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The Cerebral “god”

Secular Humanism (materialism) is doctrinal: 

doctrine: noun 
A belief or set of beliefs held and taught by a church, political 
party, or other group.(1) 

The Secular Humanists doctrine generally states:  
Humanity is capable of morality and self-fulfillment without 
belief in God.(2) 

• Belief in Deity 
No belief in God. Most Humanists are atheists or agnostics.  

• Incarnations 
No supernatural natal phenomena. (Incarnation)  

• Origin of Universe and Life 
No method other than the scientific method is the means for 
revealing the complexities of the origins of the universe and life.  

• After Death 
No afterlife or spiritual existence after death. 

• Why Evil? 
No concept of “evil.” Reasons for wrongdoing are explored 
through scientific methods, e.g. through study of sociology, 
psychology, criminology.  

• Salvation 
No concept of afterlife or spiritual liberation or salvation.  
Realizing ones personal potential and working for the betterment 
of humanity through ethical consciousness and social works are 
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considered paramount, but from a naturalistic rather than 
supernatural standpoint.  

• Undeserved Suffering 
No spiritual reasons but rather a matter of human vulnerability to 
misfortune, illness, and victimization.  

• Contemporary Issues 
The American Humanist Association endorses elective abortion. 
Other contemporary views include working for equality for 
homosexuals, gender equality, a secular approach to divorce and 
remarriage, working to end poverty, promoting peace and 
nonviolence, and environmental protection.(3)  

Secular Humanism is usually accompanied by what is known as 
“Materialism,” a scientific philosophy explained as: the doctrine 
that nothing exists except matter, its movements and its 
modifications.(4) In our Quest for Consciousness we wrote:  
“In a materialist culture anything that does not exist in space and 
time is considered immaterial, in the sense of being unimportant 
or irrelevant.”(5) In other words anything of a “spiritual” nature, 
incorporeal or immateriality interjected into reality, is execrated 
as unbelievable. As Christians, we cannot doubt the sincerity of 
the people who hold these views, but we need not prize the view 
itself nor the reasoning behind establishing it as a “new 
paradigm” for humanity.(6)  

Those of us who profess to sincerely believe in something, 
usually need to know as much as we can about it rather than just 
involving ourselves with only a passing or cursory interest. It is 
true today that people have so many interests and are offered so 
many commercial distractions, that what would be considered 
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important is often sidetracked; such as ones personal philosophy 
regarding political affiliations, law and order, faith and morals, 
etc. Since the middle 1920’s mass communications grew 
exponentially. Just in my lifetime, I have noticed that the speed 
in which people converse has increased to a point where the 
“talking” sometimes sounds a little like gibberish. Anyone who 
listens to or watches news programing understands that “time is 
money,” and the participants have got to get everything in within 
a certain allocated time block: “Thanks for having me!”  The   
average hour long network TV show is approximately 36% 
commercial announcements. When producing and directing TV 
in the 60’s, 70’s and 80’s we use to open with “black” and “go to 
“black,” fade up and fade out. Now the segments are seamless. 
Your favorite laxative commercial chops right in to your 24/7 
fast food spot, no opening— no closing if you’ll forgive the pun; 
but I digress, the sum of it is this: nowadays there’s little time to 
philosophize about important matters. In our view, belief or 
disbelief in God is one of those matters. As Socrates said: “The 
unexamined life is not worth living.” ( Apology 38a) Socrates 
would rather die than give up philosophy, and the jury seemed 
happy to grant him that wish. (7) 

Nobody hates Paul Winter Kurtz, (1925-2012). “He was a 
prominent American skeptic and secular humanist. He has been 
called "the father of secular humanism". He was Professor 
Emeritus of Philosophy at the State University of New York at 
Buffalo, having previously also taught at Vassar, Trinity, and 
Union colleges, and the New School for Social Research. 

Kurtz published over 800 articles or reviews and authored and 
edited over 50 books. Many of his books have been translated 
into over 60 languages.” 
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“Kurtz was born in Newark, New Jersey, the son of Sara Lasser 
and Martin Kurtz. Kurtz received his bachelor's degree from 
New York University, and the Master's degree and Doctor of 
Philosophy degree from Columbia University. Kurtz was left-
wing in his youth, but has said that serving in the United States 
Army in World War II taught him the dangers of ideology. He 
saw the Buchenwald and Dachau concentration camps after they 
were liberated, and became disillusioned with Communism when 
he encountered Russian slave laborers who had been taken to 
Nazi Germany by force but refused to return to the Soviet Union 
at the end of the war.”(8) Obviously, war torn Germany was 
preferable to them rather than a future in the totalitarian Soviet 
State. Many American Jews had the same awakening after WWII  
when it was finally understood that Marx’s principles did not 
make sense in a free, responsible society, but was just an 
introduction to another kind of slavery in a confused world where 
a power “elite” ruled the masses. The movement became known 
as the “neocons,” the (New Conservatives). Professor Kurtz 
passed from this life in 2012, after a long and fruitful life 
extolling the positive aspects of non-belief in God by following 
the “doctrines” of Secular Humanism, as stated above. 

[A necessary political aside:]  

Most people who have studied political philosophy know that 
there is only an equality of opportunity, not an equality of 
outcome. Equality of outcome is described as “a state in which 
people have approximately the same material wealth or in which 
the general economic conditions of their lives are similar. 
Achieving equal results generally entails reducing or eliminating 
material inequalities between individuals or households in a 
society, and usually involves a transfer of income or wealth from 
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wealthier to poorer individuals, or adopting other measures to 
promote equality of condition”(9). The aim of “equality of 
opportunity,” on the other hand, states that jobs should go to 
those “most qualified” persons most likely to perform ably in a 
given task – and not to persons for arbitrary reasons, such as 
circumstances of birth, upbringing, friendship ties to whoever is 
in power, religion, sex, ethnicity, race, caste, or involuntary 
personal attributes such as disability (with a caveat), age, or 
sexual orientation. Chances for advancement should be open to 
everybody interested such that they have “an equal chance to 
compete within the framework of goals and the structure of 
established rules.”(10) There must be though, “a preferential 
option for those who, through extenuating circumstances, have 
become desperate as a result of the lack of the basics for life: 
food, clothing, and shelter, etc.  A great sin is committed by 
those, who privately or as office holders, withhold, divert, or 
misuse funds intended for the desperately poor, or for the 
common good.  Funds or material help given to those in this 
condition is given for the express purpose of rehabilitating them, 
if possible, so that they may become, again, contributors to the  
society— with dignity.”(11) History certainly has shown that the 
citizens in a free capitalist society also should not condone an 
uncontrolled “free- market,” or the unregulated cornering of 
wealth by an uncharitable cast of capitalists, especially within the 
ranks of political leadership where there is an oath of 
commitment. 

In a Kurtzian view, an oath can only be sworn by“The State” or 
by the relative “truth” as one sees it for himself or herself— since 
there is no God. I guess one could always swear by his or her 
Mother. That doesn’t mean that secular-humanists should be 
categorized as bad people, it just highlights the arbitrariness of 
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personal commitment and judgement. The highest authority to 
which one can swear is created by the cerebrations of the human 
mind that is doing the swearing, or to the men and women of the 
society to which one swears whether it’s ethical or unethical. 
Lately, “swearing” to God is being replaced by a “promise” of 
ones own veracity. Judging by the current world-wide divorce 
rates, truth with respect to promises people make to one another 
seems to be fading away. “In The Federalist, James Madison 
wrote, with characteristic elegance and insight: 

If men were angels, no government would be necessary.  If 
angels were to govern men, neither external nor internal controls 
on government would be necessary.  In framing a government 
which is to be administered by men over men, the great difficulty 
lies in this:  You must first enable the government to control the 
governed; and in the next place, oblige it to control itself.  A 
dependence on the peoples no doubt the primary control on the 
government; but experience has taught mankind the necessity of 
auxiliary precautions.”(12) It is obvious the father of the American 
Constitution was referring to a government of crucial checks and 
balances. The American government was organized on Judeo-
Christian principles, primarily of the Protestant variety. Most of 
the founders were Deists who, at least up to the time of the   
American Revolution, believed that the King of England was the 
“head” of the Church.  

At the beginning of his little book What Is Secular Humanism?, 
Professor Kurtz goes way back into ancient history to help 
establish Greek Philosophy as the “root” of secular-humanist 
thought. He says: “Protagoras stands out as a humanist, in view 
of his statement that ‘man is the measure of all things.’” “In 
maintaining this stance he pre-figures the existential relativism of 
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writers like Luigi Pirandello (1867-1936) ("It is so if you think 
so") by some two thousand plus years. It is curious to consider, 
then, how a man who claimed that what was true to each of his 
listeners was, in fact, true (including the idea that no one could 
know the gods' will objectively) could come to be the most 
highly paid Sophist in ancient Greece… In the dialogue of the 
Theatetus, Plato argues against Protagoras' view thusly, ‘If what 
each man believes to be true through sensation is true for him - 
and no man can judge of another's experience better than the man 
himself, and no man is in a better position to consider whether 
another's opinion is true or false than the man himself, but...each 
man is to have his own opinions for himself alone, and all of 
them are to be right and true - then how, my friend, was 
Protagoras so wise that he should consider himself worthy to 
teach others and for huge fees? And how are we so ignorant that 
we should go to school to him, if each of us is the measure of his 
own wisdom?’(161B). Plato argues, here and in the dialogue 
Protagoras, that it is impossible for everyone to know the Truth 
of a matter if everyone's opinions of that Truth differ, often 
dramatically. What Protagoras seems to be saying, however, is 
that the apprehension of Truth is relative to the individual 
perception and what one recognizes as 'true' will be True to that 
individual despite any evidence to the contrary.…Not 
surprisingly, considering the importance the Athenians placed on 
the concept of Eusebia (piety, loosely translated) Protagoras was 
charged with impiety and drowned in the sea while fleeing for 
safety to the colony at Sicily. [His practices and teachings were 
used as a model for the `Socrates' character in Aristophanes' play 
The Clouds which, at Socrates' trial for impiety in 399 BCE, was 
cited by Socrates as a strong witness against him, even though 
that character had nothing to do with the actual man and 
philosopher Socrates.]” This sounds eerily familiar to the modern 
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guilt by public opinion on the tube or in the press. “To the 
Athenians, however, even though they had finally condemned the 
teachings and writings of Protagoras, what seemed true to them 
about Socrates was true and, in the conviction and death sentence 
of Socrates, they proved Protagoras' most famous claim to be 
right.”(13) One can easily see the contextual problem regarding 
this account. The example given is the well known “objective/
subjective argument of hot and cold as a personal judgement. 
When applied to the gods, “There is no way of knowing whether 
they exist or not, or of what sort they may be. Many things 
prevent knowledge including the obscurity of the subject and the 
brevity of human life" (DK80b4). For one to claim certain 
knowledge of the will of the gods, then, was simply to claim that 
one held a subjective view of what the gods were like and what 
they wanted of human beings; in other words, one believed in 
one's individual subjective understanding of the concept of the 
gods, but could never claim to actually objectively understand 
them - though it would not have mattered if one did make such a 
claim since, if one believed it was true, it was.”(14) We will not 
say that Protagoras was a proponent of Professor Kurtz’s version 
of humanism, but we will say that because the professor says that 
God does not exist, “it must be true,” since he said it; an 
attribution no thinking Christian could agree with. It reminds me 
of the answer Jesus gave to Pilate when he asked: “Are you the 
King of the Jews?” The answer came back: “You have said 
so.”(15) I think Jesus must have known of the sophistry of the 
Greeks and Romans.  

The Professor also ties in the rejection by Socrates and Plato of 
the myths of Homer as basing ethics on rational inquiry. 
“Socrates devoted little attention to questions of physics and 
cosmogony. Indeed, he did not conceal his contempt for these 
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questions when comparing them with questions affecting man, 
his nature and his destiny. He was, however, interested in the 
question of the existence of God and formulated an argument 
from design which was afterwards known as the "Teleological 
Argument" for the existence of God. "Whatever exists for a 
useful purpose must be the work of an intelligence" is the major 
premise of Socrates' argument, and may be said to be the major 
premise, explicit or implicit, of every teleological argument 
formulated since his time. Socrates was profoundly convinced of 
the immortality of the soul, although in his address to his judges 
he argues against fear of death in such a way as apparently to 
offer two alternatives: "Either death ends all things, or it is the 
beginning of a happy life." His real conviction was that the soul 
survives the body, unless, indeed, we are misled by our 
authorities, Plato and Xenophon.”(16)  

Indeed, we could say that Socrates was an ethical “humanist,” 
He, like Jesus, wrote nothing, but we do know of his concern 
with the gods in Plato’s work. “In the discussion that takes place 
about piety in relation to justice, Socrates rejects Euthyphro's 
distinction between service to the gods and service to people. He 
does so for several reasons. In the first place, he does not believe 
that one's duty toward a divine being should be regarded as 
something that is separate and distinct from his duty toward his 
fellow men. On the contrary, he holds that the only true way of 
rendering service to God consists in doing what one can to 
promote the moral and spiritual development of human beings. 
Second, Socrates regards the purpose and function of religion as 
something that is quite different from the view expressed by 
Euthyphro. Instead of religion being used as a kind of tool or 
device for getting what one wants, as was true in Euthyphro's 
case, Socrates believes the primary purpose of true religion is to 
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bring one's own life into harmony with the will of God. Religion 
and morality, in his view, are so closely related that neither one 
can exist apart from the other. Unlike the Sophists, who were 
accustomed to think of the demands of morality as nothing more 
than the desires of the people who formulated them, Socrates 
believes in a standard of morality that is something more than 
human opinion. He identifies it with the will of God.”(17) Again, 
this is a humanist viewpoint in perfect harmony with the teaching 
of Christ and the Shema of Judaism. Loving God and neighbor, 
when practiced sincerely is “piety” since God is love for the 
believer within the realm of consciousness. Socrates in this 
respect, and in my opinion, was one of  the many precursors to 
Christianity.  “History therefore becomes the arena where we see 
what God does for humanity. God comes to us in the things we 
know best and can verify most easily, the things of our everyday 
life, apart from which we cannot understand ourselves.”(18) 

We could go on and on with the professors’ calling on the 
“icons” of history to support disbelief of God, but it would take 
more space than we have allocated for this small booklet. There 
is one individual, an important one, who must be mentioned, 
David Hume (1711-1776). Looking at Hume in the context of 
Kurtz’s premise, one cannot take Hume out of his time. “Religion 
holds that the world operates on cause and effect and that there 
must therefore be a First Cause, namely God. In Hume’s world 
view, causation is assumed but ultimately unknowable. We 
simply do not know there is a First Cause, or a place for God.” 
The wonderful work of St. Thomas Aquinas and Blessed John 
Duns Scotus and others, following Aristotle, agreed, but claimed 
that God can be known by human reason.  
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“In his Natural History of Religion Hume argues that religious 
beliefs arise from Man’s propensity to attribute anthropomorphic 
attributes to unseen forces. In his Dialogue Concerning Natural 
Religion, he shows how the Argument for Design cannot survive 
careful application of the scientific standards. 

According to Hume, God is a complex idea which we cobble 
together in our minds. Whilst he accepted that the degree of order 
evidenced by the universe suggests some kind of designing 
intelligence, he rejected the notion that this was proof of the 
existence God on the grounds that human reason was insufficient 
to provide such evidence.” Who would disagree with that? 
Everyone knows that God cannot be proven empirically. The 
“proof” of God flows through revelation and tradition; through 
the grace of God and an act of faith in the life, death and 
resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, the Christ. Even Henry VIII 
knew that. 

“Hume is generally believed to be an atheist, particularly given 
that his Dialogue concerning Natural Religion, notwithstanding 
its polite and careful ambiguity, was deemed to be powerfully 
anti-theistic. However, since he argued that the existence of God 
could neither be proved nor disproved, some philosophers, such 
as Jostein Gaarder, suggest that is more likely that was an 
agnostic. However, since Hume died without holding out any 
hope of an afterlife it seems there is no substance in this 
argument. Indeed, in his book, The Book of Dead Philosophers, 
Simon Critchley tells us that Hume, responding to arguments in 
favour of the immortality of the soul, said, ‘By what arguments 
or analogies can we prove any state of existence, which no one 
ever saw, and which no wise [no way] resembles any that was 
ever seen’. (2008, p.175)”(19)  
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If Hume was an agnostic, the one thing an agnostic knows— is 
that he doesn’t know. “A historian by profession, Hume spent 
much effort in his writings examining religion in its less savory 
aspects (perhaps legitimately so). He deplored the Crusades, and 
saw Great Britain torn asunder on multiple occasions over the 
disputes between Catholicism and Protestantism. Based on these 
historical consequences, Hume saw enthusiasm (Protestantism) 
as affecting society like a violent storm, doing massive damage 
quickly before petering out. Superstition, (Catholicism), he saw 
as a more lingering corruption, involving the invasion of 
governments, and so forth. Hume argued that, because both 
belief systems are monotheistic, both must be intolerant by their 
very nature. Still, Hume was a weekly church attendant.  They 
must, he said, reject all other deities and ways of appeasing those 
deities, unlike polytheism which, having no fixed dogma, sits 
lighter on men’s minds. Quite a dichotomy.  

Generally, Hume held that religion, especially popular 
monotheism, does more harm than good and he thereby develops 
a critique of religion based on its detrimental consequences.”(20) 

“Ironically, contemporaries who described him as an atheist used 
to include his worst enemies, while those who are now keenest to 
apply the label claim him as a best friend. This would include, of 
course, Professor Kurtz. In both cases, however, the reasoning is 
the same: Hume is so critical of religion that his refusal to simply 
come out as an atheist must have been the result of a fear of the 
troubles such a professed disbelief would have caused him.”(21) 

This surely would have included his Monarch. If Hume could be 
accused of anything, it would be that he didn’t have the strength 
of his own convictions. This is why I have said, you can not take 
Hume out of his time. Between religion and politics, on Hume’s 
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account, politics was certainly the preferential authoritarian 
edifice.  

“James Boswell saw Hume a few weeks before his death. Hume 
told him he sincerely believed it a ‘most unreasonable fancy’ that 
there might be life after death. This meeting was dramatized in 
semi-fictional form for the BBC by Michael Ignatieff as 
Dialogue in the Dark. Hume asked that he be interred in a 
‘simple roman tomb.’ In his will he requests that it be inscribed 
only with his name and the year of his birth and death, ‘leaving it 
to Posterity to add the Rest.’ It stands, as he wished it, on the 
south-western slope of Calton Hill, in the Old Calton Cemetery. 
Adam Smith later recounted Hume's amusing speculation that he 
might ask Charon (Greek mythology), the ferryman of Hades 
who carries souls of the deceased across the river Styx) to allow 
him a few more years of life in order to see ‘the downfall of 
some of the prevailing systems of superstition,’ i.e., (The 
Catholic Church), to which the ferryman replied “You loitering 
rogue, that will not happen these many hundred years... Get into 
the boat this instant.”(22)  

It seems that Hume’s objection to religion was more historical/
political than philosophical/theological. For him the highest 
authority was the King and the State. To place Hume in time: 
[The Monarch was “England’s longest-ruling monarch before 
Queen Victoria, King George III (1738-1820) ascended the 
British throne in 1760. During his 59-year reign, he pushed 
through a British victory in the Seven Years’ War, known in 
America as the French and Indian War; led England’s successful 
resistance to Revolutionary and Napoleonic France; and presided 
over the loss of the American Revolution. After suffering 
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intermittent bouts of acute mental illness, he spent his last decade 
in a fog of insanity and blindness.”](23)  

Professor Kurtz enlisted many other philosophers and persons of 
letters, past and present, to support the idea of “humanism,” most 
of whom we can count as secularists, others not. Who would 
argue against being a “card-carrying” humanist, and living ones 
life in an exemplary ethical manner? I don't believe there is any 
question about the fact that the greatest “humanist” of all time, 
under those circumstances, was Jesus of Nazareth, who even 
forgave the people who were about to execute him. Todays 
humanists resist the fact that this exemplary human being had a 
Father he called God, so he wouldn’t fit into their no god 
doctrine. The definition of “Humanism” is “an outlook or system 
of thought attaching prime importance to human rather than 
divine or supernatural matters. Humanist beliefs stress the 
potential value and goodness of human beings, emphasize 
common human needs, and seek solely rational ways of solving 
human problems. A Renaissance cultural movement that turned 
away from medieval scholasticism and revived interest in ancient 
Greek and Roman thought. (Among some contemporary writers) 
a system of thought criticized as being centered on the notion of 
the rational, autonomous self and ignoring the unintegrated and 
conditioned nature of the individual.”(24) One would have to be 
careful, as a secular humanist, to be sure not to consider some   
Roman Emperors as gods, which, indeed, they considered 
themselves to be, and insisted their subjects agree. In fact, many 
of  those Christians and Jews in Rome who did not agree paid 
with their lives, and not exactly in humane ways. 

Secular Humanists, stressing the potential value and goodness of 
human beings, should cast an eye across the current world 
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landscape, and see how today’s barbarians are using the name of 
Allah for geopolitical purposes. Any seriously minded student of 
world history recognizes the same phenomena in the “wars of 
religion” of past centuries. No war is a “holy war.” At the same 
time it would be wrong to overlook all the evil human beings of 
the past and blame God for their monstrous and atrocious acts. 
What most professional skeptics need to overlook is the world of 
good that sincere people of religion have brought to the ignorant, 
impoverished and ill of this world over it’s long history. I’m not 
saying there were never any religious-fanatics fowling up the 
common good, but I will contend, that for the most part, the 
perpetrators of the world’s enormous evils of the recent past were 
inhumane atheists. What makes the secular mindset so absurd is 
the notion that the way to abolish evil in this world is to 
eliminate the known “good,” which is motivated by the love of 
God. This is the reverse ethic prevalent in the minds of 
approximately twenty percent of  human society. When the 
consciences of a people become perverted by the few, basic 
rationality is subverted, and the known good is turned into 
relativism— as “man becomes the measure of all things” in the 
sense of Nietzsche and Machiavelli, who, of course, Professor 
Kurtz doesn't mention.   

Since Professor Kurtz is known as the father of  Secular 
(materialist) Humanism, who better to exchange views with than 
him regarding it’s dogma. We can begin at the top: 

No belief in God. Most Humanists are atheists or agnostics.  

God cannot be seen, therefore there is no God. This is the 
undeniable premise that is offered as being irrefutable. No one in 
his right mind should say that Spirit exists in reality. Can the 
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atheist say, “no belief in God” when three quarters of the world’s 
population believe God exists? Perhaps it would be better to say: 
“There is no God in reality, because nothing that is unseen is 
real.” Certainly there may be belief in God, but not for Secular 
(materialist) Humanists. The atheist has decided for himself or 
herself, that God is just an ancient “cobbled together” idea of 
those who sensed a desire for a power greater than himself. The 
reason for that has to simply be that those early humans were 
infantile, and that todays non-believers are far more intellectually 
advanced, particularly in these post modern times with all that 
science has given them. Kurtz says in this regard: They attempt to 
hold men and women in bondage to the limited moral visions 
spawned in the infancy of the race.(25) It occurs to me that the 
principles of the atheist Karl Marx, whom Kurtz lauds, have, 
under barbarian, non-believing leaders, held more people in 
bondage than could ever be dreamed of in earlier times. In many 
of our so called “free states” even today, the populace seems to 
want to return to the bondage of the State, rather than live in the 
freedom and independence of a “peoples rule.” God at least 
offered an alternative: either you’re with him or against him. If 
you were against him in days gone bye, you may be put to death 
for your non-belief. If you were with him in other days you may 
also be be put to death for your belief, as history attests. For an 
intelligent person it must be kept in mind, it was not God but 
men who did the killing in both scenarios. To expect men to act 
like angels has always been a stretch. To do evil in the name of 
good is called hypocrisy. To do evil in the name of God is called 
a sacrilege.  
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No supernatural natal phenomena. (Incarnation) 

For the Secular (materialist) Humanist, if there is no God there is 
no such thing as the supernatural, even though, once in a while 
nature acts in strange ways that are unexplainable. The 
materialist believes that however nature acts there is a cause, and 
that cause is discoverable by science. Cosmology is continuously 
looking of a cause of the Big Bang, when and if they find it there 
will still be a reduction to the cause of that cause and so on. It is 
impossible to attribute an uncaused cause to a supernatural Spirit 
called God. Christians, and for that matter Muslims, believe that 
Mary, by the grace of God, gave birth to Jesus as a virgin. The 
story is beautifully expressed in the gospel of St. Luke 1: 30-33 
“‘Do not be afraid, Mary, for you have found favor with God.And 
now, you will conceive in your womb and bear a son, and you 
will name him Jesus. He will be great, and will be called the Son 
of the Most High, and the Lord God will give to him the throne of 
his ancestor David. He will reign over the house of Jacob for 
ever, and of his kingdom there will be no end.’” In rejecting t h i s 
on a scientific basis, the atheist rejects all of Christianity as 
wholly and completely bogus. The Incarnation, and the 
Resurrection are the central tenets of the Christian faith. Those 
who call themselves Christians and reject the veracity of the 
Incarnation are Christians in name only and would be better 
served by another belief structure. In Islam, it is believed that 
Muhammed superseded Jesus as the last of the great prophets 
who recited what God told him. Never the less, for Muhammed,  
what he presumably heard from Allah, granted Mary her virgin 
birth. 

No method other than the scientific method is the means for 
revealing the complexities of the origins of the universe and life. 
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In choosing the “scientific method” as the means for revealing  
the origins of the universe and life, the Secular (materialist) 
Humanist believes that there “is a body of techniques for 
investigating phenomena, acquiring new knowledge, or 
correcting and integrating previous knowledge. To be termed 
scientific, a method of inquiry must be based on empirical and 
measurable evidence subject to specific principles of 
reasoning.”(26) With this ongoing quest for provable answers by 
experimentation, it is reasonable to ask, regarding the origin of 
the universe, what was the cause of the Grand Expansion at t=0. 
In the scientific method, no matter what the current theory is, 
there has got to be a cause. The infinite, as it is vaguely 
understood by science, can not have a cause. Infinity can only be 
“known” by what it is not, the finite. Infinity is an abstract 
concept, unprovable scientifically. Euclid’s (300 BCE) theorem 
states “there are more primes than our finite list of primes.” St. 
Thomas Aquinas says that God can only be known by faith and 
reason, not too unlike the scientific method, except for “faith” 
which is a human enlightenment, based on grace: participation in 
the life of God. Not acceptable for the secularist. When it comes 
to human life since Darwin, it is possible to trace it back only so 
far, until you come up against the animal-to-human 
transformation; that is if you happen to be a supporter of Natural 
Selection, beyond that it is strictly conjecture, not at all 
irreligious. Life itself is another issue. Time and Space came into 
being together. Everything that would become what is, was 
produced out of the energy and particles of the “Grand 
Expansion” including spirit or life, before matter, as we know it, 
was formed.   
“What distinguishes a materialist from a spiritualist is no longer, 
by any means (as in philosophy, which establishes fixed 
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concepts), the fact that he admits a transition between the 
physical infrastructure and the psychic superstructure of things, 
but only the fact that he incorrectly sets the definitive point of 
equilibrium in the cosmic movement on the side of the 
infrastructure, that is, on the side of disintegration.’ Certainly 
one can debate the details in this formulation; yet the decisive 
point seems to me to be grasped quite accurately: the alternative: 
materialism or a spiritually defined world view, chance or 
meaning, is presented to us today in the form of the question of 
whether one regards spirit and life in its ascending forms as an 
incidental mold on the surface of the material world (that is, of 
the category of existing things that do not understand 
themselves), or whether one regards spirit as the goal of the 
process and, conversely, matter as the prehistory of the spirit. If 
one chooses the second alternative, it is clear that spirit is not a 
random product of material developments but, rather, that matter 
signifies a moment in the history of spirit. This, however, is just 
another way of saying that spirit is created and not the mere 
product of development, even though it comes to light by way of 
development.”(27) This suggests a Creator, anathema to an 
atheist. The clip from Benedict XVI I quote often. It describes 
our differences with great clarity in my opinion.  

No afterlife or spiritual existence after death. 
No concept of afterlife or spiritual liberation or salvation.  
Realizing ones personal potential and working for the betterment 
of humanity through ethical consciousness and social works are 
considered paramount, but from a naturalistic rather than 
supernatural standpoint. 

We can combine these two doctrines of Secular (materialist) 
Humanism because they generally treat the same subject matter, 
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i.e. “life after death,” as well as the summation of ones “personal 
potential” called, for the want of a better term, “salvation.” There 
is something about churchly terms that doesn’t seem to hold 
much sway today, particularly among the younger generations. 
Words like justification, righteousness, salvation, and so on. 
They are all legitimate classical terms, but they do convey a 
hardness, or a severity of earlier times. There were days when  
clerics were taught to scare the pants off people to generate more 
fervent belief. Maybe it was a good thing, the churches were 
packed in the fifties— but I doubt it. 

I don’t know too many people who are glad life is coming to an 
end except those who are plagued by excruciating pain of serious 
diseases or with such terrible mental problems that life doesn’t 
seem to be worth living. Generally people love life even if it’s 
lived under a certain amount of duress. As far as I know, life has 
never been a “bowl of cherries” for anybody. The issue of life 
and death engenders one of the great debates of all time: Is life 
physical; is life spiritual/mental; or is it both? Scientifically, 
“Brain death is the complete and irreversible loss of brain 
function (including involuntary activity necessary to sustain life). 
Brain death is one of the two ways of determination of death, 
according to the Uniform Determination of Death Act of the 
United States (the other way of determining death is the 
‘irreversible cessation of circulatory and respiratory functions’) 
though it is not the same as persistent vegetative state, in which 
the person is alive.”(28) For the Secular (materialist) Humanist, 
life, as we know it ceases, and what remains is the body which 
immediately starts to disintegrate. The once person is simply 
gone, he or she is only a memory for those who are left behind. 
To my knowledge no one so far has been able to describe what 
life is per se, but only what it isn’t. General Washington’s bones 
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are still at Mount Vernon, even though what he did for us in life 
continues to have an effect on us as Americans. With Jesus of 
Nazareth, the Christ, it was very different situation, and I believe, 
unique in human history. 

[A necessary historical aside:] 

Alexander was a king of the Greek kingdom of Macedon. Born 
in Pella in 356 BC, Alexander succeeded his father, Philip II, to 
the throne at the age of twenty. He spent most of his ruling years 
on an unprecedented military campaign through Asia and 
northeast Africa, until by the age of thirty he had created one of 
the largest empires of the ancient world, stretching from Greece 
to Egypt and into present-day Pakistan. He was undefeated in 
battle and is considered one of history's most successful 
commanders.(29) The ancient world had been opened to Greek 
Philosophy. He reigned in the heady days of Greek thought. In 
fact his tutor was the philosopher Aristotle from whom St. 
Thomas Aquinas framed much of his theology of “faith and 
reason.” 

The Roman Empire which followed was the post-Republican 
period of the ancient Roman civilization, characterized by an 
autocratic form of government and large territorial holdings 
around the Mediterranean Sea in Europe, Africa, and Asia. The 
500-year-old Roman Republic, which preceded it, had been 
destabilized through a series of civil wars. Several events marked 
the transition from Republic to Empire, including Julius Caesar's 
appointment as perpetual dictator (44 BC); the Battle of Actium 
(31 BC); and the granting of the honorific Augustus to Octavian 
by the Roman Senate (27 BC).[This was the Caesar Augustus 
mentioned in Luke’s gospel of the birth of Christ.] 
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The first two centuries of the Empire were a period of 
unprecedented stability and prosperity known as the Pax Romana 
("Roman Peace"). It reached its greatest expanse during the reign 
of Trajan (98–117 AD). Because of the Empire's vast extent and 
long endurance, the institutions and culture of Rome had a 
profound and lasting influence on the development of language, 
religion, architecture, philosophy, law, and forms of government 
in the territory it governed, particularly Europe, and by means of 
European expansionism throughout the modern world.(30) Rome, 
by the first century, had more than a million residents. It was the 
world's largest city in the first century, enormous when you 
calibrate the world's population then (less than 200,000,000) to 
now (about 7 billon).(31)  

I don’t want to get sidetracked into too much history at this point, 
but it is important to understand that in the few years of Jesus’ 
public life, he became very well known because of the political 
machinations of the Levant and the pressures on the Roman 
Empire. For instance, the emperor Tiberius (14-37 AD) was 
informed of Jesus’ crucifixion while staying at his residence in 
Capri around the year 33AD. Why would an all powerful Roman 
Emperor (albite crazy) care about a poor itinerant preacher on the 
outskirts of his vast domain? Still, there are folks today who 
contend that Jesus never existed, or that the gospel stories are 
mythological, since they were written thirty to fifty years after 
the event. It is interesting to note that a recently published book: 
The Killing of Jesus, by a television celebrity, has been on the 
best seller lists for an extended period of time. Any book with 
God or Jesus in the title is almost assured of a successful run if 
it’s written reasonably well. Along with that, The Bible has been 
the overall best seller year after year, for generations. Religion 
along with Science must have something to offer. 
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With Jesus it was the offer of eternal life for those who keep the 
commandments of the “law” and of “love.” I would never expect 
a Secular (materialist) Humanist to even correspond with that 
idea. If it can’t be empirically proven it has no value. But the 
texts give details of his resurrection from the dead after three 
days in Arimathea’s tomb; and his appearances, witnessed by 
hundreds, in an altered state of being is documented in scripture. 
One would think that these writings would have much the same 
value as, say, the writings of  Homer, Plato, Cicero, Seneca, etc., 
for todays scholars. It is by the grace of God and their faith in 
Jesus Christ that Christians believe the gospels to be authentic 
and are called Holy Scripture as a result. I think it’s fair to say 
that Jesus of Nazareth is the most famous man that ever lived, 
and was raised from the dead according to the writings of the 
witnesses. 

No concept of “evil.” Reasons for wrongdoing are explored through 
scientific methods, e.g. through study of sociology, psychology, 
criminology.  

Evil: adjective 
1. 
morally wrong or bad; immoral; wicked: evil deeds; an evil life. 
2. 
harmful; injurious: evil laws. 
3. 
characterized or accompanied by misfortune or suffering; 
unfortunate; disastrous: to be fallen on evil days. 
4. 
due to actual or imputed bad conduct or character: an evil 
reputation. 
5. 

!23



The Cerebral “god”

marked by anger, irritability, irascibility, etc.: He is known for his 
evil disposition. 

Evil: noun 
6. 
that which is evil; evil quality, intention, or conduct: to choose 
the lesser of two evils. 
7. 
the force in nature that governs and gives rise to wickedness and 
sin. 
8.the wicked or immoral part of someone or something: The evil 
in his nature has destroyed the good. 
9. harm; mischief; misfortune: to wish one evil. 
10. anything causing injury or harm: Tobacco is considered by 
some to be an evil.(32) 

All of us surely must be in favor of the prevention of evil or 
“wrongdoing” by studying sociology, psychology and 
criminology. Some people’s minds are so screwed up that they do 
wrong as a rule. Depending on the degree and consistency of the 
wrongness they could be called “evil.” “Christian philosophy 
has, like the Hebrew, uniformly attributed moral and physical 
evil to the action of a created free will. Man has himself brought 
about the evil from which he suffers by transgressing the law of 
God, on obedience to which his happiness depended. Evil is in 
created things under the aspect of mutability, and possibility of 
defect, not as existing per se : and the errors of mankind, 
mistaking the true conditions of its own well-being, have been 
the cause of moral and physical evil.”(33) People, indeed, can be 
“devils,” can’t they? Justice, being an aspect of the good in the 
end, will triumph. To subvert justice is evil and is punishable by  
law, both civil and spiritual.  
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No spiritual reasons but rather a matter of human vulnerability 
to misfortune, illness, and victimization. 

This particular Secular (materialist) Humanist doctrine alludes to 
the notion that the “God-fearing” people believe that if they 
transgress the commandments God will strike them with 
sickness, disease and misfortune for their ill deeds. The word 
“misfortune” itself dispels that concept. It is understandable 
when reading the First Covenant how one could come to that 
conclusion. What God did to the Egyptians to get the Hebrews 
out of slavery in Egypt certainly doesn’t portray a merciful God. 
God always seemed to have been at war with evil, both among 
his chosen people and their oppressors. Whereas in the Second 
Covenant, Jesus, the Son of God, and one of us, while 
proclaiming that the Kingdom of God was at hand, went around 
curing all kinds of diseases and even raising people from the 
dead.  

“The hermeneutics of the Enlightenment, which became 
dominant in eighteenth-century Europe, is still deeply rooted in 
many people’s heads, including those of Christians. The 
Enlightenment posited that what does not correspond to reality as 
it is always and everywhere to be found cannot be historical. 
There are sages, there are prophets, there are great teachers, and 
therefore Jesus can have been all those things. But he cannot 
have been what the Christian creed says about him, because that 
is not found anywhere else in history. Thus the texts of the 
gospels that furnish material for an examination of the question 
of the real Jesus must be subjected to a process of reduction. 
Those who work with this Enlightenment premise are faced with 
a dilemma: what is historical determines our primary category of 
decision, which tells us from the beginning what can be 
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historical. Only what has existed always and everywhere in the 
world can be historical. Everything that does not match this self-
created preliminary conception is not historical. An adequate 
theology does not bow to such prior conceptions because it posits 
that God acts in the world, indeed, that God can be present in the 
world in a way that is irritatingly unique and therefore can 
surpass all previous experience. Jesus was confronted even in his 
own lifetime with the prior conceptions of many of his 
contemporaries who knew for certain how God would act and 
how God had to act if God did act. Because they knew all that for 
certain, they rejected Jesus. But Jesus found others who saw what 
was happening through him and who he was. He could say to 
them:”  

“Blessed are the eyes that see what you see! For I tell you that 
many prophets and kings desired to see what you see, but did not 
see it, and to hear what you hear, but did not hear it.” (Luke 
10:23-24 // Matt 13:16-17)(34) 

The American Humanist Association endorses elective abortion. 
Other contemporary views include working for equality for 
homosexuals, gender equality, a secular approach to divorce and 
remarriage, working to end poverty, promoting peace and 
nonviolence, and environmental protection.  

The most curious thing for me is how Secular (materialist) 
Humanists, true “humanists,” could endorse “elective abortion.” 
In my understanding, the human fetus is the most vulnerable, the 
most innocent, and the most absolute promise of the future of the 
human species. What in the name of humanism gave women, and 
or their spouses, the power over life and death.  
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If evil does exist it surely exists among those who support this 
criminal enterprise. The very people who claim to want to end 
poverty, promote peace and non-violence are involved in 
committing the worse violent act against both God and Man and 
calling it lawful and their absolute right due to their personal 
freedom. We can protect the Sea Turtle, but we cannot protect   
our very offspring.  “Thou shalt not kill!” says the God that 
doesn’t exist.  

No one can pass moral judgement on peoples lives regarding 
homosexuality, gender differences, or divorce, but those who 
disagree with secular premises, have a perfect right to defend the 
alternative position peacefully, rather than be browbeaten by 
cultural minorities who foster the politically correct. 

This essay has probably gone on a little longer than it should 
have, with a few asides most likely unnecessary, but there is right 
and wrong here, and you get to decide which inclination is most 
comfortable for you, and philosophically, why it is. 

Strangely, the gospel acclamation for today, Saturday of the 
fourteenth week in ordinary time says: 

“It is a blessing for you 
when they insult you for bearing the name of Christ, 
for the Spirit of God rests on you.” 

I have always been curious as to who they are. 
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