
It is a culture of deluded lunatics calling the shots and making human 

beings dance to their mythical bunkum. 

How is this a statement of scientific objectivity or cultural tolerance? 

The dictatorship of relativism, as expressed by the author of this blog, will 

brook no dissent. 

It's interesting to note that a belief being described as "patently ridiculous" 

on this blog was held in esteem / fascinated Albert Einstein. 

Story here. Excerpt: 

Father Groeschel recounted the story of a young priest who knocked on 

Einstein's door without an appointment, just to pay a visit to the great 

professor. Einstein welcomed the priest stranger and insisted he tell him 

everything he knew about the Eucharist. Einstein was known to ask several 

priests to recommend all the books they could on the Eucharist, because of 

his fascination and respect for such an immense mystery. 

Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 5:30 PM 

 

Your Einstein story is not at all interesting. I would not be surprised if 

it was a bald faced lie. 

Posted by: spurge | July 12, 2008 5:39 PM 

 

Hey, you're entitled to your opinion. However, you might want to prove I 

am lying, rather than just asserting it, if science is something of interest to 

you. 

Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 5:41 PM 



Given that Einstein is on the record as not having any belief in a 

personal God, he was much more likely curious about the strange 

superstitions that humans can have. 

Posted by: Owlmirror | July 12, 2008 5:42 PM 

 

Like your link is any kind of proof? What a joke. 

Posted by: spurge | July 12, 2008 5:44 PM 

 

But note that he had the personal decency not to attack religious beliefs. He 

was a fair-minded scientist. 

Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 5:47 PM 

 

Why exactly would anyone care what Einstein thought about it? 

It is just a stupid argument from authority. 

Even if he did respect it in no way makes it more deserving of respect. 

Posted by: spurge | July 12, 2008 5:48 PM 

 

"The word god is for me nothing more than the expression and product of 

human weakness, the Bible a collection of honourable, but still primitive 

legends which are nevertheless pretty childish." 

— Albert Einstein, January 3 1954 

Posted by: Owlmirror | July 12, 2008 5:49 PM 

 

Spurge: No, never claimed to be providing proof, only evidence. I don't 

think you have provided any evidence that my story is false. Wishing a 

thing does not make it so. 



Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 5:51 PM 

 

What evidence? It is pure assertion. 

Posted by: spurge | July 12, 2008 5:54 PM 

 

"The word god is for me nothing more than the expression and product of 

human weakness, the Bible a collection of honourable, but still primitive 

legends which are nevertheless pretty childish." 

Interesting quote. Hadn't seen it before. Thanks for surfacing it. 

Still, notice: He wasn't agitating for others to hold what was simply an 

opinion for him, nor was he mocking believers and their rituals. And he 

knew the difference between a personal opinion and scientific fact. 

No one can prove that God does not exist. It is outside the domain of 

empirical science to do so. To claim that one can prove -- scientifically -- 

that God does not exist is to engage in the most blind faith in scientism. Not 

scientific at all. 

Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 5:56 PM 

 

Spurge, You wrote: What evidence? It is pure assertion. 

OK - not evidence. Whatever. At least my assertion was based in a source 

that I know to be reliable, and I linked to it. Could you at least do the same, 

in support of your assertion? 

Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 5:59 PM 

 

About God, I cannot accept any concept based on the authority of the 



Church. As long as I can remember, I have resented mass indoctrination. I 

do not believe in the fear of life, in the fear of death, in blind faith. I cannot 

prove to you that there is no personal God, but if I were to speak of him, I 

would be a liar. I do not believe in the God of theology who rewards good 

and punishes evil. 

Posted by: Owlmirror | July 12, 2008 6:01 PM 

 

In the case of a Christian clergyman the tragi-comical is found in this: that 

the Christian demands love from the faithful, even love for the enemy. This 

demand, because it is indeed superhuman, he is unable to fulfill. Thus 

intolerance and hatred ring through the oily words of the clergyman. The 

love, which on the Christian side is the basis for the conciliatory attempt 

towards Judaism is the same as the love of a child for cake. That means 

that it contains the hope that the object of love will be eaten up. 

Posted by: Owlmirror | July 12, 2008 6:03 PM 

 

You can either back up what you said with a reliable source or you 

can't. The burden of proof is on you. Not me. 

Posted by: spurge | July 12, 2008 6:03 PM 

 

 

It can indeed be proven that the God of all religions cannot exist 

because it is logically contradictory. 

The only sort of Gods that cannot be proven to not exist are those 

Gods who, as defined, have no power or desire to make themselves 

known, which contradicts the definitions of all religions. Or as the 

Epicurian argument runs, "Why then call him 'God'?" 

Posted by: Owlmirror | July 12, 2008 6:09 PM 



About God, I cannot accept any concept based on the authority of the 

Church. As long as I can remember, I have resented mass indoctrination. I 

do not believe in the fear of life, in the fear of death, in blind faith. I cannot 

prove to you that there is no personal God, but if I were to speak of him, I 

would be a liar. I do not believe in the God of theology who rewards good 

and punishes evil. 

Thanks, Owlmirror. Another great quote, I assume from Einstein. 

Notice: the speaker makes lots of "I" statements. All of them fair. They state 

what he believes. No mockery of those who believe otherwise. In marked 

contrast to many on this blog, including the blog's author. 

Those who mock others leave the impression of being insecure in their 

unbelief. It's fine to have doubts, to have questions, to identify oneself as a 

non-believer. But why attack those who do believe? 

Here's a quote from a modern-day believer you may have encountered 

before: 

No one can lay God and is Kingdom on the table before another man; even 

the believer cannot do it for himself. But however strongly unbelief may 

feel itself thereby justified it cannot forget the eerie feeling induced by the 

words "Yet perhaps it is true". The "perhaps" is the unavoidable 

temptation which it cannot elude, the temptation in which it too, in the 

very act of rejection, has to experience the unrejectability of belief. In 

other words, both the believer and the unbeliever share, each in his own 

way, doubt and belief, if they do not hide away from themselves and from 

the truth of their being. Neither can quite escape either doubt or belief; for 

the one, faith is present against doubt, for the other through doubt and in 



the form of doubt. It is the basic pattern of man's destiny only to be 

allowed to find the finality of his existence in this unceasing rivalry 

between doubt and belief, temptation and certainty. Perhaps in precisely 

this way doubt, which saves both sides from being shut up in their own 

worlds, could become the avenue of communication. It prevents both from 

enjoying complete self-satisfaction; it opens up the believer to the doubter 

and the doubter to the believer; for one it is his share in the fate of the 

unbeliever, for the other the form in which belief remains nevertheless a 

challenge to him. 

(Source) 

Anyone else interested in opening an avenue of communication between 

believer and unbeliever? 

Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 6:10 PM 

 

Spurge: You can either back up what you said with a reliable source or 

you can't.The burden of proof is on you. Not me. 

I can't make you believe anything, nor would I want to try to coerce you to 

do so. I simply wanted to provide an alternate point-of-view as worthy of 

consideration. 

In response, you told me that my contribution was not worthy of 

consideration, and suggested that, in fact, it was based on a lie. Not a very 

civil or fair-minded way to communicate. I don't find drive-by slander to be 

compelling. 

Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 6:17 PM 



"Yet perhaps it is true" is no different from "Once there was, once 

there wasn't", and other formulaic openings of maerchen and 

folktales. 

All stories have, necessarily, a real component and an imaginary 

component. Certainly the stories of the bible are no different. 

The problem with religion is not the make-believe. It is the making 

believe that it is not make-believe. It is in becoming so emotionally 

invested in a story that one becomes willing to deny all reason and all 

evidence in insisting that the story is true. 

Posted by: Owlmirror | July 12, 2008 6:20 PM 

 

Those who mock others leave the impression of being insecure in 

their unbelief. It's fine to have doubts, to have questions, to identify 

oneself as a non-believer. But why attack those who do believe? 

This kind of pop-psychologizing, with no real basis, is hilarious. 

did it ever occur to you that we ridicule your beliefs because they're 

ridiculous? 

Posted by: MAJeff, OM | July 12, 2008 6:21 PM 

 

Anyone else interested in opening an avenue of communication between 

believer and unbeliever? 

How about a discussion over wine and some crackers? 

Posted by: windy | July 12, 2008 6:23 PM 

 

Einsteins view on it has no more worth than yours or mine. 



He is entirely irrelevant. 

An argument from authority is a logical fallacy. 

People with nothing to bolster their position often resort to it. 

What slander? I stated my opinion. I did not even state it as a fact. 

Posted by: spurge | July 12, 2008 6:24 PM 

 

MAJeff: 

You wrote:This kind of pop-psychologizing, with no real basis, is hilarious. 

Did it ever occur to you that we ridicule your beliefs because they're 

ridiculous? 

Sure I considered it. But the problem here is that an appeal to ridicule is not 

compelling. So you find something to be ridiculous. Fine. Why should 

others feel the same way? You're simply making an appeal to your opinion 

as something that should be compelling to others. And, in this case, it is 

not. 

An appeal to ridicule is a common type of logical fallacy. Being able to 

spot it in arguments will help you defend yourself, and avoiding it will 

make you a much stronger communicator and debater. 

Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 6:29 PM 

 

So you find something to be ridiculous. Fine. Why should others feel 

the same way? 

Because we're on a site where I know other people will feel the same 

way? 



Then again, it's impossible for us nasy non-human(e) atheists to form 

any community where we share jokes. Nope, all about us having a 

psychological problem. Of course, it all makes sense now. It's not even 

a magic cracker anymore. I see the light! 

Posted by: MAJeff, OM | July 12, 2008 6:34 PM 

 

How about a discussion over wine and some crackers? 

Absolutely. I'm all for wine and crackers. Everything in its place. 

This discussion would proceed much differently in person, over a meal. 

Cyber-disinhibition often causes people to communicate in a comments box 

in ways they would never communicate in person. 

Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 6:34 PM 

 

MAJeff: 

it's impossible for us nasy non-human(e) atheists to form any community 

where we share jokes. Nope, all about us having a psychological problem. 

Of course, it all makes sense now. It's not even a magic cracker anymore. I 

see the light! 

That's fine that you want to form community. I assumed, perhaps 

mistakenly, that the blog might also be a place for discussion with others 

who think differently. 

And as regards the "psychological problem"... note that I simply stated that 

mockery gave the impression of insecurity. I did not say that you or others 

are, in fact, insecure. So let's lighten up. You get the wine, I'll get the 

crackers. And maybe someone could provide a pipe to smoke? 



Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 6:40 PM 

 

"I assumed, perhaps mistakenly, that the blog might also be a place 

for discussion with others who think differently." 

What exactly do you think has been going on here? 

Posted by: spurge | July 12, 2008 6:42 PM 

 

Owlmirror - 

You wrote:The problem with religion is not the make-believe. It is the 

making believe that it is not make-believe. It is in becoming so emotionally 

invested in a story that one becomes willing to deny all reason and all 

evidence in insisting that the story is true. 

Most religion is not, technically speaking, make-believe. Scientology, based 

on a deliberate fiction by L Ron Hubbard, would be an exception. Most 

religion makes its claims precisely on what is received rather than what is 

made... The distinction may be lost on the unbeliever, but it's a real 

distinction. See, for instance, the Catholic Church's position on revelation: 

there is another order of knowledge, which man cannot possibly arrive at 

by his own powers: the order of divine Revelation. 

I can understand the concern about those who throw reason / evidence to 

the wind. That is a dangerous thing to do. But it is not what all believers do 

(example here, cf. paragraph 159). 

Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 6:51 PM 

 

oooooo....revelation 



woooooooooooooo 

Posted by: MAJeff, OM | July 12, 2008 6:56 PM 

 

Spurge: 

You asked: What exactly do you think has been going on here? 

There has been some discussion. I applaud that. But there has also been a 

good deal of ad hominem attacks, mockery, and dismissive comments. It 

happens on every blog. 

Personally, I think blogs are overrated when it comes to actual dialogue. 

Live, in-person communication is a better forum, I think. 

But I appreciate the chance to interact here. Thanks for the discussion, 

everyone. Time for my wine and cheese. 

Posted by: Clayton | July 12, 2008 6:58 PM 

 

Have a good day Clayton. 

Posted by: spurge | July 12, 2008 7:03 PM 


