’Atheism is a sign of a modest God’

Cosmological

· Argumnt frm Motion

· Argumnt frm Nature of Efficient Cause

· Argumnt from Possibility and Necessity

· Argumnt from Gradation

· Argumnt from Governance of the World 

Teleological

· Daisyworld

· F

Religious Experience

Miracles

Ontological

‘There are five major philosophical proofs for the existence of God. The first two are related to the nature and existence of the universe, and are called the Cosmological Argument and the Teleological Argument. The next two are based on encounter and revelatory proof of God, and are the Religious Experience Argument and the Argument from Miracles. The last is a logical exercise based on proving the existence of God based on the definition of the word ‘God’ and is called the Ontological Argument’

‘So the philosophical proofs for the existence of God are based on: the universe; experiential proofs and logical exercise?’

‘Yes. The Cosmological Argument seeks to prove God’s existence based on the existence of the universe. The Teleological Argument is a natural expansion of this, citing the inherency of apparent order and structure in the universe that could only be of intelligent design’

‘And the Religious Experience and Miracle Arguments?’

‘The argument from religious experience seeks to prove God’s existence based on perceived encounters of God reported by people: religious experiences. The logic goes, experience involves encounter, and if people experience God then He must exist. The argument from Miracles states that as a miracle is a suspension or contravention of the laws of nature, only God must exist as only He could command the laws of nature thus’

‘And the Ontological Argument?’

‘Less a proof than an intellectual exercise, the Ontological Argument seeks to prove the existence of God based on the definition of ‘God.’ It seeks to show that the necessities of our understanding of ‘God’ make God’s existence necessary, and thus a fact’

‘

‘Whilst not a usually appreciated thinker, the Marquis de Sade made a valid observation concerning religion and God. De Sade said, ‘the basis of every religion is fear or ignorance.’ What we do not understand, we fear, and what we fear, we can either challenge or worship. We cannot challenge the unknown, and so we fear it. Religion draws its strength from the fear people have for the unknown, and so keeps the world in parts unknown, to preserve fear. Religion hoards knowledge in its priesthoods, but not in its people. We listen to those who have knowledge and wisdom and so knowledge is contained. Religion maintains its dominion through the Rule of Fear and the Indemnity of Ignorance. This is why, in our secular, scientific and information-sodden world; religion is losing its power. The things of which we know little are diminishing. The potential of science is being realised through the capacities of technology. The modern world is alive with readily accessible information. There is no need in the modern world for a religion that rules by fear and ignorance’

‘But that does not necessitate the removal of religion’

‘Indeed it does not. Religion has a part to play in our world; religion promotes spiritual and moral truths to govern our conduct. Religion provides an intellectual framework for philosophical and theological thought. Religion can provide sensible codes of conduct for our lives. It also provides a valuable contrast against the materialism of modern science. All things alone are flawed, and there comes greater power and stability through union and alliance. Religion can serve its purpose well to give a counter against the materialism and power of science; yet religion can only counter this with the dilution and removal of its dogma, doctrine and inflexible orthodoxy. Religion must remove the unyielding framework it is locked into. Secularists will criticize holy books many thousands of years old as having no place in the modern world; this is false. Wisdom never dies. The moralistic principles, parables and teachings and messages of the holy books and of religion itself are invaluable. Any progression of intellect must be matched with a progression of morality. The heart and the mind must co-exist as equals. 

‘Yet you say religion must change’

‘F








































































































 you will allow me the controversial input of Darwin: all things must adapt or perish. A house may be built that is at the pinnacle of the architecture and fashion of its time, yet unless that house is maintained and updated as time and culture progress, then that house will become antiquated. So it is with religion. It is true that all religions, their systems, teachings and values were born in different times. Differing political, social, cultural and economic systems of the past dictated differing requirements for a faith. The world changes every second of every day. Religion must change its values to keep itself relevant and applicable. There is a fear amongst many religious leaders that to change their faith is to weaken it; it is felt that to change the mode of a religion is to steadily destroy it. Yet it is this change, which is vital. Two thousand years ago, homosexuality was a sin. One thousand years ago, women were inferior to men. Five hundred years ago, racism was an accepted necessity. One hundred years ago, divorce was verboten. Fifty years ago, single mothers were shocking. Ten years ago, cloning was of no concern. See how the world changes? Values, beliefs, taboos and conventions change, sometimes slowly, sometime rapidly. Religion must adapt itself to change with these. Here is a good example: Jesus’ disciples were once walking through a field. Hungry, they picked some corn. This was on the Sabbath day when such work was forbidden. The Pharisees saw this, and indicated to Jesus that this was in violation of Sabbath law. Jesus replied that ‘The Sabbath was made for the good of man; man was not made for the Sabbath.’ He meant that laws should exist for the benefit of men. It is insensible not to eat when one is hungry. It is better to enjoy the crop of the earth and to appreciate it, then to go hungry and unsatisfied. The world was made to be enjoyed, not to be observed. A feast may be appreciated with the eyes; but the eyes were not made to eat. Jesus observed that any doctrine or dogma that negates sense and efficiency is false. Religion has not learnt this. Religion must tolerate all things that exist in the world for religion exists for the benefit of the world. Religions must learn to tolerate homosexuals, divorcees, single mothers, drug users, alcoholics and unbelievers, for those people exist and cannot be ignored. Problems that are ignored only breed. Religion cannot impose acceptability on people; but people can impose acceptability on religion. If a religion does not convene itself with the society it exists in, then that religion will wither and die. This would be to the loss of the world’

‘But many religions are rooted in their doctrine and dogma; indeed, it forms the core of their being’

‘A religion should be rooted in spiritual and moral truth; not in policy and canon. The inflexible branch will snap under pressure and be broken, whilst the flexible branch will adapt yet retain its form. A religion that is willing to adapt itself shows a greater faith than the religion, which remains resolute in its isolation. All things need adaptation. Scientific theories and outlooks change constantly. Cultural norms and trends change constantly. Political opinion changes over time. Everything changes. Religion must too. Nothing is fallible. Too many religions are exclusivist: they see themselves are normative; as the sole claimants to truth. This is a terrible outlook. No one thing can hold absolute truth. All things are composite. No scientist ever devised a theory of his own; as Newton said, we all stand on the shoulders of giants. No musician ever created a piece solely of his own device. All things must interact with others. Through interactions we are opened to concurrence or dissension. Concurrent ideas reinforce our outlook and allow expansion and exploration of our ideas. Dissenting ideas force us to examine and defend our ideas, and expose them to criticism. In this way, our ideas are either weakened through removal of false elements, or strengthened through prevalence against adversity.  

‘God is simply a psychological necessity. People need to believe in God as an Ultimate. People need the assurance of a being beyond death, beyond corruption, beyond the universe itself. The assigned deity attributes of omnipotence, omniscience and omni-benevolence reinforce this. There is a rooted need in all living things for something beyond that which they know; but more importantly, that this being is also loving and compassionate, and receptive to adulation and reverence. People need to believe in God to take them beyond the limits and injustices of their own existence’

‘God is also an intellectual expedient. The deficiencies in the understanding and conceptions of the universe, its contents and processes, can be ascribed to God. That which people cannot or do not understand, they can attribute to the impenetrability of divine will and power. All the unknown and yet-to-be-known can be summarily filed as of divine origin. The ‘god of the gaps’ is a convenient umbrella for ignorance and misconstrue of discrepancies in knowledge and understanding. What more unchallengeable and silencing explanation is there beyond God? People who believe will not question the creation of God, whilst those that do can be branded as arrogant and unappreciative of the world. Belief in God simply allows for the substitution of ignorance over knowledge, and decries objective exploration as arrogant. Belief in God is a justification for the maintenance of a system of power through control of knowledge. ‘Knowledge is power’ observed Francis Bacon. Marry this to de Sade’s cynicism that ‘the basis of every religion is either fear or ignorance’ and you have the corruption of religion and theism as a means of power:

‘We are commanded to worship God. Unrepentant ministers bellow out the looming threat of a potential eternity in the brimstone of hell at us. Threats of damnation are burned into us from youth. This is Rule by Fear. Exclusivist religions claim that there is only their God and that we must follow their faith lest our souls be lost. We are told to worship Jesus Christ as the Son of God, and that only through him may we have eternal life. We are warned to follow every rule and principle lest we forever burn. The pervading insidiousness of sin batter at the pregnable doors of our soul. The wandering torments of the devil mercilessly challenge the deficiencies of our best intentions. The winds of temptation howl foul distraction and illicit possibilities in our ears.  All around us we find the lure of wrongdoing and the fatality of lapses in our moral defences. We are berated for the weakness of the flesh against the lacking strength of our spirit. The imperative and wild-eyed need for the faith of the flocks drives the religious leaders to demand belief. There is no alternatives or externality to the One Truth Faith. There are no options or customisations of belief. There is the one and only, and no other. This is a belief shared by so many religions, faiths and churches. They demand sole and obligatory belief. It is all or nothing all the way. Any marginal views are signs of faithlessness. Religion is a fading power and as such, is hungry, insatiable even, for those who do believe. The forces of religion, instead of changing their outmoded tactics, incessantly batter on the doors of the masses. People no longer fear the sulphurous damnation of hell. Religion no longer monopolises our understanding of the world and its processes. The voluminous quantities of bland knowledge science spews out are expressed through the indolence of technology, automation and machinery. We can sit back and explain how rain falls, how plants grow and how night follows day, and we can allow technology to serve our needs of material and luxury. When the devilry of the physical blinds our souls to spiritual pursuit, religion loses its control. We wholeheartedly use technology to promote and propagate the seven deadly sins to global proportions. We see our science and technology as providing the capacity and justification for command of all things in nature. Material possibilities stir up yearning desire for more than we need, to realise every possibility. Technology offers tools towards the want and provision of lustful material. We need not detail how science and technology has provided terrible means with which to realise our anger. Technology and industry have expanded material production to levels of overbearing gluttony, giving far more than we could ever need. The possibilities of technology also create envy in those who lack it, forcing the abandonment of reason and prudence in its pursuit. Then technology itself is the wholesale production of systems and apparatus to free of us the need for effort, be it of movement of masses or the switching of a button. The material benefits of science and technology cannot be positively realised or appreciated without the spiritual insight of religious teaching. Science and technology is acquisitive, chasing a new possibility before the full realisation of the last. Religion is more composed, observing all things and finding in each common truth and value. We cannot have without wanting, for those who have without wanting are doomed to dissatisfaction with what they have. Appreciation can only follow austerity. So it is with science and technology: the immediate benefits of the material cannot be given any lasting value unless they are seen through the measured and appreciative eyes of the spiritual. As Albert Einstein observed, ‘science without religion is blind; religion without science is lame.’ ‘

‘So you propose that we use religious and spiritual teaching to guide us in our development and use of science and technology?’

‘Yes. There is great belief that science and religion are in opposition to one another. This is untrue. Science and religion are simply differing paths to the same objective: God. One cannot study or contemplate the universe without facing the glory of God. This universe is a wondrous thing, imbued at every level with form and function, with grace and gravity. Neither religion nor science knows more or less than the other about God. Science seeks to explore the functioning of the universe. Religion seeks to explore the functioning of man. Either by studying God’s stage or God’s characters, we come to the same study of God. Thus religion and science are not contradictory or opposing. Both are simply differing methods of exploring, and as thus, appreciating the universe and all that is in it’

‘But there is so much discord when religion and science are contrasted’

‘Any discord between religion and science rises from the orthodoxy that those two disciplines create for themselves. Fundamentalist Christians argue blindly that the words of the Bible are the inviolable, sacrosanct word of God. They feel that the Bible is wholly and unquestionably accurate and precise in every detail. This is incorrect. The Bible was written by man. It thus holds its origin in a flawed thing. Even if it was inspired by God, we could not hope to contain the wisdom of God with mere paper and ink. Any purely divine content of the Bible would be merely fragmentary and thus incomplete. The Bible was written by man and is thus fallible. The Bible supposes that the world was created in Seven Days. Science has suggested otherwise with cosmology. The Bible says the world was created solely by the power of God; science suggests that solely physical forces created the world— though it cannot yet account for the ultimate origin of the universe. The Beginning, the nothingness, is where God hides these days. Ironic, that then one place science allows for the existence and input of God, is in the beginning, when there was nothing. I wonder if that says more about science or more about God.

The immediacy and impermanence of the material must be balanced by the regularity and constancy of the spiritual. The mind makes, the body takes and the soul appreciates.
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‘God provides a system for giving falsely salutary influence over the world, its thunders and lightning, its wild beasts, its fearful mysteries and its vacant overlords. Through worship of, sacrifice to and veneration of God people think they can achieve and command authority over the world. The crashing storms, the raging seas, the spurting volcanoes: men offer sacrifice to quell these tempests. The desperate promise of rainfall, foreboding voyages across mighty seas, deliverance from disease and weakness: men shout and sing for divine providence. Men dance for rain, slay brothers for blood and dance about totems, all to attract the consideration and custodianship of God.

THEODICIES

‘God gives men a hope that the inequalities, agonies and tragedies of the world will be rectified. Problems of the co-existence of God and evil aside, the belief that there exists a God whose superior morality, compassion and potency reassures those who suffer, be that suffering as a result or consequence. When men survey the atrocities, torments, afflictions and degradations of their world, especially those that go unpunished or unstopped, there is a need for God. It is a necessary belief that there is divine justice waiting for aggressors, no matter the strength-of-sword, or conspiracy of power, or might-of-following of the aggressors. The imperative hope that no matter the immunity of evil in the world of man, there will follow divine retribution, is vital. Belief in a God who can, and more importantly will, bring to judgement and conviction evildoers is a vital belief, at both personal psychological and historic cultural levels. The oppressed and transgressed need to feel personal assurance for the eventuality of justice, be it on an afflicted personal or shared collective level.

‘But this is a natural result of mortality and morality amongst living, thinking things’

‘Indeed it is, and of course the pursuit of justice is integral to the development of oneself and the universe. But the need for justice-from-the-divine commits the fatalistic theology of ascribing to God emotionally inspired demands. When we are aggressed we demand justice. When we are hurt and brought to suffer, we demand that the wrongdoers are brought to trial and conviction. We demand this of our parents, of our police, of our governments and authorities, and then of God. We make the mistake of bringing into mortal affairs God. What our parents, the police or governments and authorities cannot accomplish, we transfer to God. We cannot falsely deploy God as a tool of our own gratification and expect compliance. When we demand justice of God, we are simply using Him as an all-enveloping external mode of justice— replacing His ineffable existence with stipulated tendencies. We cannot hold up theological hoops and expect God to jump through them.

‘But justice and promotion of goodness is part of God’

‘Why is it? There are three characterises usually applied to God: omnipotence, omniscience and omnibenevolence. God is usually considered to be all-powerful, all knowing and all loving, as well as eternal, pre-existent before the universe and omnipresent in everything. Most of the above characterises are quite sensible. To create the universe, you would need to be all-powerful and all knowing, to have the ability and capacity to create. God must have existed before the universe to create it, and as the creator God would likely be present everywhere, if only to manage things. Most of the characteristics ascribed to God are logically necessary given the commonest views of God’

‘But omni-benevolence is not?’

‘No. The idea of an all-powerful yet all-loving God is absurd. The notion of a loving God gave rise to the most problematic yet least necessary issue of religion, philosophy and theology: the Problem of Evil. As. St. Augustine put it so well, ‘either God cannot abolish evil, or He will not. If He cannot, He is not all-powerful, and if He will not, He is not all loving.’ Now, Augustine and many others wracked their brains with this, without seeing the obvious solution.’

‘Which is?’

‘If God created the universe, then He must be all-powerful, it must be agreed?’’

‘Yes, for God to be God He must be all-powerful.’

‘Yet there is no philosophical argument that says that God must be all loving. The notion of a loving God arose out of the injustices in the world, felt by man, and drawn on by religion. A loving God is a religious idea, and religion makes for bias philosophy.’

‘So a loving God is a religious idea, not a philosophical idea?’

‘Exactly: philosophy determines what God must be, to be God, whilst religion busies itself with what it needs God to be. I mean, who wants to worship a God who doesn’t care about you or your veneration?’

‘But still, that doesn’t exclude God’s omni-benevolance. I agree, religion does propagate God as all loving, yet that doesn’t necessarily exclude omni-benevolence from God’s characteristics. It could just be that religious idea has supplanted philosophical idea’

‘Agreed: God is immune to petition by religion and its demands, yet still God could be all loving. But look at it: we agree God must be all-powerful and all knowing, right?’

‘Yes. God couldn’t be God without being so’

‘Right. Now, as such, God created the universe and everything in it. He created the stars, the planets, the living things. He gave the shark its teeth, the spider its venom and the eagle its talons. God made fire hot and flesh weak. God created pain as a precursor to survival instinct: without pain there is no sense of self-preservation. God made a world inherent with potential for pain, agreed?’

‘Yes, the world is full of potential for pain, a lot of it realised’

‘Ok, now being omniscient God would know the result of his creation. He would be aware of every death, every slaughter, and every massacre. He would know when and where each murder would occur. He would be aware of when and where each child would be run over, or each man attacked by wild beasts. God would know the exactitude of all the pain and suffering in the universe, right?’

‘Yes, omniscience would allow God to know everything, including the details of all pain and suffering’

‘Then we suppose that, as the omnipotent creator, God would also have the capacity to intervene in those situations. He could catch the snipers bullet, He could blunt the tigers teeth and He could denature every virus, right?’

‘Yes, if He is omnipotent God could intervene how and when He determines’

‘So if God is omnipotent and omniscient, which He must be to be God, then He knows of and can stop pain and suffering and evil’

‘Yes’

‘So now we have the Problem of Evil: if God is aware of and capable of stopping evil, why doesn’t He do so? Why does He allow pain and suffering and evil?’

‘Well, there are explanations for this’

‘Such as?’

‘Well, the Judeo-Christian belief that Lucifer, God’s prize angel, rebelled through pride. Lucifer was banished from Heaven, made his way to the Garden of Eden, and temped Eve with fruit from the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil. Eve accepted, ate the fruit, and was thus tainted. Adam also gave in to temptation, and God banished them both from Eden. Satan rebelled from God, and Adam and Eve gave in to temptation’

‘But that is a story. It was a parable incorporated into the Book of Genesis’

‘Well it might not be literal, but it shows how evil could have arisen: the world was perfect, but rebel angelic influence used its superior capacities to tempt the corruptible mankind. Evil thus arises, inherited, traced back to Adam and Eve. As such, mankind lost Paradise, and was condemned to pain, toil and suffering.’

‘But it is unfair: why must be bear the punishment for a crime that was not ours? We should not punish the child for the sins of the father, and we should not shoot the messenger. Adam and Eve were tempted, yet we are punished? How is that fair? I would say, that rather than providing solution to the existence of evil, it exacerbates the problem by creating the view that God unjustly punishes all mankind unnecessarily’

‘But are you said, it is only a myth, a parable to teach—‘

‘But as a parable the Fall is flawed, as it simply removes the blame for evil from God to Lucifer to Man. Man blames Adam who blames Lucifer who blames God. It is simply a cycle of blame, with no solution to the problem of evil.’

‘Well, Lucifer’s rebellion from God would be the origin. Lucifer was consumed by pride’

‘But the creation of the Devil as an absorbent figurehead for the blame for all evils and ails is again a poor solution. In the same way that God is used to explain what science cannot, the Devil is used to explain what morality cannot: namely the existence and continuation of evil. Any theodicy based on the transference of blame cannot be accepted. The Judeo-Christian view has God creating the universe perfect, and the Devil creating evil. We are stuck in the No Man’s Land between, struggling between inherited sin, with a warning from Judeo-Christian religions to worship and repent. The Fall is not an acceptable theodicy— it’s a recruitment tool. It is wrong for man to suffer because of Adam and Eve’s sin and it is wrong 

‘The Bible effectively states its view on questioning God in Job 38:4. In the Book of Job, the man of the title is a dedicated servant of the Lord, obedient and pursuant of Gods teachings. However, Satan thinks he can get Job to renounce God, so God and Satan engage in a little sport: Satan torments Job, ruining him in every way possible, trying to make Job disclaim God. Satan fails, however. Now, you can’t say that a benevolent God would turn one of his own innocent mortal servants over to the Devil for persecution and suffering?’

‘It was a test of faith’

‘Well, if God can’t take my faith without torturing me, I’d rather have faith in something else. We should only be called to trial our faith under the most extreme conditions: not just for a wager between God and the Devil’

‘But you needn’t take the Book of Job literally. I mean, it could simply have been that Job went through a dark time of his life, and it was…serialised, or interpreted by some theological writer, as a test of faith’

‘You’re suggesting that Job the man had a rough time, and a writer recorded the story with narrative religious interpretation?’

‘Yes. Maybe Job sought meaning for his suffering, and his transcribed story- the Book of Job- provided it. All his sufferings were not in vain, but were a testament to his faith in God’

‘Interesting idea, but still: we are trying to explain evil in terms of the capriciousness of God and the Devil. We are still using the idea that evil is allowed and directly responsible to God, or the Devil’

‘Well wouldn’t it be? God is the creator and all-powerful, whilst the Devil, as a former angel, has power and exists to corrupt the world’

‘But it would infer that evil is something ‘special’ in the world, apart from other things like weather and tides and gravity, in that evil is something of divine origin, rather than just an interpretation of the effects of the activities of the universe’

‘How do you mean?’

‘Because of its moral and philosophical analysis, and its obvious negative effects, evil has become a force of its own. People often see evil as a definite, solid force, trickling through the world. But evil isn’t this. Evil is simply the name given to acts of extremity that morality cannot bear; acts so anathema to the consciousness that they must be personalised apart from the rest of the world. People see evil as a thing, when it is simply an interpretation’

‘So you’re saying evil is all in the mind’

‘Yes. Things happen. Beneficial things we call ‘good’ and unbeneficial things we call ‘bad.’ Terrible things we call ‘evil.’ It’s simply a name, not a thing, not a pervasive force, not some shadowy and malevolent entity’

‘Well, yes, naturally there is no ‘evil force’ in the universe, at least, no identifiably separate force’

‘Of course, there are bad people, and certain things tend to cause bad things to happen, but that doesn’t make things evil. Guns aren’t evil- they are just a piece of machinery. Nuclear missiles aren’t evil- they’re just a tube of metal with components. Anthrax isn’t evil, either, and neither is anything else evil. There are simply things. The only ‘evil’ is in mans use of those things’

‘So you are saying that ‘evil’ is simply the product of mans actions?’

‘Well, to a degree. See, although some things, like murder and terrorism and genocide are indeed belligerent and unhappy things, they are, in the end, still only things. Events, actions, words. They are only determined to be evil according to the prevailing moral thought of the time. A thousand years ago, it was perfectly acceptable for a knight to kill a man for offending him. A hundred years ago, it was perfectly acceptable to subjugate and tyrannise blacks. Times change, and with it the fluid notions of right and wrong. Takes the United States: the United States condemns terrorism today, yet thirty years ago funded terror groups, insurrectionists and revolutionaries over the world. The United States was outraged at the terrorist bombing of New York and Washington, yet followed it up with a crusade that killed more civilians in Afghanistan than Al-Qaeda did in the US. The US also generously bombed Korea, Viet Nam, Cambodia, Iraq, Yugoslavia…but is outraged when someone bombs it. See how perspectives change? You would think that if evil really was what it is perceived to be, then its parameters could never be altered: Evil Is Evil. Yet it isn’t. The conceptual notion and unspecified definition of evil changes according to the time, the politics and the world. When Iraq invaded Kuwait, it was an act of war. Yet when the US invades Iraq it won’t be an act of war, it will be…Operation Necessary Evil, or something like that’

‘But that would be a different circumstance. I mean, let us not confuse politics with philosophy’

‘But politics is the philosophy of necessity. When we undertake decisions, personally, politically or morally, we have to judge the situation: is it the right thing to do? Sometimes, those decisions result in evil acts.’

‘Admittedly, every decision, every act, can and does cause suffering to someone’

‘True. One solution would be utilitarianism: the greatest good for the greatest number. If an action is useful to or benefits the majority, then it is right’

‘But utilitarianism has its flaws. It can be used to contravene other principles, such as ‘killing is wrong.’ Utilitarianism can justify murder, say’

‘All right, a simple example: would it be justified to kill Hitler in 1940 to save millions of lives, many of them innocents?’

‘No, because al killing is wrong’

‘But for one kill, you can prevent ten million kills. Surely it is better to take one life than to take ten million as a result? I mean, would you rather have the blood of one man on your hands, or the blood of ten million men, women and children?’

‘Well, the numbers don’t matter! It doesn’t matter whether you save one life or one million. It still does not justify killing another’

‘So you would argue that killing is wrong, and that that principle cannot be contravened, no matter the cost to life?’

‘Yes. Killing can never be justified’

‘Why not?’

‘Because the sanctity of life is principal amongst morality. To take a life is the greatest evil there is’

‘Surely it is better to take one life to preserve ten million than to let ten million and one die? If the sanctity of life is the greatest conduct, then surely one should try to save as many lives as possible’

‘No, because that would justify your killing an unspecified amount of people in your attempt to save life. I mean, you might only plan to kill one man, but you might have to kill his accomplice as well, and then the whole thing could snowball’

‘Surely it’s better to try, and fail, than not to try at all. I mean, firemen risk their lives to save others. Ten firemen might risk their lives, maybe fatally, just to save one life. Is that sensible, to you? Giving ten lives for one?’

‘Well, that’s a different scenario. Firemen try to save lives. They don’t kill people’

‘They might kill themselves trying’

‘But they are trying to save lives without killing’

‘So they can risk their own lives to try to save another?’

‘Yes’

‘So one can choose to end their own life, if necessary, as they wish?’

‘Yes: policemen; firemen; bomb disposal officers; coastguards. They risk their lives to save others, knowing that they may die as a result’

‘Alright then: if a person can choose to end their own life, does that validate euthanasia?’

‘Well, that’s rather different to risking your life for another’

‘It’s the same principle: who has command of my life other than I? If I cannot use or end my life as I wish, who can? People will talk valiantly and idealistically of the importance of freedom, yet we would deprive those who are suffering of the freedom to determine their own future, and strip them of the right of self-determination. How can a society that holds freedom above all else deny a suffering person the right to end their life, should they so wish?’ 

‘But euthanasia is still the killing of another’

‘Euthanasia is deliverance from needles suffering. Imagine the indignity of being denied your freedom to determine your own future. ‘It’s like saying: ‘Yes, I know that your disease is terminal, yes I know that your condition will worsen, yes I know you are in agony and yes I know you are simply wasting away in agony, but…sorry, you’ll have to put up with it’ How can that be the right thing to do?’

‘But you cannot justify the alleviation of suffering through killing. Nothing that offers any sort of justification for killing can be right’

‘So we have the right to life, but not death?’

‘We have a right to a long, happy and healthy life, but not to commit murder under the pretence of benevolence’

‘And that justifies the continued and futile suffering of those suffering terminal, incurable diseases?’

‘But even those with terminal and incurable illnesses can live their lives’

‘But if they don’t want to…’

‘Just because people do not want to live their life does not justify our killing them’

‘But if they ask to be killed: how can it be murder if the ‘victim’ directly requests the murder. It is a contradiction to request your own murder’

‘I’m sorry, but the basic issue is: no issue, cause, belief or situation that can be used as a validation for killing can be allowed’

‘Religion has and is used to justify killing. Shall we disallow it?’

‘Of course not—‘

‘Then you just contradicted yourself. You said that things that can validate killing cannot be allowed’

‘Well…religion has other benefits: moral, spiritual, and ethical’

‘Euthanasia alleviates suffering. Surely that’s also a benefit?’

‘But euthanasia justifies killing’

‘No it doesn’t. Euthanasia is the highest act of mercy: to release a person from the prison of impending death. In the US, prisoners are kept on death row for years as punishment, waiting for a death they know will come, but not when’

‘But we cannot exercise powers of life and death over others’

‘We do it all the time. Surgeons declare patients dead as routine. Soldiers know the men they shoot will die. Engineers make missiles they know are designed to for precision killing. The age-old question: ‘Mummy, why do they make poison if it kills people?’ ‘

‘But euthanasia is pre-meditated murder. A deliberate decision to take the life of another’

‘So you would rather people who request euthanasia die slowly and painfully, rather than offer them liberation from suffering?’

‘That’s not for us to decide. God chooses when we die’

‘Then when we commit suicide do we transpose God’s will?’

‘If we are driven to suicide, then it is God’s will that we do so’

‘Then why is suicide a mortal sin? You go to Hell for suicide, you know’

‘Suicide is a betrayal of God’s gift to us of life. We are given life as the express wish of God. Suicide shows our contempt for the love of God in giving life’

‘Perhaps when God gave us all life He forgot to give some of us good lives?’

‘There can be no justification for abandonment of our gift of life’

‘Perhaps if you were sitting naked and terrified in Auschwitz awaiting death you might think different’

‘People respond in many different ways to the adversities of life. Some people are strong and some people are weak. Some people will find new strength and fight to victory, whilst others will retreat into fear and helplessness. But suicide can never be a solution to adversity. We are presented with adversity to allow us to advance ourselves. Nothing that was good was ever easy. We must meet the challenges God puts before us with faith and strength, not death.’

‘Then you regard those who seek euthanasia as deliverance from suffering and those who choose suicide as a release from tortured lives as faithless and weak? Sometimes it can take more faith and more strength to die than to live? Is it not faith in God that makes people choose death and its introduction to God? Death is the great-unknown land. Those who enter it do not return. It is dark and shadowy and we know nothing of it. It takes great faith for one to willingly traverse death to seek God beyond it’

‘But we cannot retreat from our life to seek Paradise. We suffer in our life that we may appreciate Heaven when we are taken to it. You only get what you give.’

’So suffering, and thus evil, has a purpose’

‘Well, it has a function—‘

‘So the universe was deliberately designed to incorporate atom bombs, handguns and leprosy, because we have to suffer to appreciate Heaven?’

‘Yes, but you portray it in a very negative way’

‘I don’t see how you could portray suffering without being negative’’

‘Well, it wasn’t that way originally. In the beginning, the universe was perfect, and so was everything in it’

‘So says the Bible. You should also note, interestingly, that the world was perfect until man came along’

’Man was corrupted by the Devil and man provided the means for the corruption of the earth over which he was given dominion’’

‘But still, man corrupted the earth’

‘The Devil intended to deceive man and he did so. Man was corrupted by the devil and man thus corrupted the world. The blame lies with the Devil and with man, but man should have resisted’

‘Man resisting the Devil would be as unlikely as Zulu warriors resisting a tank brigade’

‘The power of the Devil was given by God, as were the powers of man’

‘After the Fall of France in the Second World War, the majority of the French navy was ordered to French North African ports. The Axis fleets set sail to capture the ships, including the battleship Richelieu. With the Vichy Government offering no resistance to Axis aggression, the ships of the French navy would have been captured and put to Axis use. The British realised this, and sent a simple ultimatum to the commanders of the French fleet: set sail for Allied ports, relocate to the French colony of Martinique in the West Indies, or render the ships unusable. The British knew that if the Axis gained control of the fleet, the naval battle in the Mediterranean would be lost. The Royal Navy could not contain the Italian and French navies. The French commanders refused the British ultimatum. The French ships- battleships, destroyers, cruisers and all- waited in their ports as the Axis fleet bore down on them. Churchill knew that if the Axis gained those ships they would also gain the Mediterranean. This would mean losing Arab oil, Alexandria, and the strategic bases guarding the British African and Asian colonies. Loss of the Mediterranean could well mean loss of the war. With a negative French reply, Churchill gave the order for the French fleet to be sunk. From Gibraltar set sail the Royal Navy’s Force H, led by the carrier Ark Royal. The French fleets were bombarded by ships and aircraft, and every French warship sunk. Mission completed, the Royal Navy returned to port, as did the outmanoeuvred Axis fleet. Now, was that a justifiable act?’

‘British warships and aircraft sink the French fleet, defenceless in port? I would say so, yes. It was a direct attack on an unready enemy’

Was it? The French were given clear options to either disable their ships, or remove them from Axis reach. The French commanders would have understood the motives of this order. If the Axis were to gain the French fleet, the Royal Navy would have lost the Mediterranean. Axis supplies to North Africa would have been assured, Egypt would have fallen, along with Malta and the Suez Canal. Reinforcements to and from British African and Middle Eastern colonies would have been lost, and Axis invasions of them made relatively simple. With the loss of the Mediterranean, morale and material losses would have very likely have lost Britain the war, or at least prolonged it by many years’

‘But all those sailors were killed, just for British strategy’

‘The sailors of that fleet knew when they signed on that they may be asked to give their life. They put their faith in their commanders. The commanders failed them. They would have been happy to surrender their fleet and sat back safely in Vichy France as the British were steadily overcome. Harming non-combatants is one thing; but sailors and soldiers sign up knowing what will be asked of them. They cannot complain when their ultimate duty is employed. Prior warning was given of the British’s intention. The options were made clear. There was nothing else to be done’

‘The French wouldn’t disable their fleet, so the British did, then, eh?’

‘Yes. One can take appeasement only so far’

‘And then you send in the battleships?’

‘Passivity has only limited capability. If all the world were pacifists we would have no need for use of force in situations: if the world were a perfect place. But the world isn’t a perfect place, and so we must sometimes revert to force. Of course the use of that force must be as limited as possible, but it must be sufficient to fulfil its aims. Minimum force to maximum effect’

‘So we kill the few to save the many?’

‘Yes. The death of the French sailors and their commanders ensured the survival of the prospect of Allied victory and the end of Nazism and its evils’

‘
‘Suppose you have a chance to kill Hitler. It is assured that if you kill him, you will definitely save the lives of thirty million people who would have died otherwise. If you kill Hitler, you take one life. If you don’t, you as good as kill thirty million. In which instance would you be the bigger killer?’

‘You cannot determine the magnitude of killing with size. One kill is as terrible as a thousand kills. Killing is killing’

‘Could not we kill in full understanding of our actions, yet still kill to serve a purpose? I mean, we can kill knowing that it is wrong, but still do it for serve a purpose’

‘But who are we to judge purpose? Only God can command death’

‘In the end, we can only go by our own judgement. It’s all well and good saying that only God can command death, but in the end, unless God is either going to a) resolve the issue for us, or b) actually intervene to stop us doing the wrong act, then…sorry, we play to our own rules’

‘But that is the entire purpose of free will, and intelligence, and judgement and reason! To allow us to understand that killing is wrong!’

‘But what if our rational judgement tells us that, yes, killing may be wrong, but in this situation, we need to kill? Free will implies that the judgement we come to is not predetermined. God cannot give us free will, but pull a few strings to make sure we do the ‘right’ thing, just in case. That would be total and upper hypocrisy

‘But we need free will to allow us to make judgements for ourselves! If not, we would simply be drones or robots, living to specified directives. Without free will, there is no humanity’

‘So God tells us that killing is wrong, but lets us kill anyway, because we need to learn for ourselves?’

‘Yes’

‘So our lessons are at the expense of how many hundreds of millions of murdered, massacred and slaughtered people? I mean, I don’t even agree with dissections for lessons, but killing to help us learn? We don’t teach toddlers to stay away from the fire by jamming their hand in the fire, do we? And we don’t teach six-year-olds that knives are sharp by stabbing them!’

‘But God has the final say in matters of morality’

‘So the basic fact is: ‘God says it’s ok, and we don’t question that?’ ‘

‘Yes’

‘So when it comes down to it, we drop free will to choose and obey. Like robots, you could say’

‘But who are we to question God?’

‘We are thinking beings, with free will, intelligence, judgement and reason. You cannot create thinking life and then complain when it questions its creator. When God gave us brains He ran the risk that we’d use them.

When Job is complaining to God, the latter replies, ‘Where were you when I laid the foundations of the earth?’

ESCHATOLOGY

* RETICULATE, v. & adj., ‘divide or be divided in fact or appearance into a network

* RETICULUM, n., ‘a fine network, esp. of membranes etc. in living organisms

RETROTEMPORAL (‘backwards time’)

SUPERPHOTONIC (‘faster than light’)

TRANSTEMPORAL (‘between times’)

‘Now the world don’t move, 

To the beat of just one drum, 

What might be right for you, 

Might not be right for some’

