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Atheism - Its Extreme Views And Agenda

Category: Lunatics or Devils?
Example A)

“Atheism, which is actively hostile to religion, | should call militant. To be hostile in
this sense requires more than just strong disagreement with religion — it requires
something verging on hatred and is characterized by a desire to wipe out all
forms of religious belief.”

Julian Baggini, Atheism: A Very Short Introduction
Example B)
“When the whole world doesn’t believe in God, it'll be a great place.”
Philip Roth, author of more than 30 books; perennial Nobel Prize winner
Example C)
Ray Kurzweil makes it into this topic as he is the leading light of the influential
“transhumanist” movement. He claims that we human beings are on the verge of
shedding our bodies and “uploading” our minds (our software) into superior,
artificial “hardware”. In doing so, he argues, we are destined to become immortal.
He calls the event “The Singularity”. His ideas are the semi-logical extension of
the premises most atheists share.
He came in at #30 on the list of the 50 most influential Atheists.
Example D)
David Sloan Wilson is known for his evolutionary theory of the origins of religious
beliefs, detailed in his book, Darwin’s Cathedral. But, he is critical of our “new
atheists" like Harris and Dawkins. He has denounced their dogmatism as “stealth

religion”.

David is right.
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Example E)

Who came in #1 on the list of the 50 most influential atheists? Meet Peter
Singer, who is a proud Australian. He has written, “The notion that human life is

sacred just because it is human life is medieval.”

Example F)

Utilitarianism: This view is being pushed more energetically than ever.
Utilitarianism leads to abortion, euthanasia, and assisted suicide. There is a
natural, logical progression from abortion to euthanasia and assisted suicide.

Why? Utilitarianism assigns value to individuals based on their usefulness to
society.

If a disabled child will impose costs on a community with a diminished ability to
contribute (because we are all mammals, soulless mammals, the consideration
meant by “contribute to” is certain to be “economic”), then the child is not valued.

Abortion has trained people to think that the ending of an “inconvenient life” is
acceptable. This acceptance leads to acceptance of euthanasia and assisted
suicide.

This is a battle | should have been fully engaged in, and wasn'’t. | feel the guilt
still, and | should. These mammals are, after all, non-contributing members.
Thus, they require resources and return nothing. Can you digest this? How
stomach-churning Atheism’s excretions can be.

If we are solely mammals, it can be argued that it's unreasonable not to breed
people the way we breed cows; thus, Eugenics, the modern version. Richard
Dawkins claims he’s not promoting Eugenics, but he also says there is no
question it would work.

Atheism, with its view that human beings are soulless mammals, logically leads
to the treatment of people, created in the image of God, as valuable only as they
are productive and further the species (reread section on Eugenics).

The Bible explains,

“For as he thinks in his heart, so is he.”
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Folks, Atheism has its truths, and its truths are the basis for Atheism’s agenda.
That agenda has one major foe to vanquish, Biblical Christianity. Will you and |
stand and fight such darkness? If we play the coward, all of mankind will suffer.

Food for Thought

What follows is the transcript of a video | hope you will watch. It is on YouTube.
The title is Atheist Morality “Family Members can have Sex”.

The video runs for five minutes and has three men in it, Sam Harris, Richard
Dawkins, and Matt Dillahunty. Since Harris and Dawkins are members of the
“Traveling Medicine Show” cast, pay particular attention to their comments and
interaction. Listen closely to Sam Harris’ cryptic remark to Dawkins.

At about the 3:30 mark, the video switches to Lawrence Krauss, an Atheist
professor and propagandist on the same topic.

My disdain for him may show. Watch how earnestly he approaches the topic of
incest. After criticism from fellow Atheists — wait, you mean from Christians, right,
Bill? No, he does not care about your criticism and mine. It is the criticism from
his fellow Atheist propagandists that rattles Lawrence. Atheists try to remain

vague on this topic because it upsets their young disciples. They do hide such
beliefs from their own disciples, because they do hate losing disciples, the same

way Satan hates losing faithful subjects to Heaven's Prince. Again, listen closely
to Harris’ cryptic remark to Dawkins about stating their position too clearly, and
watch Dawkins’ body language after. About half-way through Harris’ ramblings, it
is Dawkins who is obviously tired of Harris’ droning on. These men are
comrades, but that does not mean they like each other.

These are the charlatans who prattle on constantly about intellectual integrity. It's
like two call girls in a late night bar calling the woman who is dancing with her
husband a floozy. Frankly, | despise all such Atheist hypocrisy. (The video is
posted by Ineffable — a thank you to him).

The video begins with an audience member, a young man, speaking about
incest. Now he poses this question,
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View on You tube yourself: Atheist Morality, “Family Members can have Sex” 5:00

Person Speaking/Notes

Their Comments or Questions

Audience Member

[Suppose] two sisters and they can’t
produce children, and they’re not
harming anyone

Can you give one reason why two
people in love and not harming
anyone shouldn’t be together? One
good reason other than it's disgusting,
just like homosexuality?

Richard Dawkins

It's actually a very clever device to
make it two sisters. | think that’s
brilliant. | think this beautifully points
out the difference between “absolutist
morality”, where you just say, it's
disgusting and the yuck factor, and
utilitarian or consequentialist morality.
| think you're absolutely right, | can
see no reason at all why these two
sisters shouldn't marry if they want to.

| think that stands.

Sam Harris That’s going to be great on YouTube,
Richard. (With a wry smile)
Audience Laughter

Matt Dillahunty

We could make it better by just
agreeing with him.

Sam Harris

Well one thing | would add here is that
disgust as a moral emotion is
obviously part of our evolutionary
inheritance, but it is a very bad
machine for producing moral wisdom,
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Person Speaking/Notes Their Comments or Questions

and what is disgusting in one context,
cultural context, is often not in
another and — | think if there is a truly
universal way of solving the question
of how to maximize “human
well-being”. It's not even to say there
is only one right answer, but there are
certainly wrong answers — there may
be many right answers, and there are
certainly many wrong answers. And
they are not just wrong for you and me
and everybody in this room, but they
are wrong for everybody. Cutting the
head off your child is a bad way to
raise that child to be a functional adult.
That's wrong answer #1.

But this issue of incest, and in this
case this is a thought experiment
psychologist Jonathan Haidt has used
to great effect to produce a
phenomenon he calls
“moral-dumbfounding”, where he’ll
ask, he’ll produce an example like that
— he’ll ask people if it's right or wrong
and they’ll have a very strong
disgust-based sense that’s it's wrong
but then when told to give a rationale
for why it’s wrong, they basically come
up with this very lawyerly opinion, that
is that kind of a confabulation — it
doesn’t really intersect with any kind of
moral philosophy. Uh, | think that one
of the consequentialist points that |
would make is that in the local case it
might well be not wrong for two
people.
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Person Speaking/Notes

Their Comments or Questions

(now everyone is weary of Sam’s
knitting exhibition)

Now cut to Muslim interviewer and
Lawrence Krause about 3:30 mark)

Interviewer Okay, let me ask professor Krauss a

question. Why is incest wrong?
Krauss It's not clear to me that it's wrong.
Audience Hoots

Krauss (miffed)

Listen, listen to me. Listen to me.
(He shakes his head and stops)

Interviewer Asks that Krauss be allowed to reply.

Krauss You asked me a question, if you want
me to answer, | will.

Interviewer Yes, of course.

Krauss The point is, most societies have a

taboo on incest, and it's an empirical
one. Generally, incest produces
genetic defects, okay? Uh, and so, in
general there’s a physiological reason
and a societal one why incest is
wrong. Okay?

But, if you ask me the question is it —
and this is an interesting question —
but there’s an ingrained, it's an
ingrained incest taboo in almost all
societies for that reason because
societies want to persist and for that
reason it works — but, if you ask me a
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Person Speaking/Notes

Their Comments or Questions

priori for example, — the question —if a

rother an ister lov h other
and used contraception, is there
something absolutely morally wrong
about that, I, by the way, it was a once
off and it didn’t affect anything else, I'd
have to think about it because | don’t
think there’s any absolute
condemnation of that fact if they love
each other, care for each other, and
they go off and it doesn’t affect
anything else.

(On a longer version, he proceeds)

Would | recommend it — no — but, I'd
listen to those arguments if they were
rational.
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So, let me ask you, who is the better Atheist on this topic, and | mean the “truer
Atheist”, the one who most clearly states the Atheist position?

The answer is, for me, Dawkins. Krauss finishes second, but | do think this is
largely due to Dawkins appearing before an adoring crowd and Krauss facing a
hostile, Muslim contingent. Sam Harris tried very hard to distract the audience,
but it was a poor effort. Sam even tried to include his pet. nonsensical. ramble
about “maximizing the well-being of everyone”. That’s like me answering a
question about Black Lives Matter by going on about the time Bill Veeck signed
Eddie Gaedel, a midget, to play baseball. Eddie was 3’7" tall and weighed 60
pounds. Oh, and Eddie walked in his only plate appearance. Did you learn
anything about Black Lives Matter? Of course not, nor does Sam’s maximizing
the well-being of all chatter shine any light on the right or wrong of incest. Sam
wishes Dawkins hadn’t answer ickly and clearly.

Do note the type of questions they pose. They always frame the question as,
“suppose one time” — “suppose two sisters” — “suppose no one else is affected”.

These are cowardly folks. When | was an Atheist, | lived for my pleasure, your
pain, and my ease in that order. Why? As an Atheist it is simply logical.

For an Atheist, like Dawkins, the incest question is simple to answer. There are
no “absolutes” for an Atheist, so whatever one does has no moral value attached
to it. Your incest is good if you judge it good. No one else’s opinion matters. We
are, after all, soulless mammals. That'’s it. Atheism disguises this, and it disgusts
me because it displays cowardice.

Folks, this is how we have been sold the notion that homosexuality,
transgenderism, and children being told they can decide their sexuality, etc. are
normal. The claim is there are no absolutes. You know better, God has set out
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rather clearly, a list of absolutes. It is time we say that clearly and
unapologetically. It is time.

In closing, allow me to recommend another video. It is often in videos, aimed at
the Atheist choir, that Atheists most clearly state their doctrines. The video is
14:15 long. The site is The Atheist Experience. The subject is, of course, incest.

Please note how the ladies draw a hard line on the subject as far as uncles with
nieces, and fathers and daughters, and mothers and sons - anyone in authority
over a child. Ethics are brought up! Folks, either all is permitted or you are
playing God yourself. You determine absolute wrongs, just as these foolish ladies
have. As | say continually, when it comes to hypocrisy, Atheism trumps
Christianity time after time.

The ‘no absolutes crowd’ simply has its own lists of absolutes: it is pathetic.

The dark-haired lady goes on to cite a documentary which includes siblings who
have a child, and it is healthy. Of course, the example is one where the siblings
fall in love apparently not knowing they are siblings. Oh how they sanitize these
examples. Pure cowardice — if there are no absolutes, then a woman sleeping
with five of her brothers the same day ought to be good, if that's what they all
want. Who has the right to play God and declare that to be wrong? Oh yeah, the
no-absolutes absolutists, the common, confused hypocritical absolutists.

A rare bird is the logical, unashamed, unabashed Atheist. | haven’t seen one,
and I've hunted in every dark corner | can find. Folks, do not fear these people,
expose them.

These ladies are more stupid than disingenuous. They state, “we don't test
people who carry or may carry genes that are troublesome, so a concern about
sibling mating is irrelevant.” See what | mean by stupid?

The moral argument is left out here, and it is the only argument that matters.
But, I'm sympathetic, as it is difficult to be a law-making Atheist who declares
there are no laws. Defending stupidity is difficult for bright professionals like
Harris, it's impossible for amateur bunglers like these two ladies.

So, it turns out the documentary example goes poorly. The husband is sentenced
to prison and is forbidden to return to his sister’s bed. Apparently, there are laws.
The idea outrages these two.
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Now, oddly, in defense of comrade Krauss, the lady on the left goes after
Muslims and Pakistanis (It turns out, according to her, that 55% of Pakistani
marriages in the U.K. are between first cousins — | have no idea if she’s right).
But, she is the same lady who claimed little evidence for genetic issues if
brothers and sisters mate. So, shouldn’t she say there is even less probability for
deformities between cousins? Her logic has been, to this point, impeccably
illogical -- all this to defend an attack on comrade Krauss. Mammals, it turns out,
do protect their own kind.

The German caller resurrects the old, “Well, you know, Christians believe in all
coming from Adam and Eve.” The two ladies nod yes and smirk in unison, but in
their defense, | think it is spontaneous and not the fruit of rehearsal.

The laughter over the flood, Lot’s daughters and what the German caller termed
“genocide”, is too inane to poke fun at. Do these folks actually frighten you? It
will, in short order, be easy for you to relax, listen and then shake your head in
disbelief at what ladies, like these ladies, everywhere are saying.




