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         Dedicated to my parents:  Frank Victor Read, whose way was duty;  and 

Barbara Ursula (Hughes) Read, whose way was service;  and to my wonderful 

friend of 45 years, Charles Kallander, without whom many of the insights pre-

sented in these two booklets would never have come to mind.  Sadly, all three 

are now deceased. 

          On the subject of good and evil, it was Chuck Kallander's position that:  

"No choice is wrong unless a better alternative exists, and it usually does."  

Hence, our mutual commitment to truthfulness as fundamental to achieving the 

good. 

         My mother would counsel:  "You don't find time, you make time." My father, 

from Proverbs:  "Where there is no vision, the people perish." 

 



 

 
 
Foreword 
 

       The following preface to book one (philosophical basis) is equally relevant to 

this second book (religious basis).  See also the "Segue" at the end of book one. 

        My purpose in these two short books is to reveal firm philosophical and reli-

gious footing for the fair-minded in their struggle with the unfair. 

         The intention is to re-ignite the American Enlightenment by revealing the 

long obscured authentic basis of liberalism.  Liberalism, that is, not in its recent 

meanings of unprincipled compromise and government largess, but as the fair-

minded and ever emerging, rational alternative to authoritarianism. 

         The goal is to win the culture wars;  and in so doing, to propel a worldwide 

transition from a truths-and-deceit-based civilization to a truthfulness-based civi-

lization. 

         The following is intended specifically for those young adults who have al-

ready committed their lives to the good, but are unsure how best to proceed -- 

unsure how to avoid the bad that others, and especially governments and relig-

ions, have perpetrated over the centuries in apparent pursuit of the good.  It is 

also for seasoned activist thinkers who now realize that political and economic 

theory provides insufficient basis for creating an alternative to authoritarianism. 

         After witnessing unnecessary poverty in Latin America in 1956, and after a 

decade of activism in the 1960s, I know I was not alone in tiring of opposing the 

bad and wanting to lay hold of authentic philosophical and religious basis for cre-

ating the good.  Like many other activist thinkers at the end of the sixties, I mar-

ried, tried to raise a family, and learned, unfortunately, that what was wrong with 

the world could exist even between those who loved each other most.  Few of us 

have been heard from since. 

         It is now more than thirty years,  many illuminating experiences and many 

working drafts since, but at last I honestly believe that what is presented here, 

albeit in brief outline, can serve as a reliable guide to not only saving the world, 

but of creating a heaven on earth. 

     

 

 



 

 

 

    Preface 

      In a 1782 letter, Thomas Jefferson wrote: 
 

I rejoice that in this blessed country of free inquiry and belief, 
which has surrendered its conscience to neither kings nor 
priests, the genuine doctrine of only one God is reviving, and 
I trust that there is not a young man living in the United 
States who will not die a Unitarian. 

      In his last book, "The Age of Reason" written in 1795, Thomas Paine ad-

dressed religion with the same intention with which he previously confronted 

government -- to replace authoritarianism with reason: 

 

Soon after I had published the pamphlet Common Sense in 
America, I saw the exceeding probability that a revolution in 
the System of Government would be followed by a revolution 
in the System of Religion.  The adulterous connection of 
church and state . . . has so effectually prohibited, by pains 
and penalties, every discussion upon established creeds, 
and upon first principles of religion, that until the system of 
government should be changed, those subjects could not be 
brought fairly and openly before the world:  but that when-
ever this should be done, a revolution in the system of relig-
ion would follow.  Human inventions and priest-craft would 
be detected:  and man would return to the pure, unmixed, 
and unadulterated belief of one God, and no more. 

 

      In response to centuries of religious wars in Europe, and in the spirit of the 

scientific revolution then taking place, both Paine and Jefferson hoped to break 

free of irrational and divisive religious dogma and place religion on a common 

sense, universal footing. 

      Their assumed common denominator was deism as then manifesting in Uni-

tarianism.  Their mistake, and the mistake of so many others in religious and po-

litical philosophy, was to attempt to build on rational truths rather than on the root 

of rationality itself -- personal commitment to truthfulness. 

      Their assumed common denominator of one God was, of course, as much a 

statement of dogma as the Trinity or any other unprovable religious concept.  

Rather than freeing religion from authoritarianism, deism, as a rigid truth, left reli-

gious belief entrenched within the untruthful context of thought.  Deism remained 

susceptible to absolutism and to equally fraudulent relativism. 



      Two hundred years later and we are still in the same bind.  Religious relativ-

ism may be rationalized as religious pluralism, but it nevertheless means that as 

a culture we do not have a common religious belief that makes sense.  We may 

have adequate personal beliefs, but it is in the social sense that we are espe-

cially left with a void. 

      Michael Harrington (author of "The Other America") speaks of this void and 

its profound political and social ramifications in his 1983 book, "The Politics at 

God's Funeral:  The Spiritual Crisis of Western Civilization." 

      Harrington discounts recent attempts at filling the void (italics are mine): 
 

They are part of what Daniel Bell has called a "retreat to the 
private world where religions have authority only over their 
followers and not over any other section of the polity or soci-
ety."  That is the definition of the abyss which lies between 
religion as the expression of the values of a community, and 
religion as a matter of private belief.  The latter may well be 
profound and even holy, but it is not the organizing principle 
of a civilization.  That is what Judeo-Christianity was for sev-
eral millennia.  That is why it is so sorely missed now. 

 

       President George W. Bush's embrace of Jesus as his "favorite philosopher" 

during the 2000 presidential election may well have been an honestly held per-

sonal belief, but after the September 11 attacks, the admonition to "love your 

enemies" (as Lincoln at least attempted during the Civil War) was apparently as-

sumed by President Bush to be inappropriate as "an organizing principle of a 

civilization."   

      Standing at the "abyss," and finding no plausible alternative, the Bush ad-

ministration embraced the age-old authoritarianism of simple-minded truths, us-

guys/them-guys, might-makes-right, they-started-it, ends-justify-the-means, and 

the demonizing of the adversary -- as in, "the evil ones." 

      Harrington makes his best effort at clarifying philosophical debris surrounding 

the void, and he looks as best he can for signs of emerging common sense reli-

gious transcendentals.  However, he readily admits that: 

        

. . . the question I have poised is so formidable that my an-
swer to it will be inadequate, sketchy, perhaps more unsatis-
fying to me than to my readers. 

 

       He labors on, but with little success.  However, in his last chapter and in Ap-

pendix P he tentatively, but with some optimism, considers Jürgen Habermas's 

"communicative rationality." 



       Habermas's thought is complex, but "communicative rationality" resonates 

with "truthing" as an ultimate commitment to communicate truthfully with one an-

other in mutual attempts at creating the good. 

       Harrington also worries that there: 

 

. . . is no easy way forward to new transcendentals, for 
these, I suggest, must first exist as a commonplace before 
they can be stated as a dazzling truth. 

 

       What could be a more "commonplace" conception than truthfulness?  But 

note the box that Harrington is in as he assumes that the "new transcendentals" 

must "be stated as a dazzling truth."  There we see the slip that moves us toward 

the authoritarian and absolutist/relativist trap of "the Truth of truthfulness" (as 

discussed in section 9 of book one). 

       The question here is:  Can anything be said with some degree of certainty in 

the religious realm that escapes this trap, or are we stuck with truthfulness in the 

instant and nothing more?   

       Hindus and Sufis manage with little more.  They have no dogma, and early 

Jews even avoided conceiving of God (Yahweh) in a symbolic sense by never 

saying the name.  Gandhi avoided symbolic religion and believed instead that the 

very presence of truthfulness is the presence of God. 

       Clearly, truthfulness exists as religious basis, as does untruthfulness as 

truths held rigidly and delusively.  The assumption that newer religions, such as 

Christianity and Islam, were rational improvements over older religions may be 

mistaken.  Their value to authoritarian governments may have been their supe-

rior ability in bamboozling and regimenting the masses.  Their strengths may lie 

less in their actual dogma, than in dogma held rigidly as absolute truth and as the 

only true way to God and salvation. 

       The question remains, however, can we begin with commitment to truthful-

ness as religious basis and develop common sense truths that don't double back 

and place us yet again in the authoritarian, absolutist/relativist trap?  Can we de-

velop common sense truths that by their nature remain contingent on truthful-

ness? 

       The answer is that we can, and the proof is in the following pages.  The re-

sults may strike true believers as minimalist to the point of irrelevance; but never-

theless, most major religious questions are addressed and answered in either 

relative, or in a couple of cases, with absolute certainty. 

 
         Jon Read – March 2003 
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          Today our task is to find in existence itself a new foundation 

for reason.  That is the urgent task in the spiritual situation defined 

by Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, Pascal and Dostoyevsky. 
 

    Karl Jaspers 

 

          Even if there is no truth man can be truthful, and even if there 

is no reliable certainty man can be reliable. 
 

    Hannah Arendt 

 

 

Introduction 

       The following outline of rational religious basis contains three chapters:  

"Outermost," "Innermost," and "Existence."  Each chapter contains an introduc-

tion and five sections. 

       "Outermost" addresses the questions of possible transcending meaning 

(herein termed, God), and the possibility of an afterlife.  The result is the rational 

certainty that there either is or is not transcending meaning, and that an afterlife 

is possible with or without the existence of God.  Two additional concepts are 

developed:  that free will is biologically determined, and that free will in practice is 

synonymous with truthing. 

       "Innermost" reveals the essential "I" as a choice between the two fundamen-

tal contexts of truthfulness and untruthfulness.  This choice determines one's in-

tegrity, hence one's life, and perhaps one's possible afterlife. 



       In "Existence" we examine existence itself and consider our place in its ap-

parent three imperatives of an exertion toward being, achieving conscious reali-

zation of itself, and transcending its own finite limits. 

       The result is the uncovering of rational religious imperatives of truthfulness 

at the outermost context of our being, our innermost essence, and in existence 

itself.  A "Summary," "Conclusion," and "Afterword" follow. 

 

Outermost 

       Remember wondering at an early age how can this be?  How come I'm me, 

and how is it that all this stuff is happening?  Is there a purpose, and if so what is 

it?  Is there a God?  Is there an afterlife? 

       You were pretty young, I'll bet.  Still, those questions were your first steps on 

the religious quest.  Chances are they were asked truthfully, but the answers you 

received were either pat-answer truths, or the truthful admission that it is unlikely 

anyone knows the answers to these questions with rational certainty. 

       Let us start then with this firm footing, such as it is, of your original and hon-

est questioning.  Let us go back to that point when you really did know that the 

fact you existed, and that all this stuff was going on, was so highly improbable as 

to border on the impossible. 

       In fact, your first honest conclusion might well have been, "It is impossible, 

but yet it is! "  Not a very satisfying statement, and a tad contradictory, but truthful 

nonetheless. 

       "It’s impossible, but yet it is," is where we will start.  Where we end up may 

be in some way unfairly influence by where we start, but I do not see a more 

truthful alternative. 

 

1.  The Perfect Quandary Exists 

       Now, if you happen to believe it is perfectly reasonable that we find our-

selves living on a rock flying through the heavens, each of us made of atoms and 

having conscious self-awareness, then we can part company here because I'm 

not going to let go of, "It's impossible, but yet it is." 



       What then becomes important to posit is that this realization of the apparent 

impossibility of existence legitimately opens the door to just about anything.  That 

even one atom could exist, or even the empty space it occupies, appears so 

highly improbable that it is no more improbable for there to be some sort of tran-

scending purpose or meaning.  To my mind, God existing as an old man sitting 

on a cloud is no more preposterous than the fact of existence itself. 

       On the other hand, the door is also opened to the equally improbable possi-

bility that there is no transcending purpose or meaning of any sort whatsoever.  

Our incredible fact of existence opens the door to two incredible possibilities:  

God exists;  and, God does not exist. 

       Remember, I am not inferring a personal God, but simply using the term 

(mostly to save space) to designate something -- anything at all, that might tran-

scend what we take to be existence. 

--   --   -- 

       You no doubt have tried, as have I, to accept on faith that there is a God, but 

after a year or so gave it up as too absurd in the face of senseless suffering.  

Just the existence of food chains is enough to give an honest observer pause 

when maintaining the existence of transcendent meaning, let alone a beneficent 

deity. 

       You have probably also tried the opposite leap of faith, that there is no God, 

just to have that also dissolve in absurdity.  For nothing to exist makes sense, but 

for something to exist suggests that a reasonable totality must exist, which then 

suggests that there must be more to reality than meets the eye. 

--   --   -- 

       So much for leaps of faith.  Let's stick to logic.  What we do know with cer-

tainty is that there either is, or is not, some sort of transcending meaning.  One or 

the other has to exist.  We just don't know which one. 

       Professional philosophers may want to dismiss this certainty as a meaning-

less tautology.  However, to realize fully that only one of two conditions must per-

tain is to be fairly well informed in comparison to many other fields.  We may be 

in a perfect quandary as to which eventuality exists, but we need have no doubt 

whatsoever that one or the other does exist with absolute certainty. 

       What do you do if there is a 50% chance of rain?  You take precautions for 

both eventualities.  In effect, this is how I suspect most of us address the ques-

tion of God or no God.  We live between two parameters:  God existing, and God 



not existing.  We may tend more toward the former when the engines conk out at 

30,000 feet, and more toward the latter when doing our taxes, but for the most 

part, I suspect most people, albeit perhaps largely unconsciously, live their lives 

in accordance with these two ultimate parameters. 

       If that is what we have been doing, even if not fully mindful of it, then we 

might as well accept, what for a better term, Charles Kallander and I for 20 years 

called, the "Perfect Quandary." 

       You may expect one eventuality rather than the other, but you have no ra-

tional basis for doing so.  There exists no conclusive proof one way or the other. 

       We are stuck then with our first rational religious certainty:  God either does 

or does not exist. 

       What is ordained or prohibited by each parameter I will leave to you.  For 

myself the God-parameter extols the larger or higher good, and the no-God-

parameter suggests personal or immediate pleasure.  Being happily married and 

raising wonderful children conforms to both parameters.  Being an ax murderer, 

or fasting unto death for a good cause, probably does not. 

       This is not the same as "moderation in all things."  My writing these booklets 

is immoderate in the extreme, yet the effort conforms emphatically to the impera-

tives of both my God-parameter and my me-parameter. 

       Far from obviating our primary basis of commitment to truthfulness, the truth 

of the Perfect Quandary saddles us with the need to think truthfully when simul-

taneously implementing the constraints and imperatives of both parameters.  Our 

impetus to think truthfully is increased, as is our clarity and certainty concerning 

the outermost context of reality. 

--   --   -- 

       You may wonder if the Perfect Quandary is perhaps too perfect, and that its 

very impenetrability might be proof of a divine setup to create free will.  In my ex-

perience the same absurdity and doubt that crept in before when attempting to 

hold to one or the other alternative as an act of faith simply creeps in again.  The 

"too perfect" idea's main value, at least for me, is that it helps sustain the God 

parameter, but it does not bolster it to the point of displacing or relegating the no-

God parameter. 

       Pascal's Wager (that we have more to gain and nothing to lose by believing 

in God) is at best a rational argument for faith.  Since it ultimately relies on faith, 



and since, as we just concluded, faith is perennially susceptible to doubt, Pas-

cal's Wager fails as rational religious basis. 

       Agnosticism is the belief that nothing can be known concerning the exis-

tence or non-existence of God.  Again, this is a belief, and a negative one at that.  

By relying on belief, it too offers less certain religious basis than does the fact of 

the Perfect Quandary. 

       Faith may be the firmest footing available for the untruthful, but only as a re-

sult of their having abandoned truthfulness and thus being left with literally no al-

ternatives but deception and delusory belief in truths. 

       Rational belief in the possibility of God within the Perfect Quandary is more 

certain than irrational faith in the actual existence of God.  The faithful can lose 

their faith, but the truthful person never gets off the hook of the Perfect Quan-

dary.  It provides no wiggle room.  It is constant.  It is not a matter of faith, but of 

reason.  Its two parameters, however indistinct their imperatives, are truthfully in-

escapable. 

 

2.  An afterlife is possible, God or no God 

       If God is possible, an afterlife is possible;  but what if there is fantastic tran-

scendent meaning, but we are not a part of it?   From our perspective, if our lives 

end at death, isn't that the same as no God?  And also, what if there is no God, 

but an afterlife exists anyway? 

       In the Gospel of Thomas, which is a part of the Gnostic Gospels unearthed 

in Egypt in 1945, it reads: 

His disciples questioned him and said to him, "Do you want 
us to fast?  How shall we pray?  Shall we give alms?  What 
diet shall we observe? 

Jesus said, "Do not tell lies and do not do what you hate, for 
all is manifest in heaven." 
 

       If you have had a close call where your "whole life flashed before your eyes,” 

then the idea that "all is manifest in heaven" can start you wondering if maybe 

you just had a glimpse of your afterlife.  That is to say, every second of your life 

just as you lived it existing as one composite unit for all eternity.  Call it "Life Ev-

erlasting." 



       If a receding observer in space can, in theory, see your life just as you lived 

it (albeit backwards) then who is to say what is possible and what isn't at this 

stage of our scientific understanding.  After all, I don't think we asked to be here, 

so who is to say we get out of it when we die, God or no God? 

       For all I know I may have bought a ticket at an amusement park 1000 years 

from now where you get, "The ride of your life -- an actual life experience in a 

past era!"  Actually, I doubt I'm here on a "ride" and I suspect my life flashing be-

fore my eyes is a survival reflex;  but in reference to, "It's impossible, but yet it is," 

and having experienced my life flash before my eyes, I have to conclude that an 

afterlife must be considered a possibility (however improbable) independent of 

the existence of God. 

       In light of the possibility of Life Everlasting, it behooves us to smell the flow-

ers and savor every second as though it might last for all eternity;  and, of 

course, as though it might not. 

       Life Everlasting also cautions against suicide as a moral response to what 

some take to be the apparent alternatives of an uncaring God, or a Godless uni-

verse.  The possibility that one's life might continue as an entity outside time puts 

new meaning into the phrase, "I've got to live with myself." 

       It cautions in favor of a life devoted to what one would want to live with for-

ever, whether linkage to other such composite lives, or to an all-encompassing 

consciousness, exists or not.  "They'll be sorry when I'm gone," loses much of its 

punch considering one might not be "gone," especially if a second phase of the 

afterlife is a linking of all consciousness. 

       If your response is, "I don't believe it," then remember, this is not about be-

lief.  It's about facts, logic and possibilities grounded in our starting point of, "It's 

impossible, but yet it is."  It is about what we can know with certainty regardless 

of how minimal this may be. 

 

3.  The good life conforms to three outermost parameters 

       The Perfect Quandary holds, but in light of the possibility of Life Everlasting 

we have to go from two to three parameters.  We now have to think our way to 

best options between three ultimate possibilities:  oblivion, God with an appropri-

ate afterlife, and something on the order of Life Everlasting. 



       It was once thought unscientific to consider possibilities for which no proof 

was available.  This ended with quantum physics.  Today, some very weird pos-

sibilities are taken seriously by scientists.  It is no less a breech of rationality to 

consider possibilities at the outer bounds of the religious realm and to be gov-

erned accordingly. 

       Can the same logic argue a 50/50 possibility for leprechauns?  No.  If they 

exist, they exist on earth and can be found.  What we are dealing with at the out-

ermost limits of reality are possibilities that, at least at the moment, transcend 

what can be known. 

       Obviously, the resultant required thinking to conform to the imperatives and 

constraints of the Three Parameters can only be successful if done truthfully.  

Therefore, our three ultimate, rational, religious parameters mandate truthfulness 

as a first and continuing, essential religious act. 

       Rational faith becomes firmness in the three possibilities.  Irrational faith be-

comes delusional certainty in just one of them. 

      Thinking in terms of parameters is hardly a system of pat answers.  In fact, it 

is very much the opposite.  On the other hand, irrational faith, which displaces a 

basis in truthfulness, is the delusion that we can know with certainty and in the 

absence of proof which of the three eventualities is true.  

       That our formulation of three ultimate parameters doesn't leave you singing 

hallelujahs and praying on street corners is not the point.  That you don't like it is 

not the point.  That it does not fill your "spiritual needs" is not the point. 

       The point here is that it is rock solid.  It compels truthfulness in bouncing 

possible actions off all three parameters.  We have no rational excuse for accept-

ing one eventuality over the others.  When committed to truthfulness we are 

stuck using our best judgment in making decisions according to the Three Pa-

rameters. 

       It doesn't matter what odds we might place on one over the other at any par-

ticular moment, rationality and prudence demand we posit the three possibilities 

at the outer context of our thought as an ultimate guide to living the good life. 

       The phrase, "The good life," is used to mean a life of indulgence, and also 

one of serving the higher good.  Here, it is used to mean both together, but not to 

the extent that one contradicts the other.  On the contrary, truthful choices made 

within the constraints and imperatives of all three parameters virtually guarantee 



the fullest,  most unconflicted, most enjoyable, and most meaningful life possible.  

At least, that has been my experience. 

 

4.  Free will is biologically determined 

       I thought I got the following story from Conrad Lorenz's 1966, "On Aggres-

sion," but I can't seem to find it there.  Anyway, students and their professor re-

turn from dinner later than expected and set about feeding the many fish in the 

scores of university aquariums.  At nightfall, it is the instinct for the papa fish of 

one species to gather his offspring in his mouth and deposit them under the fe-

male at the bottom of the tank. 

       Aghast, one of the students realizes he has just dropped food directly in front 

of the hungry papa fish while its mouth is full of babies.  The students watch mo-

tionless, fearing the worst, while the fish likewise remains motionless appearing 

to be thinking, but in actuality being immobilized by the conflicting instincts of eat-

ing, and doing right by the kids. 

       Eventually, and amid shouts and applause from the students, the fish spits 

out the babies, eats the food, regathers the babies and deposits them under the 

mother. 

       What this suggests is that our rational capacity is the evolutionary result of 

eons of previous brains attempting to mediate conflicting instincts.  In other 

words, free will (the ability to consciously choose between good and bad options) 

is biologically determined.  It would seem that existence has created what 

amounts to a free will chamber inside our skulls where instinct, perceptions, 

symbols, memory, habit and whatever can engage to discover best options. 

       In addition, the survival value of thinking things through as completely as 

possible has probably led to a tendency to hold open the process by giving cre-

dence even to factors that at first might seem to deserve less influence than oth-

ers.  There would be a value, when the instincts were of unequal moment, to ten-

tatively treat them as equal so as to create an equilibrium and hence extend the 

time for various options to float to mind.  In other words there may be an addi-

tional instinctual inclination toward an internal decision-by-consensus mode that 

makes more sense and results in better survival options than simple majority 

rule.   



       By holding off from snap judgments, discovery of all factors is more likely;  

but also, a form of creativity can take place by allowing the factors to arrange 

themselves into increasingly better options. 

       Certainly, science in its rigorous processes cannot ignore inconvenient but 

minor facts.  Scientists doggedly hold open the door until the model stands with-

out contradiction to any known factor.  Likewise, artists and scientists (and cer-

tainly landscape architects) speak less of having created a solution than of hav-

ing discovered it. 

       Where else does one discover these things but in one's free will chamber?  

How else does one expand this chamber together with others but with civility?  

What else is the process of willful expansion but truthing? 

       By the way, the Zen Buddhists' quip, "When hungry eat, when tired sleep," 

intended to dissuade novices from begging for truths, if taken literally would not 

have served our fish as well as his rudimentary attempt at thinking truthfully. 

 

5.  Truthing is the outermost imperative 

       Apparently, we have the choice of using our free will capacity truthfully or un-

truthfully.  Since random-acting sub-atomic particles and the lives of teenagers 

have dispelled the notion that everything in the universe is determined according 

to cause and effect, we can assume that we have a free will choice to expand 

our free will capacity or not. 

       Rigid belief in truths short-circuits our free will.  Drugs, fasting and fatigue 

can expand consciousness, but can also distort and shrink it. 

       Intellectual and emotional commitment to truthing expands our biologically 

determined free will to discover best options.  Fair-minded solutions are a natural 

and likely result of fully deploying our free will capacity together with others. 

       The students were civil and compassionate in remaining motionless.  They 

were as one with the fish in hoping he could truth his way through the problem.  

They didn't want to be stupid and jam the fish and force it into a pat answer, 

knee-jerk reflex.   

       They wanted thought to take place, or lacking the ability to actually think, for 

the conflicting instincts to somehow find an uncompromised resolution -- an op-

tion that made it through whatever ultimate parameters the fish with its minuscule 



brain had to work between.  Parameters on the order perhaps, of "the larger 

good" and "immediate gratification." 

       When urging peace talks, we suggest both sides "sit down together."  We 

don't want them becoming impatient.  We want all factors to be understood.  We 

want all options discovered and analyzed.  We want their free will chambers to 

expand and to represent all that is relevant to the situation so that unanimity can 

result organically -- almost inevitably. 

       The Perfect Quandary and Life Everlasting significantly reinforce this natural, 

truthful, evolving process of getting the whole picture in mind.  You don't have to 

decide which of the three parameters is most likely.  That could shortcut the 

process and lead to pat-answer folly.  Taken as an outermost context of being, 

our three ultimate parameters constitute a personal religious imperative to grasp 

what is going on.  They compel, as a religious act, the expansion of our free will 

chambers to all that is even remotely relevant.  They compel participation in the 

liberal dialectic. 

       When someone asks for "more time to think it through," or to "look at it from 

all angles," the three ultimate angles they can look at it from within an outer- 

most, rational-religious context are the Three Parameters of God, oblivion, and 

Life-Everlasting. 

       What has improved here for honest thinkers is that their thought process, 

that may once have lacked certainty regarding the outermost frame of reference, 

now includes sensible religious dimension and clear religious sanction.  Truthing 

henceforth exists as a rational religious imperative.  It is compelled by the three 

most likely eventualities to which we are fated.  One of which has to be true. 

       Freudians could claim that our three parameters correspond roughly to our 

super-ego (God, "our father"), our id (oblivion, "So what the hell") and our ego 

(Life Everlasting, "I did the best I could").  Maybe so, but what we have done 

here is to elevate three parameters that may have their roots in instinctual pro-

pensities for group survival and individual survival, from an intellectual aware-

ness to a rational religious context. 

       Socio-biologists may have clearer understanding of the evolutionary origins 

of the parameters of the higher good, immediate gratification, and long-term per-

sonal good, but dignifying the parameters as religious ultimates more adequately 

serves our needs of discovering firm religious footing than positing them as mere 

psychological or instinctual inclinations.  It makes truthful decision-making both 



an overtly religious act, and more importantly, an unavoidable religious require-

ment. 

       Our honest activist thinker now has not only the firm footing of commitment 

to truthfulness as the ultimate philosophical starting point, and as the rudimentary 

requirement of world citizenship as mandated implicitly by international law at 

Nuremberg, but also as mandated by a rational religious context of three ultimate 

parameters. 

       Our honest activist thinker now has a process of thought, and an outermost 

context of thought that is philosophically, politically and religiously coherent.  Call 

it liberalism. 

 

Innermost 

       Having discovered a rational religious structure of three parameters at the 

outermost context of our understanding, let us examine the center of ourselves 

and see what can be said with certainty concerning this realm. 

       First, a quick review from book one:  Truthfulness and untruthfulness are our 

two and only contexts of thought.  Rationality is undergirded by commitment to 

truthfulness, and irrationality and rationalization by belief in the need, right and 

utility of deception.  Truthfulness is the adult mode of the species leading to lib-

eralism and the mutual solving of problems.  Untruthfulness is the immature 

mode leading to authoritarianism and the waging of battles.  There is no neutral 

point from which to make the choice since we must choose truthfully or untruth-

fully and therefore will have already made the choice. 

       We find ourselves in one or the other mode due primarily to how we were 

raised.  Past this point, however, and in facing "moments of truth," we either 

maintain or opt for the truthfulness context, or we maintain or opt for the untruth-

ful context.  Remembering that soul originally meant center, and since Socrates 

and others equate our soul with our integrity, we could say that this choice at the 

center of our being between truthfulness and untruthfulness is an ultimate or reli-

gious choice. 

       As with book one, this book is written for those already committed to the 

good – those who are most likely already operating from the truthfulness context 

of being.  Unfortunately, what follows will probably be blocked by those locked 



into the untruthfulness context -- those whose innermost ultimates are a confu-

sion of short-circuits, rationalization and a penchant for delusory belief. 

 

6.  We are a choice 

       What exactly is at the center most part of our being?  If we strip away all that 

isn't our essence, we jettison arms, legs, and maybe even our five senses.  Since 

we know that we did not create truthfulness and untruthfulness, and that they are 

simply a part of the world in which we find ourselves, how can they be our cen-

ter?  When speaking of losing one's soul, is the soul the center, or is the center 

the part that does the losing?  

       Let's start by assuming that our rudimentary center is the spark of life itself, 

and maybe even the realization of our existence that does seem to come along 

with it.  Then let's suppose that all other aspects of existence are off the table ex-

cept the knowledge of one atom and the void it occupies.  We are then left with 

our center, whatever all it is, and the option of thinking about the atom and the 

void truthfully or untruthfully. 

       Apparently, the one aspect of ourselves that is uniquely us is the choice be-

tween the two contexts.  The two contexts are not the center, and in a way are 

more like two spirits we yield to, but the choice is at our center. 

       In simpler terms, we are that choice.  It is this choice that determines our 

character -- the integrity of our free will chamber.  This choice determines if we 

run power numbers and manipulate, or solve problems and cooperate.  It deter-

mines the course of our life, and perhaps our afterlife.  This choice is our inner-

most religious act.  It is who we are. 

       In discussion, it is easy to detect "where they're coming from," as we started 

saying in the sixties, especially if you ask probing questions.  Another expression 

that surfaced in that era was to say of the closed minded that they "had an 

agenda" -- that they had a position or ideology (or perhaps simply a personality) 

that resisted new facts and deeper analysis. 

       Louis Fisher visited Gandhi in 1942 and 1946.  In his 1958, "Gandhi:  His 

Life and Message for the World," Fisher says of conversations with Gandhi: 

He did not attempt to formulate his ideas in finished form;  he 
thought aloud so one could hear the brain tick.  You heard 
not just words, you heard his thoughts being born.  You did 
not receive a polished propaganda product as with most 



politicians; you watched a mental process which was crea-
tive for him and you. 

       In a more authoritarian mode, Winston Churchill said of Gandhi in 1935, 

"Gandhism and all it stands for must ultimately be grappled with and finally 

crushed." 

       Remember being in Sunday school and objecting to the pronouncement that 

all those who had not given their souls to Jesus would go to hell, including those 

who hadn't even heard the Gospel?  It wasn't fair, and my friends and I objected.  

What does seem fair, and consequently a more plausible ultimate, is that the 

choice of truthing, as the fundamental religious act, appears to be available to 

everyone. 

 

7.  Born again or finally growing up? 

       Let me suggest that most people (9,999 out of 10,000 say) act truthfully most 

of the time, but reveal their primary untruthful context depending on circum-

stances.  Such people live unexamined lives and fail to see their internal contra-

diction.  They consider themselves honest, yet they lie. 

       Then there are those relative few who stay within the truthful context even 

when it might cost them dearly.  When these people slip in minor matters and 

later regain their truthful perspective, they speak of having "lost it."  What they 

“lost” was rational control -- in other words, the truthful context.  At such mo-

ments they refused to "listen to reason," especially their own.  We could also say 

that what was temporarily “lost” was their soul. 

       But what of the many who are basically locked into the untruthful mode as a 

result of not being raised to adulthood, or of having suffered trauma or severe 

stress early on?  What of those others who constantly shade the truth for per-

sonal advantage, or those who believe they are being truthful when they uncriti-

cally embrace the truths of authority? 

       Such people need to be saved.  For the good of themselves and the rest of 

us, they need to grow up.  A near-death experience can cause a person to grow 

up fast, as can ancient trials of surviving alone in the wilderness.  Most societies 

actualize or at least ritualize the coming of age of their members.  Various de-

vices have been used, but 2000 years ago when adulthood was thwarted in one 

particular instance by a stultifying Roman occupation, a ritualized, near-death 

experience simulated by being held under water became a religious and political 



"rite of passage" to adulthood -- a being "born again" into an authentic mode of 

being. 

       Confessing one's sins may be used wrongly by today's churches to foster an 

underling relationship to church authority, but as a public rejection of psychologi-

cal defense mechanisms, such confessing may be key to adulthood. 

       Martin Luther was in law school when he apparently decided to attend first to 

his immortal soul.  He entered a monastery, followed the rules, but failed to 

achieve a religious experience.  The story has it that he tried fasting, even flagel-

lation, but to no avail.  Possibly close to death, he admittedly gave up. 

       However, in that moment of total surrender, he experienced "the peace that 

passeth all understanding."  His analysis was that God's grace is always ex-

tended, and that it is man's grasping that is the obstacle.  I have to believe that 

this "born again" experience, like its counterparts of satori and nirvana in eastern 

religions, is a transition experience from the truths-grasping juvenile mode, to 

adulthood -- from the bondage of untruthfulness to the liberation of truthfulness. 

       In the Transactional Analysis school of psychotherapy popular in the 1970s, 

three ego states were thought to exist:  parent, child and adult.  The parent and 

child were thought to be flip sides of the same authoritarian coin, whereas ration-

ality was by definition considered to be the adult ego mode.  It failed to catch on, 

I’m afraid, due to the same one-in-10,000 odds against being honest examined in 

book one. 

       It may also have floundered due to conceiving of being rational as holding to 

supposedly rational truths as absolutes, or more likely, in not realizing that the 

deeper basis of rationality lies in personal commitment to truthfulness. 

       A similar problem befell Luther, who immediately after his experience em-

braced those truths of the church he believed to be true, thus slipping back into 

the world of religious dogma and its inevitable temptation to place truthfulness 

subordinate to truths. 

       What is needed is a coming of age religious experience that doesn’t liberate 

youngsters from the truths of the family and childhood peer groups just to then 

stick them with the truths of church and state, but an experience that holds to the 

liberating conversion to adult truthfulness, and no more. 

       Interesting isn't it, that the Falun Gong now being suppressed in China holds 

"truthfulness" as its first principle. 

 



 

    8.  Evil can be fixed 

       When being hung on the cross, Jesus said, "Forgive them for they know not 

what they do."  This is often taken to mean that those responsible would not have 

done such a thing had they known Jesus was the Son of God.  But what if it was 

meant literally?  What if evil (such as killing a person like Jesus for a supposed 

higher good) is more a taking leave of one's senses than of rational intent -- 

more a case of being trapped in the untruthfulness context than of thinking as a 

responsible adult within one's truthfulness context? 

       Did those responsible for the deaths of upwards of three million Vietnamese 

really know what they were doing?  To combat evil, what are we to do with these 

perpetrators?   

       Liberalism has had a tough time with evil.  The transition from authoritarian 

retribution, to constructively contending with the root of evil, has been slow to 

manifest in compelling theory. 

       The word mad is used to mean either angry or crazy.  Or, are they one and 

the same?  I certainly believe that those who refuse to deal with me truthfully and 

with civility, and who prefer instead to get angry and argue irrationally, are crazy.  

There may be an angry/crazy spectrum with genocidal fanatics at one end, and 

those who always let others say good morning first, at the other.  Still, neither is 

in the truthfulness context, and as such they are not solving problems, but mak-

ing and exacerbating problems. 

       In her 1979 "Trouble in School" Patricia Ross tells how her research in Chi-

cago schools revealed that, although punishment was meted out on the assump-

tion that those kids who got into trouble saw constructive alternatives and re-

jected them, the fact was they didn't.  They hadn't learned how not to get into 

fights.  That habit of the mind of expanding one's free will chamber to include the 

welfare and all relevant factors of those who appeared to be acting unfairly to-

ward them, was not available to them.  Fortunately, such behavior can be incul-

cated in both schools and prisons. 

       A further complication is that the mind can hide things from itself.  As men-

tioned in book one, Freud termed the entity that hides our dreams if we don't 

grab them fast, "the censor."  Daniel Goleman in his 1985, "Vital Lies, Simple 

Truths:  The Psychology of Self-Deception," employs the word "lacuna" to mark 



what he termed the "black hole of the mind."  In his 1994 "Emotional Intelli-

gence," the "amygdala," a part of the limbic system, is identified as the seat of 

such "defensive gaps in awareness." 

       The point here is that if evil has its roots in our being trapped in the untruthful 

context, and hence in seeing others as things and consequently not admitting 

their existence into one's free will chamber as equals, it can be fixed by assisting 

in the unfinished business of growing up and committing to truthfulness.  A good 

place to start may be with the wisdom and deep civility of: 

Forgive them for they know not what they do. 

 

9.  Liars don't love 

       What can be more at the emotional center of the self than those feelings and 

thoughts we have when falling in love, marrying and having children?  When truly 

in love, the welfare of the spouse is of at least equal importance to that of the self 

. . . if the person is an adult, that is.  If they are still in the self-centered juvenile 

mode, then what they take to be love is probably not so much their loving, as be-

ing loved.  Such a "love" is selfish and manipulative. 

       The only substantial reason to believe in the right, need and utility of lying is 

if one wants advantage of some sort over others.  Otherwise, why lie?  Why not 

just have open and truthful communication so decisions can be made to mutual 

advantage, and so that empathy and intimacy are deepened as a natural result?  

What else do we mean by the phrase, "making love." 

       The concern here is not when both parties are each one of the ones-in-10, 

000, or if they are both liars.  It is for the truthful person who has been hood-

winked into marrying a liar.  In particular it is to head off the sort of situation 

where the truthful party "loses it" and kills spouse, kids and self. 

       The truthful person needs to understand that what the liar is at base fighting 

for is the right to be irrational.  They defend the self that is locked into the un-

truthful context of being.  They are not doing this on purpose in the rational 

sense.  Most don't even know they are being irrational in defense of their irra-

tional context.  Their rational or truthfulness context is blocked, so what they take 

to be the self, is the self, but it is the juvenile self. 

       You may wonder why they can't stop lying and just level with you, but that 

mode is unavailable to them.  It is not who they are.  During courtship they may 



have convinced you that they were mature and fair-minded, but it was a facade.  

They are trapped and they fight to stay trapped since your demands to be ra-

tional are taken as attacks on their very essence, which in a way it is. 

       In his 1968 best seller, "The Intimate Enemy," senior author and psycho-

therapist George Bach speaks without overstatement of such mates as "crazy" 

and as "satans."   

       Churches whose philosophical and religious basis amount to a similar belief 

in the right to be irrational are of little help.  Schools of psychotherapy that main-

tain that the norm is normal, and therefore a belief in the right to lie perfectly ac-

ceptable, are sponsors of dysfunction -- traitors to our destiny -- apologists for 

the root of evil.  Witness Gina Graham Scott in her 1994, "The Truth About Ly-

ing": 

The most important questions for you to answer are:  What 
are your own considerations, values, and priorities about ly-
ing?  What seems to work for you? 

       What is needed is a born-again, coming-of-age experience where the part-

ner gets catapulted into the truthful context of being.  Contemplating one's ulti-

mate demise can help in taking the leap, but liberal society needs a formal reli-

gious showdown that facilitates this transition.  We need marriage vows with 

teeth in them focused on commitment to truthfulness and problem solving as the 

ultimate religious acts.  We need to regain "pledging one's troth" as a religious 

covenant.  Troth, that is, as in the older English word for truth -- as in being true 

to each other, truthful with each other and worthy of trust by each other. 

 

10. Truthing is the innermost imperative 

       Before being executed, union leader Joe Hill wrote, "Don't mourn, organize!"  

Fine, but decades of trying to organize without commitment to truthfulness as po-

litical and religious basis has had about as much success as building on sand.  

What the left has ended up with time and again is the "leftist firing squad" -- a 

cartoon metaphor where truths-addled zealots stand in a circle and shoot the 

person next to them over sectarian differences. 

       Also, how do you organize when the basic unit of husband and wife is vul-

nerable at the get-go from the same lack of clarity on the essence of solidarity?  

How can you live a life that creates the good locally, globally and in the home 



when your partner's free will chamber is a tangle of short circuits and hopelessly 

befouled by a belief in the need to lie? 

       What our examination of the center of ourselves has yielded is the same 

need to choose truthfulness over untruthfulness as our primary religious act as 

was discovered at the outermost realm of our being. 

       At our center lies a choice.  That choice is the one unique aspect of our-

selves.  All else are add-ons provided by the existence in which we find our-

selves.  As far as our destiny here, and in a possible hereafter, that choice de-

termines our integrity, or lack thereof, and hence our fate as religious beings, as 

serious political people, and as loving partners. 

       To what extent it is in our power to make this choice is open to question, but 

the choice exists nonetheless.  It may have been made early on by how we were 

raised, and it is possible that a near-absolute personal commitment to truthful-

ness made during a moment of insight, or a "moment of truth," will suffice to ac-

complish an eventual complete conversion.  However, many of us may not be 

able to fully escape the untruthfulness context without an actual or a ritualized 

transition experience. 

       Nevertheless, The Choice exists at our center.  This choice is the ultimate 

religious challenge for all of us.  We are that choice.  It is clearly a choice be-

tween the roots of good and evil. 

       In his 1880 novel, The Brothers Karamazof, Fyodor Dostoyevsky has brother 

Ivan conceive a story, "The Grand Inquisitor," to prod his deeply religious 

younger brother.  Incidentally, the president's wife, Laura Bush, cited it during the 

2000 elections as her favorite piece of literature.  The point of the story is that 

were Jesus to return to earth, the Grand Inquisitor of the Spanish Inquisition 

would refute Jesus for bestowing a freedom on the people, which they could not 

responsibly handle nor be happy with.  Jesus never says a word during the en-

counter, but here are excerpts that illuminate philosophical rationalization for reli-

gious authoritarianism, as well as inferring the liberal alternative.  The Grand In-

quisitor is speaking directly to Jesus: 

Didst thou not often say then, "I will make you free?". . . 

For fifteen centuries we have been wrestling with Thy free-
dom, but now it is ended and over for good . . . 

But let me tell Thee that now, today, people are more per-
suaded than ever that they have perfect freedom, yet they 
have brought their freedom to us and laid it humbly at our 
feet . . . 



They will marvel at us and look on us as gods, because we 
are ready to endure the freedom which they have found so 
dreadful and to rule over them -- so awful it will seem to 
them to be free.  But we shall tell them that we are Thy ser-
vants and rule them in Thy name.  That deception will be our 
suffering, for we shall be forced to lie. 

       At the end of his 1869 classic, "War And Peace," Leo Tolstoy has his hero, 

Pierre, visit St. Petersberg for meetings with those who, due to their opposition to 

church and state authoritarianism, were then beginning to be called "free think-

ers."  When reporting excitedly of his optimism for a better future to his wife, Na-

tasha, Pierre confides: 

Nikolay says we ought not to think.  But I can't help it.  To 
say nothing of the fact (I can say this to you) that in Peters-
burg I felt that the whole thing would go to pieces without 
me, everyone pulled his own way. But I succeeded in bring-
ing them all together;  and then my idea is so clear and sim-
ple.  I don't say we ought to work against so and so.  We 
may be mistaken.  But I say:  let those join hands who care 
for the good cause, and let our one standard be energy and 
honesty . . . 

I only meant to say that all ideas that have immense results 
are always simple.  All my idea really is that if vicious people 
are united and form a power, honest men must do the same. 

       In similar vein, regarding our religious or ultimate choice at the innermost 

essence of ourselves, Ralph Waldo Emerson, in his 1841 essay, "Self-Reliance," 

equates truthfulness with integrity and adulthood: 

Society everywhere is in conspiracy against the manhood of 
every one of its members.  Society is a joint-stock company, 
in which the members agree, for the better securing of his 
bread to each shareholder, to surrender the liberty and cul-
ture of the eater.  The virtue in most request is conformity.  
Self-reliance is its aversion.  It loves not realities and crea-
tors, but names and customs. 

Whoso would be a man, must be a nonconformist.  He who 
would gather immortal palms must not be hindered by the 
name of goodness, but must explore if it be goodness.  
Nothing is at last sacred but the integrity of your own mind. 

       Liberalism is not neutral on this point. In our innermost religious realm, the 

choice between truthfulness and untruthfulness is not just a saving of our souls, 

but the choice between authoritarianism and liberalism.   

       It is a cultural calamity of the highest order that we have failed to conceive 

and implement coming-of-age and born-again experiences designed to facilitate 

the relinquishing of the juvenile truths-and-deceit context for that of the truthful-

ness context of being.  Our failure jeopardizes not just the integrity of our citi-



zens, but also the soul of our country, if not our planet.  Our failure invites a re-

treat to a dark age of authoritarianism. 

 

                       Existence 

       Having addressed what we can know with certainty concerning the outer-

most limits of our reality and the center most essence of our being, let us look at 

everything in between.  That is to say, let us look at existence itself and see what 

it is up to.  Let us take our perceptions of reality at face value, see what purposes 

become evident, and then examine our connection to these defining aspects of 

the tangible situation in which we find ourselves. 

       This chapter is largely independent of the question of transcendent meaning 

or of anything else that might exist past what is known as "the real world."  The 

idea is to focus on our earthly predicament and see if existence, and our rela-

tionship to it, dictates constraints and imperatives within this finite context that of-

fer ultimate guides to the good. 

       The Perfect Quandary, the Three Parameters and The Choice still stand;  

but the impenetrability of the Perfect Quandary will be taken here to suggest that 

if there is a God, then God is hidden on purpose.  If so, it then becomes a reli-

gious duty to contend with life as it is and to look for guides to the good in the 

apparent ultimates of existence itself. 

 

11.  Existence is an exertion toward being 

       Whether we look at the universe as a whole -- from the Big Bang and its 

possible endless expansion -- or at the lesser realms of solar systems, planets, 

life on planets, molecules, atoms or sub-atomic particles, the one constant that 

appears evident is that a whole lot of thrashing about is going on. 

       There doesn't appear to be a grand scheme inexorably working toward 

eventual perfection.  On the contrary, whatever complexity develops along the 

way appears to be more the product of blind forces than of vision or premedita-

tion. 

       The best we can say about all we see taking place is that it appears to be in-

fused with an impulse toward happening.  At whatever realm we look, calling its 

essence an accident, or meaningless, seems to miss the spirit of the thing.  Say-



ing it is just some sort of cosmic happenstance misses the point that something 

is trying to happen. 

       The expression, "He jumped on his horse and rode off in all directions," al-

ways cracks me up, but it does seem to capture the spirit of existence.  There is 

obviously a relentless tendency toward happening or all this stuff wouldn't be 

happening.  There is exertion at every level, and even our personal lives unfold 

in this image. 

       Whatever existence is, it seems to be at a minimum, a striving to be.  What it 

is trying to be seems no more clear than the destination of our horseman, but like 

our horseman it is fervently en route nonetheless.  We could borrow a phrase 

from army recruiters of the 1990s and suggest that existence wants to "be all that 

it can be." 

       Given the limitations inherent in the building blocks of reality, there appears 

to be a tendency to combine immense amounts of energy and near-endless 

amounts of time to let whatever can happen happen. 

       We can say then with some degree of certainty that existence as a whole 

and in part appears to be an exertion toward being.  We might also add that it 

appears undirected by a separate entity, either internally or externally. 

       If there is a religious constraint or imperative here, it would be that we should 

get with the program and make something of ourselves.  "To be or not to be?" is 

a question to be answered in the affirmative.  It would also mean not putting 

sticks in other people's spokes, but rather of working together to take the adven-

ture to its furthest limits. 

       Creating a heaven on earth seems like a good place to start . . . unless you 

have a better idea.  

 

12.  We are the conscious self-awareness of existence 

       You probably think you are you, and that all this existence surrounding you 

is not you, but being rational and considering the atoms we are made of, we will 

have to admit that it appears that we are part of existence and not some sepa-

rate speck of consciousness here on a visit.  We might be that, and regarding the 

Perfect Quandary we cannot say with certainty either way, but for the purposes 

of this chapter it does appear that we are part of existence, lock, stock and bar-

rel. 



       If our consciousness is not something apart from existence, then it has to be 

part of it.  This realization turns the world on its head.  Instead of existence being 

out there with you looking at it, you are actually the eyes of existence looking at 

yourself. 

       In other words, we are the consciousness of existence and the conscious 

self-awareness of existence itself.  Judging by the lack of response to Carl Sa-

gan's efforts at detecting signals from other life in the universe, you and I, and a 

few other members of our species, may be the only instances of existence actu-

ally achieving conscious realization of itself. 

       This is not an easy concept to grasp.  As Alan Watts concluded in his 1966, 

"The Book:  On the Taboo Against Knowing Who You Are": 

In looking out upon the world, we forget that the world is looking at itself -- 
through our eyes and ITs. 

       Actively sharing this insight with others could be understood as an impera-

tive of existence in expanding its self-awareness.  It seems then that we are sad-

dled with aligning ourselves with the exertion toward being, and in communicat-

ing to others that their consciousness is reality's consciousness, and apparently 

its only conscious self-awareness in the universe. 

       At a minimum, this second imperative provides environmentalism with reli-

gious dimension.  It means we should do all we can to protect our species from 

extinction, which means protecting our life-sustaining and incredibly fragile eco-

system as a religious duty. 

       It also sets us at loggerheads with those religions that proclaim as a cer-

tainty (and not as a possibility) that our consciousness is not of this world, but 

apart from it and linked to a personal God and an appropriate afterlife. 

       This closed-minded belief -- this opting for the untruthfulness context -- turns 

all of existence into expendable means.  Whereas, if existence is all there is, and 

we are its conscious self-awareness, then far from being expendable, existence 

is holy and should be considered as such.  The concepts of "Mother Earth," and 

Albert Schweitzer's "Reverence for Life," become deeply relevant. 

 

    13.  We are god's thinking 

       The realization that we are the conscious self-awareness of existence might 

be easier to hold to, and would also put the concept in a more religious context, if 



we define the totality of existence as "god" with a small "g."  If "God" with a capi-

tal "G" can represent the possibility of transcendent meaning as the ultimate real-

ity, then in considering existence as the ultimate reality, it seems reasonable to at 

least think of it as god.  The word might not denote anything more than does the 

"all-of-existence," but its connotations expand our free will chambers considera-

bly. 

       Liars may take such a conception as further license, but for the truthful it di-

minishes alienation from reality.  It saddles us with making even better decisions 

in furthering the exertion toward being.  It tells us where we stand in relation to 

what we perceive as reality.  We can forgive a finite god its food chains, and 

maybe even be more forgiving of the inevitable downsides of our own and others' 

best intentions. 

       The conception also gives us a free hand in telescoping the evolutionary 

process of trial-and-error and survival-of-the-fittest by using genetic engineering 

to tweak a gene or two here and there.  However, it also saddles us with the re-

alization that we are on our own here and if we screw up and do something that 

is not fail-safe, and that upends the delicate balance of life on earth, then we 

have truly committed the ultimate sin. 

       Tweaking a gene to get rid of appendixes could inadvertently influence a 

gene that increases the gravitational pull of the "black hole of the mind" -- the la-

cuna -- thus worsening the present odds of one in 10,000. 

       The realization that we are as one with existence gives us the right to move 

the agenda, but it also gives us the responsibility to be double damn sure we are 

not unleashing forms of life that could do us all in.  A moratorium on gene tweak-

ing would be rational and prudent.  This most important debate is underway, but 

it is not being conducted with the responsible understanding that our free will 

chambers may be the only place in the universe where god can think rationally, 

and, that there may never be a second chance if we blow it. 

       Rather, the debate is being dominated by closed-minded, money-grubbing 

liars.  The conception that we are god's thinking, and that existence is more than 

an expendable half-way house on our way to heaven, is far more rational than 

their profit motive run-amok -- far more truthful than their delusional wishful think-

ing that, "There's nothing to worry about." 

       Do not count on our conglomerate owned media, or our corporate dominated 

government officials, to ever side with reason against profit.  Vigorous non-



violent action demanding fair-minded, public debate is needed to put this and 

other equally dangerous scientific tinkering before the people of the world. 

       In the spirit of truthing, most every movement demonstration from now on 

should be a debate or a demand for debate, not an authoritarian construct for 

"movement leaders" to posture and dispense truths.  Why structure events to 

perpetuate a leader/follower mentality?  Why not demonstrate a prototype that 

can be replicated by all of us in day-to-day encounters?  Why not manifest liber-

alism instead of authoritarianism?  Why not supplant juvenile protesting with 

adult truthing? 

 

14.  Existence confronts its finite limits 

       A third possibility available to a finite existence is to try to reach past itself to 

the infinite.  This is not to say that finitude can reach infinitude, or even that infini-

tude "exists," but only that trying to reach past itself is an option that does exist. 

       The first two imperatives of a finite universe didn't overly burden us, but what 

of our relationship to this third seemingly inevitable imperative?  Well, isn't this 

what personkind has been attempting for millennia -- a reaching past our finite 

situation toward the infinite? 

       Looking at the planet from the air, here are all these spires and steeples and 

all manner of religious edifices reaching skyward.  There are buildings all around 

the world filled with people likewise attempting to reach past themselves to what-

ever might lie beyond.  The impulse is universal and persistent. 

       Again, this is not to infer that the infinite necessarily "exists."  It is just to say 

that of the three obvious possibilities open to a finite universe, we have been do-

ing our part fairly well, especially when you consider that for most of our history 

we didn't really understand what was going on, or what we were supposed to be 

doing. 

       Even irrational faith can be understood as pushing the limits in reaching past 

the finite.  In this perspective the world's religious fanatics have to be viewed with 

sympathetic understanding.  There is something pathetic but also inevitable 

about their zeal.   

       When we accept that we are of god, and that god seeking God is not so 

much something we do as something we are, then what all these various sects 

and denominations are up to becomes literally natural. 



       That they overreach by fudging on the truth concerning their inside track to 

God becomes forgivable when you realize that grasping at straws is what is 

mandated by reality's imperative to reach past itself. 

       However, we should learn to recognize where authentic truthing leaves off 

and imagination slips into self-deception.  We can all respect the spirit of our an-

cestors' best efforts at responding to reality's compulsion, especially the magnifi-

cent architecture, music, paintings and acts of compassion, but when one group 

claims primacy over the others and does harm to the others in the name of the 

transcending infinite, of which no one really knows anything, then it is time for 

those committed to the good via truthing to step in and try to get the participants 

to understand their obsession within the perspective that they are god with noth-

ing better to do. 

 

15.  Truthing is the imperative of existence 

       In reviewing the previous four sections, it appears evident that a finite reality 

couldn't really find much else to do, but exert itself in every way possible, achieve 

conscious realization of itself, and attempt to reach past its own finite limits.  

These three eventualities are structured into the nature of being finite.  Even 

without design or intention they become inevitable. 

       In being part of existence it shouldn't come as a surprise that we function in 

like manner -- that we reflect these impulses whether we fully realize their origins 

or not.  Nor should it be a surprise that these impulses have manifested over the 

centuries as attenuated and warring civilizations complete with varying cultures, 

languages and rituals. 

       However, in today's interconnected world, the truths on which these belief 

systems were built, and the deception inherent in their warring with one another, 

have reached an impasse.  In lacking definitive proof, the belief that one group 

has an inside track to the one true God becomes rationally untenable. 

       The conflict between their respective truths, and the resentment at the de-

ceptions and delusions in maintaining these truths, especially as played out to-

day between the Christian, Muslim and Judaic worlds has reached a point where 

a creative accommodation is called for.  Crusades, terrorist attacks and preemp-

tive strikes are clearly not the best options available.  A universal understanding 

of our shared situation offers better promise. 



       In the world of religion it is time for the impulse toward truths and delusion to 

yield to a countervailing embrace of universal truthfulness.  In understanding our 

past parochialism as historically legitimate manifestations of a universal impulse 

of existence, we can begin to appreciate the authenticity of pluralist expression, 

even as the respective truths of the various religions no longer represent ultimate 

basis. 

       Our ancestors may have warred over varying conceptions of God, but today 

we can all have the same generic possibility of God.  Also, without question, we 

can all have the same god, since we are all it.  Either way we have common 

ground.  Taken together we have firm and shared religious basis in rational cer-

tainty.  

       Respecting our various traditions in this context becomes a legitimate plural-

ism that is not a rationalization for relativism.  Our traditional forms of expression 

are plural, but our common ground is that we all stand as one within the Perfect 

Quandary, and we all stand as one as an integral part of an existence destined 

toward happening, achieving self-awareness, and reaching past itself. 

       Accepting that we are the conscious self-awareness of existence does not 

free us from the Perfect Quandary, the Three Parameters or The Choice, but it 

does help free us from the juvenile mode of submission to dubious dogma and 

ecclesiastical authority as ultimate guides to the good.  Accepting that we are the 

consciousness of existence saddles all of us with a religious responsibility that 

equates to being adult and to making an even more fervent commitment to use 

our heads. 

 

Summary 

       Since the course of our lives is determined largely by the decisions we 

make, and as we realize early on that some decisions lead to better results than 

others, the question becomes, how can we make best decisions? 

       The answer given in book one was by being truthful with one and all.  This 

was our starting point and it is to the truthful and not the untruthful to whom these 

two books are addressed, hence the sub-subtitle of (in reference to Hamlet’s la-

ment), "A letter to one in 10,000." 

       The remedy given for the untruthful was to grow up, stop lying and stop be-

ing subservient to authoritarian truths.  However, it was admitted that such a 

metamorphosis might require a coming-of-age or born-again experience, but that 



detailing how to meet this challenge was not within the scope of these two books.  

It was suggested only that a good place for the truthful to start was to build a 

base in the schools by organizing and advocating for a curriculum designed to 

inculcate truthfulness at every grade level. 

       Likewise, the rational religious basis outlined in this second book is not de-

signed as a proselytizing tool for the untruthful.  It is for the truthful who might 

soon be putting their lives at risk in confronting violence-prone authoritarians.  It 

is for the fair-minded in their struggle with the unfair so that when under dire 

threat they can think clearly within an ultimate context that justifies, mandates 

and sustains their commitment to contend truthfully and with civility.  Such a con-

text is religious in dimension.  Its validity results in being anchored in rational cer-

tainty. 

       Our three-part analysis revealed rational religious basis for liberalism by fo-

cusing in turn on the outermost realm of our perceived reality, the innermost es-

sence of the self, and what we perceive as existence.   

       The challenge was to avoid constructing a context of truths that placed us 

yet again in the same relativist/absolutist trap as the truthfulness-subordinate-to-

truths-based religions.  Fortunately, this three-part formulation provides basis in 

rational certainty, even as its truths mandate truthfulness. 

--   --   -- 

       An examination of our outermost conceivable reality resulted in the Perfect 

Quandary -- the absolute certainty that there either is or is not some form of tran-

scending meaning, that there either is or is not some form of afterlife and that an 

afterlife is possible with or without the existence of God.  

       Looking at our innermost self we determined that the one aspect of our-

selves that appears to be uniquely us, and not necessarily part of the reality in 

which we find ourselves, is the choice between truthfulness and untruthfulness.  

Further, that our freedom to choose between good and evil (free will) is undercut 

when being untruthful since truths held closed-mindedly short-circuit our thought 

process, and deception in its various forms distorts and corrupts it. 

       Truthfulness, on the other hand, is as one with free will in that it expands 

consciousness to allow all relevant factors to come to mind.  It encourages more 

alternatives to be realized and for their respective advantages and disadvan-

tages to be understood in the largest possible perspective. 



       Our investigation of existence revealed three characteristics seemingly inevi-

table for finite existence:  An exertion toward being, achieving conscious aware-

ness of itself and attempting to reach past itself to the infinite or to whatever else 

might surpass its own finite limits. 

       Apparently, we exist as manifestations of these three tendencies.  We are an 

exertion toward being.  We have evolved to achieve consciousness, then con-

scious self-awareness, and most recently the conscious realization that we are 

existence and that we therefore constitute the consciousness of existence and 

the conscious self-awareness of existence itself. 

       Third, we embody the compulsion to reach past our finite limits to whatever 

might lie beyond.  Clearly, we manifest this compulsion in religious edifices and 

practices around the world.  Since we are free to define the all-of-existence as 

"god," it is not an overstatement to say that we are god seeking God. 

--   --   -- 

       Therefore, when making decisions, whether they be momentous or mun-

dane, we can have firm, rational, and universal religious basis by first reconfirm-

ing our near-absolute commitment to truthfulness, thus exercising our free will by 

allowing the spirit of truthfulness to open our minds to everything that might pos-

sibly pertain to the decisions at hand. 

       Having reconfirmed that we are in essence this choice between truthfulness 

and untruthfulness, and next that our total self appears to be as one with exis-

tence, we can then consider each decision within the outermost context of the 

Three Parameters of life ending at death, every second of our lives continuing to 

exist as one unit outside time (as in near-death experiences when our "whole life 

flashes before our eyes") and that there may actually be transcending meaning 

with an afterlife reflective of the lives we have lived. 

       A further step in making best decisions is to be open to whatever might 

emanate from what might lie beyond;  but also, to accept that whatever might 

transcend our known reality has probably chosen to remain hidden so that our 

decisions will be made according to the real-world factors before us. 

       Far from subjugating our decisions to an ideology of rigid truths, this reli-

gious constellation of truths compels the on-going process of being truthful.  

However, our truthful process no longer flounders in a religious vacuum.  It is 

bounded and propelled by what we now know with certainty concerning our per-

ceived reality. 



--   --   -- 

       This rational religious basis for liberalism is universal and egalitarian.  It is 

compassionate and self-correcting.  It is both prudent and liberating.  It is a deci-

sion-making framework vastly superior to the blind obedience required by delu-

sional religions.  It is a truthful alternative to truths-based authoritarianism. 

       The interlocking concepts presented here fulfill the hope of Paine and Jeffer-

son by providing a common sense religious foundation for liberalism.  They pro-

vide ultimate basis in rational certainty for the transition from our truths-and-

deceit-based civilization to a truthfulness-based civilization. 

 

Conclusion 

       We began our search for rational religious basis with the realization concern-

ing our existence that many of us had at an early age, "It's impossible, but yet it 

is!"  The fact of existence, as improbable as it appears, opens the door to the 

possibility of just about anything. 

       Entertaining ideas of possible transcendent meaning and of a possible after-

life may strike many as absurd, yet such ideas, including the contrary ideas that 

what we see is all there is, and that our lives end at death, are tame compared to 

the incredible and seemingly impossible fact of existence itself.  In comparison, 

such possibilities are not absurd.  They command our best analysis.  In being 

truthful we should prudently yet courageously live our lives accordingly. 

       Book one concluded with the suggestion that those committed to assisting in 

the transition to a truthfulness-based civilization might form discussion groups 

and possibly run candidates for school boards.  The suggestion here is that 

these groups meet on Sundays to place the enterprise in a religious context.  

Meeting on Sundays should help attract those who have thought their way free of 

delusional faiths, but who still hunger for meaningful lives with religious basis. 

       These discussion groups could even take place at churches before or after 

services.  Since the analysis contained in these two books is not opposed or in-

different to religious observance per se, as is atheism, such discussion groups 

might be welcomed.  Sophisticated church leaders today realize that faith of a 

few centuries ago was truthful.  Before "the death of God," most parishioners be-

lieved that their church would get them to heaven with the same certitude that we 

believe our rockets will get us to the moon.  Many modern church leaders under-



stand that honest faith has degenerated into a form of self-deception, but few see 

an alternative. 

       In want of ecumenical basis, they capitulate to supposedly benign relativism 

rationalized as pluralism.  Certainly, there is no contradiction between the con-

ceptions presented here as the religious basis of liberalism, and theologian Paul 

Tillich's definition of religious faith as "ultimate concern” and his, “the courage to 

be.” 

       Understanding what Tom Paine called the "adulterous connection between 

church and state" is vital here.  Authoritarian states enjoy a symbiotic relationship 

with authoritarian churches as a matter of course.  Both are violent and truths-

based, both resort to deception in defense of their truths and both are dependent 

on unthinking followers. 

       Today, as countries attempt to evolve from authoritarianism to liberalism, re-

ligions will either resist or evolve as well.  They will either assist in taking us to-

ward a golden age, or resist and pull us backward toward a dark age. 

       Religion cannot be ignored.  Liberal activist thinkers would do well to focus 

on schools and churches in facilitating the transition from a truths-based to a 

truthfulness-based, universal ethic and religion.  Ours is a moment in history 

more latent with peril and potential than has ever been.  Without exaggeration, 

success or failure may well prove to be as stark as extinction or a heaven on 

earth. 

--   --   -- 

      Liberals have been without ultimate basis from the get go.  Their recent phi-

losophical and religious floundering has even rendered the term liberal a term of 

derision.  The formulations presented here should put an end to this retreat.   We 

can now expect a rapid and radical evolution of liberalism worldwide.  With ulti-

mate philosophical and religious basis in rational certainty, a renaissance of lib-

eralism is not only likely, it is inevitable. 

 

Afterword 

Religious faith -- the Achilles’ heal of liberalism 

       The intention in these two books was to reveal the philosophical and reli-

gious basis of liberalism.  Since liberalism has evolved over the centuries as the 



fair-minded alternative to authoritarianism, it was necessary to outline the es-

sence of authoritarianism as well.  In fact, they both define each other.  Liberal-

ism is rooted in truthfulness, equality and the solving of problems to mutual ad-

vantage; and authoritarianism in deception, closed-minded belief in truths, hier-

archy, physical force and the maintenance of privilege at the expense of others.  

Liberalism facilitates cooperation.  Authoritarianism fosters dysfunction. 

       What was not undertaken was a direct attack on authoritarianism.  The em-

phasis was placed on the more urgent task of clarifying the long-obscured basis 

of liberalism.  However, before closing it is important to focus on one insidious 

aspect of authoritarianism.  What needs to be examined here is what may just be 

the Achilles’ heel of liberalism -- religious faith. 

       Certainly, individuals must be free to embrace religious beliefs of their 

choice;  up to, that is, but not past that point where the swinging of one's religious 

arm intrudes on the noses of others.  One protection against this intrusion, 

erected and maintained by liberal constitutional government, is "the wall separat-

ing church and state." 

       Presently, authoritarian religion is assaulting this wall, not just here where 

two centuries of high-court decisions have reaffirmed the wall’s constitutional le-

gitimacy, but throughout the world.  Fledgling liberal democracies are under at-

tack from religious fundamentalists across the board. 

 

Liberalism need no longer be considered synonymous with secular-
ism  

       A weakness in the construction of the wall is the conceiving of liberal gov-

ernment as synonymous with secularism.  The wall was conceived as separating 

religion from the secular state.  However, the certainty of the Perfect Quandary 

surpasses non-religious secularism.  It not only trumps religious faith with reli-

gious certainty, it supplants secularism with religious certainty. 

       Consequently, liberalism need no longer be equated with secularism.  Liber-

alism now has religious basis.  The distinction between liberal religious basis and 

authoritarian religious basis is no longer between agnosticism, relativism and 

secularism on the one hand, and religious faith on the other, but rather between 

the religious certainty of the Perfect Quandary, and irrational religious faith in 

whatever.  



       “In God we trust” and “One nation under God” have long been rationally un-

tenable, as well as a breach in the constitutional wall separating church and 

state.  Now that liberalism has religious basis in the Perfect Quandary, the 

breach can be corrected and the efficacy of the wall assured.   

       “Freedom of religion” is being used by delusional religionists to rationalize at-

tempts to breach the wall, but their irrational religious basis can now be coun-

tered from the other side with rational religious basis in logical certainty.  No 

longer is the contest between dogma-heavy religionists and a secularist vacuum, 

but rather between irrational religious basis and rational religious basis.  That is 

to say, between authoritarian religious basis and liberal religious basis – the un-

truthfulness context of being, and the truthfulness context of being.  

       However, rather than change our coins to read, “In God?/god we trust,” the 

more sensible change might be, “In truthing we trust.”  As for the pledge to the 

flag, let’s make that a pledge to the Constitution, and let’s change the wording to, 

“One nation in truthfulness.” 

 

Is a liberal “faith” possible? 

       To play devil's advocate for a moment, let us assume that the human psyche 

is such that we cannot be spiritually fulfilled without faith in a "higher being."  I 

doubt this is the case for adults of the species, but it probably is for the immature, 

perhaps even by definition. 

       Nevertheless, were we to contemplate a "leap of faith" it would be reason-

able to take the most rational leap available.  It would make sense, at least to 

me, to use the body of thought developed in these two books as a jumping off 

point so as to narrow the leap as much as possible.  The Perfect Quandary 

would probably be the best place from which to leap since certainty that tran-

scendent meaning either does or does not exist provides absolute firm footing. 

       Such a leap may be akin to what Paine and Jefferson had in mind when 

suggesting a minimalist deism.  Their using of such phrases as "Nature's God," 

and an "unadulterated belief of one God, and no more," as well as by both em-

bracing Unitarianism, suggests they either were not opposed to faith per se, or 

they thought the existence of a God of some sort to be beyond reasonable doubt.  

“Nature’s God” does sound a bit like our “god” defined as the all-of-existence.  

For the record, the “N” was lower case in all but the final draft of the Declaration 

of Independence. 



       If for no other reason than respect for Paine and Jefferson, let us continue in 

this vein and see if we can define a reasonable deism, and then let us see if lib-

eralism as conceived in these two texts can be extended to include this minimal 

and least unreasonable leap of faith. 

--   --   -- 

       If we accept that our finite universe is composed of matter and energy, and if 

our apparent present state of universal entropy means that all matter will eventu-

ally degenerate to energy and all energy will eventually dissipate to nothing, then 

this suggests that in the beginning was a similar void, and that through some po-

tentiality latent in nothingness, a rudimentary plus and minus, for example, came 

into being.  However, rather than canceling each other out and returning immedi-

ately to the nothingness of zero, they caused a massive and near instantaneous 

replication until a limit of sorts was reached and our Big Bang took place. 

       If so, the question then becomes, was this primal potential an aspect of god 

or God?  Even if we say it was a chance happening, that chance is still a part of 

the all-of-existence that we earlier defined as "god." 

       We need no leap of faith that such a potential was present.  If it hadn’t been 

present we wouldn't be here.  However, we do need a leap if we choose to be-

lieve this all-important latent possibility to be exclusively an aspect of finite exis-

tence, or exclusively an indication of a transcendent realm.  In other words, is our 

knowledge of this potential a glimpse of God, or is it the then necessary and 

presently unfathomable essence of a finite god? 

       The temptation is to assume it to be one or the other, but we have no basis 

in fact or logic for doing so.  More importantly, to make the leap, no matter how 

simple and well intended it may appear, it nevertheless does require a relinquish-

ing of our near-absolute commitment to truthfulness.  It means relinquishing the 

basis of liberalism.  To make the leap removes us from the realm of truthfulness 

and places us into the realm of untruthfulness.  It makes us susceptible to all that 

pertains thereto -- namely, the authoritarian mentality. 

       To maintain that one of these two possibilities is true and the other false, is a 

lie.  Such mendacity opens the door to authoritarianism and to the religious wars 

the founders of our liberal democracy so desperately hoped to relegate to the 

ashbin of history.  

       The immature of the species may have no choice but to choose one over the 

other, but for adults -- for those who hold firmly to truthfulness -- the fact is ines-



capable that we do not know which one is true.  However, we do know with abso-

lute certainty that one or the other must be true.  We just don't know which one. 

       Clearly, choosing on faith falls outside the religious basis of liberalism.  Ei-

ther choice invites closed-minded belief, and thus converts a mind-set of liberal-

ism to that of authoritarianism.  If one makes such a leap, and thus ascribes the 

Primal Potential to either God or god, the choice is no longer open, and the two 

possibilities no longer remain as defining aspects of the two parameters of the 

Perfect Quandary.  Free will is then diminished, and we are left with intellectual 

zombies wielding pat-answer truths. 

 

Certainty in the Primal Potential is the “faith” of liberalism 

       Although the source of the Primal Potential cannot be rationally decided, 

can the absolute fact that the potential must exist substitute as a religious faith of 

sorts for liberalism?  Can this fundamental religious fact compete with going a 

step, or a leap, further as far as fulfilling spiritual need is concerned? 

       It most certainly can since the spiritual needs of adults reside in rationality, 

whereas the spiritual needs of the immature reside in delusion.  What we have 

here is the ultimate distinction between liberal religious basis and authoritarian 

religious basis. 

       This insight also reveals most of our politicians as having succumbed to the 

temptation of authoritarianism and as having become unwitting advocates of an 

American counter-revolution.  It unmasks many of our piously pathetic leaders as 

anti-liberal. 

       The purpose is to win the culture wars.  That is what we are about here.  

Those authoritarians who would breach the wall and betray American liberalism 

under the fraud of being honest conservatives are unmasked.   

       Let the debates intensify, and let us chase these philosophically and relig-

iously compromised usurpers from office.  They are welcome to their delusional 

beliefs, but they and their beliefs need to be cast back over the wall separating ir-

rational church from rational state. 

       We need rational people in office who are constitutionally capable of solving 

problems.  We do not need our rational system of government corrupted by 

those intent on “holy wars” and resigned to “Armageddon.” 



       Don’t be surprised if we encounter extravagant resistance, but let us hold to 

truthfulness and civility as our standard.  Let us win with numbers and through 

evolutionary process.  As world citizens in truthfulness under international law, let 

us take our struggle to the schools and churches of the world.  Let us initiate an 

era of universal adulthood.  Now that liberalism has rational religious basis, let us 

solve the world’s problems rationally and as a rational religious way of life. 

 

Our own potential is in the same image as the Primal Potential (be it 
of God or god) 

       Acknowledging the certainty of the Primal Potential, and the certainty that it 

is either of God or god, becomes the “faith” of liberalism.  It fulfills the intention of 

Paine and Jefferson without breaching the wall.  It is rational and liberal, not irra-

tional and authoritarian. 

       This “faith,” which is more on the order of rational acknowledgment, links to 

our own nature in that we are made in the image of the Primal Potential.  The 

same impulse to make something out of nothing exists as our own innermost 

spark of life.  This same or similar spirit, if we can call it that, exists at our center 

and is fully available to the truthful. 

       Many of the world’s foremost religious teachers have been trying to tell us as 

much for centuries.  It is the immature who need something ultimate outside of 

themselves.  This is natural for children in looking with love and respect to par-

ents, but the perversion of protracted childhood and the delusional subordination 

to a father in heaven is not needed by those who have seen the light, as it were -

- those who have forsaken untruthfulness in preference for the truthfulness way 

of being. 

       Our commitment to truthfulness provides not just political and philosophical 

basis, and not just religious basis as developed in the preceding text, but an on-

going state of communion with the Primal Potential.  This relationship is more 

than something we find within the truthful context, it is something we are by being 

the truthful context.  Welcome home. 

       Unlike authoritarian prayer that assumes that answers lie outside the self, 

liberal prayer becomes a total opening of the free will chamber as our fundamen-

tal religious practice – a willing synchronicity with the heart beat of reality. 



       Does this mean we no longer need churches?  On the contrary, they’re our 

heritage.  They have been critical to getting us to this present understanding, and 

they will be the staging areas leading to even further understanding. 

       Personally, I love the fellowship, the songs and the tangible link to the many 

centuries of searching and wondering.  We might think of our upcoming cultural 

metamorphosis as similar to the Reformation sparked by Luther.  We can also 

think of it as the renaissance of liberalism 

 

The truthfulness and civility of liberalism will displace the deception 
and violence of authoritarianism 

       Life is so latent with unfathomable potential that we need only have the 

“faith” of a mustard seed to realize the seemingly impossible.  At the time of our 

revolution violence was endemic to most every aspect of life.  Today, ship cap-

tains no longer insist on keelhauling to maintain order.  Nor do husbands believe 

in wife beating as a necessity and as their due. 

       The “right of the lord” of feudalism is no more. Dueling, flogging, slavery and 

blood feuds have declined to near extinction.  “Spare the rod and spoil the child” 

is no longer taken seriously. 

       It is not unrealistic to think of ending war.  The corporate cabal in control of 

our government may be intent on militarizing space, creating ever more uncon-

scionable weapons of mass destruction, initiating preemptive attacks, legitimizing 

torture and the killing of hundreds of thousands of civilians in Latin America 

through the covert actions of our secret government and US sponsored death 

squads, but the patterns of thought that sustain their madness all stem from lives 

lost to the untruthfulness context of being.  Their basis is deceit.  They have a 

pretend God. 

       Their minds and their souls are a mess.  We have the stronger basis and will 

prevail.  We can and will end war.  At this writing the debate is between those for 

and against invading Iraq.  This debate is wrongly framed by authoritarian pre-

conceptions.  Being for or against violence is a dead-end construct.  The liberal 

dialogue that will displace it is framed by a search for root causes and the dis-

covery of mutually constructive solutions.  It is the adult way of thinking.  It is key 

to displacing our deceit-and truths-based civilization with a truthfulness-based 

civilization.   
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