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Why is God not a girl?
 
God is a man. Not just any man - he is an old man with a beard,
right? But wait - why not a woman? Or a girl? Or a giant cookie
monster? Now let us consider the following: why should a
supernatural, spiritual being have a gender and age at all? And if
God is a guy, whom does he date? The Virgin Mary? Some kind of
godesses? Himself? Or is he just impotent? I know, these may
seem like shocking or somewhat childish questions but I suppose
you also often notice that young children tend to have rather un-
biased views of the world due to the simple fact that they have not
yet been forced to pretend they believe in different kinds of
bullshit which their particular culture and society has to offer.
 
I like putting things in context so I presume the figure of an old
man is supposed to represent patriarchy. Thousands of years ago
when many societies were matriarchical, the deity was "naturally"
female and had a set of breasts which was equally obvious and self-
explanatory to "everyone" as the male God is to today's believers.
Now what I am aiming at is this: maybe this is why institutions
like the Catholic church will never allow female priests? Because
that would go against the very essence of what the church is
supoosed to be - another kind of authority, focused on enforcing
patriarchy. Believing in any male God, be it Christianity, Islam or
whatever, simply means belief in the supremacy of men...



 
So is the church itself merely a tool to promote patriarchy? And
not only promote patriarchy but to repress women and their
sexuality? Where I live religion is „taught” as one of many subjects
at school so the Catholic priests literally start indoctrinating little
boys and girls. Even when they are still teenagers they are already
trying to engrave their minds with a horrible concept of a „whore”
which is to be avoided. Consequently, later on to adult women this
mind frame feels like constantly depriving them of the very right to
be sensual beings, to enjoy their body and their sensuality or even
acknowledge the existence of their sex drive. According to religious
„authorities”, the woman does not feel attracted to a man, she just
seeks "security" - essentially turning the relation into... a kind of
prostitution. On the other hand, the priests are telling the little
boys to control their girlfriends and essentially to supress them...
 
Sooner or later we do realize that religion is nonsense. My question
is, was this nonsense invented to repress women and to aberrate
otherwise enjoyable human sexual behaviour into a tedious
nightmare of obsession and jealousy?
 
 
Faith, Hope and Love - the pillars of
destruction?
 
Based on my observations of people's lives and my own, I have



recently reached a conclusion that perhaps the famous triplet of
religious values is indeed a kind of a trap for the body and spirit.
By resorting to faith we refuse to apply reason. Hope does not
only die last but may be the very cause of death as it implies
refusal to take any action and settling on wishful thinking. Lastly,
love may actually be a learned behaviour based on obsessive
monogamy and jealousy rather than our true feelings. Therefore, in
a sense:
 
Faith = ignorance
Hope = inaction
Love = obsession
 
But if we abandon them, what do we have to replace them? I think
when trying to reach deeper into what we really want we may
come up with a fresh set to offer a nice alternative:
 
Thinking - instead of blind faith
Action - instead of apathy
Sensuality - instead of obsession mixed with jealousy
 
On a side note, I think the original religious triplet did not come out
of nowhere. With Christianity being initially a cult for the slaves,
this particular set of values fits a slave perfectly. I mean a slave
was not supposed to have his own mind about things or question
the master's words - hence the blind Faith. A slave was not



supposed to act on his own, have initiative or show disobedience -
hence the apathy and naive Hope. A slave was not supposed to
follow his own feelings, just be obsessively loyal to his master and
even sacrifice himself - hence the obsession of Love.]
 
In a world without the deceitful concept of faith-hope-love one
could resort to the more natural environment of thought-action-
sensuality. I suppose this had almost been done in 18th century
France and the world did get a bit better then for a while.
Unfortunately, it soon reverted to doubt-despair-hate caused by
faith-hope-love. Faith in contradictory religion soon leads to doubt
and confusion, resorting to hope and inaction shall result in disaster
and despair while those who obsessively love often obsessively
hate soon afterwards.
 
I tend to think that with Christianity basically dictating the
principles of European and later American culture, dictionary
definitions of love etc. simply reflect what has penetrated deep
into the language and the unconsious mind of its users. We have
become so used to them that thinking outside the box is difficult.
Difficult but not impossible. There once was a song called Zombie
by The Cranberries with the notable lyrics: „it's in your head, in
your head". Let us not turn into zombies.
 
Faith can be very dangerous. For instance, before World War 2 the
German civilian population BELIEVED Hitler was going to lead



Germany to a victorious future. He himself BELIEVED that too
and this is why he lost the war - because at some moment he
stopped thinking and was only left with his belief. The very
moment you stop thinking and start believing what others tell you,
it is most likely you are putting yourself in some kind of danger.
Sometimes we cannot analyze and belief is all we have. But in my
personal opinion it should be the last resort, not the basis of our
daily actions.
 
It is also quite remarkable to realize that some of the structure of
our interpersonal reality is indeed only based upon collective belief
- so the coins in our pockets are only pieces of metal used in an
abstract way as one of a trillion ways of exerting social pressure
upon individuals. I suppose one cannot avoid it but it is already
very liberating and enlightening to realize how it works.
 
In another great example - regarding hope - a doctor WANTS to
find a cure and he has the potential to do it so he does attempt it.
The one HOPING is the patient who cannot do anything. To me
hope always has something passive to it as well as something
submissive.
 
In today's world religion sadly is a governing force and using the
term love in both power over people and deep personal relations is
a remarkable trick. But it all boils down to the origins of
Christianity - the slave LOVES his master so he will sacrifice



himself. Where there is "love" there is always obsession,
repression and some kind of sacrifice on one or both sides. In my
humble opinion a lot of interpersonal relations would do better
without this - no suicides by men, no beating up of women who
"cheated" etc. Just fondness and affection, joy and mutual
reinforcement, emotional power and safety but nothing tainted.
 
Therefore, when I look around I really DO NOT like what I see. I
see repression of women, I see people being very passive when
they should take action, I see a lot of fake smiling and double
thinking, a lot of hypocrisy, too much idleness and far too little
thinking. And I believe that Christianity may have something to do
with it as it encourages and spreads this exact kind of behaviour
with its famous paralyzing triplet.
 
 
Is sex evil?
 
Sometimes I get this impression... why do the Christians and
religious authorities in general always seem to hate sex so much? I
think one could make a whole list:
 
1. obsession with virginity which in reality means no sex for
women or much less sex before marriage
 
2. the absurd mutually exclusive simultanous ban on abortion and



contraception and condoms in particular - I really do observe
hardcore Catholics and Orthodox Christians adhere to this - it is
like inviting diseases and unwanted pregnancies
 
3. discouraging masturbation resulting in one's disconnection and
ignorance of own body as well as severe stress
 
 

4. hatred towards adult entertainment and sensuality in
mainstream culture

 
 
Suppressing one's own sexuality is not healthy nor natural, so the
body and spirit starts looking for a way around it. I noticed a
funny thing with the orthodox Christians that I sometimes met in
Poland and in the Balcans. They are very uptight about sexuality
of course and always refer to it in the context of marriage. But they
will sometimes make really crappy jokes about sex etc. and a
second later return to their repressive and uptight, menacing stance.
Interesting how the brainswashed brain works.
 
I suppose because sexuality is so liberating and self-empowering,
all kinds of leaders just do not want the sheep to be too liberated
nor ever feel anything other than powerless. Hence the orgasm
would only be allowed in the controlled environment of marriage



since it cannot be eliminated altogether, at least in men. I once met
an orthodox Christian woman who was so disconnected from her
body that she did not even masturbate though she complained that
she never had an orgasm during her marital sex "routine". Since she
never orgasmed even though her organs were fully functional, I
would call it a sort of "mental castration" performed on her by her
religion.
 
Coming back to the theme of leadership, some time ago while on a
train I was reading a book about dictators. There was a man in
Turkmenistan who banned sex if it were just for fun and wanted his
citizens to have it only for procreation while he himself
participated in massive orgies. Does it ring a bell for you? Are you
thinking what I am thinking? Maybe religion is in a sense a form of
dictatorship with the difference being that rather than engage in
orgies the clergy engage in much more shady activity which
oftentimes is quite harmful to the participants. But does it work?
Well, in essence on the one hand we have the single men and
women who simply want to get involved with the people they
like, while on the other we have married people pretending to be
"committed" while secretly killing away their boredom with a lover
or accumulating their frustration.
 
So my main point is this: every dictatorship aims at eradicating
recreational sex, making it as non-recreational as possible while the
dictator and the "inner circle" engage in... totally recreational sex.



Furthermore, what if the obsessive pressure on lifelong monogamy
had actually originated from dictatorship and locking men in their
wedlocks so that all other women would become available for
orgies and not be hit on by the "peasants"?
 
 
Graphic depiction of torture - the crucifix
 
A while back I read an article about the shock experienced by
Europeans who found graphic depictions of torture "ornamenting"
everyday objects used by the Aztec natives in America and how
gruesome that civilization apeared to them. But hey: when you
think about it, there is another civilization where people put
graphic depictions of torture over their doors, hang them as
pendants on their mirror in their cars or even on their neck. It is
OUR civilization.
 
We got so used to it that we do not even notice or think about it.
But really: a man dying in course of gruesome torture (on the
cross)... hanging as a pendant from a young girl's neck? Same
depiction... placed in front of a huge building (church) in the city
center? Same thing on top of a stick held by the pope? I mean
really...
 
When we are about to see graphic images on the evening news,
viewer discretion is advised etc. But even small children are



exposed to 3d depictions of a man dying from torture on the cross!
Is this a bit crazy or what?
Such depictions are surely mentally disturbing. Furthermore, they
appear to have deeper significance - they are constantly showing
us another human being suffering and are trying to talk us into
thinking that THIS is what life is about. That life is about
suffering, that it SHOULD suck. Sure it does sometimes, but is
THIS what we WANT? What if everybody wore pendants
showing men hanged by their feet and disemboweled or men
hanged by their neck or men in electric chairs? Don't you find this a
bit... sick?
 
The Christians talk about love all the time but every time I try to
talk about this they suddenly have those spikes of "intense
pitchfork-waving hatred mode". For example, they tell me that this
is nothing compared to violence in the media. Well, to my mind
movie and video game violence is NOT OK. And it is particularly
not OK when little children are exposed to it. If I had children, I
would not expose them to it. But I know a lot of Christians do. In
an internet cafe I once saw a girl about 5 or 7 who started playing a
game and smashed her enemies' brains out with some kind of riffle.
Her parents were present and to them it was perfectly OK.
Needless to say, it happened in a very religious country and the
parents happened to be Orthodox Christians. I do not understand
why they like hatred and violence so much. I even tend to think
that "the western culture of movies and violence" is somehow



indirectly supported and indirectly originates from the "culture of
crosses".
 
On other occasions the Christians I try to talk about are shocked
how can anyone find a symbol of faith to be offensive. Well, if a
faihtful one wants to display a symbol of their faith, why not the
Christian fish, the face of Christ or whatever? Why not a depiction
of Christ when he was alive or ascended? Why does it have to be a
depiction of torture or the tool of torture? If you wish to
commemorate what Christ did, why not wear something else? If
for example I wanted to commemorate a person who sacrificed
oneself for someone else and died in a crash, I would not do it by
displaying photos of this person's guts and brains lying around the
car, would I?
 
So why does it have to be a dying Christ? Maybe because the
church wants to scare people into submission, it wants to show us
humans that we are weak and therefore should be afraid. I am
afraid. I am afraid of people who offend me with imagery of
violence and suddenly have a fit of anger when I ask them to
explain.
 
 
Shame
 
Just why exactly are Christians and a lot of non-Christians



ashamed of nudity? Many of them seem to be completely
unashamed of poor hygiene or nutrition-induced obesity. But
nudity? WHY are we supposed to be ashamed of THAT? Maybe
because appreciating it would make us feel good... I mean, viewing
naked attractive people is PLEASANT. It is also pleasant for them
to be appreciated. In this way we feel powerful and not submissive
as a slavery-driven religion would expect us to be. We would feel
good in our bodies and not imprisoned in them as the horrid
dogmas postulate. Every time mankind tried to wake up from the
nightmare of religion-driven world, e.g. in the 1700s or late 1800s,
we usually started to believe in ourselves, that we humans are
wonderful beings capable of wonderful things and not some
frustrated meatbags ashamed of their own body...
 
I heard a lot of people at the beginning of relationships etc. feeling
"ashamed" of their nudity in front of their partner. Isn't this weird?
These are two people who like each other, should anything like
shame (?!) come into play in a situation like this? Or is it a learned
habit coming from some sort of indoctrination, that has been pre-
programmed even on a sub-conscious level?
 
Do you believe in marriage?
 
I once read a novel by Tolstoy called The Kreutzer Sonata where it
was stated that people as a species are not really monogamous and
if they do enter a monogamous relationship, it usually lasts about 4



years. Now let me tell you what it looks like where I live. In
Poland, when people turn about 25, their whole family and friends
start "building the pressure". You are supposed to marry, not
because you found someone worth marrying but because you have
turned 25. And it is not even a person you like but the proper
"marriage material", meaning a guy who has money or has a regular
job.
 
From what I have observed, what happens then is nowhere near
the "and lived happily ever after". I have seen the following
variants:
 
1) a woman marries a rich guy that she does not even like, her own
income is compromised and nullified by getting pregnant and
leaving her job/career, she is now fully dependant financially. He
loses interest in her around the time of pregnancy. She knows he is
cheating on her but still tries to conform with what she had been
taught. As years pass, the discrepancy between what she really
wants and what she is doing and pretends to be doing becomes so
huge that she becomes psychotic, paranoid, schizofrenic etc.
 
2) a woman marries an average guy - same here, but in addition to
pretending etc. she has to face the constant financial struggle, she is
usually forced to work herself but her whole income is devoured
by the cost of raising children while the guy is trying to accumulate
some "wealth" and buys a car A lot of psychological abuse added,



similar psychosis results later on.
 
Now I would say those two are 99 % of all cases.
 
3) a woman marries a guy she actually LIKES - a completely
different psychological landscape, a lot of support and inspiration
instead of abuse and repression. BUT: as years pass, they too
realize that after a few years (maybe a bit longer) having sex with
the same person every time feels ever more unnatural and less
appealing. Depending on the level of their religious bigotry, they
either finally "cheat" and possibly break up thereafter, or they start
an honest "open" relationship of some sort.
 
Now one could ask: why go through all this struggle at all? Why
not admit humans are not monogamous and can only be forced into
pretending mutual or one-sided monogamy... I mean: wouldn't you
consider a person deciding to read only one book for a lifetime to
be somewhat limited or plainly crazy? Why can't we just follow
and express our true feelings instead of hurting each other by
constantly pretending?
 
Of course some of you would say that marriage is there to protect
chilren. But do we all need to have children? There are SEVEN
BILLION people in the world. And even this aside, chilren
themselves often realize that their parents pretend and do not have
good feelings for each other or even have become enemies.



 
The religious people will marry because their God says they are
supposed to. I know a lot of people who do not care about religion
but marriage is the only time when it becomes important for them -
so they do not even belive in God, they believe in MARRIAGE,
they believe they should find one single person to have sex with
etc. Still others argue is simply makes it simple to inherit property.
Inherit property? I suppose this is a bit more in the background
compared to the fundamental changes in life a marital contract
brings about. First and foremost, it ensures that you will not have
any new sexual partners any more, at least theoretically. What
often follows is:
 
1) a breakup after about 4 years which is a typical lifespan of
normal pre-marital relationships
2) no breakup but mutual or one-sided mental and/or physical
abuse due to frustration
Religions like to talk us into thinking that their concepts were
"always there" because they are probably "natural". Lifelong
monogamy is not the only "established in prehistory" and
"natural" solution - the muslims established a lifelong POLY-gamy
and having multiple wives is "the only right way" according to
them. Furthermore, we do not know what the world was like in the
era of matriarchy which collapsed some time before ancient
Babylon etc., replaced by a societal system based around "female
suppression" that formed subsequently and in a way still exists to



this day. True feelings do not have to take the form of a warrant
issued by the state, do they?
 
I totally understand the enthusiasm of people who actually like
each other and are soon to be married. But: do you really need this?
Aren't you scared of the permanence of this decision? Some of
them answer: „and how about you? Aren't you scared of
breathing?” Well, breathing is a natural function of the body. Forced
lifelong monogamy or polygamy probably isn't. And at the point
when the state issues a warrant regarding your feelings, it stops
being about your feelings anymore and becomes something the
state wants you to do. For me this is scary, artificial and wrong - in
so many ways.
 
Well, believe it or not, from what I have seen around where I live
MOST marriages are still arranged marriages. I would even say that
the rate has INCREASED with the economic crisis etc. I also know
some people who have married because they like each other, but
this is RARE. And then again - even if you like each other, you
sign a contract that you will pretend that you like each other even
if in reality you don't like each other any more. So in a sense even
non-arranged marriages are forced and arranged.
 
So what do you think? Do you believe in marriage?
 
 



Are women fully emancipated?
 
The unusual hatred towards women and attempts to restrain them
which we can so readily see in the Bible look to me like the
aftermath of an overthrown matriarchy. They are trying to
suppress women because they have just seized power from them.
Regarding solid evidence, what do you say to inheritance on the
maternal line apparently present in the ancient world or kings
wearing fake boobies as an attribute of power? Anyway as we all
know both Christianity and Islam do not seem to have much
respect for women and in fact instruct men to suppress them
disregarding their human rights etc. Overall, some women oppose
while others seem to be brainwashed into thinking that this is
"right", even in modern western countries. In the early 1900s
women tried to end this parody and alter the laws and social
customs accordingly which was not easy as the laws were deeply
rooted in customs and regulations coming from religion. My
questions is this: how successful was it? A hundred years later, is
this matter already resolved?
 
I am particularly concerned with this:
 
1) unlike in the 1800s, women can work but in many countries
they rarely have high income or are able to buy their own flat
 
2) in many places around the world women are still forced or



talked into marriage by their parents and rarely follow their
personal choice
 
3) the very existence of desire or sex drive in women is not
commonly aknowledged, especially in the more religious,
uneducated communities with women masturbating or women
watching adult films being absolutely taboo
 
4) women are forced into submissive relations at their workplace
etc.
 
5) women still do most of the housework
 
and the one I personally find particularly odd, they
 
6) use a very slave-like set of phrases and mental structures with a
lot of "I should" and "I am supposed to" and very rarely "I want"
 
Just think about women in 1950s or 1800s. This was not so long
ago. Back then a lot of ideas about women that we consider utterly
untrue and unjust were considered "natural". I suppose it is still
not easy to tell what is natural and what is forced by culture and
just made to SEEM that way.
 
 
WHO is a child?



 
Well, I think we are all too familiar with major religions apparently
discriminating women. But I suppose we tend to ommit another
issue: discrimination based on AGE. I once witnessed the beginning
of a philosophical discussion:
 
"But then, what is a child? How are their minds different? And
what are the moral implications of these differences for how we
should treat them?"
 
Now what concerns me here, is the attitude. We do not even ask
WHO, we so often ask WHAT a child is. As if a child was NOT a
person. We call them "minors" or "kids". This sort of remotely
reminds me of "blacks" or "niggers". We also usually imply that
because of their age they are necessarily somewhat stupid and lack
any complex feelings. This particular discussion strikes me as if
someone discussed their policy on aliens and not human beings. We
seem to forget that the little girl or boy is going to be an adult just
like we are today. We also tend to forget that WE were once
children.
 
Let me list some of the basic human rights violations that really
strike me:
 
1) the very common and fundamental one: CHOICE OF
RELIGION. Most religions decide it FOR YOU even before you



are able to comprehend what religion IS.
 
2) BODILY INTEGRITY - another favourite of mine, especially
regarding Islam - this particular religion seems to be a bit
disrespectful of the integrity of human body, both male and female.
And once again, the surgery is done and decided without ever
asking the PERSON who is later going to become and ADULT
who will be INFLUENCED by this decision.
 
3) PERSONAL FREEDOM - for instance, such things like the
time you go to bed, the food you eat - I am not talking about
extremes like "kids" who want to stay up and play computer
games all night or eat only chips. I am talking about respecting
sound, reasonable choices like children who hate a particular kind
of food and are still made to it eat even though not eating it would
not have any dietary consequences.
 
Now regarding the most striking issue of bodily integrity and
parents deciding about medical proceedures, I suppose it all
depends on how permanent a proceedure would be. For instance a
proceedure involving cutting a small hole in the throat that will
later heal is less serious and has less impact on subsequent life than
cutting off diseased limbs and making a person who will eventually
become an adult unable to walk and socially disadvantaged (e.g.
dating). I suppose first and foremost, it should be an INFORMED
choice. And what if later on it turns out this leg could have been



saved? Just imagine how THAT would complicate parental
relations. What seems a bit shocking is the complete lack of
consideration for what the child wants or uninvolvement in the
decision-making process when the decision will affect something as
important.
 
Regarding the forced menu, that is a big NO-NO for me. This is
just a step away from what you are doing. FORCEFUL FEEDING
is FORCEFUL FEEDING. It can be done to prisoners etc. Why do
this to your child? Food is a very personal choice. Some will argue
it is „good for developing the palate". To my mind develoing it is
exposure to a variety of foods, not repeatedly exposing children to
something they hate. How should THAT prepare a young person
for the "real" world? If you make a person constantly eat a food
they do not like they will certainly become frustrated and later on
perhaps paranoid, schizophrenic etc. In my humble opinion by
doing this you will actually WEAKEN the character of a future
adult because they will assume they are not worthy of following
their personal choices in life. The very same child can later "put
up" with an abusive partner or get stuck in a lousy job.
 
On a side note, the chefs in Poland who appear on tv often admit
they teach their own children how to cook so that they can be
independent and follow their own taste. I heard of 8 year olds
preparing simple meals for themselves. What do you think about
that? Chefs tend to promote real food with real meat and real



vegetables so the children are not preparing junk food. I suppose
the reason why children sometimes go crazy about junk food is
that they usually do not know real cooking and could not prepare a
meal for themselves.
 
All these examples show how we tend to forget that children are
going to be adults and the decisions we make for them now are
going to affect their ADULT lives later on. Let me give you an
example: In the US a father decided to have his baby boy
circumcised "to be like his father". Is it OK or not? It is OK to
mutilate an infant who is unable to resist or express own view in
any form? Interestingly, circumcision has recently become illegal in
Germany and is regarded a criminal offense. In the US people
launch legal suit against hospitals who mutilated them in the past
and apply for reconstructive surgery. I sort of get the impression
that parents forget they once were a child themselves and just want
to feel the power they have over them as some sort of
compensation.
 
Some parents will argue that children „trhive on rules”. Well, from
my observations of different parents and different children, the
RULES they are supposed to be "thriving" on are simply
constantly broken and the children are simply constantly
punished. To my mind it would be much more efficient and
respectable to simply explain WHY they should or should not do
something.



 
For instance, bedtime is driven by a person's willingness to go to
sleep. If it is not, you are either in jail or in the military. I am not
talking about staying up all night. I am talking about parents
sending their children to bed MUCH too early "just because".
Because they want to have power over them. And since a child is
not willing or ready to sleep yet, they DO develop sleeping
problems later on.
 
My real point is that we should reconsider why it is easily
accepted when PARENTS treat their children like a
COMMODITY rather than a PERSON and even apply some
methods normally used on adults in jails, military etc. Both forced
menus and forced bedtimes are forced actions that lead to
psychological trauma. The magnitude might be way different in the
two cases, but both are basically traumatizing a very young mind
over something as vital and personal as food or sleep.
 
There was once a book by a Japanese scientist who advocated
talking normally to an infant instead of mocking to promote
language acquisition. The result would be a person developing
much faster intelectually. Perhaps we are dumbing our children
down by treating them like complete retards.
 
 
The abortion paradox



 
Why do the Christians place a ban on abortion while they
simultanously encourage all the paths leading to unwanted
pregnancy? Let's take a look:
 
- lack of protection (both Catholics and Othodox Christians ban
condoms and from what I have observed they really adhere to this)
- lack of masturbation (and hence poor awareness of one's own
body and response control)
- repressive culture (and hence abnormal behaviour like sudden
outbursts of suppressed feelings including murder or rape or both)
 
I do not perceive abortion as a matter of free personal choice. I am
actually against it because it is just cruel to the little human being.
BUT: I think we should not ban abortion before we ban all the
stupidity leading to unwanted pregnancies. Condoms should
always be used not only to protect oneself from pregnancy but
also hepatitis, herpes etc. Masturbation should be regarded healthy
and normal. And perhaps there should also be less hatred and
hypocrisy towards sex and sensuality in general. Maybe if that
was the case, the amount of unwanted pregnancies would just
plummet towards zero and there would be no need or will to abort.
 
Just to clear things up: I think that there is a difference between an
acorn and a fetus with head, eyes, legs etc. I actually heard that in
ancient times women were able to terminate an unwanted



pregnancy with some kind of herbs, very early on. The problem is
that contemporary medicine is not able or willing to terminate
when it is not much more than an acorn and they just wait until the
fetus develops which is really beyond me. Anyway, what I was
trying to imply is that we should focus on preventing unwanted
pregnancies first so maybe there will simply be nothing to abort in
first place.
 
As for explaining the paradox of banning condoms on one side and
banning abortion on the other, I like the explanation of producing
more Christians. This way you can waste more lives on wars, have
more taxpayers and people will be less defiant when crammed into
their flats with their whole extended families instead of living
independent lives.
 
Still, some people consider condoms uncomfortable. On the other
hand, I find the isolation from unwanted "gifts" like hepatitis etc.
highly agreeable. I think most people who despise condoms simply
had problems with maintaining erection while putting one on. It is
a purely psychological thing. And quite astonishingly, both the
failed condom users and the Christians resort to using pills, which
in the case of the Christians is even more shocking as both are
contraceptives but regarded so differently by religion. Anyway,
since pills tend to kill a women's libido, I highly prefer gloved love
to making love to someone who is practically a pharmacologically
neutered female.



 
 
Errare humanum est - or is it?
 
How about a different approach to this - we have become so used
to it that we automatically defend others as well ourselves in this
manner. HOWEVER: don't you think there is another side to this...
I mean - this saying in a way encourages clumsiness and
recklessness - „you are human so you are clumsy and stupid
anyway so don't even bother...”. Don't get me wrong, I don't mean
that everybody who makes a mistake should be executed or that I
never make mistakes myself - far from it. But don't you think this
proverb is actually toxic and discourages anyone from ever striving
for perfection (or near-perfection)? I mean look at how clumsy and
stagnant we all are in a sense - maybe becuase of the silly proverb
clinging to the back of our heads.. And how about its origins? As
far as I can tell, it indeed comes from ancient Rome and in
particular the time when it was actually beginning to rot from the
head down due to infection with poisonous self-dustructive
Christian mentality... And since Christianity seems to encourage
stagnation, submission etc. it hates independence and self-
empowermen,t a tight connection would not be surprising at all. I
mean, is it really "human" to be clumsy, reckless or mean or stupid
or whatever - or are we ony made that way by religion among other
things? I find it rather amusing that mediocrity is encouraged and
no widespread religion or philosophy takes us in the direction of



being stronger, faster, happier or whatever... Why do religions just
consistently want us to submit, obey and live a shitty life instead
of any kind of personal development?
 
 
The silly „selfish” label
 
This is our life. Of course we care about ourselves and want to be
happy, this is OUR time here. And therefore, the "selfish" label
seems so hypocritical. When you think about it... Every time we
attach the "selfish" label to other people this is just an indirect way
to punish them for not doing something for US. There is nothing
wrong in enhancing ourselves, we are born to grow and not to
reduce ourselves and our lives to misery.
 
In a personal context this takes the former of a dialogue somewhere
along these lines:
 
"- Hey you, give me your candy!
- No.
- Oh, you are so SELFISH"
 
What seems to be particularly striking is that the person who is
really "selfish" here is actually the one who wants to take away the
candy.
 



Some argue about paying back for what we earned from society.
But how does society really provide us with anything or how do
we give something in return? Society only aims at controlling
individuals and enslaving them to do the most mundane work.
Actually the individuals who somehow manage to escape this and
grow to be someone more capable are the ones who really
contribute to the well being of the society as a whole.
 
For example, Einstein remaining at his post as a clerk at the patent
office would have been a good slave perhaps but as a pioneer in
physics had actually much more impact and massively contributed
to the progress of science. Had he not been so "selfish" to follow
his own interest, we would not have his theory of relativity. The
society - his relatives etc. wanted him to have a "normal" job and
be a nobody. He developed his theory because he was curious -
that is what he stated himself. He somewhat neglected his "normal"
job and followed his personal curiosity and later had to break the
resistance of the scientific establishment who refused to accept his
theories. Society does not act rational. It acts conservative and
repressive. Of course society benefits from scientific progress but
it does not support it directly. Only individuals strong enough to
oppose social pressure like Einstein actually succeed in making a
difference. And although one cannot escape society completely, it
is still possible to recognize social pressure and evade it when
necessary.
 



Of course there are always those „meatbags” who do absolutely
nothing and expect to receive and be supplied with everything, but
that's a different story. I am speaking about destroying one's ability
of self-growth and self-enhancement and about exploitation of
individuals by society by means of the simple trick of attaching the
"selfish" label to those who dare to care for themselves. I once had
a brief shock when I checked the population of Nigeria. I compared
it to the population of Switzerland and then compared their gross
domestic product per capita (wealth per person). As you probably
expected, the wealth per person in Nigeria is MUCH lower than
Switzerland even though it has over ten times its population. Is
overpopulating a good thing? Does it have any point to start
families in stagnant societies which will not be able to give a bright
future to their children but only pain and poverty? Nigeria does
not progress in its quality of life. It only makes its population
grow. Society guides individuals to become stagnant and
submissive. Individuals who manage to make a difference are
usually strong enough to guide themselves and later on GUIDE
THE SOCIETY that would follow them - think about major
political leaders - they did not follow their society, the society
followed them. Society can surely guide individuals. But if
individuals are strong enough to oppose, they can guide the
society.
 
 
Relationships - Christian and non-Christian way



 
A lot of Christians will argue that self-sacrifice is necessary in a
ommitted relationship. Or is it really? Let me give you a nice
example from real life. Recently I heard a girl saying her boyfriend
made her watch a lot of westerns even though she hates them and
prefers comedies. Instead of the silly sacrifice they could have
simply watched the films they like in solitude and only watch
together when they both like a film. For me this is the difference
between the Christian idea of relationships and a more natural
attitude. It seems to me that in Christianity people just torture
each other instead of mutual inspiration. In effect Christianity
always tends to forcefully "meld" people and repress the woman
instead of respecting the individuality of both and using the
relationship to enhance lives instead of reducing them. It is
basically the difference between: "torture the woman" and "enjoy
each other".
 
 
The 7 days myth - but why?
 
Well, we got so used to the 7-day week that it is no longer
commonly perceived as a Christian invention. Still, as most
inventions it must have had a purpose. But let's focus on the
effects first.
 
After slaving with little sleep for the first five days, the time



arrives to "have some fun, do something interesting". But do really
do that? We usually fall into a repetitive routine of clubbing, sex
and alcohol followed by hangovers and paralysis towards Sunday.
We do not have time to think, to be really creative, to start doing
something new and enjoyable. Our lives become very repertitive, it
is like living THE SAME SEVEN DAYS over and over again...
 
From my experience to many Christians ayone opposing such
inventions like repetitive grind-and-paralysis weeks is just a
„gruesome individua”l. Quite interestingly, the Christians
themselves often appear to be quite gruesome in their fanaticism of
self-torture covered up by pretending that their "happy" this way,
with this most hilarious and yet somewhat abominal fake smiling
and artificial voice tones on their scary Sundays...
 
I am not suggesting a different length for the week, but perhaps
just abandoning it altogether. Instead of thinking about the weekend
when working and thinking about the dreaded Monday when
trying to have some fun, in a week-free world one can work or have
fun any time which has already been tested by freelancers. The
weekly routine has profound psychological effects and causes
people to hate their work and do it worse than they could because
all they can focus on is their weekend... Of course this is a
somewhat simplified way to put it, but the opposite has obviously
been tested by freelancers and the fact is they tend to actually be
more productive with their work and less stagnant with their



entertainment habits.
 
 
Why is religion involved in politics?
 
When pondering this question, some of my friends tried to grasp a
sense of some starting point in history. How about no starting
point at all? I mean both religon and politics are about control over
people. When we think for a minute: what is religion? what does it
do? The one thing that comes to mind is that it's simply controlling
our behaviour and attitudes - first and foremost our sexual
behaviour and then things like social interactions etc. So is there so
much of a difference between those two at all? They both have a
hierarchy of people who manipulate other people or force them to
do things or forbid certain behaviours.
 
I would say religion is politics in disguise or they simply double
each other. That's why they are intertwined and sometimes
religious leaders double as politicial leaders (some muslim states) or
political leaders become head of church (England). It all seems
wrong and unnatural if you regard religion for what it pretends to
be but suddenly becomes simple and obvious when you take it for
what it really is.
 
And finally two nice examples from my country. Firstly,
separating the church and the state is exactly what some politicians



in Poland are trying to do right now. In the Polish parliament there
is a cross on the wall apart from the national emblem. The
politicians from a party called the Palikot Movement recently
wanted to take it down but others opposed.
 
Another example comes from before World War II. In pre-war
Poland there were a lot of adherents to the orthodox church in the
eastern part of the country, mainly Ukrainians. But to Polish
people in the center and in the west the orthodox church was the
symbol of Russia and its opression. So they decided to tear a lot of
orthodox churches (the buildings) down. This later resulted in the
Ukrainians turning against Poles and committing organized war
attrocities on civilian population as means of revenge. There you
have it - politics and religions, "love and marriage, It's an institute
you can't disparage. Ask the local gentry and they will say it's
elementary".
 
 
Being a priest - a controversial path of life?
 
Just let me explain based on observations from my country. In
Poland almost all priests are Catholic since catholicism aggressively
eliminated other religions such as the protestant etc. which became
marginalized with an almost non-existent number of believers.
Therefore, I shall only focus on the path of the Catholic priests.
 



Well, priests are well known here for having expensive cars and
expensive meals. Their source of income is not based on any kind
of productive work. It is essentially what one would call taxation.
In every neighbourhood there is a church which drains the adjacent
households. On Sundays the „sheep” are supposed to head to the
house of imaginary God to receive their weekly brainwash. Apart
from the steady flow of small amounts from the Sunday mass there
are also significant amounts for special service such as wedding or
funeral. A wedding costs a couple of typical monthly salaries, a
funeral is like half of it or one third. Additional source is the so
called education or shall I say de-education. In Poland religion is
taught by priests at schools just like an ordinary subject with
grades which are ironically equally important as maths etc.
 
The moral aspect is twofold. Firstly, some people say that the
priests do not do anything productive other than tempering with
people's minds and private lives. Still, they posess the goods many
honest workers cannot afford. Secondly, they are not officially
allowed to have intercourse with women although they are allowed
to preach about the proper manner of such intercourse. But even
more importantly, some of the priests reportedly do engage in
intercourse with women when going to discos without their
"uniform" not to mention shady affairs with underage girls or boys.
The first results in occasional scandals of pregnancies which are
often aborted, the second is usually promptly covered up.
 



Charity etc. is often used as an argument to show that the church
in Poland is "good". But we also have a secular initiative called
WOSP here which collects millions every year and spends them on
critical medical equipment for infants with heart defect etc. Secular
charity simply helps people without trying to influence their
minds. On the other hand, where I live priests promote
unprotected sex, say publicly gays should go to hospital and get a
treatment for their "disease", encourage repression of women etc.
Sure there are those few priests who actually believe in being a
good person and indeed do something good but they could do those
things equally well or even better without devoting the rest of their
time to being a priest
 
Still, the vast majority are at least idle in their parasitic lives but
this idleness usually turns into some sort of harm towards women,
minors or the local community e.g. excessive money draining. In
Poland even in the poorest villages the church (the building) is
always in excellent condition even if people's homes aren't and if
something breaks the money is immediately collected from villagers
and the amount is usually a couple of times higher than the actual
amount typically spent on such repairs so one could only wonder
where the rest of the money goes.
 
 
Mind Games
 



Christianity pretends to be friendly and tolerant until it becomes a
dominant force itself. Religion may seem attractive and noble when
"in hiding" but when its place is secured it shows its true face as a
paranoid path of repression, self-destruction and disrespect for
women. In Poland there is a Catholic radio station called Radio
Maryja that regularly broadcasts hatred based on nationalism -
they tell their listeners and followers to hate Jews, Germans and
Russians and the state does not seem to bother to do anything
because the radio station is supported by... the Vatican.
Meanwhile, there is already a lot of despair and hate generated by
people who refuse to use their minds and doubt.
 
I wonder if any of you read Orwell's novel titled 1984. The
repressive authority applying torture etc. was called there the
"ministry of love". This same tactics of twisting ideas and
manipulating minds seems to be used in the contemporary church,
with fallacies used to shut down entire groups of oponents. It all
goes much deeper than we think and even though they are all just
words quite often we do not have any idea how devastating it can
be. When anyone opposes the public display of the cross, they
explain that the graphic depiction of torture or a less graphic but
still disturbing depiction of a tool of torture is the symbol of love...
In this way torture becomes love, hate becomes good etc.
 
I was in fact quite astonished to further notice the phrase „crucify
yourself daily” as a common motto. I mean... seriously??? But then



it all perfectly jumped into place. A crucified person is stuck in a
position where one does not want to be. This is how a believer is
supposed to be framed in his daily proceedings - at work or in life
in general. And needless to say, this accumulates frustration and is
further used to fuel hatred which in turn can be directed whenever
an authority desires, e.g. when at war – either a military (especially
when religion is tied with national identity) or an ideological one.
 
Even more interestingly, trying to remove the cross is an attempt
of „censorship”. So another very well known rhetoric trick used by
the Christians is allocating one's own methods to your adversary. A
religion known for censorship, book-burning and even people-
burning that always repressed free thought suddenly becomes the
one who is being opressed. Nope sir, your crosses are everywhere
and they are dripping with blood, not only Christ's blood. Nobody
attempts to "censor" them. But I do not wish to be bombarded
with graphic imagery of torture of any kind. Period.
 
The churches with their corpses on poles and ringing bells are an
intrusion in everyday life even to those who do not attend them.
But religion is always trying to create the impression that they
have been there forever just like Orwellian authorities who erased
evidence of history before their rule.
 
Naturally any repression results in opposition. In the most
extreme cases people decide to „stop living a lie” or consider



religion „harmful to society” and start seeking means to protect
themselves from it, others are trying to come to terms with their
new realizations and „recovering from religion”.
 
To me religion often seems to be trying to use the best of you
against you. All great minds revolted against it – for example
Hypatia in ancient times, Voltaire and others in the age of
enlightenment, Nietsche who notably claimed that God is in fact
dead or even Einstein who considered the idea of a personal God to
be at best „childish”. People critisizing it are trying to show a
balanced opinion here because their minds are usually complex and
well developed. But the ones they are trying to understand do not
have minds which would be so open or balanced as could recently
be seen in Indonesia with the angry mob beating up an atheist.
 
 
So why aren't you a Christian?
 
Finally, I think after providing a detailed explanation I am also able
to summarize my current stance in a few brief and simple points. I
do indeed have trouble identifying with what seems to be a
fundamental philosophy underying western civilization because:
 
1. I do not believe women are inferior
2. I do not believe self-torture and denial is a good path of life
3. I do not believe in forced relationships



4. I am repulsed by religion's disregard for reason
5. I am repulsed by its fondness of submissiveness and idleness
6. I am utterly disgusted by the sexual offenses of the priests
7. I am deeply irritated by their exploitation of the economical
system of my
country
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