b God... and as a childfoGod eveyone is equal to
everone.

Christ called hnself“Son of Man”. His followers called n “Son of God”.Who
then is God but Man—man societ?

The “bringer ¢ glad tidings” died as he had lived, as he had taught. Not to
“redean men” but to show how themust live... He does not resist, he does not
defend his right, he takes no steps to waifdtbe worst—on the contnar he
provokes it. And he begs, heffers, he lovesvith those,in those who do Im
evil. Not to resist,not to be angy, not to hold responsible—but to resist not
even the evil one—to loverni

Nietzsche Antichrist

So, Nietzsche adired what Jesus taught, and how he livathat he criticized
was faith in Christ, particular in its use in supgsing Christian action—which is
more thanmere chary as Christians understand it—and against reason. He
opposes faith because Christians profess it, yyobdritically hardly ever think it
implies then doing aiything, except going to eemunion:

Christians have never practised the actions Jesus presdobéhen. The
impudent, garrulous talk about the jfist@tion ky faith, and its supme and
sole signficance, is onl the consequences$ the Church’s lack focourage and
will to profess the works Jesusmdanded.

NietzscheWill to Power

The Church is precisgthat against which Jesus preached.
NietzscheWill to Power

Faith, to Nietzsche, is opposed to Jesus’'s glathgsd Jesus taught and
demonstrated a practice, a practice thahaes possible and necesgaA large
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number of people, perhaps evemajority, instinctively practice it in amall but
natural wg, both Christians and evenore so non-Christians. Those who do not
practice it at all, or practice it falsglparticulary the Christian fapocrites, need
to be taught it afresh without the intervening daisterpretations of the Pauline
Churches. Christians indeed ought to be willingexpose the ypocrigy of the
people, especiallin high places, in positions of leadership andtiravho use
Christianiy as a screen. Thecertainy ought not to defend the and, worse, put
them into positions of trust when th@remanifest lypocrites.

Paul is“the first Christian” for Nietzsche. To follow Chtjito put doing good to
others before self was too hard for Paul, but hateadito be a Christian, so he
invented faith in the badof Christ as a substitute for faith in the teaghand
practices of Christ. The latteneant doing smething, practising what Christ had
preached.

Faith in the bod of Christ was aymical crib of the ancientyihg and rising faiths
of those Hellenistic thes. It was themystical nonsense Hellenized Jews, his
original main audience, were surroundeg. Bt required then doing nothing
except attend ecomunion, and prosgtizing, the success of which gave nihan
assurance of heaverflavour, for which the bishops who lived off theér were
ever grateful. It was a great w#& convert pagans to Christignitespeciall as
Christ was snultaneoust being given attributesypical of the solar gods and
tribal fathers the alread worshipped.

All the pagan convert had to do was essenptwatat the had done before. Tiie
had then had faith in one or another god—even igtpeistic ystems people had

a preferred god—and thenerely changed to the new god, Christ, or even just
took Christ to be a version of the old god. Nothaogild have beenmspler once
Paul hadmade faith and not deeds into the criterion of Giamsty. Paul had
substituted faith in Christ for living like Chrisg much harder prospect. The
change was a negation of Christ’s life and preaghin

It is false to the pointfononsense téind themask d the Christian in afaith”,

for instance in théaith in redenption through Christ. OglChristian practice, a

life such as he lived who died on the cross is Christian.
NietzscheAntichrist

W Kaufmann s&s it seened to Nietzsche the idea of God giving His son as a
sacrifice for the forgiveness of sinSthe trespass sacrifice in its “most
revolting, most barbarous for—the sacrifice of the guiltless for the gwiltwas
“gruesone paganisy” and faith in it a travegtof Christ'smessage.

Christ blessed people for their lives, theeek, the poor, the righteous, the
peacenakers, all of those whoyltheir actions were creating the kingdof God,

a kingdan that began in the heart and appeared on earthaftext death. To
postpone it until after death betesl Christ farmore serioust than did Judas.
Making death the gatewanto a better life depreciated and deprecated litais
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into samething of no mportance, so then it could be freelbused, whethgrour
own or soneone else’s.

Christ taught that people shouldrafor perfection here on earth, but Christians
consider that all thahatters is faith, anmagined guarantee of entto life after
death.What could bemore g/nical? The doctrine of two worlds allowed the
Christian tomaintain a double standard. And, buily Paul, this negation of
Christ was doulyl emphasised, in the Protestant revolutiow,luther, who told
his followers that, ¥ having faith, thg were assured of Christ bearing their
sins—thg were therep, with no effort at all, justified-made just,meaning
righteous—and so autmtically saved! Christ was nmore than an old fashioned
apotropaic hman sacrifice—a hman scapegoat cging awg sins, with no
effort on the part of the sinner. Instead gfrig to live lives free of sins as Christ
taught and dmonstrated, the Christian justysa“Thanks a lot, Christ, takey
sins too!” And Lo! he is saved. This is a trayest Christ’s teaching and God'’s
will, and surey it is obvious!

Christians since Paul have taken God as an idwk,as a consequence the world
has suffered horriglat the hands of Christians, the peopkeant to mprove it.
Do these Christians think their God was neading, “Do asyou like, forget
eveything | used to sa about righteousness, and exbmg | said when |
incarnated in person on earth, just have faithonder mage of a ging man, for
he will cary off evey sin you canmit”. Such a belief is @oral if not uttery
immoral. Christmade it multiply clear that God incarnate was not jusmhi
Christ, but was incarnate in eyehuman life, even thanost insignificant and
objectionableWhateveryou did to the least person in the woydu did to Hm
becausenankindis God.

Once socist is seen as God, and a God that can be corrugted,religion is
plainly the attenpt to keep socigtgood and not corrupt, an atipt that began
within oneself, as Christ was playnteaching. It is pocrisy to want to blane
sociey’s ills on to others, and therefore to want to geathem, until you have
perfectedyourself. That is where mility comes in. It is not at all hable to to
claim you have perfectegourself, and so have the right to judge othersgdud
not that thou nobe judged. Oncegou feel able to judge others, theill feel they
too have the right to judge, and judgsu.

Paul’'s revaluation of Christ'snessage into its negation wasngeered ly his
desire to sem to hold on to Christ’'snessage:

And now abidetHaith hope and chayit these three, but the greatektlese is
charity.
1Cor13:13

For the benefit of ignorant Christians, chaig love. It translateagapewhich is
“love” in Greek, and Gemans like Nietzsche had gnliebe to translate it. The
word thatagapetranslates in Hebreweans‘lovingkindness”. Chant has cone
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to mean token giving to a good cause, a chiariut Christmeant sincere
lovingkindness extended to eyene—canpassion, kindness and care.

Paul paid lip service to love while otherwisamhasizing the centraimportance

of faith for salvation, but Luther had no hesitatior canpunction in declaring
faith “infinitely much greater andhore subline” than chary, though chart is a
“beautiful” virtue. Luther proved his own sataniegars by often repeating faith
expressed through love was devilish dednfuses us into Turkish and Jewish
errors”. So, love was oylfor Moslens and Jews, but Christians had faith! So,
Luther proclamed:

Faith alone, without anworks, makes just biere God.

Works of love are not necesgdo salvation at all. Then heysa

He does not have a trdith faith in whan the works 6 love do noffollow faith.

Faith alone saves. But no faith is true that dagsengender love. [ftrue” faith
means faith that justifies, then true faith both@mders love and justifies. Unless
the faithful person loves as well as having faiths not true faith and so cannot
save. Therefore love is necesséor salvation. Faith alone is not sufficient to
save.

It is a contradiction unless false faith, the tbét does not engender love, saves
just as well as faith that is true and does engemole. The love then is
irrelevant, just smething that smetimes canes of faith but not alwe, and the
truth of the faith is an irrelevamtatter too in respect of justification. Faitmgily
has the side effect ofiaking sane people loving, or charitable. PlainProtestant
Christians take Imn to have repudiated love as the whole point of slesu
teaching, and thespout out,”Sole fide faith alone”,yet he does, frm the last
citation seen to think that love is an incidental consequencefath, not
necessar for justification but inevitable with faith nevésless. It saes a
confusion.

Luther, like all Christians thinks he knows Godiaibn better than gmne else,
and went further than gone else in repudiating Chrisyet seens uttery
confused and contradictom his statenents. He plain} contradicts hinself with
bald statenents like these:

Faith without works, ie a sentental thought, anere delusion, and dreeof the
heart, isfalse and does not jufsti

Faith without works is nothing and useless. This is understpakebpapists to
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mean thataith without works does not jusfi

So, despite all thagole fidestuff, faith without works isnothing and useless”.
How can Lutherans gahey believe all this incoprehensible rubbishNietzsche
considered Luthems the ultmate withdrawal fran Christ because implied the
believer was scared to doydining at all for fear of it being sinful. The anawe
therefore was to do nothing except to singnhs and praise God, stulating
recreations no doubt, but notyéiming that God ever said helpedyane to be
saved, however big the churgbu do it in.

Luther, Calvin, Knox, Mather, Swaggart, Torqueela, Lgola, and a host of
others, Catholic or Protestant and still hailgdntany asmodel Christians, did
not live lives renotely like Christ's. For Nietzsche their professed Cinsty
was a screen lgend which thg could hide their incapagitfor Christian love,
their canplete inabiliy to treat people like God.

And, of course, these Christians could not alloeirtiiollowers to concludeyb
rational thought that tlyewere charlatans. Catholics could not read thditeli
for themselves and were conditioned to respect the intefoa of it given the
by the doctors of their faith, but Protestants corddd their bibles and think
about what the contained. So Luther added to his rejection ofisThr

Whover wants to be a Christian should tear out yles & his reason.

Reason and the wisdoof ourflesh condmn the wisdon and the word oGod.

You must part with reason and not knowyinng d it, and even Kkill it, else one
will not get into the kingdm of heaven.

It is plain why modern US Protestants are so irrational. Luther addefaith
being unreasonable as a necgsit salvation.”l believe because it is absurd”,
as Tertullian said:No”, retorted Nietzsche\You mean ‘| believe because ma
absurd.” Surg} Christians who believe in the Devil as well as @adnot accept
ary rejection of thinking and reason asymng other than satanic. If Godade
mankind in His ownmage, Hemust havemade then complete with the organ of
thinking in their heads. Heust have expected timeto use it ty to figure things
out. Thatmeans reasoning/Vhy then would he have saitiBut do not reason
about faith, and | have sent Paul and Luther foytal so™? Or do thg think God
has no brain, and it was the Devil who gave it4® u

It must be snpler to think God gavgou a brain, but that opponents of God want

to discouragerou from using it. Paul and Luther tefbu not to use it, and so are

agents of the Devil. In Christ’'s tes, Man is God. So, when he is good, God is

good, but when he is bad, then God lmees Satan, smen who are opponents of
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the good Godnust be wickednen, satanienen. Thg aremen who do not want
the best for all oimankind, but smething that helps oylsame, unscrupulous
types like thenselves, to live off themites of widows, the vertypes Christ

condemned—theologians and clgngen—but also todacorrupt politicians and

businesmen. Nietzsche saw that Protestamtisas a pargksis of reason, and that
faith was a veto against science. ¥inegated the Christiagiof Christ.

Being social is natural to Iman beings. To regard sogieds God is therefore to
explicate a return to Nature, but not a returrhswild. It is societ that stops us
from being brutes, thahakes us other than brutes. Nietzsche saw'tietsirn to
Nature” as an‘ascent to Naturalness”. Living mamniously together to our
mutual advantage brings to us eyadvantage that socyetan bring, without an
concanitant loss through the destruction of conflict.

Bands or tribes were our natural state, and orilyirthey rarely clashed because
they were distributed sparselin a world big enough to ensure yhdept
apart—there was no need for riwalrAs the world got maller and hwman
populations got bigger, clashes began to happehriaalries eventuayl becane
calamitous. Now we are in the stage of the global trémegd war is no longer an
option. Humanity has the power for self destruction. rilans need to unite in a
global culture, with a global God—the recognitioattcod ismankind, whatever
name He is given. Oyl mutual respectnutual justice ananutual love is possible
if we are to avoidnutual destruction.

It means we have to get to know each other, not todmphobic or to use
pejorative tems about each other. To refusenteet and get to know the other’s
point of view is not loving, and cannot be Christi&ietzsche explains the love
spoken of g Christ as being friendship:

Who knows this love Who has experienceditts true nane isfriendship.

Christ was advocating that eyene was potentiafl your friend, so evgone
must be friend} to others. The friendship he was thinking of wzest bf classical
times, a“deepy and strongl” felt friendship, but all friendships have to begi
samewhere, and itmakes friendship hard to o@ by whenyou begin ly hating
sameone else even thougiou do not know tha at all. It ismade all the harder
with modern propaganda habituallapplied through the press to na@nize
particular nations for political reasons. It is alus that it is not Christian, but the
politicians who do it, their aids and advisers dhd newspaper owners who
trangnit it almost all profess Christianit They are just those Christians Nietzsche
condenns and Perfects atbermenscheshould call the to order.

Humans ty to stand out fron Nature in their technolgg but the must tiy
increasingy to blend in it, to beysnbiotic rather than doinating. Humanity must
becane more organic, and lessechanical. Lovenust extend to Nature. Goddess
is a metaphor for Nature, God metaphor for hman Societ and the Son or
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Christ is ametaphor for righteous people, those whptty be Christs, who do
what socief requires to keep stable and ex@re secure, and what Nature needs
to keep wholesme and provide for hman needs—a hyplfamily.

Modernmainstrean religions seenan as an individual. Their concern isply
to provide people with a personal solace so that teed to divert attention
from our duy to the conmunity and the enviroment in which we live.

Edward “Tedd” Goldsmith

Nietzsche is often criticized for being hard, pghiaven callous to ordinar
people, but hisnessage was that each one of us has to be hards#l\as to do
as Christ wanted. People who are true friends aarhdrd on each other, in
pointing out failings, because thescognize in it an & for mutual mprovement
and so will not take offence, and will forgiveyagiven inadvertanyl, for exanple
by criticizing in error. In short, true friends car frank with each other, and the
friendship will endure and strengthen. Nietzschd dbt advocate hardness
against those who were not strong enough not tabe

When the exceptional man being treats thenediocre more tendes than
himsef and his peers, this is nmiere courteg of the heart—it is his dyt

A “duty” is an obligation to honan sociey, that is to God, once sogyes seen as
being God. Despite 200@=ars of Christianyt, eveyone knows their rights, but
few know even what a dytis. The Christ, Nietzsche@$bermensclor supeman

is dutiful, but thg do not seek a witness whenyheant to flatter thmselves
being seen as a Christian. That is ‘theighbor love” ofmodern Christianyt, the
mutual adniration societies of Christian churchemberships. Philosophers since
Socrates sought to exposgpbcrisy, and so too did Christ, but Christians now do
not notice. For tha love means self love. Thelove each other, but hate
everyone else. Ver Christian todg, but not what Christ taught, and particwarl
not what he did! Nietzsche joined Christ and S@sah wanting to expose
hypocrig/. He amed to expose what was behind the facade of Christréue.

To be kind, hmble or obliging out of necesgitwas a slave’snorality. If the
slave was not gnof these the were likey to get a whipping. The worshippers of
ancient idols served the They considered theselves slaves to their God, and
often were tattooed with thgmsbol of the God to show it. The sign of the cross
with water at a Christian baprisis a relic of it. It is a tattoo that Christiarsnk
God can see, but no one else. The are slaves tpj@&tcas the ancient people
were, and the attend“services” for their God. Christiamorality is a slave
morality because God'’s slaves will be punished in hellifitbey do not practice
Christianmorality. Yet they do not practice what Christ taughtprality that
was not a slavenorality but a puref voluntay love of mankind. Good Christians
are good out of fear of retribution, but Chrisetrito teach thma to want to be
good to others. True virtue, the love of Christdiene for its own sake. So
Nietzsche defined duytdifferently:
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Duty means wanting a goal nfir the sake fosamething elsd“something else”
meaning a reward or to avoid a pumsnt] butfor its own sake.

It is socially valuable in its own right. It is self fulfillingChrist is said to have
abrogated the Jewish law of Moses, but the loverbelamed he said fulfilled it,
therely disposing of the need for it.

The burden of Christian love falls greatest onhimsemost conscious of it, on to
those with a strong sense of yutand purpose towards sogtetthe
strong—Christian leaders. Thare the ones who consistgnthost spectaculayl

fail to cary it. Nietzsche criticized Kaisalilhelm and Bisnarck. One could be
hard on one’s leaders becauseytlmight to want sincere and constructive
criticism. They are not the weak, are §i&Bush and Blair are archgtes of
modern Christian leaders. Theught to have been Christs but preferred to be
Caesars. The could have shown Christian love andnaastrated Christian
practice. Theg failed.
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Secular Christianity

Relig of the human condition is what wenust be doing. You cannot reall
define themeaning & human life other than tdind same particular point at
which the relié of the sorrows bthe human condition isyour business.

W Hamilton

Through most of recorded histgr men have feared change and longed for
pemanence. However, change has begun to displace btahility and
pemanence as the higher good. It sets us offnfroen in most of recorded
history. Our age differs fnm howmen have seen theelves fron the beginnings

of time until recentl. Never before have we been so sensitive to the we are
shaped P the econmic, social, pgchological, and political enviranent. These
new wgs of thinking so intnately associated with the scientific, technological,
and educational explosions of ound are the core of secularit

Lloyd Geering Christian Faith at the Crossroad2001) reviews the recent
history of Christianiy, saing “secularization” describes best what has been
happening since the Enlighteant. It is taken tomean a turn awa from
religion—in the west, fron Christianiy:

By secularization wenean the processylwhich sectors fosociey and culture
are renovedfrom the damination d religious institutions andysbols.
Peter Berger

Religion involves the institutionalization of alas of the divine or supernatural,
while the secular is ewalay culture and the natural. This definition excludes
expressions likésecular priests” antlsecular Christiamyt’ as self contradictyr
Though it is a legithatemeaning of secularization, it hasr@re subtle andnore
original meaning. In the latenedieval context secular did nokean“antireligion”
but smply “not in a religious context”. At thatnte, “secularization’meant the
process B which a“religious” was allowed Y the Church to leave @onastic
order to follow their Christian vocationmang the“nonreligious”. Obviousl, the
parish priest was not“@onreligious”, but he lived and worked in thexaounity,

not in amonastey, so he was asecular” priest.

In medieval tmes, religious people tended to despiseédiu affairs in favour of
meditating on God and the afterlife. If Christ didti tondenn meditation, he did
not teach that other people and their troubles Ishbe ignored in favour of it!
From this, themeaning of‘secular” is effectivel “this worldly” and its opposite
Is “other worldy”. W B Hodgson in 1850 said:

Secular... should never havenee to mean the oppositefaeligious. Thefact
that senethingmay be described as secular does not preclufitent also being
religious. Thus righyt considered the secular is religious in its tengiesd
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issue, the religious is secular in its application and practical dewetdp

Geering sgs the word“secularisn” first appeared inThe Reasoner25 June,
1851. Readers were told it had to do with things than be tested in this life”.
So secularization is a change afghasis fron “other worldliness” toward$this
worldliness”, a focusing of our attention on thiond and awg from an
imagined other world. HaryeCox, author ofrhe Secular Cityvrote:

Secularization isnan turning his attention awérom worlds bgond and toward
this world and this the.

The British secularist, G J Halake {The Origin and Nature of Secularisd896)
explained that the wortkecularist’meant a ws of thinking, and Ernest Rénan,
author of the well knownThe Life of Jesyssaid wly secularization is not
necessanl antireligious:

Whether one is pleased or not, the supernatural is disappé&amghe world:
only people not bthis age havéaith in it. Does thisnean that religionrmust
crash gnultaneoust? Indeed not. Religion is necesgaiThe dg when it
disappears the werheart & humanity will dry up. Religion is as eternal as
poetry, as love. It will survive the dahaolition of all illusions... Under sme form
or other faith will express the transcendent valdidite.

E Rénan, 1868

“Faith will express the transcendent value of liféhis life, because inust do,

or it is worthless. René Girar@éceit, Desire, and the Novel: Self and Other in
Literary Structure 1961) sgs denial of God does not ginate transcendegdut
diverts it fran the au-delg that which is the supernatural, or in anaginay
spiritual life, to theen-decathat which is natural, or in thisaterial life.

The point for secular Christiagitis that Christians are free to think about and
address the effects of secularization on religiGhristians have to see that
profound conmitments can be undertaken without absolutendabeing upheld.
We have to learn to live with relatiyibecause God cannot be proved and faith in
an unknown quanyt can ony be valuable when it appears in realias
humaniam.

It leaves the future of religion open. Keith Thas’sReligion and the Decline of
Magic, shows how conversion to Christignitas”frequenty been assistedylihe
belief of converts that tlyeare acquiring not just aweans of other worlgl
salvation, but a new anmore powerfulmagic”. Sole Fideis belief in religious
faith as amagic cham. Not surprisingy, traditional Christianyt has failed, but it
IS not what thaman it is naned aftermeant agway, and what he taughtmains
sensible as practical socmbrality. Christiansmust face the fact that the whole
purpose of the teaching of Christ was practical—secéAbsolutes areneans to
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practical mprovements or thg are nothing. Paul changed theghasis fron
practical care and help for others to self obsessibout personal salvation
throughmystical conceptsneant to be pghological wgs of stging strong while
enduring the hardship inmbent on Christians for love of others.

Secularisn is inseparalyl connected with how we experience, act in, and give
shape to our world—secularizatiomhe Encyclopedia Britannicgells us“the
movement towards secularization has been in progresagltite entire course of
modern histoy”. The Enlightemnent reacted against theedieval tendencto
ignore Christ's life and teaching for Paulisystician, and secularization
appeared as Imanisn. Thinking of and seeing our world secujanve secularize
it—humanize it.

Secular Christiamytis of deep concern for the future ofrhanity. The concern is
for the survival ofmen and of our sick, secular world. Theologians #iikers,
both lay and professional, of @most evey branch of the Christian tradition, have
periodically explored secular ChristiagitPaul van Buren (1970) said unless a
secular christiamt successfult emerges, Christianjtis unlikely to be of ag help

in the secular world/Ne read on the internet:

Nietzsche was right that secular Christigror Christianiy without Christ is
unsustainable...

Indeed, secular Christiagimight be unsustainable as Nietzsche said, but secula
Christianiy cannot be Christianitwithout Christ, can #If it is without Christ it
cannot be Christianyt Secular Christianyt is Christianiy without God—the
traditional supernatural God. Despite twallennia of traditional Christiany,
humanity is in dire straits and despergteleeds what secular Christignias to
offer—the practical application of care andwaassion fron each hwman to all
others.

Where we are going and what is to bmeoof us is not anatter of Providence,
fate, or luck, but of what we d&Ve now see ourselves as actmakers of our
lives and world. It is up to us, we are responsilfleve pollute our world bgnd
the point of hman survival, if we over populate the worldybed the point of
sustaining life, if we blow it up into atac dust,we will have done it, it will be
our own fault. We could have done otherwis@&/hen Christians aoe to think
they are responsible for what thare and do, and do not bia their own faults
and failings on to Providence, when yheegin to act as Christs in this world,
then we have secular Christianit

Christianiy, in canmon with sane othermass religions, posits another world
which Godmight allow Christians to enter after death subjedtlis judgenent of
how well thgy have done His will. The other religions have emewhat different
outlook, and conditions, and even Christians differsane repects. All these
differences have offered Christians endless chatwevade their dytto their
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God undertakenybtheir canmitment to Christian belief. Tlyeend up quibbling
about mponderablesmpossible to prove one waor the other instead of being
Christians as Christ directed the

Colin Williams sees the difference between traditional Chrigfiaand secular
Christianiy as “thinking from below” rather than‘thinking from above”—it
amounts to accepting that God has given His revelatand now it is up to
Christians to act on it, instead of constamtlaking vain appeals to God to do it
for theam. He citesLuke 7:22,“the blind receive their sight, thente walk, lepers
are cleansed and the deaf hear”, noting that ttlesgs have happened through
human effort on behalf of the blind, @, lepers and deaf and not througly an
additional interventionsypoGod.We know what to do. The prolsteis doing it,
and doing it for everone, not just our best friends, relatives anchgatriots.

Christians are lagging behind in the cultural shiftaditional Christianit has
always been associated with a conservative attitudestaes to change. The shift
necessar is not an easone for Christians tanake. Secular Christianitis a
different Christiany from that which has gone before. Christians have been
wrong—quite obviousl wrong—in thinking that God needs to be worshipped.
They have been wrong in ignoring Christ’'s life and ta@ag in favour of his
deification. Thg are wrong in rgling on the magical effect of snple
unquestioning belief instead of actyaldoing aiything to fulfil Christ's
teachings. Thgare wrong in thinking that God will instruct tineon how to be
Christians, deonstrate it Hnself by appearing on earth and showing people how
to behave towards others, grib be constantlexpected to do it all Hiself. All

of this is obvious in fact, but Christians have ested interest in believing
Paul—it is a lot easier just to belieyeu are saved for believing it!

Traditional Christians, observing the w&hristianiy has changed mbst fran
the moment that Christ breathed his last, jugtthe changes fra what the
consider to be God’s own words, spokenmirdis own lips, the lips He assed
when He cene to earth in honan fom, by saying Christianiy is maturing! The
treat the original words of their God incarnatettas first words of a child, and
since then thenessage hasiatured with age. The wewords of their God are
now dismnissed ly traditional Christians, Pauline Christians, asagean echdof
what loudy was proclaned in the religious childhood of Christemdb The fact

Is that in all logic, if Christ was thenmipotent God, then gnchanges to his
words made since he died, are a corruption of what Ganec earth to teach.
Paul corrupted God’s own words, and so hamst theologians sinc&/e have to
admit that the words of Christ reported in the gospeése written down half a
centuy after Christ died, so tlyealreay have a gloss of the first changes to
Christ’s teaching, and several of thare obvious\We now have a check on what
Christ taught because his life was that of an Essand we know what Essenes
taught fran theDead Sea ScrollsMuch of it confims the gospel teachings.

Christianiy, throughout ahost its entire histgr and all the changes and
transfomations it has undergone, has accepted, and reffireedriorily of values
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established yp Paul, not Christ, whomephasized secular works sustained, pricked
and prodded along through faith. As Van Buren puChristianiyy valued the
eternal over the teporal, pemanence above change, ynitver pluraliy, the
universal above the particular, and the absoluteralihe relative. Christiait
saw a believer's role as passive, as accepting \imth was decreed fno
eterniyy as unchanging and unchangeable. Can Chrigtiahdnge to bring about
that which Christ envisoned—the kingdoof heaven on earthOr must it
continue in the wrong direction it has been sersimge its snple practical tenets
were hijacked ¥ Paul into perpetuating thaystician of the ancient religions of
the d/ing and rising goda

Seculariy was basic to the origins of the Christignitlarvey Cox, inThe Secular
City presented secularization asveng directly from the bible. Christianyt has
been changing through its hisfoMWhen one thinks of the original revolution
against Christiamyt of S Paul which horrified the JerusaeChurch which was
the direct inheritance of Christ and was rynJames, described dshe brother of
the Lord”, or S Augustine’s subsequent changes, lader Aristotelian,
Renaissance, Kantian, Hegelian, or Existentialesidfomations of Christianit,
the secular fan of Christianiy, though seming outrageougl novel, is actuajl
more original. The shift is not an gasne tomake because this acuoulation of
previous changes has altered Christiastt fundanentally from the original that
it will be hard for traditional Christians to acctefp

Though soe have considered the possiplif a canpromise Christiany, a
hybrid of the original with itanuch altered descendent, itmgly will not do. It
posits a few token changes towards secylasd that Christians can continue
much as thg have been doing. Yet the two approaches arempatble. Either
God is making a difference in the world and rewarding Ciaiss for doing
nothing, or God has told Christians whatytmaust do, and thenow have to get
on with doing it, or not, as tlgechoose. Efforts to turn awahe thrust of the
argument ony succeed to the extent that Christians are willomgurn their backs
on the secular shift. As Paul van Buren put it,i€lans just cannot stand still in
a revolving door. The either must not enter it, or tlyemust step in and pass
through it.

Christians in the US are fond of boasting the dogical finding that sme 90
percent of Anericans are Christians. At thensa time theg/ whine on about
secularization, while repeatgdVoting into power Christians who can hardile
distinguished fran devils, their Christianyt being so thin, incoherent, cruel and
different fran the teachings of Christ. Far frobeing secular, the US is and has
been for sme time, in the grip of its rabigl Pauline Christiaminority, a block
of 60 million, mainly protestant fundaentalists who control the electorgissam.
Obama, is barrackedybChristians for not attending church on Chmas dg.
Despite its vaunted Christianajority, most Americans will not have done either,
and a lot of evangelical pastors will have sperdlitpitime over Chrighas with
their mistresses.
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The US is not the Secular ¢itand each da in its Byzantine corruption and
Injustice, it canes closer to total collapse. The religigsaf Americans brings no
detectable wane of injustice, rawis imperialisn, self-interest,
narrowimindedness, and biggtr How can it be that a cougtdevoted to the
entirely admirable practicaimorality of loving each other can be so corrupt, and
decadert Could it be that their Christiagitdoes not work, that their Christiayit
could hardy be worse if it had been devised/ lthe devil—that proper
Christianiy has been ypassed, and actual Christignis a seculamorality that

no Christians are in the least bothered about

In certain countries in the world a good dogesecularisn would break the
repressive holds certain statefiatl religions have over people’s lives.
Grahan Ward, True Religion 2003

A secular world needs guides for conduct, and #&bkwetsion that can challenge
the status quoand stir us to work for a world better than thes ome have.
Christianiy, understood in tems of devotion to an unchanging, eternal, universal,
and absolute unit succeeded in callingrian to a passive role of preserving a
static, unchanging, eternal, and absolutatonservative world. Secular
Christianiy is a source of ethical insight amdotivation in a secular ageyb
callingmen to follow the actual deeds that Christ reo®nded to bring about the
kingdom of heaven—social righteousness, being caring tergbleople in their
distress and suffering, because wlyeni too are distressed meone will be at
hand to bamerciful and conpassionate tgou in return. The kingda of heaven

Is what we get when ewmne does the s@, when it is expressed utterl
instinctively.

Most ordinay people are inclined to act in that yaaturaly, but themores of
capitalist societ are dianetrically opposite, and those are the msreveyone is
fed these dgs. Thirly years ago, Margaret Thatcher, Britain’s firstmaan Prme
Minister declared socigtdead. Ever since then eyene has been intent on
killing it off. Secular Christianit is to provide secular people with ethical insights
In a secular age. Its ognpurpose is to preserve sogietor sociey does indeed
die when greed gets the better of lovingkindnegssat Twas what Christ was
teaching—it was his secularessage.

Professor R B Braithwaite (the Eddington metwial Lecture of 1955,An
Empiricist's View of Religious Belijeargued that Christiaryitmay be understood
by a contenporay empiricist as a wg of life, wherein faith expresses the
intention of living according to morality of agapé—Ilove. Most critics argue that
Braithwaite reduced Christiagito morals, dispensing with gmeed to believe in
the existence and actiyitof a personal creator God. Traditional Christiaag
their faith is amoral canmitment—thoughmany fail to show it, if it is so—but it
is also an affimation about what is so, about the nature methanics of the
world—it is made and sustained motion by God.

The trouble about comitting the morality of Christ to his or another view of
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what is so, is that it is subject to smrny different opinions that it prootes
division anong people, and evasion of Christr®rality by Christians who find
discipleship too hard. It is theorality that is mportant, not ay particular views
of the world. Andmorality as well as religion comits us to beliefs about what is
so. Aryone who takes moral stand is ammitted by it to the belief that ithakes
sense to speak ofiorality. Moral action cannot be an uttenain pursuit. Faith
can.

Faith and Philosophare air, but events are brass.
Heman Melville, Pierre

Secular Christiamyt can ony be of service to the world asnaoral enterprise, a
matter of how people shape their lives and theidlavak moral s/stem must help

us to see suchraattermore cleary and to help us to decide whether we ought to
make such a judgeent. Themoral question is'what ought | to d&. A moral
principle is that | should do so and so. If we alteselfish and greed as we are
taught ly the necessytto support our ecomac systam, then morals have no
point at all.

A systam in which we are all fighting for priogtof wealth and power requires us
to be brutal in asserting our own wants and desaed uttey callous towards
the needs of others, except in so far as we cdiit fn@mm them. Medicine in the
US has namoral imperative. It exists for profit, and gné relativey small part of

it is based on Christian love. And who opposeg @mange to 2 The horde of
Republican voting fundeentalist Christians who have in actualitejected
Christ. The judgment that it is Anerican socist that is sick—that its priorities
are wrong and antichristian—is swyre@lmoral judgenent.

“God is love” smmarizes Christ'smessage, but it has to be clgadeen as
meaningless outside of a social context, and agbeah within societ. It cannot

be fobbed off asnost people, even professed Christians, and evawy clerics

do. The magey of the kingdaon is a social vision of what man life could be
like and what the world could beme. It is the social outeoe of the personal
duty to love other people.

The centralmage for a secular Christiapits that of the kingdm, the mage of
human life to cane—nhere, in this world! Secular Christignivffers to a secular
sociey needing direction the social vision of a worldrafhteousness, justice,
and love, which depends on our active amdaginative efforts for its
creation—the vision of a world in which change andraity are valued, and
Christian life then is living so as to realize tkatial vision:

Where there is no vision, the people perish.

Secular Christianyt working for social change and seeking to tramsftre syle
of human life naturaly depends on the life and teaching of Christ agtiteary
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source of its social vision, but not the yrdne. The issues which confront us
today are moral ones—the gte of life, the shape and functioning of our
institutions, the direction of foreign affairs, thpiorities of our politics, the
justification of war. A Christianyt understanding itself pnarily as amoral affair,
as Christ saw itnight save us all in a sick world.

“Moral” is an adjective applied to questions, judcgats and actions in man
life, and“ethics” is the noun for stydf thesemoral matters—for reflecting upon
moral issues. As secular Christignis concerned witimorals and not with being
or God, ethics replaces theojogs secular Christianis philosoply. The ethical
issue of the decision concerning a secular Chnigyias the choice for Christians
between their own past and a future for their ¢hildanong eveyone else in the
world.

Social ethics is secular Christianig primary reflective activiy, analzing the
state of socigtand the quablt of human life against its vision, seeking strategies
to bring the present world into closer comhtty with the world of the vision, and
doing it. Each advance towards the vision woul@litbecane subject to new
criticism in the light of that vision—a dialectic advance. ®e revolution in
which a secular Christiayitwould be engaged would be pnent, constant, or
ever renewed.

Secular Christiamyt with the kingdon as its social vision is frankl a
revolutionay movement, and nothing signifies more than the death of Christ as
a social revolutiongrprotesting against the oppressimgerialisn of Rame over
its subject people. The death on the cross is deoamation of a hard and cruel
sociey unresponsive to people’s needs, a political chghte a revolt against
evel establisiment, a call to political and social risk, and noestjto our own
Immediate circmnstances. After all, Christ was crucified accordiodgkanan law,
for the Ranans were the policeen of the world at thertie.

With its eye on the vision, the word of a secular Christiaaibout, for, and to the
world would be“pemanent revolution”. Christiansust never be tapted to
identify same modest accmplishment with the kingdm itself, nor turn to sme
other stoy to find an easier vision, nor omaore agreeable to s® particular
conditions or culture, as it did with Paul the apoand his offer of salvationyb
faith alone, asnany modern Christians see it.

Secular Christianyt will tell and retell Christ’'s stgr whenever Christianmeet
together, but themphasismust be on thenorals and the life Christ led, an active
life ultimately sacrificed in service to others. A gentle Jesteek andmild, is a
reference to hisnanner towards others, not how he lived. Christ feaisfrom
passive, he was an activ@n. Luke was a follower of Paul, but evanke 17:20,
placing the kingdm within us, cannot be read in a passive, do nothway. The
kingdom exists as the earthlision of those faithful to Christ’s camands to do
samething to achieve it. The kingdois a ¥ymbol or vision of a situation on earth,
not a projection in the clouds. Secular Christiamian give up fighting for the
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existence of the conventional God. Secular Chnstieoncentrate omorality as
the route to the kingdo, and working like Christ to serve it, an idealWwhich no
one is not loved, no one msaltreated exceptybsociey itself, justly, for failing in
theirmoral duy.

Traditional critics told their flocks secular Chraity was the easway out—it
was religion without sacrifice! The sacrifice yhevere concerned about was the
sacrifice of the naive mabs’ dollar bills on the platter in the church catien.
One Christian blogger, defending traditional Cleisity against themoral
variely, writes:

Whenyour religion sgs “whatever” on doctrinafnatters, regards Jesus as just
another wise teacher,ftses on principle to evangelize and sl do prety
much whatyou want, it's a short step to deciding that orfiethe thingsyou
don’t want to do is get up on Surydaorning and go to church.

Obviousl this man, a clergman and Christian teacher, nsore concerned with
people being absent frochurch than the fulfilling of Christ’'s real purpasThe
secular approach to Christianits far fran the eag way out as traditionalists
claim. The reverse is true. The gasay out is attending Church occasioryaib
worship God, without acting like Christ!

Secular Christiamyt only says “whatever” to the dud parts of Christianithe
parts that odious cleyghen have persuaded people is the whole point of
religion—God and His worship. That is gribve of self, not love of God. Jesus
was a wise teacher, but not just another one bedassvas the Christian wise
teacher, and Christians use hisneabecause tlyeclaim to follow his teaching. In
fact they follow the teaching of anothenan, Paul, the apostle, who changed
Christ’'s teaching into belief in Christrhself as a redesing dying and rising
God, an ancient and popular idea.

Evangelizing in Secular Christiapits not recruiting smeone new tgour church
to relieveyou of a little of the burden of keeping the pulpatrasite. It is teaching
people themportance of, and need fanoral behavior. Traditional Christiagit
simply tells them they should be Christians to Beaved”, a purgl selfish reason,
when Christ taught the exact opposite—people wergetanselfish, and that is
what saved the. Lovingkindness to others, like the Goodnfaitan, is a
Christian duwg, not an option. Christ knew and said that hisy weas hard.
Actually loving other people, even the lowest, and eyamr enenies is hard, but
that is the wa to the kingdon of heaven. If it is too hard fanany Christians,
they are deluded to think tlyeare saved in anway by giving money to their
church and pastor.

The Christian God is anetaphorical God—Christ—not the old supernatural
being, Yehouah. Yehouah died at the crucifixionduse His old ineffective
myths had been replaced Imew ones, a puranoral way of living taught ly
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Christ. Jesus livemetaphorical, resurrected because he lives in thieral code
he taught living on in those who follow it, putaly the people called Christians.
Christ died cruell at the hands of his fellow man beings precisglto show that
it was inhuman and ungodlto kill people. Christ had said it—eweperson alive
was him—a cruel deed to gone was a cruel deed tonijiand a good deed to
anyone was a good deed tarhiHe stood for the totalitof the human tribe, so he
was itsmetaphorical God.

The king is dead, long live the king, is tmeaning of themyth of the crucifixion
and the resurrection. An old Jewish national Gadi@ind a universal God of love
was resurrected. But Christ was ymnésurrected if Christians act likenhias he
told than. They failed. So Christ was never resurrected, ol dniefly. Secular
Christianiy is the final attenpt to resurrect Christ—thmoral teacher showing
and telling us how to behave to live in a kingdof heaven. Christians preferred
to live in a kingdon of hell. Can Christ be resurrected at Pashen Christians
must be reborn as secular Christians and the oltstir replaced ythe new.

Due to its lyalty to a supposed absolute, and understandingahs, though
made in God’'s mage, as being passive and helpless, traditionaltizmity is
unable to throw itself unreservgdhto the struggles against the selfishness and
division which confront the huan race, and so is unliketo take the side of
change, much less revolution. Pauline Christiafst abhorrence of the
fundamental changes in our political, econig, and social life needed to reverse
the disastrous course of themarrace, racim, urban collapsemass starvation,
pollution and heat death of our enviment, stands little chance in ropetition
with its obsession with personal salvation and ot |dly solutions.

This is a vey dark period. | certaiglbelieve that never imy lifetime has the
church been so paradoxical. On the one hand, it misgly stronger than ever
before. On the other, it is weaker anwre mindless than ever bare. In all
major denmninations, fights are going on becaudeindanentalisn is so
extraordinariy poweful today. Fundanentalisn is in ultimate coflict with the
modern world.

Thomas J J Altizer

There is no guarantee that the fatal course we pied in our present socet
under the influence of Pauline Christignibr somary centuries, can be reversed.

Secular Christiamyt might be rejected Yo secularists and traditional Christians
alike. So far it has been! But iteessage is at leastore canprehensible to the
secular hearer wishing to understand what Chrisyida really about once it is
stripped of the gaydHellenisticmysticiam Paul dressed it in. It ought also to be
comprehensible to the traditional Christian too, beeait does not stop their
personal belief in God, butrsply asks then to accept that themessage of Christ
did not denand it. Hismessage was med at eveyone as a practical ethic for a
successful caring unoppressive socidthose who accepted it, and acted on it,
living the life of Christ were Christians. Theive their lives according to the
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teachings of Christ, whether theelieve in God, or indeed Christhgelf. Those
who reject hismessage of sociahorality, or fail to see it, or armisled by vain
mystification, or refuse to love their fellow man beings and even want to Kill
them, do not live lives of Christ, and are not Chrisia

Christ had taken religion right back to its origiveen Godwas the people in a
real sense, and gnhbove thm in an maginay sense—that of being a tote
leader. God is realla confort in distress when He igour concerned and
compassionate neighbor. You both recognize it in hgitime sane God. Man
finds...

...his identiy, meaning and purpose, both as an individual and raenaber d
sociey in tems d a sacred world view.
P Masterson

The sacred world view togtaexclusivey means belief in a supernatural god, but
it became it from the practicalities of tribal belief. Then the satmworld view
was God, Nature and Sogiein which Nature and Societvere no less sacred
than God, because, in practice ytheere God. As long as the tribal culture was
secure then God was. God wasnanent in the tribe, isnmanent in socigt This
world view rejects God as being transcendent, e d¢rouble with religion.
Transcendence takes God out of the real world thed supernatural, into
imagination. Itmakes a practical God into a fignt of themind.

Modern antichristians will argue the opposite, alam Christ repeategl spoke
of a transcendental God. But Christ was, likgaae, bound Y the convictions of
his dgy, and spoke in the tes appropriate to hisrtie, yet we have to distinguish
between the conventionsyathinker uses, and even what herseé to think he
meant, and the logical outo® of his principles andnethod. Despite speaking
conventionaly for an Essene, his teaching cast off conventiahalckles, and
showed the revolutionar way forward. He proclaned a new socigf a
thoroughy unconventional global socigetbut in conventional tems, and he
proclaimed love as hisethod. Even the antichrist, Paul, had to praoelaitoo, to
pretend to be a Christian, but dug its foundat@nsy, and replaced it witinore
of what had gone beforemysticiam and ritual.

Christ had renoved the distinction between Jew and Greek.yThan be
understood as being antagonistic cultures, but evaming cultures could be
reconciled in a new global culture, a new God, imol Jew and Greek undertook
to love others as if tyewere God Hmiself. In establishing faith, Pauhimediatey
asserted a new distinction between people, angia b new antagoms, with

no practical value. Belief alienatesan fran man, the believers’ tribe fro the
unbelievers’ tribe, with nothing to alleviate thatagonisn. Faith in practice
replaces love as the pre purpose of Christianitturning it into antichristiant
Faith in Christ snply made Christ into a supernatural god with no substanc
behind hn, because the substance just beea slogan. The faithful liked to talk
the talk but refused to walk the walk, or,most cases, never got to realise there
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wasmore to Christ than faith gway.

Now it is clear that supernatural gods were gbva fang, and thg must now be
abandoned and replaceg practical love. The antichristiagithat Christiany
becane has to be ditched for secular Christign€hristiansmust practise what
Christ preached, and do what he did. yhwist be Christs not Christians! Christ
proclaimed the kingdm of God, and heneant the kingdm of the real, practical
God, the global socigt achieved when people act as Christs. God isdhst |
among us. He is our engy, the ype of people we hataost. Yet Christ said love
them. He did not sglove onl the fanous, the rich, and the arrogant, anich &
be like then. He said love the least, the poor and thmlile, and an to be like
them. God is Eveyman, and thatmeans usWe treat fellow hman beings like
God.

Antichristians treat other man beings like the Devil. So, thare eag to detect.
The transcendence of God is thenstake. Thg have been taken inybthe
attampts of professional Christians mmake the transcendental God, theginay
God, into an objective one, and in so doingytheake it in their ownmage. But
what realisticalf can the antichristian do, when yhalread hate their neighb@r
No human can be perfect, but this is grosperfection. Thg have to ty. If they
cannot love, then at least theust not hate, and especjafhust not act on their
hatred. Even Christ had to take an initial step!

In practice, loving smeoneyou do not know, is being kind to time being
concerned and caring. It positiyels not haming them! It is being the Good
Samaritan.

God as anetaphor for socigtdoes not have to be good. Societies wanted to be
good, and so their concept of a god that stoodtlfem was a good god. But
societies can be bad, and a theological deahmmkes perfect sense when god is
seen as socigt The god standing for a bad sogies Ahriman, Satan. Owl
clergymen of the religion of the good god ever suggeshed aryone prged to

the wicked god. No one sane wants sgctetcollapse into disorder and chaos,
but the mage of it was an incentive for people to suppogirtown god, and so
the socief it represents.

The trouble is that societies do indeed rise aliddad fallen societiemaintain

the religion of socigts god, even when its cleyien are enong themost corrupt
and the worst offenders in the sogiebatanic socigtis too profitable for its elite
to abandon it, so tlyestill try to maintain it to their own advantage thougiost

citizens suffer fran their crminality. Loyalty to God is needed thery the corrupt
classes evemore than before.

The trouble is that the people are then being #iaty conned, for the are
preserving a rotten socyethat has to be cut dowtry Ithe roots. The roots are the
ordinal suffering people, and theeut down corrupt socigtoy revolution. Fron,
the outset, revolution in the bible is a grossagjainst Godyet it is in fact ony a
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sin when socigtis good. It is a necesgitvhen it is corrupt. Ada rebelled, the
Tower of Babel was a threat to God, and SatanHedvicked angels in rebellion,
All well and good providing that societs good, and so God is good, but, when
sociey is wicked, God is wicked.

The Gnostics posed the question of whether thesbhe@od was good or wicked,
and the Cathars saw the Catholic religion as wickiedeople had beemisled
and God was wicked, the rebellion of Satan wasfiedt If God had lied to
Adam about the fruit, then the Snake was right to hath. And though the
descendents of Noah who built the Tower of Babakevahown as rivalling God
in building a tower to the sun, God just ssepevish or jealous about their skills.
Was God goodlf not rebellion is justified.

When societ is seen in the context of God, the propagandhetlery that God

Is necessanylgood is seen as false. Thaan instinct is to preserve sogigbut,
when societ gets unbearable, people will risk its destructiatiher than tolerate
perpetual injustice and suffering. Sogietught never to fall to such levels, and
Christ’'s doctrine of love, applied in practice slibensure it never does. But
when wickedness alrepgbrevails, the prospects of the wicked taking tai€tis
true doctrine are reote, and theranight be no alternative but revolution. That
indeed might have been Christ's own situation. He thoughteaolution was
needed to maove the wicked rulers of Judaea, thenpée priesthood called
Sadducees and their guardians, thenRomilitary.

The conscious realization that God is socrabkes it clearer to ewssne where
they stand, and what we are domg-a-visGod. Christmade it clear what we all
must do subjectivgl to bring about an objective heaven, a kingdaf God on
earth. The evolution of societshows he was right in raply advocating in
practice the idenyt of God with socig—no longer fractured but the whole of
humanity once themperial age was entered.

Then the first philosopher of the Enlighteent, Descartes, pointed to God as
social humanity, but copped out to preserve a conventional supsalagod.
Honesty presented, it again confis Secular Christianit We need to be Christs,
each of us, to bring about the changemians sacrificing our selves, our
selfishness, for others.

The first Christians called theselves saints, perfegtholy men, those who acted
like Christ. The developed Church told people hytneeded to be Christians
was faith, and to love God, but theere notrequired to love each other, and to
prove thg loved God ly loving each other. These latter principles wereatwh
made Christs or saints. Faith gmhade Christians, and Christians are antichrists.
Sociey demands that we be saints, that we be perfect, thddten@hrists!

Christ'smessage was to eweindividual. It required a personal decision, peedo
thought, and cmmitment, personal acts of love of other people in ggcie
Salvation was resurrection into a perfect world, this world, anmperfect world
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made perfect. How could it BeBecause perfect people were resurrected.
Salvation was of those who were perfect, and whemyene did as Christ told
them and showed the, and becae Christs thmselves—were perfect—then so
was the world!“But that is mpossible”, the thoughtless Christian protests.
“Christ was God.”

Quite so, but God incarnated aman. He was aan. God did not incarnate as a
God. He did not incarnate as half a God and hafba. He was anan! He was
born of a wonan, hismother. He alwgs said he was a son pfan, a hmbling
expressiommeaning he was indeedaan, born of a wman, a fenaleman. He did
no miracles, becauseen cannot danmiracles. Thg were given to hm by the
gospel writers, mainly making sane parables into events, anohaking
metaphorical allusions into reafit God incarnated as man so that He could
show how Hemeantmen to be, and to teach thalirectly, from His own lips as a
man what Hemeant as a God.

No man, in an mperfect world, can be a perfaoian. Christians think their idiot
God does not understand that! yHell God it is mpossible, so that tgedo not
have to ty. The incarnated God showed He was less than agievdan—he was
angw, sarcastic, had poor judgent of character, had little sense ofrrmwr
doing such a serious task, was too singiaded tomarry, and called out in
despair as he died. God incarnated was not a pentet, and, in wanting hman
beings to be perfect, was not giving than mpossible task. Thewere to be
Christs, notmore perfect even than Christ.

Obviousy God wanted people to be as perfect ag twaild be. God knowsgou
cannot bamore perfect! God as Christ tried to be a perfeah, but the nature of
humanity meant a perfeatan was less than perfect. Christ tried to be perfec
wanted to be perfect, and that is what is expeotdtbman beings. It was what
Cathar Perfects tried to do. Christians burntthe cinders for ting to do what
Christians would not do tingselves.

And who were Christians to g& was mpossible in ap cas® Who was to be the
judge of tha? They tell us God is the judge, but Christians wantegutige, and
did to their own satisfaction, but that is not Godlhe said being a Christ is
impossible, but wir do they think they can second guess Gb&atan’'s agent,
Paul gave tha to believe that ¥ same mystical faith in the bog of Christ thg
were saved, with no reference to God, or with Gbliged to rubber stap the
power of their faith.

God is allegedl aimighty. He cannot be copelled ly anything, let alone mpty
faith. How arrogant cagou be to stand beforgour God and tell Hn you are
save® God is the judge ofour perfection as a Chridtle judged whatou have
put into it, whetheyou have seriougltried or just put on a facade. Albu have
to do isyour best at the task He has giveou. He knows wheryou have
cynically done less thagou could, but he knows thgbu cannot do better than
you can. He knows what it is like beingrhan! He is hman!
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Perfection can hardl cone out of mperfection, but the attept is what is
Important, what draws people closer to heaven, agiedlace. Once the gap is
close enough, heaven and earth are indistinguish&xnventional Christian
belief is that the effort to be perfect is rewardgdsalvation, and even those who
have died, havingmet God’s criterion, are resurrected into heavenhwit
uncorruptible bodies, and eternal life. Such isgheient Jewish teaching, derived
from that of Persian religion, and the reasoryute kingan is to cane in earth
as it is in heaven. At the End, there is no lorgelistinction between the In
heavenyou who tried to be perfect in life, and never seckesl, but tried/our
best, will be perfect, for there are no probis, solutions, the ormotion needed
in heaven, the perfect world. You arenply joined together with God. Christian
perfection is to be God!

But God is dead. Christian have ignored and rejettien, while pretending to
obey Him in evey detail. Nothing should concern theon earth except living
good lives of love of God, of other people and gdmmble and frugalyet they
love Mammon not God, thg want to be rich and faous, and will kill each other
for such selfish pleasures. God wantedrthe make their efforts individuajl, for
once eveyone has destyed the evil within the then evil is destiyged, but thg
built temples and agreedn@mng thenselves thg were to respect bishops and
pastors instead of ordinapeople, even their enmges.

They were told direct by God that thg served God Y serving their fellonmen,
they loved Hm by loving other hman beings, but theparade ceraoniously
into churches to flaunt a false love of God whiletfing to exploit and kill Hm
in practice. Thg were not to tell others how tomeve themotes fran their g/es
while they themselves had planks in theirs, and God was the juafgtheir
success in meoving their planks, not timselves. Thg were not to judge. God
Judged!

Christ did not tell then to institute ag theocrag. The universe is God’s, the
power is God’s. He will institute a theocyaof His own whemmankind does as
God wants. Theocrgcwill happen when people are acting like Christscdn
never happen while tlgeact like devils and worship the putyafg bod/ of Satan
they have appointed as God.

They choose to take an gasoad to heaven, but the gasad is to hell, and
Christ told then so. Thg believed Paul, so tgedo what Satan wants, thill
and torture in God’s mae. That is not God’s will, and the ma is a guise for
Satan, it is not God. It should be clear ty &wman being that wilfulf causing
pain to others is not love. Pain is to warn peaglénjuries, it is to save tme
samething worse, and to use it delibergtidr torture is the sure wao hell. It is
using natural kindness, God’s kindness, for evilefE can be no salvation for
torturers. Aiyone who does it, or condones it, is wicked. Ithe ppposite of
being a Christ, it is being asen of hell.

Christians pemit torture. God cannot endure it, so yhdlled Him. He is dead.
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They want eternal life for theselves, and no life for gone who does not
worship the putrsgfing corpse thg worship. God is dead, and now yheave the
problam of resurrecting Hn, if salvation is what thereally want.

The answer ought still to be clear. To turn to 6thi-the Christ thg can read
about in the gospels, withoutyaprofessional bloodsucker standing ovemthe
Christ told then what to do, and he showed thdow to do it. Thg must turn
from faith to love. Thg must have no excuse that love needs faith. Faitdsee
love. There can be no proper faith in God unigss do what he tolgou—Ilove
others, everyour eneny! Don’t make aly excuse about not needing works. Love
isworks. Christ said he o to fulfil the law, and the works spoken of bibliy
means works of the law. The law is fulfilled whenegwone is a Christ, when
everyone is full of love for others. Then the law, therks of the law, are
fulfilled. Works and law then are unnecegsdove having superseded theSo
there is no antithesis between works and faith,nwherksmeans love.

There can be no waiting for God to return befomey ttho it. Love is works, it is
activity, it is deeds. It is not like faith. Faith is imtsically passive. It is mpty
unless, as Jaes,“the brother of the Lord” said, it is is filled/lbovingkindness to
others. Faith in God is showry bove of God, and He said thateans love of
people. Not jusiour relatives and best friends, nor just fellow i€tens in the
same church, but, even the least ofrthe-evenyour enenies.

As you did it to one bthese, the leasf ony brethrenyou did it tome.

These are the christian God’s own words, spokem firbs own lips. He sgs
clearly that aly good or ill thatyou do to othersyou do to God. So, love others,
serve then, even the least of the—especial the least of the—andyou serve
God. Ham them and God knows, foyou are doing it to Hin. Love cannot be
hidden, what good is love that no one knows abdutve has to be public,
visible. Love cannot be abstractmiust be open, amonstrated  kindness and
compassion. It is the oplway to love God.

You cannot serve God like serving an idol, dresdirmnd feeding it. You cannot
imagine God is amegalonaniac, constantl demanding praise and worship,
sacranents, cermony and ritual. These distract peoplerfrevhat is mportant. It

Is obvious, because true, that Christians werdedcinto believing that all of
these distractionmeant sanething to God. God wants to be loved. He has told
you how to do it—ly imagining that evegmone else in the worlts God. So, love
them. So wly have Christians not don@ if you want to be saved treat ewasur
enamies as if thg were God. That is being perfect. That is beinghaist. The
Cathar influence on Luther shows in his wiiabrrect mperative to Protestants:

Became a Christ toour neighbor.
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If faith helpsyou to do it, then faith can be salvific, but fa#tlone does not save
and never did, according to God. If it did, thenri€hneed not have appeared at
all. Goodmen have had faith since Abrahaif not before, so whdid God have
to appear to deonstrate the value of faifhChrist’s distinctivemessage was to
fulfil the law of Moses, God’s comandments meant for people to use as a
measure of righteousness. Christ broughtugh easiemeasure of righteousness
for people to understand. Lov&/hen people love one another, sogiet better
for eveyone, and God'’s will is fulfilled.

God’s will then is that people should live togethi@moniousl, not that theg
should fight over God’s mae, or whether theshould pry five times a dg or eat
fish on Fridgs. All of theminutiae of this faith and that are devilish distrais
from the smple principle of love. Perfection is acting perfgctowards each
other. Ony people who do it satisfactoyilin life, as God judges, can ever be
saved, and all gione can do is toyrtheir best to be a Christ, and put their faith
in God’smerciful judgement.

Kierkegaard said faith was subjectwitThe Christian God is perceived gnl
subjectivey. Science is perceived objectiyelScience has to be objective. It is
systematic objectiviy. It has to find what is true for all. It is wonunal
observation, social observation. Subjecyivg solitay observation. Subjectiyit
Is the antithesis of objectiyit It is solitay and selfish, in contrast to objectiyit
which is social and sharing. So, science cannots®Eyet science is the social
endeavour, and God is the sojtand so antisocial endeavour.

God banishes science, and science banishes Gdl, Baing subjective, needs
the negation of the objective to succeed. So, peafle it negates the objective.
Realily is what is agreed uporyIseveral different observers. It is objective. Fait
and God are subjective and therefore not partalitye They negate realt

The myth of Christ expresses diehs for social living, which being social, are
objective. One was to love each other and anotlaer tew love God, and a third
was that loving God was loving each other. Thesecjmies of Christ abolished
the gap between God amdan. Theg are objective principles. Theare social
principles. Fron them God is seen to be raetaphor for the whole of manity,
the whole of hman sociey.

Faith is subjective, showing that faith is not paftthese principles, or even
compatible with then. It is solitay and selfish. Oyl by defining faith as the act
of adopting and practising these principles caihfdie rendered social and
objective. Aryone who adopts and practisesnthean s& they have faith and call
themselves Christian without accepting a supernaturad.GPractising these
principles to the bestou are ableneansyou are being a Christ, and gou are a
proper Christian, and the principles and practice€hrist then are faith. The
principlesmust be practised.

Once the Christians’ God had incarnatednggIf to tell humanity how to behave
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in the social world that helped lift theabove the brutes, Haust have thought
His task was over. He could leavenmanity to progress towards dgithemselves.
He meant to depart with a sense of achregat. Yet no sooner had Christ been
crucified than a hman agent of Satan—Satan in disguise—arrived to géinele
message, andhake it into its opposite. God wanted to shownkind how to
succeed without Hn, but the God of Paul was substituted, and no aiteed.
Same followers of Christ tried to object, but were ped aside. God becem
Satan and he instituted the Church.

Occasionall prophetic people see a little of the truth, buimbnity, under the
rule of the Devil, alwgs kills its prophets.

Dietrich Bonhoffer saw that God nevaeant people to have to préo appeal to
Him to solve their probles. God had given us a brain for that, and our lEgyge
problan, as social amnals, was ourselves, and God gave us the solution to
that—to love one another. BoOnhoffer's idea of secufhristianiy and
religionless Christiamyt were to stop focusing on ritual, and start doinigatv
Christ wanted us to, like helping the poor. Bonbkotirgued that the church was
no longer needed to cgriout Christ’'s wishes because eyamne is capable of
cartying out God'’s will without an greater help than his own will and power.

There is no point in asking God to do what he hpspped us to do ourselves.
Love of others, universailadopted, banishes loneliness, despair, fearsbalss,
greed, it inspires forgiveness,mpassion, generogitand chary. It banishes too
the avaricious clergnan, a confidence trickster who pretends he hasviyeto
God, or will bribe Hm given themoney! And Christians trust in! Do they think
God is present in the garish church adverts these displg, or in the
exploitative TV shows the produce tomake fortunes out of naiyelfalse
expectations and the despaintheIp to create.

God is foundmore easy than that. He has tolgbu Himself that He is standing
next toyou in the subwa and at the footbalnatch, sitting next toou in the
theater and the cin@, working withyou. He is even the terrorisying to blow
you up, and the robbermping onyou from the allgy. God is Eveyman. If you
love a wgward child,you will try to find out what is causing their probleand
help then. They have a probim with sociey and therefore societhas their
problem. You tiy to solve their problm, not add to it. That is the sense in which
He meant people are childreMérk 10:14). God has tolgou to do it, and how,
and doing ityou no longer need invite khito break His own laws to hejpu in
particular. God is not partisan. ybu do not love Hn, love eveybody, you are
assisting the Devil. God has tofdu. Now go awg and do it. You no longer need
Him.

William Blake was another prophetic figure. He is saydriany to have been a
mystic, seeking God, but, though Blake was a Chnstlee had no regard for
Churches. He saw that Christ had been hiddeWvdda’'s Veil, the obfuscation
and confusion of the Church with its worthless a@ents and cereonies.
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Mysticiam is tolerated in Christianjitbecausenany Catholic Saints wermystics,
but barey, because it is basicgliGnostic, being founded on the Gnostic dualist
idea thaiman is a battleground between the spirit and thehfle

Spiritually, man is a part of God, a spark wisplaced atm aspiring to find its
way to rejoin the supmee Good, God. The pleasures of the fleshpiehim to

remain tied to the earth, the ohain of a wicked God, Satan. Thaystic

disregards the bgdand even wants to discard it as a hindrance toiskeeto the
spiritual level, and union with God in the Godhe&m, earth} life becanes

nothing to themystic. He lives an extree asceticis), enduring self inflicted
suffering, the pain of which is a catharsis. tdertifies the bogl until symptoms

of starvation and neglect begin to appear as aatecstate. In torturing his bgg
he goes through hell, hoping to rise then to heaaed thinks the ecstasthe

symptoms of bodily breakdown fran neglect, are its first ghpses.

Blake had little regard for the Christian God betwas a heretic, a Cathar or a
Gnostic, in essence. Cathars sought God but camsidewas a personal quest,
and no business of wone else. Natural] they gave each other support and
guidance, but thehad no notion omagical sacnaents, sacred prescriptions, or
concern about what other people were doing to réaot, or not. Blake was
similar, but he recognized the quest for God was fanMVian was God.

Thou art a Man, God is noore,
Thine own hunanity learn to adore.

Blake held thatless than All cannot satisMan”, and“the Desire of Man being
Infinite, the possession is Infinite, andriself Infinite”. Blake did not regard God
in a supernatural wa The quest for God was finding the Gnosis of it—sberet
knowledge of it. The secret was that Geas Man.

Blake opposed Christianypocrisy that substituted church attendance for the
proper objective of lifting Man towards God, ance tbrthodoxmystical self
denial in thematerial world as a wa of getting to heaven. He opposed
sanctmonious Christian apologies for tolerating injusticiffering and euvil,
man’s exploitation oman, and Christians’ excusing it in prejudice:

And all must love the homnanform,
In heathen, Turk, or Jew;
Where Merg, Love, & Piy dwell
There God is dwelling too.

Until Nietzsche towards a cenyufater, no one criticized traditional Christian
ethics so frankl. Blake was like Nietzsche too in hating thgobcritical morality
of Christianiy. Sexualiy is not amatter of morality—what is mmoral is not
caring for ay children that result-yet for Christians, Y an historical accident, it
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IS uppemost inmorals. Sexual restraint distortgn’s real nature, for life is hyl
The main hereg for Christians is an human’s right to live a natural and
enlightened life so long as thare not burdening others:

Men are arhitted into Heaven not because yheave curbed & govern’d their
Passions, or have no Passions, but becausg llage cultivated their
Understandings.

Nietzche spoke of dpower” (perhaps todawhat would be callec¢charisma
originally a Christian tan) that made men into ovemen Ubermenschen
Christs), what put thm on the wa to being gods;enery” gave then eternal
delight for Blake. Jesus is venerated because reddeelman’s joy, not because

of ary imaginay redemption—because he was a rebel against false Law, not
because he was divine. In Blakey je what redems:

We are put on earth a little space,
That wemay learn to bear the bes d love.

To love in the wag that lifts us towards God is to cara burden, but oncgou
learn to do it, it beames a delight. The war between good and evil, fakB] is a
metaphorical struggle iman to resolve the opposites in life. Man never, fiell
need redeming, as the Christiamyth maintains, so there is no need for a religion
to do it, no original sin to be redeed. The sense of original sin, thagkes
human nature sinful, is an invention of the Devil, theeator God, Urizen. Blake
saw Satan gang plainly “thou art worshippedybthe Names divine, Jesus and
Jehovah”!

Satan rules this worldthe Enpire of nothing”. Spectrous Chaos tatthnkind,
“That human fom you call divine is but a won”, meaning to us, a snake, Satan,
then He calls God{the Great Selfhood, Satan”. Blake saw the God ef th
Christians to be Satan, the God of this world, God. Satan is Self. God is
Others. Satan is the soliyathe unsocial, the atavistian. God is the acomunal,
social, progressingan. For Blake, at the apogpke, God appeared as hell which
Jesus had to pass through before etebegan. Hell is this world. Blake devoted
Jerusalemto “Jesus onf’, for Jesus was Christ and Christ wadniversal
Humanity”.

| still & shall to Eterniy Embrace Christianyt and Adore hm who is the
Expressiinage ¢ God.

Contray to Christ'smessages, the Church haade the sacred and the profane,
the religious and the secular, into manenty antagonistic emaies. If the least of
human beings is God, there can be no such divisioe. Christian thinks the
have a Christian cloak donned or doffed accorinthéoccasion. That is satanic.
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You cannot be kind to people in church, and outsidie expel people fnm their
land to build a golf course, or a used car lotdheattle for hanburgers or chop
down forests for hardwood. You cannot invite Godkess Anerica, then order
the bonbing of innocents, or even not innocents, in Godéwv uttered g His
own lips. God is not an rderican. He is Evegman. Two faced behavior towards
people is contrgrto God’s will. Yet Christians who do precigehis expect to be
saved.

Who is responsible, but P&(Christianiy, Buber sgs, is daninated ty Paulinisn
without love, for even Paul, to effect to be teaghwhat Christ taught, had to
speak of Christian love while pressing thematy of faith. Even Paul can be
redeened when love is put first instead of faith.

Christ died for hmanity’s sake. How can the Christian do th&hrist died for
the love of hmanity. He sacrificed hmself for others, and he was their exde,
their rolemodel. Thg had to love like hm, even their emaies, and the love had
to be public, had to be open, liken@n openy and publicy nailed to a cross.
Blake knew that evgract of true kindness, notere tokenim, was a personal
sacrifice. You did not have to do it, but, like &hryou chose to. Each little
sacrifice was a little death. Christ’s death ondfess did not have to benalated
literally by his disciples actuall dying, but thg had to give their lives
nevertheless, ying little deaths, making small sacrifices in ever act of
lovingkindness undertaken. God knows loving othsranot eag, especial
loving your enenies, and requires genuine detaration to do. It was a sacrifice,
like Christ’s but saller. And that is how the Christians should die Hamanity,
like Christ. But thg would not do it.

If true Christians had to be Christs, how then tagy be resurrectédWhen
being a Christ is the waEveiyman is, then hmnanity is reborn into the new
sociey that arises when the old satanic one dies andaveds

We behold as one, as oman all the universdlamily, and that onenan we call
Jesus Christ.
William Blake

The universal fanily is the kingden of God.

The Christian has to reject tmsumbo distractions of serving the Deuvil, of the
Church. God does not require service, He is noidah The stone sealing the
tomb of Christ, that is the Church, has to be rollsidl@ The seahust be broken

to allow Christ’'s word to be heard again, his pcattproclanations for living
like God. The Church had sealed rtheip, and instead resurrected the ancient
mysticiam of primitive religion. Instead of driving Satan frohuman sociey, the
Church set Hn up as a false God, and worshipped,hnot the true God. It
encouraged Christians to do nothing but have faitd wait forever for the
parousia of Christ, when thewere supposed to be cultivating it within
themselves, growing within thmselves the true love of others that God desired.
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The parousia can neverrme by waiting. It can never coe because evinen
decide it is tme it should and set off holocausts of hatred. peshels ormutual
activity, mutual love strengthening sogrebecause socigtis what saves us all
from isolation and barbasit Whenyou all love each other, sogyas the kingdon
of god, but there is nmagical wg to it. It requires effort, sacrifice, raultiplicty
of tiny personal deaths, a willingness to lose a limi@e Self for others. You
must do what Christ, God, taugjdu to do.

Instead Christians celebrate Z\@ommunion, separating timaselves fron others
to worship an idol, and think it is enough—worse aivod wants! The Eschaton
comes when people are Christs, ngtditting snugly secure in a worthless faith.
Real faith recognises continuous acts of love tdwaithers as the little deaths
you each suffer, like Christ, for manity to be resurrected fro atavistic
selfishness.

Hoping or prging for a return to Eden is doing nothing. It isshful thinking.
Eden is a paradise lost, but Christ showed the twaestore it, to resurrect it, to
make human existence divine, through universal love of cdhdo reject it as
impossible is to serve the Deuvil. It is not ydsut it is easier than being crucified,
for our sacrifices arensll, and often aremmediate rewarding. The lost
paradise is valueless to us.rRnbering it is idle. The task in hand has to be
addressed, not golden pasts. The task is to begbeds perfect as possible in an
imperfect world. That will satisf a gracious God. The task is toake little
sacrifices for others a habit, toake it an instinct. That is what being a Christ is.
That is being perfect.

Once it is done, the wicked God of the world wik.dThe good God, as Christ,
will be resurrected frm death in Evemman, for God is Eveman, and hman
sociey will be the kingdon of God. Evey moment of peace, pand delightyou
ever experienced will ecoe together, evgrmoment of gratitude for care and
compassion, for relief that assistance is at hand, valrealized. It will not be
perfect, but onf as perfect as possible. Even thgym shall have ascended to
heaven, andhan and God will sit on the s@ throne!

All real living is meeting.
Martin Buber

It is human nature to be responsible, that is, to considercbnsequences for
others of our words and deeds. It requires thashweeild be responsible too in our
thinking, for we can think of the consequenceswfwords and deeds before we
utter or do then respectivel. The Zoroastrian religion’s central tenet was & b
pure in thought word and deed, a reflexion of oeed) as social amals, to be
responsible.

We have evolved as social amils, and cannot be man without the cultural
influence of socigt, the congloerate of our fellow hmnans around us. Socyet
has given us the advantages that have taken usrttechnological civilization,
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and is the reason whwe need to respect our fellowrmans—to accept time as
having asmuch right to the benefits of social living as wevdaand indeed to
benefit fran our care and attention, just as we benefinftbeirs.

Personallg involves the sharing of personal life with otheople, withmutual
respect for one another’'s freedaand responsibift Such qualities are what
constitute those that categorize what is persobaliaus.We are caring and
attentive to others—it is the Christiamaning of loveWe value then and their
contribution to our existence. The Christians ¢tla#lir God a personal God for
just this reason—He is concerned abounth8ut truly God is sociat, not a
supernatural phanta

It is sociey—our fellow beings—that cares for us as we would ad to.When

it is functioning propesf, it succours, protects and saves usnfr@anger and
destitution, but when it fails, it does the oppesiallows us to be exploited,
deprived of necessities and exposed to danger averp and even forced into it
despite our best efforts. It happens whare powerful people treat weaker ones
as nonhman, as objects or things, or even as undesirab&yigrrather than as
equal personalities with their ownrnan persona as valuable as ourselves.

The central personal value of han beings as social beings is to value other
people and to value ourselves as contributing ¢éogbod of others—the social
good. That is wh self abuse is wrong as well as abusing otherspadth self
abuse is oyl criminal when others suffer as a consequence.

It is our responsibilit to think of the consequences of our words and sleEade
authoriy for behaving in this wahas nothing to do with grultimate authori in
the universe that prescribes in advance what isl gowl badWhat is good and
bad is certain prescribed in advance, but it is prescribgdbr situation in life,
by where we find ourselves as a result of a partrclim@ of evolution.We are
social anmals, and it is that which prescribes aoorality. That, not God’s laws,
Is what is given, and what cannot be avoided ifh@pe to renain human. By
ignoring other people’s manity, treating then badly or even killing then off, as
if they were bacteria or blades of grass, we bring abbetweakening and
ultimate destruction of hman sociey.

That is on the cards when we see certain signsst mportanty when
goverrment itself—those elected or appointed to rule usieig social
necessities, ignorenorality whether towards us or towards the people of other
nations, in its decisionsWhen this disdain for hwan values descends to
evelyday sociey, we know it is not long to a collapse of sogi&ito chaos, and

all that is likely to prevent it is a decline into authoritarianiand virtual slaver

In a police state. The destruction of sogistmost often precededyla decline in
personal values andorals, a decline in our regard for each other!

Sociey as the basis for man morality is amuch clearer and eagiunderstood
basis than God. It is real! It dependsmntual love. Even ifyou believe God is
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real too, it is plain that Gooheans us to live sociglland withmutual respect and
kindness. If eveone could be gregd and selfish, and do just as yheranted
without censure, civilization could not existyihg, thieving, fraud, sexual
exploitation, andmurdering, once the becane canmonplace will destrg all
incentive for social living. If thgare to go unpunished, then waght as well all
join in. We must decline to the level of the liars, thievesuésters, pnps, and
murderers—effectivel acting like solitay animals out ony for themselves. It is
the logic of the capitalist ethic, the vicyoof selfishness over lovingkindness.
The co-operation essential to civilization cannase.. civilization dies.

Themain religions of the world consider iman life as sacred, an awarenessnfro
early times that socigtis necessarfor human life, but, at first, the societhat
mattered was purgllocal—the tribe. People pend the pale did namnatter as
much as those within it, but that is no longer trliee human tribe is now world
wide. John Donne urged us not to ask for mhie bell tolls. He was right, it
tolls for us all.We have a ammon fate. Love of God is necessgribve of our
neighbor, love of other people. No Christians,ew,fseen today to canprehend
this smple fact.

Christianiy above all religions identifies manity with God, the hman person
with a personal God. It is stated expligithat the failure to love others—even the
least anong us—is to reject God. Even those who cannot esttegir addiction to

a supernatural father, cannot evade the plaintfettHe, in the person of Christ,
a man, made the love of others the requmnent for salvation. Neglect socyet
neglect suffering people, or worse, add to thestrdss, and/ou are causing
suffering to Hm, God. He said it Hinself in lucid words. For the believer in the
supernatural, it is a profoundetaphor, but as God is a personification of sgciet
in fact, it is a profound truth.

Charles Dickens wrot@& Christmas Carolas a parable of the attitude of the
wealthy to the poor, then in 1843t its message has still to get through to
Republicans and apparend lot of Denocrats in the USA.

The poor seekoodfor their stanach, the rich stmachfor theirfood.

The TV version,made in 1999 with Patrick Stewart as Scrooge pdyfect
illustrates this esyaon personal values, and sochliScrooge was, of course, a
miser andmean spirited. He had no personal values other thafit—self
aggrandizenent. But, with a bad stoach causedybindigestion, he has a series of
dreans on Chrigtnas Eve which wake m to Christhas dg a changedman.
Evely Republican, banker and corporate boss who ca#sigélves Christian
ought tomake a point of watching it ewetime the feel their greed getting an
advantage over the—most of the tme probahy}! There ismore to humanity than
making money, but America has forgotten it.

It was Jesus hmself—God!—who said that the test of worthiness fa kingdon
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of heaven is feeding the huggclothing the naked, sheltering thentedess:

As you did it to one bthe least bthesemy brethrenyou did it tome... Asyou
did it not...you did it not untane.
Matthew25:40, 46

Could God, in the hman shape of Jesus, be clearer about how to be Zbles
clearly saying that evey human being, however insignificant fheeen to you, is
actually God Hmself! You Christians judge man to be evil and kill mh—a poor
Afghan, a Vietnaese peasant, a MosteArab—thenyou are killing God. How
then haveyou ary claim to be save® You rejected God’'s own word. Your
personal values are as farrfrahose that God taught as it is possible toye¢,
you still expect Hn to saveyou! He even saigou ought not to judge others, lest
you be judged. Bugou do not careWhy? Becauseou can be no Christian while
ignoring what God tolggou. You can have asuch faith asyou like butyou are
notbeing a Christian! The apostle, Matthew, did not write:

He who hates is borrf éod and knows God,

yet that is whamost modern Christians seeto think. Mosty, they are taught
they are saved because of their faith, and that iscserfit. They do not have to
actualy do arything. But Christ not faith is theneasure of Christians. His
behavior is recorded in the bible. For what purpastith is all that is needed
for salvatior? The reason is that people weneant to live in a particular wao
be a Christians. Tlyewere meant to live like Christ—thinking as he thought,
teaching as he taught and doing what he did.

Yet throughout histgt, ever since the fanulation of the false doctrine of faith as
amagic cham, Christians have burnt amdurdered other people, espeagyadiny

of them who tried to live like ChristWhat is the lesson of the crucifixi@idurel

it is that we ought not to do MVe are not supposed to go around torturing people
and cruel killing them, because we are doing it to God, just as He $ardly
person Christians kill, is God being crucified agdviatthew 25:40 said so. If
they believe Christ is God, Christians cannot escajgectimclusion.

No one could be considered a Christian who didlead the life of Christ, like
the Cathar Perfects. Christignltas an established tradition of poyeatd giving
from its earliest dgs, in anchoriteanonks and nuns, and even Santa Clausy The
were all tying to stick to the Essenic powenrtrinciple of Christ, but were alwa
marginalized  the power and wealth ohainstrean clergy, bishops and popes.
Since the poor are blessed, the churches shoutttatéspovest as the hol state,
as thg once did, and frugal living should be essentiaCtwistian status, while
personal aggrandirgent should be condaed. Honor should eoe from service

to sociey, not to personal financial gain. Constgntthe churches faced
dissension ¥ those who saw Christ being sidelineg the followers of Paul.
Constanty, movements arose deanding a return to apostolic principles, but
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always they becane corrupted v the freeloaders.

That leads us to another weakness in Christianiis alliance with the political
right, not a new thing, but quite contyao the evidence of the gospels akais

of the ApostlesThe church supports certain persomakals that proote social
cohesion, such as hongsind refusing to allow divisions between couplgs b
adultey, but it sgs nothing, or nothing vgraudible, about financial conspiracies,
banking irresponsibilit and corporate greed, or about the growing coroaptif
politicians, or about arbitrgrimperialist wars that ogl the owners of huge
corporations find justifiableybtheir raking in the war bucks.

Nor do thg have agthing much to s about international ypocrig/, double
standards and the revival of torturg Wwe supposedlcivilized people, again to
serve no one except the insatiatvkegarich.Why should ordinay people listen to
the clery spouting about sex, drugs and rock and roll, wthey virtually ignore
the bigger and grosser sins of the corporate bpsseb goverments, not to
mention the clerg themselve? If the churches realladvocated that Christians
should live according to thmorality of Christ hmself, there would be a lohore
respect for the.

It is very difficult to be a good Christian. Most Christians are a poor
advertisenentfor their religion.
M V C Jdfreys, Institute & Christian Education

Indeed, and Jeffys also thought the Churehade an error in getting involved in
the controverng with science. B accepting that God explained whatever science
did not, the greater the success of science, Hsethe space in truth for God and
Christianiy. Archbishop Teple also saw it as the greatest ypland sensible
Anglicans since classified science as a tool rekehl God for human use. Then
the evangelicals took over! For thgical educated Anglican of old, religion had
no quarrel with science.

It does not stop science having a quarrel withgreh over the ver virtue
Christians athire about themselves most of all—their faith. As it stands,
Christianily is built on faith, belief in incredible and untedtfables. Science will
not accept aything that is not thorough) even ultmately exhaustivel, tested
and shown to be true. It is an unbridgeable gufftistianity wants people to be
credulous—to believe just what thare told. Science requires people to be
skeptical—not to believe gthing until it has been tested and proven.

Same aminent scientists like to siultaneous} profess Christianyt but the can
only do it by accepting two inampatible ystems as being true at thersa time.
They must reserve a different ogariment of their brain for their religion fro
that of their science, but others, equalhdmore eninent, cannot see whhere
should be swme artificial line drawn to stop skeptical questidreing asked of
religious belief, or to penit unproven answers to tiveto be sufficient, when tlye
are not elsewhere. There is no reason. Timal&neous belief in Christiapitand
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science is unreasonable, irrational. The credudmasskeptical approaches to life
are mmiscible.

Even though the Christian God of the gospels aggean earth, acted in certain
ways, gave his disciples lessons in how to live cdlyeand related parables and
maxims encapsulating his teaching, Christians escapelihgations this places
upon then by pleading that God has tomeke then first! This whole nonsense
comes fran Paul not fron Christ. Themessage of Christ was that Christians
remade huanity by their exanple, and their persistence-yheir discipleship.
The teachings of Christ were lessons in self hadp an encourageent by God to
do nothing.

Christ’'s point was that his disciples should dothten his supernatural father
would approve. The pshology is plain—mary people had to want the approval
of a traditional God to do gthing. That is the role of faith, but the desirdet

Is achieved ¥ action, ly deeds, » works! So, ifyou need to believe God has to
approve asyour motivation for doing as He said, then fine, Belie\&ut the
outcame is that we all benefit fra moral behavior whether God isnding on it

in approval or not.

And so the point for us is that we shotle moral, not that we should prasod
will make usmoral. Belief in the supposethoral assistance of God is wh
Christians are all too often totalimmoral. Whetheryou believe God exists and
will help you or not, the onus is personalytu believe in God and the gospels,
you should realize thatybappearing in the flesh, He has alngdmlpedyou by
teachingyou what He understandy morality, and denonstrating themoral life
Himself. He said we should do likewise, and the treieeliermust accept what he
said, taught and did, then do asyteere told! Excuses are satanic.

But the excuses awe! Christians repl that human beings are toanperfect to
make athing good of theselves. Hman failings throughout histgrprove the
necessit of God’s help. It is a satanic excuse. God hasadlgtdone His bit. If

He is to domore, then He could have done it at the outset,savéd eveone a

lot earlier, and saved a great deal of grief. GydChristians tell us, mighty, so

He couldmake us all perfect at grtime at all, but wi should H& He has told
us, if we are to believe the gospels, whatmest do. Surgl, He has a right to
think that agone calling theselves a Christian will read, take note and act on
His teachings and er®le. But thg do not! Thg read, take note and act on
Paul’'s exaple!

Same Christians do it, andhust be the ones the rest of Christigruall the“real
Christians”. Real Christians get on with being ari§€th Fake Christians boast
about their faith. In 200§@ears of the histgrof Christendm, God could have
waved his wand, or raised His right hand, and faansed evey one of the
faithful. He has not done it, because he has demauah as ay Christian can
expect, given that we are supposed to have frde—sflown the wgl! Yet they
still expect Hm to do eveything. It seens they do not want free will. Surglthey
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must see that their expectation is nothing to ddaiy God, but is a trick of the
trickster god—Satan. Or inmple pychological tems, most supposed Christians
are fobbing off the difficult decision actuallo be Christian—that is to bworal,
and show sme lovingkindness to other people, particylaithe oppressed, the
poor, and theneek.

Being moral is a social dyt Faith is enpty of all meaning unless the faithful
Christian displgs their social dyt to others. Do the know and understand
Christ’smost fanous parable—the Good ®aritarf? Brought up to date, it would
be called the Good Arab, fgriyears ago, the Good Vietmase, sevegtyears
ago, the Good Geran or Japanese. God is our neighbor. God yscae of our
fellow human beings. God is a personification ofian societ. God is even our
enamny. It is meant to help us, not kill udVe make ourselvesybbuilding a
sympathetic socigt or we shall fail g not trying. For those who had not noticed,
we are failing! There are questions to be askediaaman failure to be hmane,
even to strangers, but the answers are social mavidoemental, not“spiritual”,
unless spiritual saply means realizing what is necegsand doing it!

People have evolved to live imall bands of less than 200, and in groups of less
than ten such bands agglerated in a tribe or village, but now we live imvarld
sized group. Our nature is to trust people withglee culture as ourselves. At
one tme that would haveneant the 200, or ahost the 2000, but now it is a
whole nation, and must becane the whole world, if nation sized tribes are ot t
destry us all, and the world too. Then, ifyasurvive, thg will be back to the
200 or so people who started out, back to the sigee

The kingdaon of heaven ofMatthew can be realized in actualitby the
continuation and growth of civilization as a carisaggiey, and the chance of us
spreading into the universe. God will not do eithave shall do it
ourselves—reach for the stars or return tongivism. We must overcane our
suspicions and senseless hatred of others, andaratteam and co-operate with
them, or indulge in an ongof unstoppable self destruction for which theraas
grandstand seat in heaven unlgss are on the international space station at the
time. You will be thanking Gogou missed a quick and painful death, prib
realizeyou face a slow and longbne.

So forget divine grace except perhaps as yhgdogical prop. It is not the
gratuitousmercy of a superbeing that will save us, but our ownlimghess to
hear themessage of the Good ®aritan, and help other peopds if they were
God. The fobbing off to God or Christ of our personaral responsibilif is the
very reason we do not adapt to thmodern social situation. Christians
congratulate thmselves on their faith and kindness to their frieadd relatives
while declaming on the idleness of the poor, and the evilnéddsreigners, and
boasting of their own hard work. Theride thenselves on their chayitwhile
disdaining the poor as workghand refusing to offer the hand of kindness to
them. They should read again the attitude Christ, their Godhwed. Thg are
hypocrites.
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Many tell their children the stgrof the Good Saaritan while advocating the
invasion and babing of poor countries. Adittedly, not all Christians are as
hypocritical asmany US Protestants, but even the concerned ones aee heard
as voices against theimore odious coreligionists. It s@s that none of tha will
dery that saneone who professes Christignis a Christian even though thdo
notmeasure up to Christ’'s standards. Bush and Blamess to this truth! As long
as people are encouraged toyreh the saving grace of God, yheill not be
addressing the question of whatytimeed to do to save theselves.

“Of ourselves we can do nothing” is the Christiamiadion of defeat. Pauline
Christianiy is defeatim. It relies on the Christian thgoof the existence of a
supernatural God being trué&/hat if they are wron@ Their theoy of God saving
them for their faith releases the from having to do theimoral uimost in
practice. All thg have to do is satigfthemselves that thehave shown God tge
have faith that He will save the and Hewill save then, indeed He is honor
bound to save tme for their faith,most of then think!

Reliance on Gods and spirits is themaun disease thanight be fatal to the
speciesWe have to cure ourself of worshiping timagnified mage of ourselves
as if it were an independent superpower. It isdbkision of a flowing oasis in
the middle of the realif of a scorched desert that we have to work out teow
cross safgl by our own co-operative social efforts.

Pious people andiary less pious opportunist believers have relied thhowt
history on the leap of faith, a belief that the cliff befathem is only a narrow
chasn easiy leaped over with little or no effort. But thare invited take it on
trust in the dark, without even seeing whether Waetthere is another side
accessible witminimal effort, or it is just a dangerous cliff and aipde into
death. Perhaps thavould have done better to be less gullist@re skeptical,
and chosemore self effort to find a safer surer path. Ithe safe path we have to
find by eschewing the Christian invitation to take theple& faith that has failed
for 2000 years, and indeedhary years before albeit with sewhat different
myths attached.

And what is this salvific superpower that Chrisgaput their faith i? We
described it as emagnifedman, and Christianswst concur because thaccept
that man and God have thersa image. For Christians, Gaghade man in His
image, so themage of God is themage ofman all right. The question is whether
God or theman is the original, the prmary image. God is ypothetical, but we
have no doubt about the existence ofmhnity. Humanity, for Christians, is the
problem. The problen about God is His existence.

It follows that God has been created in theage ofman, not the reverse, and
science supports this view. Scientists at the urityeof Chicago led ¥ Nicholas
Epley have shown that believers attribute their own mpis to God, and that
their consideration of what is God’s will correspsrto activiy in regions of the
brain that are active when theformulate their own viewsWhen people
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formulate what the infer are other people’s views, different partghad brain are
activated, the ones that ought to be active whemnkithg about God’s will,
because God, in Christian thgphas His own personalit The work shows that
everyone attributes their own opinion to God. YAperfect being, even God,
cannot hold contradictgropinions snultaneous}, so that He can agree with
evel one of His contrarworshippers. Fnm another viewpoint, though, we have
a clear explanation of whever believer thinks thg know exacty what God
thinks—He thinks whatever thelo!

It is odd that, over the last 20§6ars, Christians have ataed, and still clan, to
be realistic, while thg accuse atheists andrhanists of being unrealistic. Thus
the evidence of histgris held to show that mans cannotmprove thenselves,
yet in most of that tme Christianiy has dominated the western world. The
evidence of histgrtherefore indicts Christiaryiteven if it also indicts the imoan
species—Christianytis supposed to be the cure for sinjet-Christians are blind
to the failure of the nostra they claim to be adinistering. Suregt Christianiy
has proven it is no better than blood letting asuee all, and has too often
descended into blood lettingyamay.

It is a philosopl of despair to keep apphg the sae poultice when it has
repeatedt done nothing to relieve thgmptoms, but Christians continue to tell
nonbelievers that manity has nothing but despair without God. The answer fo
Christians is fantas—salvation is the cure for original sin, even thotigh agent

of salvation is nanore than their own fanpclabeled as thégrace of God”. In
practice, it is'Christian love”, smething that so few of tme apply thanselves to
practising, and swoething which needs no God to understand except as a
metaphor for us all, foflove” or lovingkindness is necesgdor sociey—it is

care, conpassion and help for others, espeygialhen thg are suffering and in
need.

The most obvious meaning & histoy is that evey nation, culture and
civilization brings destruction on itdelby exceeding the boundsf o
creatureliness which God has set upon athdu enterprises.

Reinhold NiebuhrThe Nature and Destiny of Man

The bounds thatGod has setheans the social necessities ofrfamity, what is

needed to preserve the socialihat is our essence. Theoil down to personal
values, the value we place upon our relationshipis @ther human beings who
are in evey important respect the 5@ as us, and the value we haiapbrtant to

remain true to it. This wemust hold to, in our evgday existence, now, ever

minute, and forever, with allowance grflor minor lapses. It is how we all live
together as hman beings, and resides in our inner selves as seqoence of our
evolving as social amals.

We have also been endowed with thought, and canressgp@nd override our
instincts. The gospehessage was that weust not do it, leading to callousness
and disdain for each otheyet it has becme the principle of capital
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accunulation. Christ warned against it, and told us htmwavoid becming
indifferent to each other’s plight, but Christisodern disciples generglignore
it. The reason is the Christian has been encourémadke ony an incidental
interest in this life, this taporaly sojourn in a vale of tears, for an eteynaf
bliss is up for grabs. Their whole attention istlis drean. They chorus:

The redenption d mankind lies bgond this world.

If that is true, what was the purpose of Gothitwy to earth to show and tell time
how they should behave in this sinful wofldt makes a farce of their own God’s
mortal life and teaching. If it is true, eyebit of love expended in this world is a
waste of effort, and to no avail. Thenaghition of God is not that this fiction will
saveyou if you cannot savgourself, it is thalou should banaking the effort to
saveyourself.

God is a large warning notice in the schooimoof life saing, “Love one
another, oryou will destry one another”. There is nonall print that adds;but
don’t try too hard, for ifyou fail, | will saveyou instead”. Paul, the apostle of
Satan, added that. God is theman intuition of what is required for the
preservation of hman societ, and thatmeans hmanity itself. Our intuition is
that wemust love one another, or suffer dire consequences-btbakdown of
sociey and civilization as it is, and atree stage the breakdown will be final.

As long as Pauline Christiagiinfluences us to thinknore of the fantasof an
afterlife and therepless of the world we know and oceuipve cannot reckon
with the human condition realisticall nor take our responsibilities serioysl
Christians have to realize that God has not givemtan opt out. Those who
weremeant to be anoral vanguard cower at the back shivering thay #re not
worthy, while boasting of the irrepressible faith thatlwave then. If they have
the faith, wly are thg not at the front showing thmoral way according to
Christ's preceptsWhy do the value riches when Christ could not have been
more definite about thenoral virtue of povest? Even their drem of life after
death is conditional on what theo in this life,yet they use faith as an excuse for
avoiding good works!

To love others, even strangers, foreigners andn&se brings salvation, not
singing tymns, silent prgers and lighting candles. Christ, God incarnatec as
man, Christians tell us, was unequivocal aboutat,they ignore God and pursue
the do nothing faith of Paul. Faith and doing nthis not an option. Even in
Christian tems it is self defeat and deception, for Christ tiblem precisey what
they had to do. B kidding thanselves that faith was sufficient, that universaklo
was unnecessar they condenn themselves. If people fail to preserve rhan
sociey, humanity dies, and God dies with it, for God isrhan sociey.

It is quite mpossible, howeveyou look at it, for the Christian to retreat finghe
claims of this world into anystical other world. The know, even in their own
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beliefs, to pass through the Pgadates, thg mustmeet the necessaconditions,
conditions tested in the here and now. It is nmcidience that the conditions are
the basis of a successful han societ. The set of Christians beliefs can be
condensed and sumarised in theGolden Rulea smple expression of the man
empathy necessarfor sociey to function.

And asye would thamen should do tgou, doye also to thmn likewise.
Luke6:31, Christian Version

That which is hatil to you, do not do tgourfellow.
Talmud Jewish Version

Hurt no one so that no omeay hurtyou.
The Farewell Sermognslamic Version

Never do that to another which one regards as injurious to one’s dwn sel
Mahabharata Hindu Version

Never mpose on others whgbu would not chooskor yoursef.
Analects Corfucian Version

Just as sorrow or pain is not desirablgda, so it is to all which breathe, exist,
live or have an essencefdife.
Acaranga SutraJain Version

To survive, socigtrequires us to activelpractice the Golden Rule that expresses
out fundanental instinct to bamerciful and helpful to other man beings. It
simply says treat other people well if you wish to be treated well your self.
That is the purpose of sogretand the purpose of religion is to propagate vidhat
good for sociat:

Christ told Christians thehad to feed the hungrand shelter the meeless, not
feed the bankers and evict the poor. Yet where thasChristian protests over
social injustice on a grand scale like the balingaf themegarich at the expense
of the poo? The ony realistic wg to interpret the kingdo of God is that it is
what we can achieve here on earth when Christietusbly begin to do what God
told them to do.

God plainy said it is easier for a o#l to get through theye of a needle than for

a richman to enter the kingao of heaven. Christians have consisterttied to
get round this grstal clear stateent with all sorts of excuses and inventions, but
their own God said it, antheant it. A canel cannot get through theye of a
needle. Thenessage is unequivocal.

The kingden of God is a hman socigt of lovingkindness, a perfect man

sociey. Richmen, ly whatevemrmeans, have takemore than their fair share out
of sociey, and God expects the the Christian writings tell us, to give it to the
poor. Successful people can get fufi@nt fran their success, and then double it
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by giving what thg have earned back to sogieChristianiy is a wag of telling
us all to think about, respect and help out otleEpte when theneed it. If we all
do it, we all benefitWhat is difficult about th&x

It is simply our social instinct, the social instinctaoon to social amnals,
expressed verbgllbecause we can use language. It was a rulealf scale eayl
human societies, which bee® a rule of God when tribes adopted Gods to stand
for tham, to encapsulate tribal culture and offer a basisehforcing it. Then the
origin was lost in the alleggr Good for the tribe is God of the tribe.

Once, and still, Christians asked how atheists lamdanists could bemoral
themselves, as thebelieved in no God to enforce it. @rfiear of getting on the
wrong side of Goanakes Christianmoral, but infidels had nothing toake then
good. Why then are atheists no les®oral than Christiars Indeed, plent of
evidence shows Christians generalire lessmoral than atheists. Christians
thought thg had the source ahorality on their side. That is wrong. The source
of morality is the objective need of an instinct of care fibreos in a socigt when
animals, that in the wild solitgrstate would be cuopetitors with each other, are
to live co-operativel together.

The moral instinct is fundaental. It is religions that are derivative. Theerive
various expressions aofioral laws as a codification of our natural behavmbe
social. Religions are ypocritical in supporting an opportunistigyssan like
capitalisn based on an assption of human selfishness as theotivating
principle of life, despite the age oldaxims of their hoy books. Self
aggrandizenent and greed supplant the caring and sharing iosakg once
supported.

It follows that religions have lost their socighison d’etre and should be
abandoned unless congregationsiaied a restoration of their original principles,
unless thg begin again pmmoting human fellowship, genuingland sincers,
and notmerely exclusivey but universall. The Universal Church is not at all
universal, it is hight exclusive. Secular Christiagiis the genuingl Universal
Church, eschewing sacnants and ritual in favour of thoughts, words and
deeds—Iiving the life of Christ to the webest of agone’s abiliy, and that
amounts to being kind.

The social purpose of Christiayits self evident but has been distortedtbe
emphasis of Pauline Christian bishops anidisters on rignarole, for that is what
keeps the churches and themnmisters rich and influential. Christ, imodern
Christian practice, is not treated as if his woodirts as God’s word. Christians
believe in a Tring of God, the Son, and the jaGhost, supposeghll equal but
different aspects of God, but treat Paul, who tmslam other than his own even
to be an apostle, as if he, not Christ, were God.

Few honest scholars mer from the view that Jesus was an Essene, their
teachings being essentialthe sane, the notable differences being entirel
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because Jesus thought the apgust—the Dg of God’'s Visitation—was
Imminent whereasnost Essenic writings expected it ailnmsunspecified future
date. Jesus was wrong. The apgpsé was not due then, and has still not
happened. So, later Christians hadnake changes to Jesus’s reported words to
match the real.

Essenes were a highsocial sect of Judarswho held their goods in camon as

the apostles did. Tekept nothing significant in their own possessibelieved

in hard work for the cmmon good, helped each other, orphans, widows, fallen
women and the elder] had lodging houses, hospitals, and had deciddwsi
were sinful, so thecalled thenselves the Poor.

It is hardly surprising thamodern US Christians refuse to accept that Christ wa
an Essene, and overlook Christ’'s teaching in fawfuPaul’'s. Christ and the
Essenes to all intents and purposes wermnamists. Anerican econmic
ideology goes capletely against Christ’s teachings, so Christ—God!—has to be
sidelined. Anericans have been indoctrinated thamomnism is evil, yet God
was a communist in an earlier period. Theclaim to be God fearing, but ignore
God in practice, and naturalignore love in practice, except where it takes or
ought to take no effort, loving one’s relatives dvekt friends. The comunist
God, US Christians rejected, wantednthi® love their enmies. That is too hard!
So, thg reject God for Paul. Paul said yhevere fine just having faith, and the
took the eagoption.

Since Paul, Christians have hadhast twomillennia to justify their revisions of
Christ’s social teaching. Thieconvince theselves it is hman to hatenost other
humans, but, with the help of the HoGhost and no effort on their own part,ythe
will eventually learn how to love. The HplISpirit is God again, or sae aspect of
Him able to change people’s nature. ¥have lost thenetaphoricalmeaning that

it is the secunt people will feel in a socigtin which peoplelo act towards each
other with lovingkindness. It is the productrofitual love, not sme catayst of it,
though it becmes self catatic when people begin to help one another rather
than doing then down. Love asmpathy and assistance unites what were erntirel
separate and self reliant engils—they are united in the socikethey form in their
joint purpose in faming it, co-operation to theimutal advantageWhen
Christians sathat love unites people in God, God isxataphor for socigt

For the Christian, deflecting all their attentiam their fantag world sanehow
means thg are better able to deal with the real world, tHoutey have
abandoned it in fact. Doing nothing except wallogvin the spiritual jacuzzi of
faith solves social probhas? That is the probla. It obviousy solves nothing, but
it is sufficient formost of two billion Christians.

Though he skame, yet will | trust in hm, but | will maintainmine own wgs
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before hm.
Job13:15

If this insane trust in fantgameans socigt collapses, then we shall all be slain,
and there will be nonore wgys for us tomaintain before Hn. The trust will have
beenmisplaced.

Christiansmiss the point of the supposgdlivine statenents in the bible. The
take then each separateland miss the big picture. Practical social advice
dominates the big picturgjet they miss it entirey through their det@nination to
find mysticiam. They miss that personalmplementation of the teachings are
needed for salvation. Faith merely to give confidence in the practical social
teachings of Christ. It is g/pe of self lgpnosismeant to stiffen resolve, but its
psychological purpose has been subed ly an overlaid fantastic delusion.
Christians havemade faith itself into a divine object whictmagicaly and
effortlessl endows thm with salvation.

From one end bthe bible to the other, salvation is social.
M V C Jdfreys, Institute 6 Christian Education

Indeed, Christians are social up to a point.ylmake thenselves into little self
congratulatoy tribes called congregations centered on a loaaple called a
church, where thepursue their own rituals with no concern for socit large,
except to vote for the candidate their pastor mgoends in his senons. Of
course, the aremainly friendly and helpful tamost of the Christians with wino
they share the church, but otherwise their principle®unt to lgalty to city,
state and nation, irrespective of how unspeakabthristian their rullers are.

In workady life and at these various levels, little of th@hristianiy shines.
Christian children can lyuhand guns and evenmachine guns, and it is an offence
to their parents that gane else in socigtwho might feel threatenedybthe
preponderance of deadiveapons in irresponsible hands should object. rThei
God, the biblical Christ, refused to cam weapon, advocating passyivhen
struck, and urging people to turn the other chedddying the aggressor to
continue to strike a defenceles®&n. In a socigt such as Christ envisaged, it
would never happen. No one would strike a defessal@an once, let alone
twice, but it requires the exgle of saneone refusing to strike back to start it off.

How marny US Christians would do #tTheir leading lights are obsessed with
revenge, a pmitive emotion that Christ was ying to stanp out. God, if Christ is
God, as Christians cla, was a pacifist, and practiced in His sojourn arthe
what He had preached centuries before, accordinghéo Jewishmyth of
Moses—thou shalt nahurder. American Christians boast of the kill ratio—how
many of the enewy is killed for evey US soldier. Most of the eng are, of
course, innocents caught in the cross fire, a tsathat arises because
Americans alwgs start wars in soeone else’s countr so the innocents are
always the enmy. And this is the sae America that calls itself a Christian
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nation.

Christian congregations voted into power, for aoselctem, a Christian leader,
the mindless joker called Georg&' Bush, after he had spent billions of US tax
dollars on themass murder of amillion Arabs... in revenge! Either these
Christians do not understand what God wrgato then, or they do not consider
Christ to be asmportant as thepretend. Their congregational socialil$ just a
veil they can hide behind, hoping that God does not noticat\thg have been
up to, like an infant hiding behind iteother’s skirts. In their little groups the
define what itmeans to be a good Christian, with little or no refee to what
their God told the. They decide good Christians are just likertiselves, so the
conclude thg are all good Christians! That being so, it is &t of the world that
IS wicked.

Most Christiangmake up the principles of their religion to suit ritelves. The
pick bits of Christ's teaching, but ignomost of it as being outdated, and
unsuitable formodern life. Thg prefer a lotmore of Paul, though Paul taught
samething uttery different fran Christ, with ony a little of the original practical
teaching sprinkled here and there to be ablemintain the pretence of
Christianily. Yes, Paul spoke of love, butnphasized faith, so that faith is what
engages Christians toglanot love—except of thmselves!

They also like quite a lot of the pritive parts of the Jewish scriptures, though
Christ had said his own teaching fulfilled the J@wlaw, and elsewhere added
that it had abrogated it. The Jewish law, in shisrtfrelevant to Christians who
follow Christ correcty. Otherwise thg pick what thg like from the opinions of
their friends and relatives, fmopopular prejudice and frno political propaganda,
even when it is utteylcontray to what Christ was gang.

Needless to sa members of the church on the next block prefers aetbffit
collage of beliefs, buimost agree children anehadmen should have access to
lethal weaporny because it was essential to pioneers YB&4Ys ago fighting their
way across the west, annihilating the native peopl@roérica so as to be able to
take what belonged to the So, the right to cayrguns was enshrined in the
constitution, and there it m&ins even though it is contyato evey principle and
necessit of civilization, and contrarto God’s own teaching. A gun is, after all,
meant to kill peopleyet murder is expresgl forbidden ly the God of these
people. Is that not a little conty&rls it not contray to Christianiy?

Of course it is, but these Christians are not feics of Christ, but followers of
Paul, perhaps even followers of Satan, if we arfgeleve what thetell us about
this other Christian God—the evil one! Satan, acogrdo the Christian gospels
Is the tenpter God, the one who tries to persuadentite sin. He even tried to
persuade Christ to sin, but Christ turned downhal tempting offers. These
stories are related to show Christians how e supposed to react, but what do
they actuallyy do? They fall hook line and sinker for thertgtations, and still think
they are good Christians!
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US Christians insist tlyeneed hand guns to protectitiselvesyet their own God
needed no weapons, and tried to shovmtidy weapons were superfluous in a
civilized world. Obvious}, they have no real faith in their God. So, the faithythe
boast about is tinsel, it is decoration, it isroeic, meant to show to others how
wonderful thg are. Thg just cannot camprehend that once guns anade illegal
there is no reason to have one. Thmegoes for riches. Christ was offered all
the riches in the world, he was offered the wotdelf by the Devil, but refused.
But Christians cannot accept it. hall want to be rich, at whatever cost it is to
the earth, and others who live on it. God said pler, not the rich, were
blessed—thg would be rewarded. Christ pointed out that birdd hlies had no
more than Nature had endowed rtheyet were dressed imore splendour than
Solamon with all his riches. Thewere following their nature, and man beings
should do the sae—Dbe civil to each other, be kind to each othem tlve are all
rich.

Christianily is incoherent, not least becausest of its adherents do not follow
Christ, and, for all their spouting, do not knowe tfirst thing about what he
taught. Thg think he taught what Paul taught. h&lso sem not to appreciate
there is a whole lomore to the world than their own church, and thas iour
duty to understand it and treat it withrapassion. Nor do thyeunderstand that to
be a Christian thehave to be like Christ, not like Tgisoprano or ToyBlair.

Christians call Christianyta canmunion. It means a fellowship, a ocanunity,
and it is, not because itmeant to be distinct fia sociey but because Christians
are supposed to be ral®dels for others in socketo follow. People are not to be
compelled to be social, but to be encouraged to beingkindness spreadsyb
usage not ¥ coercion, and there is no wa will spread when Christians put
odious antisociaimonsters into power, and tolerate a socigt which social
principles are actuallifrowned upon in favour of selfish ones.

It is more mportant that socigtshould banoral than that it should be Christian,
but Christians have seen themin duy as getting converts rather than getting
people to banoral. Recruiting ayone and evgone has been theirmj and the
local vicars and pastors love it becauseythee the benefiaries fno the extra
dollars on the platter. Congregations are cash cfawschurches and their
clergymen with ambitions of their own TV channel and tropmistress.

If the shepherds are gregechow can the sheep notbMlinisters vie with each
other to get bigger congregations, and do not bawve they do it, using grossl
commercial and ver unChrist like methods, and antichristian nonsense. yThe
treat Christianyf as a brand to be tailored to populamded. Their congregations
seean not to notice. Thebelieve what thgare told, instead of believing what yhe
read, and theare blind to Christiamytas a social frmework for living peacefuil
and securgltogether.

Christians boast their uncritical discipleship, ltihéy are not disciples of the
biblical Christ, butmerely of their own pick andnix of arbitraly teachings. All
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they require is a set of behavior that other Christiatisaccept as adequate for
them to profess Christianit The criteria, though, are not Christ’'s own.

Of course, it is true that Christ’s teaching is abvways free fran ambiguity when
separatenaxims and parables arermopared. Thg have to taken in their historical
context which is not alwe clear, and thehave to be taken as a wholg, their
overall significance, not picked apart, they@hristians and their theologians do.

The four gospels split into the thregneptic gospelsMark, MatthewandLuke
andJohn andmodern Christians ly®nd Sundg school prefedohn It is a good
reason for rejecting it. It is the closest to tlmeentionalmystical concept of
Christianily, but the gnoptics are closer to the original Christ, bothitime and
teaching. Theyoptics express thersplicity of Christ’s originalmessage, and
are closer to the puyitof our inate biologicammorality. They are better, therefore,
than the works of John and Paul, the real foundéthe Christianmysteries in
which the original puremoral message was dilutedylthe religious approach
popular in the Rman empire when Paul began to spread hybrd brand of
Christianity which becane the Ronan Church.

The gnoptics are nomysterious, except in the bits added later, ang Hre not
as pure and siple as thg once were, through later interpolations to suiitie
Romans and theirrabitious bishops, but the speeches of Christ anplsiand to
the point, offering social andhoral standards for his disciples to livg. IMuch
has been changed andhitied even in theyoptics, but we can still idenyafour
natural instincts iimary of their succinct sangs.

If you must believe that Christ is God, thgau should take note of what he is
saying where he is séng it most cleary, and not where it is hard tomprehend
and even to read. You should have faith that theghity beingyou worship can
tell you what Hemeans with clarit, and if it is not clear then it is a reason to
think it has deliberatglobscured to leavgou vulnerable to thenachinations of
those who purport to explain it.

But belief in God as a superpower is unnecgsséfe believe in these gimg
because thematch what we feel interngll our fundanentalmoral evolution as
social beings. If we accept the standards ancdudé# of our social group, we
accept them because we feel theto be right, but we ought not to feel yhare
right just because our peers accepirthiglost of us feel instinctivglit is right to
help others and wrong to marthem. Christ’'s sgings make total sense to us
without needing God. That is secular Christianit
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| believe religious duties consist in doing justice, lovimgere and
endeavouring tanake ourfellow citizens happ My own mind is my church,
and to do good imy religion.

Thomas Paine
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