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Atheism as an ideology is very little understood by both it's critics and its proponents, yet it has 
been very influential, especially recently. One has to look no further than any news source to hear about
their literally (and I mean literally) morally bankrupt and reason defying ideology producing crazy 
schemes that would no doubt end our species if implemented. Some might want to protest saying: 
“Atheism is not an ideology! It's a lack of ideology! Atheism does not compels us to do anything!” and 
that is an important point that I promise I will revisit later on. However, this kind of “atheism” is not 
what I am talking about, yet. If you feel a little confused, you are probably one of the “New Atheists”, 
or at least you are influenced by them. As it turns out, atheism is goes further back than Richard 
Dawkins and, unlike the “New Atheists”, the old atheists followed “God doesn't exist..” with a “.. 
therefore”.

The material world we happen to inhabit is no doubt a dreadful place. At all times we and 
everything around us is subject to the laws of nature, and unlike us, they are not concerned with 
questions of morality- when the sun will be set to explode, it won't hesitate on the grounds that it might 
erase all life on earth. Strangely enough this complaint applies only when we consider the relationship 
of nature with human beings. Stones hitting the ground, is quite a different matter than Billy hitting 
Tommy, even if Billy had used a stone. But in what way is it actually different? Let us analyze the 
nature of the situation. A stone: an object comprised of certain atoms, arranged in a certain way, 
followed a certain path and hit the ground- another object comprised of certain atoms that are arranged 
in a certain way. Billy: an object comprised of certain atoms, arranged in a certain way, hit Tommy an 
object comprised of certain atoms, arranged in a certain way. Is it the composition of atoms that made 
the difference? If two carbon sack filled with water, were to collide, would it be bad too? Does the 
arrangement matter? Why would it? And, more importantly, what in heaven's name do we even mean 
by good and bad? Is a thing good, because it has a certain heat content or moves at certain speed? If 
not, then 'morality' seems to be another superstition or at best a human construct.

One might feel like the last paragraph is mere sophistry. The answer is obvious: Human beings 
are alive and stones and grounds are not. But then what does it mean to be “alive”? “Love is just a 
chemical reaction in your brain” is not an empty phrase, designed to make one look edgy and “smart”, 
but it is a factual statement. And it turns out that it's true regarding all brain activity. There is nothing 
“alive” about chemical reactions. Or are humans alive, because they are made out of cells? What's so 
special about that? My house is made out of bricks. So what? Cells may be full of activity are quite 
complex, but fundamentally they are just “dead” matter propelled by laws of physics. Penn Jillette said 
that theists act against the logic of their position, when we obey the traffic laws (silly enough), but why 
exactly is he stopping at red lights, if the whole universe is just a meaningless dance of inanimate 
matter? Tragically, the nature equipped us with a sense for self-preservation, otherwise we could have 
ended quicker this farce called life. Faced with reality of our situation, we might decide that we might 
as well have fun. Fun at all cost, without thinking about tomorrow, because tomorrow is as meaningless
as the whole universe. Humanity would not survive such a way of life. Luckily, our instincts go beyond
self-preservation. Nature may be merciless, we shall not. Nature may be meaningless, we shall find a 
purpose. We can be moral in the face of cynicism. If the price we have to pay for civilization is 
savagery and despair, then it is not a high price to pay.

I mentioned possibility of morality being a human construct, however if morality is a mere 
means to an end, then there is no use in arguing about it- we might argue that in order to achieve X, 
morality A is better than morality B, but we can't make moral judgments on whether we should pursue 
X rather than Y. Just like it's no use to try to persuade a Muslim that certain parts of Quran are morally 
bad, since they believe that good and bad are terms which derive their meaning from the Quran. It is 
also pointless to criticize any morality- they aren't good or bad, they are different. If we want to have an
egalitarian society, we should construct a morality where any acknowledgment of group differences is 



bad. If we want a socialist society, we should construct a communist morality. There is nothing in 
physics, chemistry or biology that would support or undermine either position. Some might want to 
protest when I got to “biology” by saying that there are certain preferences embedded in our genetic 
makeup ,but there is nothing special about it. If needed, we should change our genetic makeup by 
eugenics or outright genetic engineering. Millions dying in the process in actuality would be as bad as 
burning a few tons of coal, their bodies would pave a way to the brave new world. Who could oppose 
that? It's hard to argue that the current world is perfect. The society doesn't teach men not to rape, 
therefore they rape (not like a mentor teaches his pupils, mind you, but like an owner teaches his dog). 
White people are overachievers and black people are underachievers, it can only be due to the society 
arbitrarily exalting white people, and oppressing black people. To think that any of these differences 
arise from individuals making their own choices is bigoted, and more importantly, superstitious.

Here is an interesting fact about computers: they cannot 'make up' numbers. If you command 
the machine to add one and one, it will give you two, but the two is fully depended on the ones you 
gave it. Algorithms may do wonders with numbers, but the outcome will always depend on your input 
and whatever was put into the machine earlier by the programmers and engineers. Even the random 
number generator depends on the influences from outside of the system, and unless the source is 
random to begin with, the number will only seem to be random. That is because the machine works 
according to the laws of nature, and the laws of nature work in a fixed way. Under standard conditions, 
water boils at 100 degrees Celsius. If you measured something different, then either the pressure is off, 
the water is not in fact water or your thermometer is faulty, not because the nature rolled a dice on you. 
Human brains are the same. They work according to the laws of nature too, and therefore work in a 
fixed way- given X, they give Y. A thief does what he does, because of, and here scientists may 
genuinely differ, either his genes or societal pressures. Change in his behavior will depend on his genes
and/or societal pressures too. Either way, nothing is coming from his own volition, because the thing 
called “free will” is a mere superstition, by the laws of nature it cannot exist. If you want progress, it is 
no use to change “hearts and minds of individuals”, you have to fundamentally change society with 
propaganda, brainwashing, reeducation and/or eugenics programs. To some, contemporary left might 
appear evil and crazy; it may be a sobering thought that this is as compassionate-while-sound as they 
get. If rape is deemed evil, then we should either start a brainwashing propaganda to stop rape culture, 
a eugenics program to kill off the gene responsible for rape or turn rape into a part of our morality. If 
people differ, then we should 'breed' the superiors and marginalize the inferior, or we should insist that 
people do not differ at all.

In the beginning I mentioned “New Atheists” claiming that they do not derive their morals from
atheism. That's the point. Working from a clean start, atheists could never reach western values and are 
more likely to destroy rather than to improve them. A quick check: 'all man are created equal'- in no 
way we do, we all differ in height, skill, age etc. Freedom of thought- diverts progress from whatever is
the goal. Innocence until proven guilty- lets undesirables commit crimes which they are inevitably 
going to commit. The 'supernatural' branch, dubbed 'superstition' by the atheists who are eagerly 
chopping it off, is the only branch holding up western values. When you see civilization regressing into
a jungle, remember who put us on par with animals.


