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Our Philosophy
The Atheist Foundation of Australia recognises scientific method as the only rational means toward understanding reality. To 
question and critically examine all ideas, testing them in the light of experiment, leads to the discovery of facts.

As there is no scientific evidence for supernatural phenomena, atheists reject belief in ‘God’, gods and other supernatural beings. 
The universe, the world in which we live, and the evolution of life, are entirely natural occurrences.

No personality or mind can exist without the process of living matter to sustain it. We have only one life – here and now. All that 
remains after a person dies is the memory of their life and deeds in the minds of those who live.

Atheists reject superstition and prejudice along with the irrational fears they cause. We recognise the complexity and 
interdependence of life on this planet. As rational and ethical beings we accept the challenge of making a creative and responsible 
contribution to life.

Our Aims
To encourage and to provide a means of expression for informed free-thought on philosophical and social issues.

To safeguard the rights of all non-religious people.

To serve as a focal point for the fellowship of non-religious people.

To offer reliable information in place of superstition and to offer the methodology of reason in place of faith so as to enable people 
to take responsibility for the full development of their potential as human beings.

To promote atheism.
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High Court Challenge
For those who don’t know the 
background, Ron Williams is a father 
of school children in Toowoomba.  
In 2012, he won a legal stoush 
in the High Court against the 
Commonwealth Government funding 
of the national school chaplaincy 
program.  On 20 June 2012 the 
High Court decided in Ron’s favour, 
challenging the commonwealth 
government’s authority to enter into 
funding agreements and to draw 
money from consolidated revenue in 
relation to matters that were beyond 
the powers of the Commonwealth. 

In response to the decision, the 
Commonwealth Parliament on 28 
June 2012 passed and the Governor 
General assented to the Financial 
Framework Legislation Act (No 
3) 2012. The issues raised by the 
new legislation are matters that are 
important to every Australian. If the 
citizens of Australia were fully aware 
of what has been done, they would 
most probably consider the Financial 
Framework Legislation Act (No 3) 
2012 to be totally unacceptable.

As such, Ron has gone back to the 
High Court. A Writ of Summons and 
Statement of Claim was issued on 8 
August 2013

The cost of this action will be 
substantial. Donations can be made:

Direct Deposit:

BANK: NAB
ACCOUNT: Horowitz & Bilinsky Pty 
Ltd ATF Ronald James Williams
ACCOUNT#: 169589121
BSB: 082 080
REFERENCE: R.J. Williams

Cheques and Money Orders:

Horowitz and Bilinsky 
Suites 3-7, 1st Floor 
229-231 Macquarie St 
Sydney NSW 2000

http://highcourtchallenge.com/
Twitter: @HighCourtNSCP 
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Hello readers,

I am half excited and half nervous 
about this, my very first issue of 
the magazine. I recognise that it is 
a magazine that readers feel very 
attached to, and rightly so.

Firstly, I take the opportunity to 
thank Lee Holmes for the wonderful 
job she did as editor for a number 
of years. She is a very tough act to 
follow. Thankfully, I am supported by 
a fantastic Editorial Team.

Secondly, for those who receive a 
printed copy, you will notice that 
the magazine arrived in a plastic 
sheet, rather than the usual manilla 
envelope. The plastic wrapping 
is to protect the magazine from 

the weather. The wrapping is  
biodegradable. I have been advised 
that some readers do not want 
anyone to know that they are atheists 
and receiving this magazine. While 
that is a sad indictment of the world 
we live in, I have made sure that 
the magazine is obscured in the 
plastic wrapping and covered by the 
address sheet.

We have a lot of things happening and 
I will endeavour to keep everyone up 
to date. I recommend that everyone 
also check the AFA Facebook page  
and webiste regularly for updates. 
The next issue of the magazine 
will be the Nov-Dec issue. That will 
include various articles for members 
to consider leading up to the AGM.

In this issue, there is an introduction 
from the newly appointed AFA 
President, Michael Boyd. Michael is 
a pleasure to work with and he has 
the enthusiasm and drive to keep us 
all engaged. With Michael becoming 
President, the Vice-President role 
became vacant. The Management 
Committee voted to have two Vice-
Presidents; Danny Jarman and Joel 
Kilgour. Both of them, very capable, 
with significant skills and experience. 
I will make sure that we have 
introductory stories on each of them 
for the next issue.

There are a lot of stories in this issue 
that I love. Glen Fowler submitted 
an interesting tale of trying to 
argue against school prayers in a 
government school. Raphael Letester 
takes the hypothetical opportunity to 
debate William Lane Craig.

This issue also introduces some new 
regular story writers. Dan Palmer is a 
professional sportsperson interested 
in writing and atheism. Justin Murray 
is providing articles on a variety of 
religions based on his experiences. 
He is immersing himself in a variety 
of cultures to undersand them from 
an anthropological standpoint. I 
look forward to further articles from 
these two. Next issue we introduce 
Fadi Alameddin. Fadi is an atheist 
raised in a moderate muslim family. 
He is writing a series of articles and 
providing a perspective that many of 
us never get to see.

I hope you enjoy reading the 
magazine as much as I enjoyed 
putting it together. If you have any 
comments, suggestions or you would 
like to submit something to me for 
inclusion, please contact me at:
taa@atheistfoundation.org.au 

Until next issue, take care

Tracy

Not Alone Project

There is a new website 
for non-believers to share 
their stories. They can be 
published, in a completely 
safe environment, which 
doesn’t judge its participants 
in any way. This is an internet 
“safehouse” for those who 
fear coming out, and a place 
to share stories, freedoms 
and inspirations. Those 
who publish their work here 
have the choice of remaining 
anonymous, or publishing 
their names in their articles.

Not Alone Logo

The “Not Alone” logo 
represents the thoughts 
of those who are secretly 
irreligious, and the feeling 
of isolation and loneliness 
associated with this. The 
“thought bubble” represents 
the appearance of isolation 
and thoughts of being alone. 
The red dot in the black 
represents “you” thinking you 
are alone. The final thought 
bubble, shows you however 
that one step beyond your 
current situation, there are 
others like you.

http://notaloneproject.wordpress.com/
Twitter: @ContactNotAlone
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President’s Message
Hello AFA Members,

I am honoured to take on the role of 
President and I would like to take the 
opportunity to thank David Nicholls 
for his blood sweat and tears over 
the years. I wish him on behalf of all 
members, a wonderful retirement. 
Time to sit back and relax, having 
done a fine job for many years.
 
I’m sure all AFA members would 
agree that I cannot thank David 
without also thanking Lee Holmes, 
who also recently retired from her 
position as editor of AA and has held 
many other positions in the AFA over 
many years. Thank you Lee for many 
jobs well done.

It is that time again in Australia. We 
have an election upon us. We are 
being inundated with advertisements, 
slogans and catchphrases that 
mean nothing. One of the regular 
meaningless themes trotted out 
by Australian politicians of all 
persuasions is “Judeo-Christian” 
values underpinning modern 
Australian society. The phrase is 
often heard as the politician is about 
to announce some new measure 
aimed at undermining the separation 
of church and state or opposing some 
measure aimed at bolstering such 
separation, or imposing a religiously 
based “moral” rule on the population, 
often in the face of polling that shows 
most Australians don’t want it or 
need it.

Such statements from our elected 
leaders fails to recognize  that 
modern Australian ideals such as free 
speech, individual liberty, democracy 
and separation of church and state 
arise in the face of fierce opposition 
from Churches and religious leaders.

The source of our modern ideals 
was a group of philosophers and 
thinkers writing in the 18th century 
as part of a movement known as the 
enlightenment. This group of thinkers 
included Rousseau, Voltaire, Hume 
and Montaigne. They did not speak 

with one voice and often disagreed 
with each other but their legacy is 
our modern “Western Values” so 
often touted by politicians as “Judeo-
Christian”.

Their vision of a society governed 
by men not a church or some 
god appointed monarch was an 
inspiration for the authors of the 
US constitution, a benchmark in the 
creation of a modern society. Sadly, 
in the USA the forces of darkness 
have managed to usurp the will of the 
founding fathers to the point where 
an extraordinary 46% of Americans 
believe that the world was created by 
a God sometime in the last 10,000 
years, according to a Gallup poll 
conducted in 2012. The position in 
Australia is somewhat better with 
only 23% believing this nonsense 
according to a 2009 Nielsen poll.

Whilst many Christian churches today 
will claim to adhere to the values 
espoused by the Enlightenment, it 
should be remembered that religion 
came late to the argument. In fact 
one can argue that churches have 

stolen the ideals of the enlightenment 
and now falsely present them as their 
own.

There is nothing enlightening about 
the Bible or the Koran, and in 
espousing modernity, the churches 
of Australia are in fact retreating from 
their own heritage and embracing 
new territory, all under the guise of 
“reinterpreting”, but in fact, more 
correctly,  ignoring their holy words.

The bible endorses slavery, death to 
unbelievers, subjugation of women, 
genocide and homophobia. These 
facts are quietly ignored by priests, 
preachers and ministers and sadly 
by politicians who so readily refer to 
“Judeo-Christian” values.

Atheists should reclaim the higher 
ground. Next time you hear the 
phrase “Judeo-Christian” values 
shout out loudly “rubbish!” And write 
a letter to your local paper or put a 
post on the offending politicians 
Facebook page. 

As you can see from the polling 
referred to above, there is a long 
way to go before the scientific 
method triumphs over fairy tales 
and rational debate becomes the 
norm in our society. So, atheists of 
the world should unite to take on 
the evils of religion. However, I think 
most atheists have an aversion for 
organised activity of any sort. But 
when the stupidity of religion gets 
even the mildest of us annoyed, the 
AFA is here, ready to accept your 
exasperated forum post or publish 
your thoughts on Facebook or print 
your article in AA or lobby government 
to make rational evidence-based 
policy decisions.

Until the next issue

Maintain the rage

Michael
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Glenn Fowler is an AFA Member with serious concerns about the indoctrination of children in public schools and the 
failure to have a separation of church and state. He shares his personal views with us and requests suggestions 
from other AFA members on what we can do to tackle this very concerning issue.

Eighteen months ago we moved 
to a small village in NSW, not far 
from a major metropolitan centre. 
Our two children, aged seven and 
six, attend the local public school, 
which has about thirty students. This 
year we discovered that a “prayer” 
is being recited by all children at 
their regular school assembly. This 
practice occurs above and beyond 
the Special Religious Instruction, 
or scripture, which is (misguidedly) 
permitted under NSW law, and from 
which a small number of children 
at this school, including ours, are 
withdrawn.

Being so new to a community, 
and not wanting to rock the boat 
unnecessarily, my wife Marina and 
I considered letting the matter drop. 
But as principled people who believe 
in the concept of church and state 
separation, we decided to request a 
change to the practice.

This has, unfortunately, led to 
community division. Despite us 
following the Education Department’s 
advice with regard to a request for 
change, and acting with ethical 
integrity and intellectual maturity 
throughout, the behaviour of a small 
number of individuals has been 
cause for great regret. There has 
been significant hysteria fuelled 
by ignorance and innuendo, public 
verbal attacks on P&C members, 
an attempt to shut down debate and 
then an unashamed campaign of 
P&C “branch stacking”. Finally, when 
the matter was being discussed at 
a (very full) Parents and Citizens (P 
& C) meeting, an unsubstantiated 
allegation was made by a parent 
about my seven-year-old son (that 
he had allegedly said one particular 
boy was “stupid” for believing in 
God). This intolerable behaviour of 
personalising a generic issue – an 

adult publicly criticising someone 
else’s young child - has been 
censured by the P&C. Indeed, the 
support we have received from a 
majority of parents has been greatly 
appreciated.  

The “prayer” at issue is a watered-
down, secularised version of a 
prayer that exists in many schools 
across the Western World – private 
religious and (mostly small rural) 
public. The words themselves, with 
the references to God removed as 
they were, are inoffensive to us. On 
that basis, we simply proposed that 
the school secularise the observance 
one word further and replace the 
title “prayer” with “pledge”, as has 
occurred in some NSW public 
schools already.

Following the nastiness, we arrived 
at a compromise, proposed by 
us and supported by a number of 
families (religious and non-religious) 
through a letter of petition to the 
principal, that the school captain 
introduce the words with “This is our 
school prayer and/or school pledge”. 
It is not ideal that the word prayer 
remains, but at least it places belief 
and non-belief on the same footing, 
it doesn’t preference belief or imply 
that belief is the norm, and on that 
basis we can live with it. To us, it’s a 
bit like a witness in court having the 

choice of swearing on a holy book or 
making an affirmation.

The main purpose of this piece is 
to share a slightly abridged version 
of the argument I presented to the 
school community in support of a 
change, in the hope that it may be 
of use to somebody somewhere 
who finds him/herself in a similar 
predicament. I don’t pretend it is 
earth-shatteringly original, but I 
provide it nonetheless …

Presentation Given
We cannot accept the use of the 
word “prayer” as part of the regular 
part of the learning program for our 
children at a secular public school.

Today I will be referring to this 
prayer as a religious observance. I 
acknowledge that it is rather minor on 
the scale of religious observances. I 
understand, some people may be 
prepared to defend the status quo 
as passionately as we want to see 
a change, so I guess I should stop 
thinking of it as a minor thing. In 
fact, I’m quite comfortable seeing it 
as more than minor because it is a 
matter of profound significance and 
principle for our family.  

We mean no disrespect to anybody 
who holds a religious belief. Today’s 
discussion is not really about religion, 
or about atheism. Yes, Marina and I 
are atheists. We have no religious 
belief whatsoever. We don’t describe 
our children in the same way because 
they are nowhere near old enough to 
make a decision on such matters. 
The term you will sometimes hear 
used these days, often by church 
leaders or theologians, is “militant 
atheist”. I think that term is a furphy. 
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There is no point in my being militant 
or passionate about atheism, which 
is in essence a complete lack of 
religious belief or faith, but where we 
will be passionate is in the defence of 
secularism. It is really important that 
we consider this concept today.

Australia is a secular country. Its 
constitution, albeit imperfect, makes 
it so. The most prosperous and 
cohesive nations on the planet also 
happen to be the most secular. The 
least prosperous and most deadly 
nations on Earth are theocracies or 
virtual theocracies. Look at Somalia, 
Sudan, Iran, Afghanistan.....

Those countries are largely struggling 
or failing because there is no proper 
separation or demarcation between 
church and state, and one particular 
religious world view is imposed upon 
the population, like it or not. 

Secularism is not anti-religion. It is, 
in fact, the best friend religion has. It 
secures the place of religious belief. 
It secures the place of each particular 
religious belief. And the beauty of it 
is, that it secures a place for those 
who have no religious belief. 

Secularism does not stop religions 
having a voice. The churches and 
their bishops have a highly influential 
voice in Australian public debate. 
The imams and rabbis have a voice 
in public debate too. The Australian 
Christian Lobby has a voice. The 
Atheist Foundation of Australia 
has a voice. So do the rationalists, 
the Humanists and the Australian 
Secular Party. All political parties 
have a voice – from One Nation 
to the Australian Sex Party. So do 
chambers of commerce and trade 
unions. So do NGOs like Greenpeace 
and St Vincent de Paul. So do think 
tanks – left and right wing. But the 
key to a functioning secular society 
is that nobody should get preferential 
treatment in the public debate. None 
of these interest groups, as legitimate 
as they are, should have a privileged 
position. Nobody should have a 
position of disproportionate influence. 
The success of any of these voices 
should be determined by the strength 
of their argument, not because they 
get a leg up, a free kick or special 

dispensation. It is not reasonable for 
one belief system, one world view, 
one religious group, to have undue 
influence or preferential treatment. 
This is a dangerous notion indeed, 
as evidenced in the aforementioned 
countries and others.

A public school is not a religious 
school. Religious schools are 
available for those who want to use 
them. A public school is a secular 
space, a secular institution, where 
all personal convictions are tolerated 
and indeed accepted (unless they 
harm others) but none are preferred.

It would be unacceptable to many 
here, including us, if all the children 
at this school were expected to 
take part in Ramadan. It would be 
unacceptable to many if all children 
were expected to eat halal meat or 
to refrain from eating pig on school 
grounds. It would be unacceptable if 
children were asked to recite Liberal 
Party policy, or sing “Solidarity 
Forever”, or rote learn the Communist 
Manifesto, or start assembly with a 
reading from Richard Dawkins’ “The 
God Delusion”, or sing “Good Old 
Collingwood Forever”. 

All of these world views/belief 
systems/personal convictions should 
be learned about – and we want our 
kids to learn about religions – all 
religions – but they must not have any 
of these ritual observances presented 
to them as accepted wisdom. For our 
kids, prayer is something that some 
people do – it is not what we do.

British philosopher A.C. Grayling 
has written: “Freedom from coercive 
ideology is both a human right and 
a fundamental civil liberty, which is 
why freedom from religion should 
figure in any codification of human 
rights alongside the freedom to have 
a religion. The right to freedom from 
religion also means freedom from 
proselytisation or coercive demands 
to belong to one, or harassment and 
punishment for not belonging to one, 
and – very importantly – from the 
requirement to live according to the 
tenets or demands of a religion to 
which one does not subscribe. 

The juxtaposition of a right to a 
religion and a right to freedom from 
religion entails that freedom to have 
a religion is not the same thing as 
the freedom to impose it on anyone 
else.” (The God Argument, 2013)

Article 18 of the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political 
Rights, to which Australia has long 
been a signatory, reads in part (my 
emphasis): 

“2. No one shall be subject to 
coercion which would impair 
his freedom to have or to 
adopt a religion or belief of his 
choice. …

4. The States Parties to the 
present Covenant undertake to 
have respect for the liberty of 
parents and, when applicable, 
legal guardians to ensure the 
religious and moral education 
of their children in conformity 
with their own convictions.”  

Former High Court Justice Michael 
Kirby, a committed Anglican but 
defender of secularism and of public 
schools, and an outspoken critic 
of religion being in public schools, 
has written: “Having been raised 
in a religious belief, as an Anglican 
Christian of the Protestant tradition 
of the Sydney Diocese, I understand 
the value of religious instruction 
when one is young. I acknowledge 
the utility of a spiritual preparation 
for life and of ethical enlightenment. 
In every society, every day, problems 
are presented to us that require moral 
choices to be made. 
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So how do we face up to that necessity 
in Australia’s public schools? We 
do so by observing the principle of 
secularism. Whatever may be our 
beliefs in our hearts and at home, 
when we enter the school gates, we 
acknowledge the space that must 
be left for private convictions. We do 
not attempt to force upon immature 
children, or school staff, a particular 
religious conviction. Their religion, 
if any, is their private business.” 
(“In Praise of the Secular Ideal in 
Australia’s Public Schools”, May 
2010)

We would fight vigorously for anybody 
in this room to hold a particular 
religious belief. It is your human right. 
But we would fight equally vigorously 
for the right to have no religion in 
our lives, and for our children to 
participate fully in their public school 
education. Freedom of religion and 
freedom from religion are two equally 
essential components of a modern, 
pluralist, secular nation.

Debates like the one we may have 
today are likely to become more 
common across NSW because 
Australia is changing, and changing 
rapidly. The Census question about 
religious affiliation that we answer 
every five years is flawed in its 
construction, and this means that 
the following statistics are likely to 
be very conservative. In last year’s 
Census 23% of Australians worked 
their way to the bottom of a long list 
of religions, including in many cases 
the religion of their family and/or 
childhood which is surely tempting 
to tick, and they ticked “No religion”. 
23%. Five years earlier it was 18%. 
Non-belief is officially growing by 
1% per year. The second most 
popular religion in Australia (after 

Catholicism) is actually “No religion”. 
In a jurisdiction close to us it is number 
one. Having a Christian prayer in a 
public school, albeit a nominal and 
fairly benign one, is going to become 
increasingly problematic as other 
religions become more prominent 
and as the numbers of non-believers 
continue to swell. The public school 
as a secular space is more important 
than ever in minimising social division 
and maximising social cohesion.

We hope that today you don’t 
consider retaining the title “prayer”. 

The strength of public education is 
its inclusivity - its recognition that 
all are equally valued. Keeping the 
word “prayer” will see our children 
excluded from their school assembly. 
They will be marginalised, confused 
and bewildered. They will want to 
know why they can’t attend their 
school assembly in its entirety. We 
will explain it to them and, sadly, a 
little bit more of their innocence will 
be lost. But there will be no option 
for us because we feel too strongly 
that nobody has the right to impose a 
belief system, a religious conviction, 
a religious observance on our 
children.  

Call for Assistance
So, fellow AFA members, that’s how 
I put it and, as explained, we got 
(mostly) there in the end – not until 
after this meeting, and not without 
a manageable amount of collateral 
damage.

My question for any legal eagles out 
there is this: 

How are the NSW Education 
Department’s Religious Education 
Implementation Procedures, which 
permit prayer in public schools subject 
to school community consultation, 
in any way compatible with Section 
30 of the NSW Education Act 1990 
which states in full:

“In government schools, the 
education is to consist of strictly non-
sectarian and secular instruction. 
The words ‘secular instruction’ are to 
be taken to include general religious 
education as distinct from dogmatic 
or polemical theology.”?

Any ideas, please get in touch 
through the AFA. I’d love to take this 
on one day.

- Glenn Fowler

Editor’s Note: All ideas, suggestions, 
comments can be directed to Glenn 
through me at the magazine.

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, 
committed citizens can change the world; indeed it is 
the only thing that ever has. - Margaret Mead
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Twit Indulgence
Dan Palmer is a professional sportsman. He plays rugby union in the front row for the ACT Brumbies. He holds 
strong secular values and wants to raise the profile of secular values in sport and the wider community. This is his 
first article (with many more to come, I hope) for the AFA Magazine. Here he looks at Pope Francis and the miscon-
ception that a “fresh” face would bring any sort of real change to catholic dogma. 

-Dan Palmer

Time spent in ‘Purgatory’ – the 
waiting room for heaven – can be 
reduced by following Pope Francis’ 
twitter account!
 
I read this ridiculous statement early 
this week, and wondered how many 
people would be inclined to believe 
such a scam - Given this man has 
around 2.6M followers on twitter, it 
would appear to be quite a few.
 
The Catholic world can rest easy, 
safe in the knowledge that earlier this 
year they appointed a new elderly 
virgin, who not only asserts that god 
exists, but claims to know his mind 
and intentions.  
 
I am perplexed that a human 
mammal, no greater than you or I, 
claims a divine right over peoples’ 
lives and we feel compelled to let this 
happen without question, possibly 
because we are scared to offend.
 
For reasons I am not willing to buy 
into, religion is a subject on which 
we are instantly expected to restrain 
our tongues. Yet is the subject that 
should be most often questioned.
 
Pope Francis’ first words at the helm 
were along the lines of “brothers and 
sisters, good evening” – unfortunately, 
these words were not followed up by 
an array of sincere apologies long 
overdue by the catholic institution.
 
It seems to me that if Francis is to 
take the same path as previous 
popes, he will be more than happy to 
pray for the less fortunate, as long as 
he is comfortably propped up in his 
golden throne funded by the billions 
in the Vatican bank account.
 
I do not question the sincerity 

of the belief that many people 
hold.  However, after reading and 
questioning much on this subject, 
I have come to the conclusion that 
science and religion are in fact 
mutually exclusive.  
 
They cannot co-exist in the fluffy way 
some would like them to. In fact, for 
one to become prevalent, the other 
will have to fade.
 

As Sam Harris quite rightly states 
– “I know of no society in recorded 
history that ever suffered because its 
people became too reasonable”. 
 
This is apparent in leading secular 
populations across the world. It 
should be noted, that for these 
societies to become fundamentally 
secular - Norway, Iceland, Australia, 
Canada and the UK - just to name 
a few - religion has had to take its 
rightful position at the back of the 
room.  Within all of these societies, 
according to the United Nations 
Human Development Report, life 

expectancy is greatest, adult literacy 
is superior, education, gender 
equality and infant mortality are also 
at much more desirable levels than 
that of highly religious states.
 
This is why I believe it is not okay to 
ignore this ultimate stupidity.  We are 
given two options that clearly cannot 
operate in conjunction. One, science, 
which significantly contributes to 
society and enhances the human 
experience, and the other, religion, 
which spends its time depressing 
populations, calling for genocide and 
slavery, all under the reassuring gaze 
of the unassuming, smiling faces we 
have come to know as the religious.
 
The vast array of misleading fronts 
put on by the church should not be 
mistaken for what the foundations of 
the church actually are – illogic and 
unreason.
 
Charity is an example we are often 
presented with.  Ignore the child abuse 
of the Catholic Church. Don’t worry 
about its attempts to suppress entire 
populations the world over. Disregard 
its spread of misinformation that has 
killed numerous human beings, not to 
mention lying to children and directly 
blocking their education.  Just look at 
the charity they do’.  
 
This doesn’t cut it in my opinion.  
The ‘charity’ contributed by these 
organisations is in no way relative 
to the amount of harm they have 
caused.

For example, it wasn’t long ago when 
Francis’ predecessor, Pope Benedict, 
spread his ‘wisdom’ through AIDS 
stricken Africa. He asserted that
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condoms were the work of the devil 
and actually enhanced your chance 
of contracting disease.  Imagine the 
damage such a claim caused. Talk 
like this cannot be wiped away by 
casually dabbling in charity.
 
After brushing away charity 
arguments, and other such smoke 
and mirrors used by the church, 
we expose the dirty underbelly 
of nonsense belief, giving certain 
human beings excessive power over 
others, promising glory in fictional 
lives that follow our existence, and 
having the cunningness to do so 
in the only life that we can be sure 
exists – the here and now.
 
At this point in time, even though 
science is continually advancing, 
there are many questions about 
the absolute origins of the universe 
that are essentially unknowable.  
Therefore, the first people that should 

be asked to leave the conversation 
on such issues are those claiming to 
know all with absolute certainty, the 
religious.
 
Yet, we don’t try to suppress these 
types, in fact they are the holders of 
unimaginable power, and in some 
countries it is punishable by death to 
so much as question this authority. 
This is a cycle that should be railed 
against, not accepted, praised or 
given respect.
 
These people have to be questioned 
vigorously.  What they are saying is 
damaging and ridiculous, and yes, it 
directly affects all of us.  We cannot 
just ignore it. They have serious and 
significant impacts upon the world we 
live in. 
 
We have a talent for deceiving 
ourselves.  We find it much easier 
to fool ourselves, than to admit that 

we have been fooled. The quicker we 
learn to see through the bullshit, the 
better off we will be.
 
I guess, on reflection, I can rest 
easy now, assured in the knowledge 
that there is absolutely no reason 
to believe anything these religious 
dictators say to be true. I read the 
ridiculous statement at the start 
of this article, early this week, and 
wondered how many people would 
be inclined to believe such a scam. 
However, given this man has around 
2.6 million followers on Twitter, it 
would appear to be quite a few.

Dan Palmer
Twitter: @danpalms

Editor: Dan will bring more stories in 
future issues.

Unholy Trinity
Denis Ryan and Peter Hoysted
Allen & Unwin, $29.99.

One policeman’s desperate and moving account of how he tried for 
decades to bring a paedophile priest to justice - but was blocked by not 
only the Catholic church, but by his own Police Force.

Monsignor John Day died in 1978. He was arguably Australia’s most 
prolific paedophile. His victims are counted in the hundreds. Yet when 
Day died, he was feted by Bishop Ronald Mulkearns as having ‘faithfully 
fulfilled his ministry in God’s name’.Unbelievably, Day had committed 
his terrible crimes with the knowledge and protection of senior members 
of the Victoria Police as well as the Clerk of the Courts, the most senior 
officer of the court in Mildura in the 1960s and ‘70s. Together the three 

men cast a shadow over the city that remains today.

Denis Ryan, a young police detective from Melbourne, had transferred to Mildura in the early 1960s. By 
the tacit rules of the day, priests were not to be charged for any crime short of murder in Victoria. The 
influence of the Church both in the Victoria Police and within the office of public prosecutions was too 
strong. But Ryan was a good cop, and quickly gained the trust of the people of Mildura. One by one the 
victims started coming forward-children who had been molested by Monsignor Day and their shocked 
and sometimes disbelieving parents.

This is Ryan’s story, told in his own words. It is also the story of Day’s victims, many of whom are alive 
today, and are here for the first time given a voice. After all this time, at last the truth can now be told.
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Ain’t Love Grand
We have celebrated our first marriage 
in the AFA. Annie Chant and Peter 
Wolty, both AFA members tied the 
knot earlier this year. Congratulations 
to them both and we wish them a 
joyful and happy union.

Annie and Wolty met through the 
online AFA Forums. Each from 
different sides of the country. Annie 
moved from Perth to be with Wolty in 
Brisbane.

Annie and Wolty took time out from 
wedded bliss to be interviewed. They 
share their thoughts on life, love and 
the pursuit of happiness with us.

Hi Annie and Wolty. Thank you for 
agreeing to be interviewed. Can 
you tell us how long you knew 
each other online, before meeting 
in person?

Annie: Two years on the AFA Forums
Wolty: About two years

(Editor: Excellent! I am so glad they 
came up with the same time period. 
It could have turned ugly.)

What is the first thing you noticed 
about each other?

Annie: He was funny and fair and was 
prepared to speak out in defence of 
others. He could also take the piss 
out of himself.
Wolty: She has humour and 
intelligence.

Can you remember the point 
where you knew the other was a 
‘keeper’?

Annie: Even before we met, I knew we 
would be together in the future. We 
developed a very strong relationship, 
based on trust and honesty as 
we spoke continuously via phone 
calls and private messaging before 
meeting. Anyone who was on the 
AFA Forums at the time will attest 
that we were private messaging each 
other constantly for at least a year.
 Wolty: Not really, after chatting for a 

while online.

Can you tell us about the proposal?

Annie: We were sitting out the back 
having a drink and in the middle of a 
conversation, and out of nowhere, I 
said “We should get married”, Wolty 
said “Shit yeah”.
Wolty: Just outside our back door. It 
seemed like a good idea at the time.

So where did you get married?

Annie: Kikaua Point, Big Island, 
Hawaii. It was gorgeous and dreamy.
Wolty: Hawaii

What was the most memorable 
thing about the day?

Annie: The fact that neither of us 
messed up our vows, the scenery 
and the ease and comfort of the 
whole ceremony.
Wolty: A beach wedding in a beautiful 
spot

What do you love most about each 
other?

Annie: I love Wolty’s calm and wacky 
sense of humour. I love that he is a 
man who cares about all forms of 
equality and challenges, where he 
sees it.
I love that he thinks clearly, is rational 

and, I love that he loves me.
Wolty: Annie is a beautiful person. 
Her caring for others really stands 
out.

Is it easier being married to a 
fellow atheist?

Annie: Absolutely, but more 
importantly, it’s probably easier being 
married to an atheist who is active 
in trying to weaken the influence of 
religion. We are both pretty active, so 
we both have a lot to share and we 
learn from each other.
We can bounce ideas off each other 
with ease as we both understand 
each other and each other’s position 
very, very intimately.
Wolty: Yes, definitely

Is there anything you disagree on?

Annie: Yes. Beer. He loves it. I think 
it’s disgusting. It tastes like water that 
drains off a burned down building, 
the day after the fire.
Wolty: Nothing comes to mind. 
Nothing I can think of.

What is the one thing you hope the 
other knows that you think about 
them?

Annie: He is the man I always wanted 
to meet, but never for one moment 
really thought existed. I love him very 
much and am very thankful for the 
AFA Forums for existing so that we 
could meet.
Wolty: What a wonderful, caring 
person she is.

Thank you both for sharing your 
story. Congratulations from all 
AFA members. Everyone likes a 
good love story and you definitely 
provided that.

Editorial Note: The AFA Forums 
(Link on the AFA website) is a place 
for atheists to meet, chat, share ideas 
and have a supportive environment 
for non-belief. The fact that Annie 
and Wolty found love is just an added 
bonus!
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Breakthrough
Cracks in the Wall of Religious Prejudice

-Jamie Gardiner
Jamie Gardiner has been a leading activist for LGBTI rights, and indeed for human rights more generally, for many 
years. He led the successful Victorian homosexual law reform campaign in the 1970s and was involved in setting 
up the Victorian AIDS Council in the 1980s. 

Originally a mathematician, he did a law degree in the 1990s. As a Commission Member of the Victorian Equal 
Opportunity and Human Rights Commission from 2000 to 2009 he played an important role in the development of 
the Charter of Human RIghts and Responsibilities, as well as significant law reform recognising same-sex couples 
and related reforms. 

He is Secretary of the Victorian ALP’s LGBTI Affairs Policy Committee, on the Board of the Human RIghts Legal 
Centre, vice-president of Liberty Victoria and on the NoToHomophobia.com.au team.

When he was five his grandmother took him aside and told him about God. He thought this notion was stupid, but 
for many years thought he was the only one to think it nonsense. At compulsory School Chapel services he said the 
words with his fingers crossed! As a teenager he found, to his relief, that his parents were non-believers too, and 
spent many an entertaining Divinity class in year 11 trying to persuade the chaplain of his error, while noticing that 
every time the “reverend” gentleman’s beliefs led to a logical impossibility he would dishonestly change the subject 
or pull some other logical trick. (Most boys in the class just got on with their homework!)

For some years he thought religious believers should just be left alone in their folly, until reading Bertrand Russell 
showed how religion was not only silly, but dangerous. The role of religions in fostering misogyny and homophobia 
is a particular concern today.

One momentous event of the last 
week of Parliament got little coverage. 
The first crack has opened in the 
defences religionists have erected 
against anti-discrimination laws.

Until now, Australian parliaments 
have been herded, or coerced, into 
exempting religious bodies and 
holders of religious beliefs from 
the operation of anti-discrimination 
laws (apart from race). Just claim 
“religious” belief or doctrine, it seems, 
and you can discriminate against 
women, unmarried couples, single 
mothers, lesbians and gay men, 
bisexual, transgender or intersex 
people, without sanction.

The first crack in this wall of prejudice, 
is the Sex Discrimination Amendment 
(Sexual Orientation, Gender Identity 
and Intersex Status) Act 2013. It 
passed through parliament on 25 
June, was assented to on the 28th, 
and is expected to be in force in a 
few weeks. It contains two critical 
breakthroughs.

The first, and most important, is 
that the Sex Discrimination Act 
1984 (SDA 1984) will at last protect 
against discrimination on the basis 
of sexual orientation, gender identity 
and intersex status. This long 
awaited reform was first promised 

in general terms by Labor’s Gareth 
Evans in the 1983 Federal Election 
campaign. It then became the 

subject of Australian Democrats 
Sid Spindler’s private senator’s bill. 
Finally, it was a commitment of Julia 
Gillard’s 2010 election, and it was, in 
principle,  supported  by the Coalition. 
Giving lesbians and gay men, 
bisexual, transgender and intersex 
people, Federal protection against 
discrimination is an achievement.

But it gets better! One of the 
fundamental problems with 
Australian anti-discrimination laws is 
that religionists have subverted them 
by obtaining blanket exemptions for 
discrimination by claiming, in the 
words of the SDA 1984, s.37(4) [and 
in similar formulations in all States 
and Territories except for Tasmania]., 
that an

“…act or practice of a body 
established for religious purposes, 
being an act or practice that conforms 
to the doctrines, tenets or beliefs of 
that religion or is necessary to avoid 
injury to the religious susceptibilities
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of adherents of that religion”

is the basis for their discriminatory 
practices.

This privileging of “religious 
susceptibilities” or “doctrines, tenets 
or beliefs” over human rights of 
individuals whom a fairy tale  dislikes 
is a disgrace. Many submissions by 
community groups and human rights 
bodies to the several parliamentary 
committee inquiries leading up to 
the reform of the SDA 1984 sought 
to overturn this unjustifiable licence 
to discriminate, or to at least limit 
it, making it open and transparent. 
However, the problem has become 
worse, as many government 
functions have been outsourced to 
organisations run or controlled by 
religious bodies.

Apart from the obvious argument that 
there was no justification for letting 
Bronze Age beliefs with no rational 
basis overrule people’s human rights 
in the 21st century, those seeking 
changes to the SDA 1984 argued 
several special cases to circumvent 
or undermine religious intransigence.

 
One such case argued that bodies 
receiving public money should 
never be exempt from the laws 
the Government itself is subject 
to. Others arguments for change 

focused on particularly vulnerable 
groups, such as school children, 
who cannot consent to the imposition 
of others’ beliefs, having no option 
but to submit. Other arguments 
examined employment and other 
public arenas where there was no 
plausible connection between the 
activity and the “religious belief”.

The successful breach in the wall 
of prejudice came from another 
angle, namely aged care, though 
it is observed that several of the 
arguments community groups 
deployed played a part. Significant 
recent reforms in aged care and 
services, introduced by Minister 
Mark Butler, had expressly included 
a National LGBTI Aged Care 
Strategy. Non-discrimination was 
an integral element. As most aged 
care services are funded in whole or 
part by the Government, and many 
are now provided, in some areas 
almost exclusively, by “faith-based” 
bodies, it made no sense to allow the 
usual blanket religious exemption to 
make elderly LGBTI folk vulnerable 
to discrimination in their final years. 
Even the major religious aged care 
bodies agreed. Yet the top-level 
religious lobbying was so intense 
that adding this final touch, excluding 
Commonwealth-funded aged care 
services from the scope of religious 
exemptions, was at grave risk.

Fortunately, decency prevailed. 
The SDA 1984 amendment was 
adopted, with the aged-care religious 
exemption carve-out intact.

Already many observers are asking: 
why wouldn’t aged care services be 
required to be non-discriminatory, 
even by religious bodies? And many 
fundamentalist religious bloggers 
have begun to bemoan the slippery 
slope, the demise of Western 
civilization, and unprecedented moral 
chaos…

For atheists, and indeed all those who 
value reason and the rule of law, this 
small victory is significant. It proves 
that the unjustifiable preference that 
religious bodies have sought and 
obtained in the past can, in fact, be 
rolled back, and in a civilised society 
it must be.

- Jamie Gardiner

Note: Since the writing of this article, 
the amendments discussed came 
into force on 1 August 2013.

 For details on the protections see 
humanrights.gov.au/new-protection

Jamie’s next project is to pull together 
a broad-based campaign to remove 
religious exemptions from equal 
opportunity laws around the country.
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Buddhist Shintoism
Ambiguity and Ambivalence in Everyday Religious Practice 

-Justin Murray
We think readers might be interested in the practicalities of religious belief. As such, we asked the AFA member-
ship to submit stories about their experiences with different religious practices. There will be further stories on this 
theme to come in this issue (See Fadi’s tale of growing up Muslim in this issue) and also in future issues.

Justin is a member of the AFA Forums. He has an inquisitive mind and has set himself the target of experiencing 
as many religious practices as he can in order to better understand the theist position. He shares his thoughts 
on Shintoism. Justin spent three months living with an extended family with a large agricultural business in rural 
Japan.  Japan has a semi-feudal system of patriarchal organisation. As such the eldest son, Katsue Katagiri, is 
considered to be the head of the extended family. Justin lived with, and observed the daily religious practices of the 
Katagiri family (Katsue and his wife, Kazuko, and their two daughters and son, plus their spouses and children). 
Additionally, Justin observed the religious practices of Kazuko’s extended family. The Katagiri extended family con-
tained 32 people ranging in age from 2 months to 71 years

“I have a Christmas tree, but I am not 
interested in religion. I just want to 
worship my ancestors in the Buddhist 
way.” Mieko Katagiri, Niigata, Japan.

As evidenced by the quote, the 
Japanese attitude towards religious 
practice is at once ambiguous and 
ambivalent. Ms Katagiri states that 
she is not interested in organised 
religion, but follows the Shinto 
practice of worshipping familial 
ancestors, in a way that is consistent 
with some aspects of the Buddhist 
religion. Typical of this attitude also 
is that everyday religious practices 
for most Japanese people combine 
Shinto and Buddhist traditions 
and ideas in a flexible way and 
often depend on family or regional 
traditions. However, within the 
extended family, the Shinto desire 
to praise living elders and ancestors 
overwhelms any Buddhist aspects of 
everyday religious practice.

In this article I will describe these 
combined ambiguous and ambivalent 
religious practices. In the first half I 
will focus on the ambiguous nature of 
Shinto mythology and in the second 
on the ambiguous and ambivalent 
daily religious practices in an 
extended family in Nagaoka, Niigata 
in North West Japan.

Shinto Mythology

Shinto is animistic, polytheistic and 
somewhat monotheistic. Central to 
everyday Shinto practice is reverence 
of ancestors, natural spirits and 
forces. There is a core mythology 
involving gods, but this has little 
to do with everyday practice and 
practitioners report that they have 
only a peripheral and ambivalent 
understanding of it. All animals, some 
mountains, rivers, plants, humans 
and even rocks are considered to 
have spirits. Typically one species of 
animal will have a single spirit. For 
example, foxes are all represented 
by a single fox spirit. These are the 
polytheistic and  animistic aspects 
of Shinto. We will come to the 
monotheistic part soon.

Shinto Shrine for Dogs

Shinto mythology contains an 
ambiguous creation myth, in which 
the universe including the Earth, 
already exists. Only Japan is created 
directly by a married couple of gods 
who descend from a spiritual realm 
and who stir the oceans to do so. 
The couple also have three children: 
two sons and a daughter. When the 
couple retreat to the spiritual realm, 
the children stay to oversee the storms 
and the sea (the son, Susanoo), 
moon (the son, Tsukuyomi) and sun 
(the daughter Amaterasu). A conflict 
between Amaterasu and Susanoo, 
sees him banished from the spiritual 
realm, while Amaterasu goes into 
hiding in a cave. This leaves the 
earth cold and dark without the sun. 
A pantheon of other gods (whose 
origins are unknown) eventually 
convince Amaterasu to come back, 
thus returning light and warmth to 
the world. Amaterasu and Susanoo 
later reconcile and he presents her 
with the gift of a sword to mark the 
occasion. Amaterasu is later elevated 
to the level of goddess of the universe 
inclusive of all other gods and spirits, 
making her also a monotheistic 
figure (from a Shinto perspective 
Amaterasu is the god of all gods, 
making her the ultimate monotheistic 
figure). Shinto shrines are typically 
dedicated to either a particular spirit, 
Tsukuyomi or Amaterasu.
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Shinto is said to have 8 million gods, 
but there is typically no attempt to 
quantify them. In fact, to do so would 
be almost impossible, as the concept 
of a deity is flexible and subject to 
an individual’s claim that one may 
exist at any given time. Typically, 
this is done to convince someone 
to undertake an action in a given 
situation. For example, mothers will 
claim that all pieces of rice are gods, 
in order to convince her children to 
eat all the grains of rice in their bowl. 
The mother will also remind the child 
that a farmer worked hard to produce 
the rice, someone polished it, bagged 
it up and delivered it to their home. 
This reinforces the deference to living 
elders (and ancestors) in Shinto.

Everyday Religious Practice

The everyday practice of religion 
within the extended family focuses 
on the offering of food and goods 
to ancestors at the family’s home 
altar. The Katagiri family has a large 
altar, a butsudan, for daily ancestor 
worship and monthly visits from a 
Shinto priest.

Katagiri Family Butsudan

Within the wider extended family, 
some households also had butsudan 
and others had a smaller altar (a 
kamidana). The kamidana is Shinto 
in origin but again also is used for 
Buddhist practices. 

All families I visited had either a 
butsudan or kamidana. Nakamichi 
(2003) notes that 90% of homes in 
rural japan possess one. This drops 
below 60% in large cities. This may be 
explained by the tendency to return to 
one’s hometown to celebrate the all 
souls festival (O-bon) and eventually 
to be buried.

At least two families (including the 
Katagiri family) had both a butsudan 
and kamidama, increasing the 
ambiguous nature of the Japanese 
attitude to religion. The possession 
of a kamidana is somewhat 
troublesome to Japanese families, 
as they involve more restrictions than 
butsudan. A kamidana must never be 
walked on, so their use is restricted 
to single storey building or part of 
multistorey buildings that are single 
storey. Although in an interesting 
display of cognitive dissonance, one 
can display a kamidana in a multi-
storey building simply by writing the 
word “sky” (o-sora) on paper and 
putting it above the kamidana.

All items that were bought new 
with the extended family are first 
presented to the family’s ancestors 
in front of the butsudan or kamidana. 
How long the items must be left there 
varies from 2 to 5 days. During this 
time the items may not be used or 
even touched. The decision about 
when they can be used is made by 
the family matriarch and is arbitrary 
and ambiguous. Larger items, such 
as machinery or cars, can be blessed 
by a Buddhist priest and will often 
have a good luck charm attached.

Flowers on the Katagiri family’s 
butsudan are replaced weekly and 
at the same time the painting or 
sculpture in the alcove are replaced. 
During December the alcove is 
used to store the Christmas tree, a 
small statue of Santa and presents. 
It is worth noting that children’s 
Christmas presents are first offered 
to the ancestors at the butsudan, 
before being moved into the alcove, 
once again as decided by the family 
matriarch but typically after 2-5 days. 
Once again the presents must not 
be touched during the time they are 
being offered to the ancestors.

Other paraphernalia typical of 
everyday religious practice include 
photos of important ancestors in 
the room in which the butsudan 
or kamidana is kept. This includes 
the  most recently deceased sets of 
grandparents / great-grandparents 
and any other family members 
considered to be significant or 
important to the history of the family. 

Katagiri Ancestor Photographs

Everyday religious practice in the 
extended family begins with the 
offering of the first item of food 
(always rice) to be cooked that day. 
Daily religious practice, whether 
performed in the morning at a 
kamidana or butsudan, typically 
follow the same pattern:
• ringing a bell twice for purification
• offering food
• meditation or prayer (said after 

clapping once and while still 
bowing)

• saying goodbye (by ringing the 
bell twice); and

• eating the offering of rice.

When visiting a Shinto shrine or 
Buddhist temple a similar pattern is 
followed:
• purification, either by washing 

hands or waving smoke onto the 
face;

• clapping twice and bowing twice;
• offering money, typically a coin 

with an odd number
• meditation or prayer (said after 

clapping once and while still 
bowing)

• saying goodbye (by clapping 
and bowing twice.

Cultural rules suggest that any 
visitors to a home must pray at the 
family’s butsudan or kamidana 
before doing anything else. Any gifts 
brought by them have to be offered 
to the ancestors prayed to at that 
altar as well. This rule is ambiguously 
applied, depending how far the 
person has travelled and how long 
they were staying. Typically, the rule 
was only applied to those considered 
to be sojourning in the area. As such, 
neighbours and family who lived 
close by were exempted.
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A Buddhist monk from a temple that 
the family financially supports visits 
the Katagiri home once a month. It is 
worth noting that this financial support 
is a result of tradition not belief. The 
family has done it for many years 
(Katsue reported that he does not 
know when the tradition started and 
bemoaned the money he had to pay 
to keep it going). The visit includes 
approximately one hour of prayer, in 
Sanskrit (a foreign language), at the 
family butsudan. This is followed by 
tea and a chat. A Shinto priest also 
visits monthly, to bless the shrine 
at the front of the house, but first 
prayed at the family’s Buddhist altar 
(butsudan).

Adherence to this combined and 
ambiguous Shinto / Buddhist 
everyday practice of religion is 
ambiguous and typical of the 
ambivalent attitude common among 
most Japanese people towards 
religion.

For readers wishing to view more 
Shinto mythology, I would suggest 
the Studio Ghibli movie - Sen to 
Chihiro no kamikakushi (the English 
title is “Spirited away”). Or the the 
Playstation game Okami (“The 
Gods”).

- Justin Murray
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With God on their Side
When Religion and Politics Collide

-Cathy Alexander
The following article is reproduced, with permission, from crikey.com.au This was the first interview of Michael Boyd 
when he took over the role of President of the Atheist Foundation of Australia. He represented the organisation 
wonderfully and we look forward to more media interest in the views of the President and the AFA. 

Labor MP Ed Husic was criticised for being sworn in on a Koran — but the influence of 
Christianity on Parliament is far greater than Islam.Crikey asks whatever happened to 
the separation of church and state.

“Our Father, which art in Heaven, 
Hallowed be Thy name. Thy kingdom 
come. Thy will be done in earth, as it 
is in Heaven …”

The Christian Lord’s Prayer is recited 
to both houses of federal Parliament 
at the start of every sitting day. 
MPs rise in their places; some join 
in with gusto, some mumble along 
with characteristic Anglican reserve, 
others say nothing. People watching 
from the public galleries never quite 
know whether to stand or sit.

Labor MP Ed Husic was criticised 
by some this week for being sworn 
into his frontbench role on a Koran. 
But for those who would like to see 
a more effective separation of church 
and state in Australia, the most 
pressing issue is not Islam.

Religion, particularly Christianity, 
permeates federal Parliament. The 
Lord’s Prayer is recited daily; “the 
blessing of Almighty God” is sought in 
the first sentence of the constitution; 
there is a Christian church service to 
mark the start of each sitting year; 
MPs are sworn in on religious texts 
as they recite the official oath “so help 
me God” (some take a non-religious 
affirmation instead).

There are influential evangelical 
parliamentary prayer breakfasts for 
MPs and weekly Christian fellowship 
meetings at which alliances are 
forged (Prime Minister Kevin Rudd 
used to be a keen attendee). There’s 
a prayer and meditation room in 
Parliament House, notorious for 

amorous trysts. There have been 
unofficial parliamentary chaplains 
who have prayed with MPs to help 
them decide which way to vote on 
legislation.

All of which may surprise some of the 
six million Australians who have no 
religion, or worship a non-Christian 
God.

 
In the wake of this week’s short-lived 
focus on religion and politics sparked 
by Husic’s Koran moment, president 
of the Atheist Foundation of Australia 
Michael Boyd is calling for a more 
robust separation of church and 
state.

“I think it’s critical to a civil society,” 
Boyd told Crikey. “It is incredibly 
important when you’ve got a society 
where we have multi versions of 
religion. It’s extremely important that 
church and state are completely 
separated.”

Boyd is not fussed about Husic being 
sworn in on a Koran — he says any 
MP should be sworn in on “any book of 
fiction” they choose. (Despite some of 
the media coverage, religious expert 
Marion Maddox told Crikey Husic is 
“not the groundbreaker here” — an 

unnamed, federal Catholic MP had 
been sworn in on a Koran before, for 
thrills. And MPs have been sworn in 
on the Jewish bible.)

But Boyd is adamant the Lord’s Prayer 
should be banished from Parliament. 
Incidentally, the Anglican version of 
the prayer is read — despite the fact 
that just 17% of Australians follow the 
faith. There are more Catholics.

“It’s a bit of an insult,” he said. ” I 
think it’s quite disrespectful of quite a 
substantial number of members of the 
electorate that the Christian prayer is 
chosen as the one that Parliament 
opens with. It illustrates how out-of-
touch parliamentarians are.”

The Lord’s Prayer is preceded by 
this prayer, especially written for 
Parliament:

“Almighty God, we humbly 
beseech Thee to vouchsafe 
Thy special blessing upon this 
Parliament, and that Thou 
wouldst be pleased to direct 
and prosper the work of Thy 
servants to the advancement of 
Thy glory, and to the true welfare 
of the people of Australia.”

There have been unsuccessful 
moves to scrap daily prayers by 
former Greens leader Bob Brown and 
former Labor speaker Harry Jenkins. 
Former Labor leader Kim Beazley 
used to boycott prayers.

Then there’s the constitution. Boyd 
describes as unfortunate and
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inappropriate this preamble 
(although he notes it would 
be very difficult to change):

“WHEREAS the people of 
New South Wales, Victoria, 
South Australia, Queensland, 
and Tasmania, humbly 
relying on the blessing of 
Almighty God, have agreed 
to unite in one indissoluble 
Federal Commonwealth …”

Maddox, an author on religion and 
politics at Macquarie University, says 
the religious trappings of Parliament 
are a concern. “The more that we 
set our institutions up to look as if 
they are predominantly about just 
those of us who are Christian, the 
harder it is to have a Parliament 
that is truly representative of 
everybody,” she said. Maddox says 
the constitutional God reference 

was a PR move designed to ensure 
the federation got up; there was a 
“huge fight” about it in the 1890s, 
and it was deliberately written to not 
specify which God was involved.
So why is it that our pollies pay 
homage to an Anglican God each 
day, in a country which has no 
official religion and is supposed 
to separate church and state?
 
The church/state separation is a 
slippery principle and experts differ 
on what it means. It’s enshrined 
in the constitution, section 116:

“The Commonwealth shall not 
make any law for establishing any 
religion, or for imposing any religious 
observance, or for prohibiting the 
free exercise of any religion, and no 
religious test shall be required as a 
qualification for any office or public 
trust under the Commonwealth.”

Maddox says this amounts to a 
separation of church and state “in 
some respects”, although the High 
Court has tended to interpret it to 
mean less here than it did in the US 
(read the first amendment here).

Constitutional law expert George 
Williams says the principle does apply 
here, but “the separation itself is a 
relatively weak one in Australia. This 
isn’t an on-off switch, it’s a spectrum.” 
It only applies to Commonwealth 
laws — so the reading of a prayer in 
Parliament is not affected. Williams 
says the constitution makes it clear 
Australia’s federation is based 
on pluralism, so the reference to 
“Almighty God” is an inconsistency.

The Nun’s Tale
Pae Robin

Pae Robin is the nom de plume of Peter Robinson. He lives in Canberra, 
Australia. He’s written arts and science articles for newspapers; and plays 
and satire for stage and radio. He’s had many years’ experience as an actor.

“I was profoundly ignorant of biochemistry and its role in human 
reproduction. But, I’ve spent many years in the company of scientists, 
doctors and nurses at IVF clinics. You hear incredible yarns about embryo 
development that make you wonder how babies are born at all! But of all 
the stories I’ve heard, the Follicle Stimulating Hormone (FSH) story is the 
‘The Mona Lisa’.

 
“Whenever you tell the FSH story, you are pretty well assured of two 
reactions: one, the listener hasn’t heard it before and, two, they don’t believe 

you! “The science goes like this: Menopausal women continually produce FSH because their oestrogen levels 
are low. For most of the IVF era, FSH has been extracted from their urine.  The source of the ‘raw product’ 
has been nuns in Catholic convents. These days FSH can be synthesized from recombinant DNA, but for 
years the Catholic Church, while publicly condemning IVF, supplied urine for the extraction of FSH – a 
hormone prescribed solely for IVF patients!

“I felt this quirky history lent itself to comic treatment. So my fictional skulduggery is built around this strange 
hypocrisy. I’ve created a soft-boiled private detective called Joe Vale. In deference to Raymond Chandler and 
the gumshoe genre, he narrates his way through a contemporary variation on Billy Wilder’s Some Like It 
Hot! Joe’s odyssey takes him from Chicago to Fort Hood, London, Paris, Northern Italy and Costa Rica.”
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Why I Ought to Debate William Lane Craig
-Raphael Lataster

With a background in pharmacy, medicine, and finance, Raphael Lataster is a professionally secular PhD candidate 
(Studies in Religion), undertaken in the Department of Studies in Religion at the University of Sydney. His main re-
search interests include philosophy of religion, sociology of religion, Christian origins, logic, epistemology, Bayesian 
reasoning, justifications and social impacts of atheism, Taoism, overpopulation and sustainability concerns, pan-
theism, and pandeism. Being passionate about education, Raphael hopes to eventually teach in Religious Studies 
and possibly Philosophy (critical thinking and philosophy of religion), and also to make every effort to engage with 
the public, through popular books, speaking engagements, public debates and websites. His other interests include 
rock-climbing and volunteering with the State Emergency Service.

Raphael wrote his Master’s thesis on Jesus mythicism, concluding that historical and Bayesian reasoning justifies a 
sceptical attitude towards the ‘historical Jesus’. For his doctoral work, Raphael is analysing the major philosophical 
arguments for God’s existence (as argued by William Lane Craig, Richard Swinburne, Alvin Plantinga and Thomas 
Aquinas), attempts to demonstrate the logical implausibility of the monotheistic concept, explores the theological 
tendencies of Philosophy of Religion, considers the plausibility of pantheistic worldviews, and ponders the sociolog-
ical impact of certain sophisticated apologists, whom he dubs the ‘New Theologians’.

The title of this piece is a play on 
the Dawkins article, “Why I refuse 
to debate with William Lane Craig”, 
which I respect and endorse. It is 
also an attempt at self-deprecating 
humour, as I am currently an 
unknown. Allow me to throw my 
hat into the ring, so to speak, and 
introduce myself to the world of public 
and vocal atheism. I shall first, very 
briefly, discuss what I can offer in such 
public discourse, and why my chosen 
fields of study enable me to become 
a terrific opponent for Craig. We shall 
then consider the various reasons 
why a competent subject-matter 
expert should engage with Craig 
in a public forum, including some 
discussion of the many failures of 
Craig’s arguments, and of the failures 
of Christian evidentialism in general.

Was ist Raphael Lataster?

Hello! I have been a fundamentalist 
Christian for most of my life. I 
became involved with evidentialism, 
which eventually cost me my faith. 
The realisation that your faith 
lacks good evidence will do that. 
Throughout my various careers, 
and religions, I constantly immersed 
myself in religious texts, rituals, 
public discussions, commentaries, 
documentaries and the like. I have 
studied and worked in the fields of 
science, health, psychology and 
finance, before finally moving into 
my first love, academia. Studying 

within the relatively secular confines 
of a Studies in Religion department, 
I wrote my Master’s thesis on the 
highly controversial topic of Jesus 
mythicism – the theory that the 
Historical Jesus, as well as the Biblical 
Jesus, are complete fabrications. 
Despite some initial hurdles, I 
managed to successfully defend 
the plausibility of Jesus historicity 
theories. As I felt I had ‘dealt with 
Jesus’, I turned my attention to God.

Before commencing my PhD, I wrote 
and published numerous journal 
articles on the virtual impossibility of 
the Biblical Jesus, the improbability 
of the Historical Jesus, the many 
benefits of Bayesian reasoning, the 
inadequacies of William Lane Craig’s 
arguments, as well as those of his 

fellow New Theologians (my term for 
the new breed of highly sophisticated 
apologists), the mischaracterisation 
of the New Atheists, the implausibility 
of monotheism, the relative 
plausibility of various pantheisms, 
and more. I also took part in a 
debate with ancient historian Chris 
Forbes on the Biblical Jesus, with 
even the Christians in the audience 
feeling that the sceptics easily won.

But it is my PhD which gives me my 
strongest claim. My topic is Craig’s 
arguments for God’s existence, and 
his sociological impact, making me 
one of the few people (perhaps the 
only one, given Craig’s standing in 
Philosophy) who devotes all their 
professional time to debunking 
Craig. One of my supervisors is 
Graham Oppy, perhaps the most 
widely known atheistic Philosopher 
of Religion in Australia, and the 
world. Another of my supervisors 
has already debated Craig, and 
did so again during Craig’s 2013 
visit to Sydney. I am assisting the 
latter supervisor, with the historical 
aspects of Jesus’ resurrection 
claims. As part of this project, and 
my own interest, I have immersed 
myself in Craig’s popular books, his 
scholarly articles, and his debates. 
I am familiar with his arguments, 
his overall strategies, and his dirty 
debate tricks. While I acknowledge 
that most of his debate opponents 
haven’t ‘lost’ in the sense that Craig
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really hasn’t ‘won’, I can objectively 
sit back, and see where my sceptical 
brethren have failed, and where 
I would do better. I so wish I could 
debate Craig... I am also putting 
the finishing touches on a popular 
book about Jesus and God, and will 
soon start another, largely dedicated 
to Craig’s arguments. But enough 
about why I think I am qualified to 
debate Craig. Let’s now look at why 
I have the desire to, or why any 
competent subject-matter expert 
and debater should debate Craig, 
starting with Craig’s arguments.

The many failings of Craig’s 
arguments for a generic god

One of the intriguing things about 
Craig is that he does noes not offer 
one, or two, philosophical arguments 
for God’s existence; he offers 
numerous arguments, all playing 
their part in a cumulative case for 
God. How could an evidentialist 
resist? Unfortunately for the believer, 
Craig’s arguments utterly fail. Due 
to space restrictions, thorough and 
sophisticated treatments of these 
arguments cannot be expected here 
(but please read my scholarly articles 
and upcoming popular books on 
the topic). Funnily enough, it isn’t 
necessary. The arguments are so 
bad, they can be dismissed with but 
a few words. It is widely-known within 
philosophy circles, that even first-year 
undergraduate philosophy students 
can poke holes in Craig’s arguments.

First we have Craig’s ‘contingency 
argument’. This fails simply for 
assuming that certain entities or 
objects are necessary, while others 
are contingent or unnecessary; it 
also assumes that it even makes 
sense. Some philosophers think 
that everything is necessary. 

Then we have Craig’s famous 
‘Kalam cosmological argument’. 
This argument makes numerous 
unjustified assumptions (such as the 

universe’s having had a beginning), 
and seems to equate the universe 
as we know it with the ‘all-universe’ 
that is not limited by our perceptions, 
and only softly concludes that our 
universe has a cause. It is only in 
his commentary of the argument that 
Craig tries to argue that this cause 
must be a god. He does this by 
relying on the unproven concept of 
unembodied minds, meaning that he 
begs the question, and on the charge 
that there could be more than one 
god, Craig defends his monotheistic 
view by invoking Occam’s 
razor as if it were scientific fact!
 

Craig’s teleological or fine-tuning 
argument is a total failure as it does 
not actually present any positive proof 
of design. It only accords the ‘win’ to 
the design hypothesis by (unfairly) 
ruling out chance and physical 
necessity for lacking evidence. “Hello 
kettle, you’re black” says the pot… 
Furthermore, the argument can be 
made that the universe’s fine-tuning is 
an argument against God’s existence 
rather than for it, as we would fully 
expect fine-tuning in a godless 
universe but not necessarily so when 
god exists (due to his great power). 

Craig’s ‘moral argument’ is even 
worse. In its more public form, it lacks 
any evidence as to the existence of 
objective morality, which Craig thinks 
indicates the existence of God. In its 
more scholarly form, it is revealed to 
be entirely circular. Craig claims that 
the evidence of objective morality 
is our moral experience. And where 
does our moral experience come 
from? God gave it to us! So Craig 
actually assumes the existence of the 
God he is supposed to be proving.

Generally lacking in his scholarly 
work, Craig makes much use of his 
‘personal experience argument’ in his 
public engagements. This is not really 
worth discussing as such personal 
experience could point to other gods 
or entities, or could indicate some 
sort of mental delusion or illness (as 
well as intentional fabrication and 
deception, a charge that we shan’t 
resort to here). One of my favourites 
is Craig’s (actually Alvin Plantinga’s) 
‘ontological argument’. It is the only 
argument in Craig’s cumulative case 
that necessitates ‘god’ being the all-
powerful, all-knowing, all-good entity 
that we normally imagine when we 
talk about ‘God’. Unfortunately for 
the believer, this famous argument 
fails as a proof of God, which is 
acknowledged by Plantinga, and to 
a lesser extent, by Craig himself. 
The argument says that since a 
maximally great entity is possible, it 
must exist in some possible world, 
and on account of it being maximally 
great must exist in all possible worlds, 
which means it exists in our actual 
world. Philosophical word games at 
their grandest! The astute will realise, 
even without Plantinga’s admission, 
that the whole argument relies on God 
being possible. The argument begs 
the question. We can say that, due 
to our own ignorance of whether God 
exists or not, that God’s existence 
is epistemically possible. We have 
no right, without any evidence, to 
declare that God’s existence is 
actually or metaphysically possible. 
As some philosophers realise, the 
only way we can know that God is 
actually possible is to know that God 
exists, pretty much making this a 
circular argument.

This was a very brief romp through 
some specific problems with Crag’s 
arguments for a generic god’s 
existence. One ‘meta-problem’ is 
indicated by my label for them. They 
don’t argue for Craig’s Christian 
god; they only argue, at best, for a 
generic god. Of course, some may 
not argue for a god at all, such as 
the ‘cosmological argument’ which 
argued only for a cause behind our 
known universe. And Craig’s appeal 
to Occam’s Razor does nothing to 
convince the rational sceptic that 
there can only be one god. There 
is no link between these arguments
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that necessitates that they all point to 
attributes of one god. 

For example, the omni-God of the 
ontological argument needn’t be 
the creator of the cosmological 
argument. Even the early Christian 
traditions acknowledge this; with the 
Gnostic Demiurge, who created our 
world, being distinct from Almighty 
God. There is also no good reason 
to assume a monotheistic or classical 
theistic worldview. Pantheistic 
concepts of God also fit with these 
arguments, arguably more so for 
the maximally-great god of the 
ontological argument!

The many failings of Craig’s 
argument for the Christian god

Craig acknowledges one of my 
meta-criticisms; that the arguments 
presented thus far only reveal (at 
best) a generic god. This kind of 
makes them irrelevant… It is his 
‘resurrection of Jesus argument’, 
where Craig finally makes the move 
to prove the existence of the Christian 
God and the truth of Christianity. 
Since this is the climactic, argument, 
we shall dedicate a little more time 
to it. As mentioned earlier, Craig’s 
arguments can be dismissed with but 
a few words.

With Craig’s argument for the 
existence of the Christian God 
which relies on the miracle of the 
resurrection, it is immediately obvious 
that it is a historical argument, and 
so we have a big meta-criticism. 
History is not the study of what 
happened (we don’t have access 
to that), it is the study of what 
probably happened. Miracles, by 
definition, are extremely improbable. 
That’s why they’re considered to be 
miracles. So by definition, history is 
anti-miraculous. Miracles cannot be 
proven historically. The argument 
fails simply for being a historical 
argument. There are also plenty of 

more specific issues. Here is a handy 
summary of Craig’s ‘resurrection 
argument’:

1. There are three established facts 
about Jesus: the discovery of his 
empty tomb, his post-mortem 
appearances, and the origin of his 
disciples’ belief in his resurrection.

2. The hypothesis “God raised 
Jesus from the dead” is the best 
explanation of these facts.

3. The hypothesis “God raised 
Jesus from the dead” entails that 
God exists.

4. Therefore, God exists.

Firstly, Craig’s ‘facts’. These are 
anything but. They are fragments of 
stories, cherry-picked from fictional 
sources. The major sources for 
Jesus, the canonical Gospels, are 
anonymous, not contemporary, not 
penned by eyewitnesses, rely on each 
other, contradict each other, contain 
mythical and ahistorical material, and 
demonstrate clear evangelical intent. 
Many Biblical scholars agree, though 
not necessarily in these words, that 
these are works of fiction. It is not 
only the sources used in historical 
Jesus research that are woeful; 
so too are many of the methods 
used. The much-maligned criteria 
of authenticity are typically used 
by Craig and the scholars he cites, 
to try and tease out the ‘facts’ from 
these works of fiction. Just because 
some parts of the Gospels are 
not as supernatural, and are thus 
physically possible (and not as easily 
dismissed – which is quite common 
in secular Biblical scholarship), it 
does not follow that they accurately 
report historical truths. In the same 
vein, scholars could debate that the 
early parts of the Harry Potter series, 
devoid of supernatural elements, and 
focussing on Harry’s life in London, 
must contain historical ‘facts’. Craig’s 
‘facts’ and the sources he uses to 
procure these ‘facts’ are actually 
highly disputed.

Secondly, Craig’s hypothesis of 
choice is extremely improbable. A 
simple Bayesian analysis, or even 
just applying the above description 
of history’s anti-miraculous nature, 
reveals this to be the case. There 
is the initial problem of Jesus 
being raised from the dead. All the 
background knowledge indicates that 
this is bogus. All other resurrection 
cases are false. The laws of 
physics and biology further justify 
us assigning an extremely low prior 
probability to the notion of Jesus 
being resurrected from the dead. 
As the Bayesian would understand, 
we would need some pretty 
extraordinary evidence to overcome 
this crippling prior probability, in 
order to prove this extraordinary 
claim. Craig’s ‘trick’ here is to involve 
God. He acknowledges that Jesus 
could not have risen naturally from 
the dead (although the philosopher 
inside me says that it is at least an 
epistemic possibility); the argument 
is that God did it. Why didn’t I think 
of that? Nobody claims that Jack 
grew his impossibly large beanstalk 
from regular beans; he used magic 
beans! Sorry, I couldn’t resist… The 
argument then flows naturally to 
conclude that God exists. There’s 
just one problem. Okay, there are lots 
of problems.

 

Craig has assumed God’s existence. 
Craig could object here; he has, after 
all, already proven God’s existence. 
Well, not exactly. As we saw earlier, 
his arguments all failed. Furthermore, 
even if we grant that some generic 
god exists, Craig employs the fallacy 
of ambiguity. Where exactly does 
Yahweh, the Christian god, enter 
the picture? There is nothing in this 
argument that necessitates that 
Yahweh raised Jesus from the dead. 
Why not Zeus? Why not Lucifer? Why 
not the Flying Spaghetti Monster? 
Why not the Demiurge? Why not 
El, who is arguably the supreme
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god (higher than Yahweh), in some 
versions of the Old Testament? This is 
a key problem, and shows that either 
way, Craig’s argument is circular. 
He assumes God exists. Even if 
we concede that Craig had earlier 
proved a generic god, he assumes 
that his Christian god exists.

And of course there are more 
problems. Given that Craig’s 
invoking of God is unjustified, we can 
shift the focus back to the inherent 
improbability of resurrection claims. 
There are far more probabilistic 
explanations available, such as 
the old displaced body hypothesis. 
Craig doesn’t like these naturalistic 
explanations, but to hell with what 
he likes. Any naturalistic explanation 
trumps a supernatural one. And there 
is one naturalistic explanation that 
cannot be denied: complete and 
total fabrication. It is possible that the 
entire Gospel story is mythical, and 
that Jesus of Nazareth did not even 
exist as a historical person. While 
this is a controversial theory, it is not 
without its supporters and defenders, 
and fabrication is undeniably far 
easier than ‘nature going out of 
her course,’ as Thomas Paine 
understood all those years ago, in his 
Age of Reason.

Craig’s dirty debating style

As a scholar in the relevant fields, I 
find Craig’s inadequate arguments 
offensive. Worse still, is his conduct 
in debates with sceptics. One sneaky 
tactic of his is to shift the burden of 
proof. He indicates that atheism is 
the belief that there is no god (while 
it is actually the lack of belief in 
god), demanding that his atheistic 
opponent needs to somehow ‘prove 
atheism true’ and ‘prove Christianity 
false’. Never mind that both are 
actually impossible tasks. I would 
immediately put an end to his 
nonsense here, declaring that the 
only job of his rational opponent is to 
hear out his case, and either accept 
it, or reject it after pointing out the 
flaws. Craig is also a fan of the Gish 
Gallup. He will drown his opponents 
with nonsense, then later criticise 
his opponent for not responding to 
every single bit of nonsense. This is 
something my meta-criticisms would 
assist with.

Then there are Craig’s constant 
fallacies; his appeals to authority (only 
when they agree with him), his appeals 
to ignorance, and his appeals to the 
audience’s emotions. It is the latter 
that I find particularly unpleasant, 
as Craig reveals himself to be less 
a philosopher, and more a sophist. 
A manipulative Jesus salesman, 
so to speak. As a professionally 
secular scholar, who shows respect 
to people of all religions, professions, 
and circumstances, I take offence to 
Craig’s misleading of his audiences 
in this way and would like to see him 
taken to task over it. Craig is a good 
debater (not that that is particularly 
admirable, especially when coupled 
with poor arguments), but he is full of 
empty rhetoric.

Why bother with him then?

So Craig’s arguments are bad. They 
are incredibly bad. And his conduct 
in debates stinks. So why bother with 
him at all? Why should professional 
scholars waste their time on someone 
who can’t string a decent argument 
together, yet somehow succeeds in 
making his sceptical – and often high 
profile – opponents seem foolish? 
Because he is relevant. Craig is 
popular, especially with evangelical 
audiences. Craig pulls in big crowds, 
filled with people convinced by 
his charm and his polemics, and 
completely oblivious to the fact that 
his arguments do not demonstrate 
what they think they do. I have 
also seen first-hand how numerous 
subject matter experts deride 
Craig, including his fellow Christian 

scholars. I had to add the sociological 
aspect to my doctoral dissertation in 
order to produce a product deemed 
suitable by my peers. But while Craig 
may not be particularly convincing, 
or even respected, amongst all but 
the most conservative of scholars, he 
does convince the masses. And that 
makes him important.

Given that scholars are often 
guilty of failing to interact with the 
public that supports them, I find it 
quite admirable that Craig actively 
engages with the public; something 
that is hugely important to me 
too. Although most scholars may 
be cynical here, as Craig’s public 
engagements undoubtedly result in 
increased financial and evangelistic 
opportunities, it is a real shame that 
more scholars are not so active in 
the public sphere. I personally make 
every effort to engage with the public, 
and gratefully acknowledge that they 
ultimately write my pay cheque. There 
is potentially a huge problem here. If 
the critical scholars hide in their ivory 
towers, publishing ground-breaking 
ideas in peer-reviewed journal 
articles that only half a dozen peers 
will read, whilst the likes of Craig and 
their inadequate arguments roam 
free, unchecked, who will the public 
respect and find convincing?

Another reason why Craig is worth 
discussing, and perhaps one of his 
redeeming qualities, is that he (like 
Swinburne, and unlike Plantinga) is 
an evidentialist. This alone demands 
respect. While many religious 
people rely on faith, talk about 
fuzzy and unprovable notions such 
as ‘God is love’ or ‘warrant’, and 
make theological assertions without 
anything rational to back it up, Craig 
sees the importance of evidence and 
tries to make an evidentialist case 
for his God. To that, I say, “bravo”. 
It moves his faith into the realm of 
the rational (arguably necessary as 
religion continually loses power in the 
public sphere), and provides those 
of us who wish to rationally argue 
against religion, with something to 
refute.

This issue of evidence leads to a 
related issue of speciality. I applaud 
Dawkins’ decision not to debate 
Craig. Not so much because Craig
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isn’t worth refuting, but because 
Dawkins (as well as Hitchens, 
Harris, and even Dennett) are not 
subject matter experts. I respect 
them all greatly, and defend such 
New Atheists against popular and 
scholarly mischaracterisations (such 
as them being completely anti-
religious), but note that none of them 
are experts in Philosophy of Religion, 
History or Biblical studies.

The woeful track record of Craig’s 
debate opponents

That Craig generally avoids subject 
matter experts is a crucial point, as 
Craig’s arguments are philosophical, 
with the climactic argument being 
historical and relying on the Bible. 
And this is why so many of Craig’s 
atheistic opponents, championing 
the obviously ‘correct’ sceptical 
worldview, tend to do so poorly in 
their debates, at least in the public’s 
perception. I argue that as Craig’s 
arguments are so poor, he has never 
proven the existence of the Christian 
God and therefore hasn’t ‘won’ any 
of his debates (at least the debates 
on God’s existence). Nevertheless, 
his sceptical opponents tend to fail to 
produce any convincing case of their 
own, fail to adequately refute Craig’s 
arguments, and can’t compete with 
Craig’s composure, debating ability 
and time management skills.

Craig also has the ability to turn things 
around when they aren’t necessarily 
going his way. Some opponents 
started strongly, only to become 
overtaken and overwhelmed later on. 
For example, Christopher Hitchens 
did a fantastic job in reminding Craig 
what atheism means. Craig accused 
him of trying to redefine atheism into 
a mere ‘a-theism’ (not theism), and 
Hitchens replied that that is exactly 
what atheism is, which drew laughter 
from the audience. Despite this, 
Craig would hound Hitchens, beating 
him into submission, forcing Hitchens 
to admit that he thinks there is no 
God, before triumphantly declaring 
to all, that Hitchens had no evidence 
for his opinion. As witty, vitriolic and 
strong as Hitchens appeared to be in 
his wonderful life, he failed to stand 
his ground.

Only a few challengers have made 

a really good showing against Craig, 
though most would not know it. One 
in particular, which probably caught 
Craig completely off guard, especially 
as there was no audience to provide 
him with his usual ‘home advantage’, 
was New Zealand media personality 
Brian Edwards (you can read a review 
of these ‘telephone debates’ on my 
website). This relatively unknown 
non-scholar did a brilliant job in 
pointing out major flaws of Craig’s 
arguments, without feeling the need 
to produce anything convincing of his 
own. I had never before heard Craig 
appear so flustered. Edwards simply 
got it. In fact, that’s one of the points 
to consider in debating with Craig. 
Not to focus so much on arguments 
for atheism, which can’t possibly 
succeed, but to focus on exposing 
the problems with Craig’s arguments, 
which is actually quite easy to do.

This alludes to a borderline ‘dirty’ 
debate tactic of Craig’s, but it is 
really down to the flawed strategies 
and poor time management of his 
opponents. By focussing on their own, 
ultimately inadequate arguments, 
they spend less time refuting Craig’s 
equally inadequate arguments, and 
give Craig ammunition with which 
he can make them look foolish. 
Lo and behold, Craig is able to 
conclude that his opponent was not 
able to disprove his arguments for 
Christianity and couldn’t properly 
defend their own arguments which 
really didn’t ‘prove atheism true’. 
Check and mate… There is also the 
possibility that Craig’s opponents 
are hand-picked. He gleefully 
challenges prominent New Atheists 
who happen not to be subject matter 
experts, while constantly ignoring 
the challenges of John Loftus, a 
former student of Craig’s, who is 
undoubtedly extremely familiar with 
Craig’s arguments and tactics.

Conclusion

For all these reasons and more, the 
ideal Craigian opponent, champion of 
rationality, must be thoroughly familiar 
with Craig’s arguments, natural 
theology in general, and the Bible. 
This is why Craig’s opponent must be 
familiar with his debating tricks, and 
knows how to overcome them. This 
is why Craig’s ideal opponent should 
be strong-willed, unwilling to play by 
Craig’s rules, feeling no pressure to 
fulfil Craig’s unjustified and unrealistic 
expectations. This is why Craig’s 
opponent should have the desire to 
discuss with and educate the public 
on such matters. This is why I ought 
to debate with William Lane Craig.

- Raphael Lataster

Note: Please visit Raphael’s websites 
for academic references, scholarly 
articles, and upcoming popular 
books.

www.RaphaelLataster.com
www.PantheismUnites.com

flimflamcomic.com
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Policy Should be Based on Evidence, Not Faith
-Tracy Burgess

The following article is reproduced, with permission, from sbs.com.au This was an opinion piece on the role of faith 
in politics and public policy requested by SBS from the AFA.  

In the last twenty years,  political 
debate in Australia has slowly 
diverged from community 
expectations, resulting in the faith of 
some guiding the policies that affect 
us all. It’s time to bring back rationality 
to the political process, writes Tracy 
Burgess.

Ask anyone on the street what 
government is “for” and you’re likely 
to get a variety of answers. “To make 
laws for all Australians”, some might 
say. “To protect the people and their 
rights,” others might venture. “To 
create order,” it might be suggested.  

These all point to one thing: the 
role of government is to provide the 
conditions that supply public value. 
To that end, reason and rationality are 
an absolute requirement for effective 
and appropriate public policy.  

The public is a critical element in 
the ‘authorising environment’ and 
holds a major stake in ‘expressing 
preferences’ for determining and 
delivering public value. But there have 
been many issues-based policies 
posed by recent governments at 
state and federal level that have not 
reflected general public sentiment.

The most obvious example of this 
situation is the same sex marriage 
debate. Numerous polls have 
shown significant public support for 
the extension of the Marriage Act. 
However, we have had decisions 
made at the government level based 
upon concepts of ‘sin’ and a definition 
of marriage being forced upon the 
community by the religious right.
The political debate in Australia has 
slowly verged away from community 
expectations over the last twenty 
years, with a gradual increase in 
religiosity of politicians. There also 
seems to be an element of pandering 
to the religious right. Australians 
generally are not fundamental in 

their religious beliefs. Atheism and 
secularism are on the rise and even 
those who are religious, generally 
are not overt. Yet we have politicians 
failing to represent the general 
community in this respect. Bizarrely, 
we even had the first openly atheist 
prime minister increasing funding 
exponentially for the religious 
indoctrination of children in public 
schools and voting against the 
extension of the Marriage Act in what 
was clearly political pandering.

It is also important to note that there 
is selective use of the Christian bible 
as a source of authority in politics. 
The bible as a reference point for 
moral decisions is questionable 
on many topics; slavery, genocide, 
gender equality etc. Leviticus may be 
used by some to argue against same 
sex marriage but it is never used to 
block Sunday retail trading or the 
tattoo industry.

The important difference between 
religious doctrine and the scientific 
method is the changeability. 
Religious doctrine is fixed. It was 
documented anywhere up to 
thousands of years ago. Its relevance 
in 2013 is questionable at best. The 
scientific method of questioning, 
testing, adapting and being open 
to improvement, clearly provides 
a more effective framework for the 
development of public policy. We live 
in a world that is constantly changing. 
Technology drives us further and 

further forward. To be making public 
policy decisions on the writings of 
semi nomadic people that believed 
the earth was flat does nothing to 
provide a framework for dealing with 
life in the twenty first century.

The Atheist Foundation of Australia 
recognises rationality and reason. 
When public policy is based upon 
superstition, prejudice and irrational 
ideas, the result is diminished public 
value. The AFA encourages all 
elected representatives to actually 
represent the public. The reliance 
on reason and rationality, rather than 
fringes on the religious right, when 
developing public policy will ensure 
that public value is accurately defined 
and appropriately delivered. 

We advocate that religious belief 
has no place in government or in the 
development of public policy. To take 
Australia into the future there is a 
genuine need to frame public policy 
debates on reason, logic and with 
the intention of determining evidence 
based solutions to modern world 
problems.

Government cannot be run on 
‘faith’. Without evidence, there is no 
foundation.

http://www.sbs.com.au/news/article/1800815/
Comment:-pol icy-should-be-based-on-
evidence,-not-faith



The Australian Atheist Atheist Foundation of Australia

Page 23September - October 2013

Uganda: “Kill the Gays”

- Danny Jarman

Uganda is in the news with its proposed ‘Anti-Homosexuality’ Bill, also known as the ‘Kill the Gays’ Bill. Vice Presi-
dent Danny Jarman has taken a keen interest in this issue and he provides the following report.

We have just seen that an evangelical 
preacher, Scott Lively, will be tried in 
Massachusetts for “crimes against 
humanity”. Lively is known for his 
opposition to homosexuality and has 
written a number of anti-homosexual 
books such as, The Pink Swastika, 
Seven Steps to Recruit-Proof Your 
Child: A Parent’s Guide to Protecting 
Children from Homosexuality and the 
“Gay” Movement, and Why and How 
to Defeat the “Gay” Movement.

It is his involvement in the formulation 
of the Ugandan Anti-Homosexuality 
Bill (also known as the “Kill the Gays 
bill”) that has resulted in this lawsuit. 
Whilst many will misrepresent this bill 
as being an anti-paedophilia bill, an 
examination of the bill itself makes it 
clear where the focus is targeted. 
 
The preamble memorandum on the 
bill regarding the legislation written 
by Hon David Bahati (Member of 
Parliament, Ndorwa County West 
Kabale) is telling.

s.1.1 - “The object of this Bill is 
to establish a comprehensive 
consolidated legislation to protect the 
traditional family by prohibiting

(i) any form of sexual relations 
between persons of the same sex; 
and

(ii) the promotion or recognition 
of such sexual relations in public 
institutions and other places 
through or with the support of any 

Government entity in Uganda or 
any non governmental organization 
inside or outside the country.”

Clearly this is a discriminatory 
goal for legislation which prohibits 
and harshly penalises not only 
homosexuals but anyone supporting 
equal rights for this minority group. 
Section 2.1 further clarifies that it is 
in fact targeting this specific societal 
segment.

s.2.1 – “This legislation comes to 
complement and supplement the 
provisions of the Constitution of 
Uganda and the Penal Code Act Cap 
120 by not only criminalizing same 
sex marriages but also same-sex 
sexual acts and other related acts.”

Of note are particular objectives of 
the bill as outlined in section 3.0:

s.3.0 (b) “prohibit and penalize 
homosexual behavior and related 
practices in Uganda as they constitute 
a threat to the traditional family.”

This is discriminatory and has no 
basis of evidence for its claim.

s.3.0 (e) - “prohibit ratification of any 
international treaties, conventions, 
protocols, agreements and 
declarations which are contrary or 
inconsistent with the provisions of 
this Act;”

This section indicates that if passed, 
Uganda will not ratify any United 
Nations treaties which call for equality 
of human rights.

s.3.0 (f) - “prohibit the licensing 
of organizations which promote 
homosexuality “

This section indicates that if passed, 

no international aid agencies or 
human rights organisations which 
promote equality will be licensed 
to operate in Uganda. We are now 
heading back to the dark days of Idi 
Amin.

The bill itself then follows with a 
crystal clear opening,

“An Act to prohibit any form of sexual 
relations between persons of the 
same sex; prohibit the promotion or 
recognition of such relations and to 
provide for other related matters.”

They do not even attempt to hide 
the discriminatory nature of this 
legislation. 

Section 2 of the bill outlines the 
“offence” of homosexuality, describes 
the nature of the offence (which would 
include consensual sex between 
homosexuals who love each other) 
and prescribes the penalty.

s.2 – “The offence of homosexuality.

(2) A person who commits an offence 
under this section shall be liable on 
conviction to imprisonment for life.”

This is a clear violation of the 
rights of this minority. Consensual 
sex between adult people who 
love each other is penalised with 
life imprisonment. I hope you are 
getting a sense of the outrage we 
feel in relation to these human rights 
violations. 

Section 3 is even more disgusting 
where it defines an offence called 
“aggravated homosexuality” as this 
also includes people who are simply 
“serial offenders” (paragraph f) of the 
offence outlined in section 2.
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S. 3 -“Aggravated homosexuality.

(1) A person commits the offence of 
aggravated homosexuality where the
(f) offender is a serial offender,
(2) A person who commits the offence 
of aggravated homosexuality shall be 
liable on conviction to suffer death.”

A serial offender is defined as “a 
person who has previous convictions 
of the offence of homosexuality or 
related offences”

In a nutshell, this legislation provides 
for the state sanctioned murder of 
homosexuals. This is why many 
Western governments, the United 
Nations and a vast array of aid 
organisations and human rights 
advocates are publicly condemning 
this legislation in the harshest terms. 

Section 4 of the legislation provides 
extreme penalties for those who even 
attempt but do not engage in an act.

s.4 – “Attempt to commit 
homosexuality.

(1) A person who attempts to commit 
the offence of homosexuality commits 
a felony and is liable on conviction to 
imprisonment seven years.

(2) A person who attempts to 
commit the offence of aggravated 
homosexuality commits an offence 
and is liable on conviction to 
imprisonment for life.”

That’s right! Even if a homosexual 
couple simply attempted but did not 
actually engage in a homosexual act, 
they are sent to jail for seven years for 
a first offence and life imprisonment 
for a second offence.

Section 12 will send couples of same 
sex marriage to life imprisonment.

s.12 -  “Same sex marriage.

A person who purports to contract a 
marriage with another person of the 
same sex commits the offence of 
homosexuality and shall be liable on 
conviction to imprisonment for life.”

This is the 21st century, not the 16th.
Section 13 includes penalties 

for any human rights activists or 
organisations whose activities in 
relation to promoting equality of 
human rights are deemed criminal.

s.13 – “Promotion of homosexuality.

(1) A person who –

(e) who acts as an accomplice or 
attempts to promote or in any way 
abets homosexuality and related 
practices; commits an offence and 
is liable on conviction to a line of 
five thousand currency points or 
imprisonment of a minimum of five 
years and a maximum of seven years 
or both fine and imprisonment.

(2) Where the offender is a corporate 
body or a business or an association 
or a non-governmental organization, 
on conviction its certificate of 
registration shall be cancelled and 
the director or proprietor or promoter 
shall be liable on conviction to 
imprisonment for seven years.”

According to this legislation, an 
organisation such as Amnesty 
International is a criminal 
organisation.

Section 14 focuses on the 
imprisonment of anyone who has 
knowledge of any homosexual acts 
and does not immediately report 
them.

s.14– “Failure to disclose the offence.

A person in authority, who being 
aware of the commission of any 
offence under this Act, omits to report 
the offence to the relevant authorities 
within twenty-four hours of having 
first had that knowledge, commits an 
offence and is liable on conviction to 
a fine not exceeding two hundred and 
fifty currency points or imprisonment 
not exceeding three years.”

So if a parent of a child who is gay 
does not report them to the authorities 
(which will result in them receiving a 
life sentence) within 24 hours, they 
can be sent to jail for 3 years. 

Ugandan citizens abroad are not safe 
from this law. They will be extradited 
and jailed.

s.16 – “Extra- Territorial Jurisdiction.
This Act shall apply to offenses 
committed outside Uganda where –
(a) a person who, while being a 
citizen of or permanently residing 
in Uganda, commits an act outside 
Uganda, which act would constitute 
an offence under this Act had it been 
committed in Uganda”

As per Section 17, they will be 
extradited to stand trial.

Section 17 – “Extradition.

A person charged with an offence 
under this Act shall be liable to 
extradition under the existing 
extradition laws.”

Section 18 then removes any 
further barriers resulting from 
international pressure and facilitate 
the discrimination of this minority.

s.18 Nullification of inconsistent 
international treaties, protocols, 
declarations and conventions.

(1) Any International legal instrument 
whose provisions are contradictory 
to the spirit and provisions enshrined 
in this Act, are null and void to the 
extent of their inconsistency.

(2) Definitions of “sexual orientation”, 
“sexual rights”, “sexual minorities”, 
“gender identity” shall not be used in 
anyway to legitimize homosexuality, 
gender identity disorders and related 
practices in Uganda.

Once this legislation came 
into the public domain, many 
Western governments opposed its 
introduction. On the religious front, 
many of the more moderate religious 
organisations and even some of 
the higher profile fundamentalist 
churches with ties to Ugandan 
churches, began to distance 
themselves from the legislation.

Rick Warren was notable in that he 
had regular ties with bill supporter 
Ps Martin Ssemper but due to public 
pressure, escalated his response 
from a passive deflection of the 
question and pseudo-support for 
Ssemper, to condemnation calling it 
“unjust, extreme and un-Christian”.



The Australian Atheist Atheist Foundation of Australia

Page 25September - October 2013

Others such as bigot Scott Lively 
have supported it openly and through 
his potential involvement in assisting 
to draft the bill has resulted in being 
charged for crimes against humanity.

People such as Lou Engle 
(prophet for Che Ahn and Harvest 
International Ministries) organised 
rallies in Uganda on the eve of the 
bill coming to the floor to attempt 
to drum up public support for it and 
apply pressure to the politicians who 
were against it. We also have the 
responses of popular televangelists 
such as  Andrew Wommack Ministries 
(AWM). Andrew Wommack, Che Ahn 
and Lou Engle all have links into 
Australian fundamentalist churches.

When public pressure began to 
mount, various US ministries with a 
presence in Uganda were contacted 
with the view to have them publicly 
condemn the law. Whilst many did, 
AWM did not. The request for AWM’s 
position on the bill was delegated 
by Andrew Wommack to the then 
Director of the Ugandan AWM, 
Leland Shores. Leland responded 
with a reference to a response of 
the “National Task Force Against 
Homosexuality”, he provides a 
complete misrepresentation of the 
content of the bill and then this,

“Personally, I support this Bill, its 
premise and the proposed changes 
that are being made in Uganda.  
While I can not speak for Andrew I 
believe that if you have watched his 
programming on Christian Philosophy 
1 and 2 you would find his response 
in those programs.”

And

“Finally, let me say that in this 
instance I am so proud of this nation 
for standing up for something they 
believe in, regardless of the threats 
that have come from around the 
world and especially from the USA, 
who has threatened to pull funding if 
this bill is passed.”

Andrew Wommack then confirmed his 
position when he declined to correct 
Leland’s position, instead endorsing 
it with the posting of Leland’s 
response and further misinformation 
regarding the content of the bill on his 
website on 4/2/2010. This effectively 
now became the position of AWM. 
Leland Shores unfortunately died just 
over a year later. He has since been 
replaced by Gary Everett.

Earlier this year, I contacted the AWM 
Uganda Director Gary Everett to give 
AWM another opportunity to condemn 
the content of this bill. After all, an 
organisation can always change the 
position it espouses. Unfortunately, 
AWM once again declined to 
condemn this disgraceful legislation. 
Instead, I was directed back to 
the same information on the AWM 
website as to their official position 
on this. He then misrepresented the 
legislation and pointed me to two 
other local sources of information. 
These sources also distributed false 
and bigoted information and appear 
to be enthusiastic mouthpieces for 
the supporters of the bill.

Continual pressure needs to be 
applied to any of the supporters of 
this bill. 

Last month, Atheist Alliance International (AAI) held its Annual General Meeting (AGM) in Dublin, Ireland, where AAI 
members voted on new Board Directors to replace retiring Directors and vacant seats on the AAI Board.
 
The AAI Presidency changed hands, from Carlos A. Diaz who served as AAI President for the past year, to Stuart 
Bechman.   
 
The other officers elected for the upcoming year are:

• Carlos Diaz, AAI Vice-President;
• Neil Ross, AAI Treasurer (& new Director);
• Christine Shellska, AAI Secretary;
• Richard Morris, Secular World Board Liaison; and
• Tim Larmour, AAI Membership Director 

Joining the current Directors of Stuart Bechman (US), Carlos Diaz (AR), Christine Shellska (CA), Victor Franco (AU), 
Jeremy Shepperd (US), René Hartman (DE), Tim Larmour (CA), Richard Morris (US), and Ebou Sohna (GM) are 
newly-seated Directors Richard Honess (UK), Neil Ross (UK), Karl Kanadi (IA), and Elida Radig (AU).

The AFA congratulates the new President and other officers elected to the AAI Executive. We also congratulate and 
show support for Elida Radig from Australia.

New AAI Directors & Officers Elected
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Media Release
Promoting scientifically credible & factually reliable evidence

It has come to the attention of the 
Atheist Foundation of Australia that 
Coles Australia is supporting an 
initiative called “Stock Up for Hope” 
which will see funds channelled 
through to Scripture Union QLD for 
the purposes of expanding access 
to the NSCP (National Schools 
Chaplaincy Program).

The Atheist Foundation of Australia 
represents the fastest growing and 
now second largest demographic 
in Australia according to the latest 
census. The AFA commends Coles 
Australia for the many initiatives 
which assist in the community such 
as Cancer Council, Guide Dogs 
Australia, Boots for Kids and Sports 
for Schools. It may well be that 
Coles Australia has in fact become 
involved in this chaplaincy funding 
initiative in error or without adequate 
consideration for the real impacts.

To assist them in reconsidering 
their position on this, here is some 
feedback from other organisations in 
regards to the provision of chaplaincy 
services instead of qualified child 
psychologists.

Australian Psychological Society 
position of NSCP

Quote:

“Although the APS is aware 
that school chaplains represent 
an alternative approach to 
student support in government 
schools in the way of spiritual 
and religious guidance, the APS 
believes that, when chaplains 
work outside of this role, the 
risks to both students and 
schools are immense and will 
ultimately result in significant 
costs both financial and human.

There is clear evidence that 
school chaplains are engaging 
in duties for which they are not 
qualified;

There is clear evidence that 
church organisations and 
ministries are supporting school 
chaplains in their boundary 
violations;

The NSCP promotes a 
combination of religious 
guidance and mental health 
service provision, which is 
in contrast to mainstream 
evidence-based service 
provision;”

NT Ombudsmen Report into the 
NSCP

Quote:

“Throughout this report several 
breaches by the chaplains 
were identified and in particular 
blatant defiance of DET 
Executive directives relating 
to the continued provision of 
services to a child during the 
defined suspension period.

In considering the types of 
chaplaincy services provided 
it was interesting to find that 
all of the five schools under 
the scope of this investigation, 
with the exception of the senior 
school at Taminmin High 
School, permitted the chaplains 
to provide one-on-one services 
when this was contrary to 
the position held by the DET 
Executive. As was established 
in reviewing the chaplain 
school diaries the nature of the 
one-on-one sessions was of 
a highly sensitive nature and 
quite concerning. The chaplains 
have also been privy to the 
confidential information about 
students discussed during 
the wellbeing team meetings 
even for those without parental 
consent.”

QLD Teachers Union position on 
the NSCP

Quote:

“The QTU regards the 
placement of chaplains in 
general education, welfare 
and counselling programs as 
extremely inappropriate in State 
Schools. While the Education 
Minister might believe that 
chaplains can replace qualified 
counsellors, members know 
that they cannot. Students need 
support staff who are properly 
qualified, such as guidance 
officers, not well meaning 
amateurs. The issue has to be 
what’s best for the children not 
what’s the cheapest.”

As you can see, condemnation of 
the program is widespread. Coles 
are currently experiencing a high 
level of negative comment on social 
media as a result of this decision. 
Attempts to assist in the funding 
of the chaplaincy program are of 
concern to those we represent. In 
the current economic climate, there 
have been many examples of large 
corporations walking back a position 
once they became aware of the 
potential ramifications of being linked 
to an initiative or activity which as 
indicated above, is clearly a negative 
outcome.

The Atheist Foundation of Australia 
requests on behalf of its members 
that Coles Australia reconsiders its 
involvement in this initiative which 
provides funds to this activity.

Michael Boyd
President
Atheist Foundation of Australia Inc
PO Box 1062
Lane Cove NSW 1595

Phone: (08) 8835 2269
Email: info@atheistfoundation.org.au



The Australian Atheist Atheist Foundation of Australia

Page 27September - October 2013

Media Release - Update
Coles responded to the AFA through their Facebook page:

Hi Atheist Foundation of Australia Inc, we appreciate the time you’ve taken to write this letter. Coles does not provide 
money to promote any religious beliefs in schools. We also ensure that all people irrespective of their background can 
access services provided by our community partners. Our partnership with Stock Up For Hope is all about giving kids 
in the bush access to support and advice they may not otherwise get. While Stock Up for Hope is a program delivered 
by Chaplains, they have a strict code of conduct that stipulates that they must not proselytize and have to provide 
objective, practical care and support to children regardless of their religious background. Stock Up For Hope is 
accredited by the Department of Education in Queensland and has full support of both sides of Federal Government.

The AFA responded:

Hi Coles, you say “Coles does not provide money to promote any religious beliefs in schools”. Unfortunately, the 
evidence of the comprehensive Ombudsman report and the Australian Psychological Society disagrees. In providing 
funds for this you are not only promoting religious belief in schools but continuing the practice of promoting witch 
doctor remedies in place of qualified child psychologists. How do we escalate this complaint and who will we be 
discussing this with? I’m sure that the prospect of a long drawn out negative media campaign with petitions via 
GetUp etc which highlight this involvement will not be in the interests of your shareholders’ bottom line. Regardless of 
how you ended up in this situation, plans need to be made to back out and end this association. Your cut and paste 
responses are transparent and insufficient to deal with this situation. This has the potential to send many of your 
customers to one of your competitors.

Further Information
The flyer on the left is issued by Stock Up for 
Hope QLD (SU QLD). Coles may well say in their 
response to the AFA that SU QLD “have a strict 
code of conduct that stipulates that they must 
not proselytize and have to provide objective, 
practical care and support to children regardless 
of their religious background”. However, the flyer 
on the left would seem to contradict that.

All members are encouraged to question Coles 
on their website and through FB and Twitter 
as to why they would financially support Stock 
Up for Hope. The money would be better used 
to provide professional social workers and 
psychologists to work with teens in crisis in rural 
areas.
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Book Review
God: A Clinical Psychological Assessment

Author: Gary M. Bakker
Gary Bakker is a clinical psychologist 
with over thirty years experience. 
His take on the ‘God’ character in 
various theist forms is very insightful 
in relation to the psychological profile 
that can be built from the writings 
on the character. Having said that, 
this book is by no means ‘clinical’. It 
is rather a rollicking read. It is pithy 
humour at its best.

The book starts with a very good 
definition of theism and descriptions 
of the most common theistic belief 
systems. The author sets up the 
logical premises that are then used 
as you progress through the book 
to systematically refute the god 
hypothesis.

The author then takes common 
arguments for the existence of god 
and teases them out to analyse and 
address the illogicality. 

The author takes the Epicurus 
Argument and psychoanalyses the 
character of ‘God’. We end up with 
psychoanalysis of an individual who 
is more sociopathic and grossly 
dysfunctional, as opposed to 
omnibenevolent. 

The author takes on young earth 
creationism with wit and logic. It is 
difficult to refute the evidence for 
an old earth. However, young earth 
creationists give it a red, hot go. 
The author breaks down the young 
earth concept claim by claim and 
refutes each with rationality and fact, 
pointing out how ‘weird’ this aspect of 
theist belief actually is. 

The next idea is the completely 
arbitrary nature of theist belief. 
Theists generally believe in the same 
fairy tales of their family and that 
which is predominant in the society 
they were born into. How fair is it for 
those raised in Christian cultures if 

the Muslim god is correct, and vice 
versa. If any one of the religious 
tales is correct, then the odds have 
been stacked against the rest. It also 
means that some have been lucky 
to be born into the ‘right’ culture and 
family.

Then there is a very good reference 
of contradictions and falsehoods in 
the Bible, Koran and Talmud. This 
section will be particularly useful 
for any atheists needing a ready 
reference guide for debating or 
discussions with theists. I have seen 
the contradictions discussed by 
many authors and it never ceases 
to amaze me that people actually 
believe these texts are the ‘inerrant’ 
words of a deity. It’s astounding!

 

There is also an insightful look at 
the view of women through the 
lens of religious texts. To call most 
religious texts misogynistic is a 
gross understatement.  The cognitive 
dissonance for women that subscribe 
to these religions must be beyond the 
measurable scale.

The author’s qualifications and 
experience in psychology come 
to the fore when he analyses the 
insecurities and constant need 
for adulation and approval by the 
various gods. This is a concept that 

has bothered me for some time. Why 
would an entity that is omnipotent 
care what I think of him? Surely a 
‘god’ would be beyond such pettiness 
and insecurities?

As a conclusion, the author uses the 
various descriptions of gods from the 
religious texts to consider possible 
personality disorders as defined in 
the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual 
of Mental Disorders of the American 
Psychiatric Association that could 
be applied to the ‘god’ character. He 
concludes with:

“So, for the first time in my career 
as a clinical psychologist, I am 
recommending from a clinical 
psychological assessment that the 
subject of the assessment not be 
offered treatment, but instead be 
detained or exiled for the safety of 
the community.”

It’s a perfect ending to a thoroughly 
enjoyable book. My reading of the 
book is that through the active 
analysis and assessment of the 
‘god’ character, the author implies 
an analysis and assessment of 
theists themselves for revering 
such a character with no evidence, 
inconsistent and factually incorrect 
stories, elements of violence, 
misogyny, racism and moral 
turpitude.

I thoroughly recommend this book. It 
is an easy read. The author doesn’t 
‘dumb it down’, rather he writes in 
a style that is fluid and engaging. 
It is humour used to stress a 
serious subject and it is done well. 
I guarantee there is something here 
for everyone. It’s a good reference 
book, an entertaining read and a well 
considered and reasoned argument 
against the god hypothesis. 
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Farewell to David and Lee
- Jac Dittmar

David Nicholls and Lee Holmes have made the decision to head off into retirement, having put many, many years of 
dedicated work into the AFA. Both of them will be sorely missed. They brought a vibrancy to the AFA, an enthusiasm 
and a drive to make atheism at the forefront at all times. I offer my heartfelt thanks on behalf of the Management 
Committee and, in fact, all members of the AFA. We wish you the best in retirement.

David Nicholls

David Nicholls entered the world 
in 1945.  Starting life as an atheist 
(as we all do), he became a Roman 
Catholic inductee, first through family 
tradition and later, through schooling.

During his greenstick years, he 
entertained the idea of becoming a 
priest, but clearly, God wasn’t calling 
him: He must have known David was 
going to ask awkward questions!  
Indeed, a questioning mind led him 
to becoming an atheist by the time he 
was fourteen years old.

He joined the Atheist Foundation of 
Australia in 1983 and with the gradual 
retirement of former stalwarts Keith 
and Brenda Cornish, David and 
partner Lee Holmes took on a greater 
role running the A.F.A. 

The Atheist Foundation of Australia 
Inc. began in 1970 when members of 
what was then the South Australian 
Rationalist Association realised that a 
name change would more accurately 
declare their basic philosophy.  
Early in 2005, by which time David 
had served on the Committee 
of Management for 10 years, he 
became the A.F.A.’s (somewhat 
reluctant) President.

Kick starting the A.F.A. website, at a 
time when such a thing was just not 
done by ‘amateurs’, was one of Lee’s 
and David’s first major challenges.

Lee Holmes

Lee Holmes made her debut on 
earth a mere 54 years ago.  Born, 
coincidentally, in the same Prospect 
(S.A.) hospital as David, Lee was at 
an early age moulded into Anglicism.  
She did the usual stuff, Sunday 
school, Church every week, but 
ah, found it boring!  Her questions 
received the usual responses: “Don’t 
ask, just accept.”  She found that the 
more she learnt about religion the 
stronger was the pull of atheism.

Not surprisingly, the religious cord 
started to unravel, and completely 
detach by the time she was in her mid-
twenties.  She had started reading 
Bertrand Russell and watching Carl 
Sagan on the telly.

Lee discovered the A.F.A. and before 
too long found herself enjoying the 
job as web editor. Over a period 
of time she took on (or landed) the 
job of magazine editor, e-mail and 
telephone receptionist, Membership 
Co-ordinator, Treasurer, Public 
Relations Team co-ordinator, and 
secretary to a very demanding (but 
kind and considerate, of course) 
A.F.A. President. 

David, Lee and the AFA

Under the David and Lee leadership, 
the AFA was to grow to be the 
largest, most active and well-known 
atheist organisation in Australia.  
David did a considerable amount 
of front-of-house stuff: radio and 
television interviews, submissions to 
governments, talking to journalists, 
and writing articles, letters and press 
releases for the daily papers.

Lee, ably assisted by co-editor Tom 
Melchiorre and proofreader Nigel 
Sinnott, would be there to make 
sure that everything that was to 
appear in print was of a professional 
standard.  By way of example, even 
back in 2006, David and Lee and 
the then Public Relations Team 
dispatched nearly 4,000 snail and 
e-mails, including 96 letters to 
various newspaper editors, 15 press 
releases, and a number of papers 
to State and Federal Governments.  
And then there were the interviews 
with ‘hostile’ reporters!

By this time, it was quite usual for 
David and Lee to each devote up to 
12 hours a day to A.F.A. matters, and 
seven days a week at that!  Preparing 
for monthly committee meetings in 
Adelaide, and driving hundreds of 
kilometres to get there, was just grist 
to the mill.

Up until recent times, the A.F.A. 
Committee remained somewhat 
parochial, nearly all Committee 
members being South Australian, 
and able to meet in Adelaide.  David 
recognised the need to tap into the 
talents of the other States.  He struck 
on the idea of using ‘Skype’ as a way 
of making the A.F.A. Committee more 
inclusive. 
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An initial foray into television 
advertising led to ‘atheist’ advertising 
on metropolitan buses in 2009.  Also 
in 2009, following a suggestion 
by Stuart Bechman (of Atheists 
Alliance International), David and 
Lee assembled around them and 
presided over a team of talented 
and dedicated volunteers to produce 
the highly successful Global Atheist 
Convention in Melbourne in 2010.  
Later in the same year, David also 
represented the atheist viewpoint at 
a Federal Senate hearing on funding 
for religion.

The ‘Mark No Religion’ campaign 
in 2011, concerning the religious 
question in the Census was another 
great thrust forward for the A.F.A.  To 
what degree the A.F.A. billboards 
influenced the Census results 
is indeterminable, but the high 
number of ‘no religion’ respondents 
in the Census results was in itself 
a rich reward.  Certainly, as was 
the case with the buses campaign, 
the billboard campaign helped to 
propel the A.F.A. and atheism to 
unprecedented heights.

Not yet ready to concede that all 
the hard work was over, David and 
Lee threw themselves willingly and 
without trepidation (well, sort of) into 
spearheading the incredible and 
unforgettable 2012 Global Atheist 
Convention.  Again, an assembly of 
some of the most gifted and devoted 
members of the A.F.A. were pressed 
into service to stage a Convention of 
truly global significance.  Moreover, 
who can forget later the same year, 
David ‘hanging out’ with the Prime 
Minister! 

With the increasing growth and 
strength of the organisation, the 
A.F.A. committee was gradually 
expanded to fifteen members, and 
this at last allowed David and Lee to 

share some of the massive workload 
to which they had dedicated 
themselves for nearly a decade.

Retirement from the A.F.A. 
Committee and a myriad of other 
responsibilities was inevitable.  They 
left with lasting respect, admiration, 
love and best wishes from all of us 
on the Committee, the P.R. Team, 
the Forum Administrators, the Forum 
Moderators, the I.T. Team Editors, 
Proof Readers, and of course, from 
the broad membership.

We collectively owe them a 
considerable debt of gratitude.  Of 
course, David and Lee would be 
the first to admit that not all the fine 
achievements of the A.F.A. would 
have been possible without the 
enormous contribution and from 
dozens and dozens of talented and 
dedicated volunteers, but today, that 
lot shall all remain nameless, for this 
is a celebration and thanksgiving for 
David Nicholls and Lee Holmes.  Hip, 
hip, hurrah!  (x3)
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Crossword

Across
4. ‘The Selfish _____’ - Title of a book written by the 

person in picture A
5. Angel that visited Joseph Smith
6. First name of the person in Picture A
11. Festival of ________ was the previous name of 

the organisation known as ‘Family Voice Australia’ 
since 2008

12. _______ Heston Played Moses in a famous 1956 
movie

13. Surname of the person in Picture B
14. Passion of the Christ was written and directed by 

Mel _________
16. Pikki Wokki is the _____ god of Papua New 

Guinea
17. Bertrand Russell hypothesised what could be 

revolving the sun in an elliptical orbit?
19. Colour of shoes worn by previous popes
20. This god is the most powerful of the Hindu trinity

Down
1. Surname of the author of “Letter to a Christian 

Nation”
2. Surname of the first ‘out’ atheist prime minister of 

Australia
3. Country where a cartoon of Mohammed caused a 

crisis in 2005
7. An outlook or system of thought attaching prime 

importance to human rather than divine or 
supernatural matters

8. Archbishop of Sydney
9. AFA stands for _______ Foundation of Australia
10. Surname of the theist with weird ideas about 

bananas
15. Surname of the politician that leads the Christian 

Democratic Party
18. The name of Mohammed’s 9 year old wife 
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MERCHANDISE
Available online from
cafepress.com/aussieatheists

Assorted womens and mens t-shirts 
and sweat-shirts, bags, mugs, stickers,  

magnets, pins, mousepads ... 

and so much more!






