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Where am I? Who am I?  

How did I come to be here?  

What is this thing called the world?  

How did I come into the world?  

Why was I not consulted?  

And if I am compelled to take part in it,  

Where is the director?  

I want to see him.  
                 
                                          

– Soren Kierkegaard (c.390PE), Danish philosopher 
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Preface 
 
 

“Strange is our situation here on earth. Each of 

us comes for a short visit, not knowing why, yet 

sometimes seeming to divine a purpose.” 
                       – Albert Einstein (c. 500PE), German-born American physicist 
 

 

This short booklet will be a short discourse on the subject of purpose, in a Godless 

universe, discussed within the confines of modern hard physical science, namely 

chemistry, physics, and in particular thermodynamics. The following 1906 passage 

by English author H.G. Wells abstracts the gist of this book:7  

 
“He was a practical electrician fond of whiskey, a heavy, red-haired 

brute with irregular teeth. He doubted the existence of a Deity but 

accepted Carnot’s cycle, and he had read Shakespeare and found him 

weak in chemistry.” 
 
In plain speak herein we will be replacing belief in the existence of God with belief 

in the existence of atoms, molecules, and systems of molecules governed by the laws 

of the universe, namely those of thermodynamics. 
 In what follows, in more detail, will be a discussion and summary of the modern 

hard physical science framework to questions of purpose, meaning, morality, and 

existence in the context of Godless universe. The following 1991 query by American 

philosopher Robert Pirsig further exemplifies this gist: 

 
“Why should a group of simple, stable compounds of carbon C, 

hydrogen H, oxygen O, and nitrogen N, 'struggle' for billions of years to 

organize themselves into a professor of chemistry? What's the motive?” 

 

What is the motive indeed? Many in modern times are advocating what is called the 

purposeless universe model: the assumption that everything occurs, in human affairs, 

in the big picture scheme of things, occurs by the brute force of blind random 

chance—a roll of the dice, if you will—hence, in this mindset, there is no purpose, 

no motive, no rules. 

 This model, however, smacks in the face of firstly the way in which chemistry 

explains how atoms combine and react to form molecules and the way in which 

molecules increase in size to form animated atomic structures, such as humans (large 

molecular aggregates)—a process that top-to-bottom absolutely does not occur by 
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blind random chance; secondly, the way in which molecular structures are known to 

move, which is along what are called free energy path gradients; and thirdly, 

although this will not be an integral part of this book, numerous documented stories 

of identical twins, separated from infancy and reared apart, who end up meeting into 

adulthood only to find out that they both fell into the same behaviors, occupations, 

spouses, traits, peculiarities and had in general followed the same reaction paths 

outcomes.  
 The starting point for this discussion will be the definition of a single human not 

as a ‘living’ being, but as a ‘reactive’ molecule. This is one of many terminological 

upgrades that will be utilized herein. This particular substitution upgrade, to 

forewarn, will not be an easy digestion for many; nevertheless, it is the modern view.  

 The core basis of the modern view is the atomic-molecular view: namely that a 

single moving human is a single moving animate molecule, a large reactive chemical 

structure, a chemical species, a moving atomic geometry, a volumetric region of 

atoms with a turnover rate, a human molecular wave function, a wave particle 

duality. This collective viewpoint is called the human molecular hypothesis, the view 

that a human is, technically speaking, a ‘human molecule’, formed in a ‘great 

process, from the atoms of the earth’, in the prophetic 1789 words of French 

progressive philosopher Jean Sales, the coiner of this somewhat controversial, as it 

has come to be in the 21st century, term human molecule.8  

 This controversial term jumped from the metaphorical, in the mind of many, 

framework to the factual framework with the publication of the 2002 textbook 

Ecological Stoichiometry by American limnologists Robert Sterner and James Elser 

in which they established as a new scientific fact, in their own words, that ‘whole 

organisms are to be viewed as single abstract molecules’ and that individual humans 

are now to be defined as ‘human molecules’ with a specific stoichiometric formula, 

shown below, albeit a formula that varies per sex, population, and per individual 

(twins aside):1 

 

H375,000,000	O132,000,000	C85,700,000	N6,430,000	Ca1,500,000		
P1,020,000	S206,000	Na183,000	K177,000	Cl127,000	Mg40,000	Si38,600		

Fe2,680	Zn2,110	Cu76	I14	Mn13	F13	Cr7	Se4	Mo3	Co1	
 

Ironically, in accordance with the subject matter of this book, Sterner and Elser, state 

that ‘our main purpose in introducing this formula for the human molecule is to 

stimulate you to begin thinking about how every human being represents the coming 

together of atoms in proportions that are, if not constant, at least bounded and 

obeying some rules.’ In this founding definition, Sterner and Elser simultaneously 

define themselves as abstract reactive ‘molecules’, but also indicate they are 

molecules with a discernible ‘purpose’, however puzzling this recursive paradox may 

be. 
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 Purpose, however, is not generally an attribute assigned to molecules. This issue 

has always been at the forefront of heated debates whenever humans are reduced 

atomically or materialistically. On one hand, we say that an atomic entity, such as 

hydrogen atom or molecular entity, such as a water molecule H20, has no discernible 

purpose, whatsoever—and to even speak of such is anthropomorphism—yet past a 

certain threshold of complexity, size, or animation, we begin to variegate on ideas 

about purpose or non-purpose.  It is a very ingrained issue to say the least. As 

American biochemical thermodynamicist Jeffery Wicken summarized the matter in 

1981:2  
 

“Even now there are serious conceptual discontinuities in the 

evolutionary theory, were its philosophical mission of unifying organic 

and inorganic nature is not fully realized. Whereas organic nature is 

pictured as purposive, self-serving, and, at least in its highest expressions, 

conscious, inorganic nature is conceived as behaving according to the 

blind mechanistic principles of chance and necessity.” 

   

In plain talk, Wicken, in this statement, outlines the generally unwritten folklore 

science belief, held by many, that organic nature—chemical structures centered 

around the carbon atom—are in some way purposive, alive, conscious, self-serving, 

etc., whereas structures of the inorganic nature—chemical structures lacking carbon 

atoms, lack purpose, are not alive, unconscious, and not self-serving. With the new 

Sterner-Elser paradigm view, the factual presentation what we are not simply 

‘carbon-based’ entity, but rather a multi-element molecule, the old organic/inorganic 

divide must be jettisoned. 

 To put things lightly, this is a very closeted subject of heated and intense debate, 

with great underlying religious implications. Historically, the subject traces as far 

back at least to the time of German chemist Friedrich Wohler and his 1828 synthesis 

of urea, a type of organic compound, a carrier of waste nitrogen in the body, defined 

by the formula (NH2)2CO, a synthesis orchestrated by treating silver isocyanate with 

ammonium chloride: 

 

AgNCO	 	NH4Cl	→	 NH2 2CO	 	AgCl	
 

This was the first time an organic compound was artificially synthesized from 

inorganic starting materials, without the involvement of living organisms—a 

synthesis that at the time was viewed as being a near anathema, in that it went 

against the dominate cultural view that, in plain speak, life, and its byproducts, such 

as urea, was something that could only be created by God.  

While the results of this famous experiment, in technical talk, implicitly 

discredited the religion-soaked theory of vitalism—the premise that chemicals of so 
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called ‘living organisms’ are fundamentally different from inanimate matter—the 

results had little effect on the quest to find the infamous ‘origin of life’, an notion 

that pre-supposes, in modern speak, that human molecules are alive, and that one day 

in the past synthesis lineage of transformation of hydrogen atoms to human 

molecules, that on one specific day there existed no life, whatsoever, in any sense of 

the term. This viewpoint has huge inconsistencies and is a subject addressed herein. 

A somewhat modern rephrasement of this perceptual divide was given in 2006 

by American planetary scientist Carolyn Porco, shown below, who replaced the 

theologically-soaked terms ‘organic’ with animate and ‘inorganic’ with inanimate, 

as has been the trend lately:3 

 

“Our reconstruction of the history of the early solar system and the 

events that led to the origin of the earth informs us that around 3.5 

billion years ago or earlier a complicated chain of chemical events 

occurred to evolve animated molecular structures from inanimate 

atoms.”  

 

In this cogent statement, although we can still sense the notion of a certain origin day 

occurring in the past, there is no embedded theology—namely mention of the term 

‘life’, which as we will come to show herein, is something that does not exist, but 

instead, as we will shown, is mythological-based theory handed down to us through 

the generations. 

 Porco, in more detail, alludes to the idea here that humans are animated 

molecular structures that came alive one day in the past when molecules acquired 

the ability to become animated. Molecular animation, however, is feature generally 

attributed to the carbon atom, owing to carbon’s four-pronged light-sensitive 

bonding geometry and the structural changes light mediates in its interactions with 

this atom.4 That a molecule bends, moves, walks, or types when heated or when light 

shines on it for a continued and cyclically-varied amount of time, however, is not a 

prerequisite of the possession of life, but rather of path-dependent animation, and as 

we will argue herein, paths can be quantified, thermodynamically, some more or less 

favored than others, and hence give indication to a semblance of a notion of purpose. 

 The divide itself, stated another way, boils down to the generalized idea that the 

physical science (a term favored herein) of chemical reactions, in some way or 

another, is pitted against the biological science (a term abandoned herein) of genetic-

based Darwinian evolution, and that the latter subject has the last say on the matter 

of governance. As Indian-born Canadian-American author Ravi Zacharais put it, in 

his 2004 book The Real Face of Atheism, in response to the over-common question 

as to how evolution operates in the face of the laws of physical science, ‘the answer 

keeps coming back like a chorus with mantric resonance to it: chance.’5  
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 This idiom, as is repeated ad nauseam, has resulted in a huge mess, to say the 

least. Recent atheist (godless) publications have promoted a growing crop of laity-

stylized, Darwinian-based, soft physical chemistry type presentations that have 

worked to instill the culturally popular idea that hard physical chemistry operates by 

‘blind random chance’, a phrase that has been, likewise, trumpeted about ad 

nauseam.  

 The situation becomes even more compounded when religion and laity questions 

about the existence of God come into the picture. Religious argument cloud the 

discussion to resulting effect that hardened openly-atheist physical scientists are 

forced to go to absurd lengths in their effort to disprove the existence of God to 

believer to the effect that they end up bending and twisting the hard science of 

physical chemistry to the point that it becomes not even recognizable.6  

 This book then, to summarize, will attempt to bring some reconciliation to this 

argumentative to the point of being nauseating situation. The presentation will be 

based foremost on the belief, not in the existence of God, but in the credibility of the 

science of thermodynamics—the most hardened of all sciences—the science agreed 

the world over to govern the operation of the known universe. Every other belief will 

be secondary to this primary belief.  

 The following diagram, from American physicist Daniel Schroeder’s 2000 

Thermal Physics textbook, to illustrate, shows that the ‘creation’ of a reactive 

animated entity, such as a bunny (or a human, for that matter), is not something done 

by the hand of God, as a dominate percentage of the lay public believes, but by the 

laws of thermodynamics—which, in particular, for freely-going, naturally-occurring, 

earth-bound reactions, e.g. two people falling in love and creating a child, occur via 

what is called Gibbs free energy, symbol G, change, one of the most complicated 

concepts in all of science:9 

 
 

A dominate secondary belief, will be belief in the existence of the periodic table and 

in the atomic theory, the existence of the atom, a repercussion of which is that 

individual humans and socially affined systems of humans are material systems, and 
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that all material systems, human or otherwise, are governed by the laws of 

thermodynamics, the science that govern heat and motion, the arrow of time, 

irreversibility, and the inevitability of change towards the future. 

 Interspersed herein, arranged in an alternating chapter framework, are a few 

short chapters on a re-education of modern religion, because as children we are 

frequently told stories of factual religious historical existence, yet as adults, we 

infrequently are taught the etymologies of historical nonexistence.  These chapters 

will be introduced, because in order for the mind to fully accept the new belief 

system, one has to first be able to fully reject the old belief system. 

 

Preface |Notes 
 

1. (a) Note: the formula shown is an empirical molecular formula, which expresses the relative 
number of atoms of the different elements present in a compound or structure, using the 
simplest whole number ratio, as contrasted with the molecular formula, which expresses the 
actual number of atoms present in structure.  
(b) Comparative calculations of the empirical molecular formula for an individual human have 
since been published by New Scientist (2005), who define a human has having a 12-element 
empirical formula, and Libb Thims (Human Chemistry, 2007) who measures and calculates 
that an average human has a 26-element empirical molecular formula. 
(c) http://www.eoht.info/page/Human+molecular+formula 
(d) Note: for a historical overview of the subject of viewing a human as a molecule, the term 
‘human molecule’ first coined in 1789 by French progressive philosopher Jean Sales, see Libb 
Thims’ 2008 historical booklet The Human Molecule. 
2. Wicken, Jeffrey S. (1981). “Chance, Necessity, and Purpose: Toward a Philosophy of 
Evolution” (abs), Zygon, 16(4): 303-22. 
3. Porco, Carolyn. (2006). What We Believe But Cannot Prove (pgs. 14-15). Harper. 
4. http://www.eoht.info/page/Retinal+molecule 
5. Zacharias, Ravi K. (2004). The Real Face of Atheism (pgs. 45-47). Baker Books. 
6. (a) Atkins, Peter. (1992). Creation Revisited (pg. 27). W.H. Freeman & Co. 
(b) Edis, Taner. (2002). The Ghost in the Universe: God in the Light of Modern Science. 
Prometheus Books. 
7. (a) Wells, H.G. (1906). The Door in the Wall, and Other Stories, Lord of the Dynamos, 
Chapter 7; The Daily Chronicle, Summer No. July 14th. 
(b) Gaither, Carl C. and Cavazos-Gaither, Alma E. (2002). Chemically Speaking: a Dictionary 
of Quotations (pg. 125). CRC Press. 
8. http://www.eoht.info/page/Human+molecular+hypothesis 
9. http://www.eoht.info/page/Gibbs+free+energy 
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“The fool has said in his heart: there is no God—a 

new science is any discipline in which the fool of 

this generation can go beyond the point reached 

by the genius of the last generation.” 
     – Max Gluckman, South African-born English anthropologist (515 PE)  
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1 – Dating system 
  

 

“Since, we are looking at the history of God from the 

Jewish and Muslim as well as the Christian perspective, 

the terms ‘BC’ and ‘AD’, which are conventionally used 

in the West, are not appropriate.” 
                         – Karen Armstrong, A History of God (543 PE)   
 

 

The dating system used herein is new—as are many of the views presented—and will 

be based on what is called a printing era (symbol PE) timeframe, which assigns a 

date year of zero (0 PE) to the time of the invention of the moveable type printing 

press by German inventor Johannes Gutenberg, which occurred six years prior to the 

twenty-third documented passing of Haley’s comet—or the year 1450 AD (0 PE) in 

Gregorian calendar system years. Years prior to the year of the invention of the 

Gutenberg printing press will be defined as years before printing (symbol BP).  This 

new dating system will be designated as the Gutenberg calendar dating system.      

 The year 2000, to give a few examples, equates to the year 550 PE or simply 

550 (printing era assumed), the year 2020 equates to 570, the year 2050 equates to 

600, the year 1900 equates to 450 PE, 1800 equates to 350 PE, 1700 equates to 250 

PE, 1600 equates to 150 PE, 1500 equates to 50 PE, 1450 equates to the year 0 PE, 

1400 equates to50 BP, 1300 equates to 150 BP, 1200 equates to 250 PE, the year 

1000 equates to 450 BP, 0 AD equates to 1450 BP, 100 BC equates to 1550 BP, 

1000 BC equates to 2450 BP, and so on—as is shown in timeline format below: 

 

4 

BP 

3 

BP 

2 

BP 

1 

BP 

0 

PE 

1 

PE 

2 

PE 

3 

PE 

4 

PE 

1446 

AD 

1447 

AD 

1448 

AD 

1449 

AD 

1450 

AD 

1451 

AD 

1452 

AD 

1453 

AD 

1454 

AD 

 

                                   ← Before Printing        Printing Era → 

 

This new dating system usage is implemented herein by virtue of the fact that the 

predominant AD (Anno Domini) or ‘year of our lord’ and BC or ‘Before Christ’ 

dating system calendar is a mythology-based dating system, as are many of our most 

cherished conceptions, the myth of the existence of a person named Jesus Christ.  

 Likewise, nearly twenty percent of the world uses the Islamic calendar, which 

uses the AH (Anno Hegirae), or ‘year of the Hijra’, dating system, a calendar based 
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on a fabled pilgrimage, some 1432 years ago, of another  mythological figure named 

Muhammad to Medina.  

 Although little has been published on the historicity of the Quran, one of the 

first to state their frank opinion openly that Muhammad never existed was 

Muhammad Sven Kalisch, a Muslim convert and Germany’s first professor of 

Islamic theology who in 2008 announced the fruit of his theological research that the 

prophet Muhammad probably never existed; Kalisch is said to be in the middle of 

completing a book on this subject.1  

 Much research, conversely, has been done on the historicity of the Bible and on 

the mythology of Jesus. English physicist Isaac Newton was one of the first 

prominent researchers in this area, albeit research done incognito, and he would 

objectionably not label years as AD, but instead used AC (Anno Christum), 

signifying is objection to the argument of the existence of the trinity, namely his 

view that a person named Jesus may have existed, may have been the son of God, 

and may have been christened or arisen, but definitely was not the ‘Lord’ or God.2   

 In sum, without going into further detail at this point, but as will be shown, both 

the AD and AH dating systems are mythology based dating systems and are one of 

many mythological framed constructs that must be discarded as irreparably obsolete 

if one is to adapt to the new belief system—that of material reality as modern 

knowledge is currently understood. For the sake of mental cohesiveness, to note, 

although the main body of the text will use the new dating system, the footnotes to 

chapters will retain the Common Era or Anno Domini dating system notation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“I have dictated thirty pages on the 

world’s three religions; and I have read 

the Bible. My own mind is made up. I do 

not think Jesus Christ ever existed.” 
                                                     

                     – Napoleon Bonaparte (367 PE) 
 French emperor 
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Dating system |Notes 
 

1. (a) Higgins, Andrew. (2008). “Professor Hired for Outreach to Muslims Delivers a Jolt”, The 
Wall Street Journal, Nov. 15. 
(b) http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Historicity_of_Muhammad 
2. Gleick, James. (2003). Isaac Newton (pg.112). Vintage Books. 
 
Quotes 
● Armstrong (quote): Armstrong, Karen. (1993). A History of God (Introduction, note pg. xxiii). 
Ballantine Books.   
● Napoleon (quote): Gourgard, Gaspard. (1904). The Talks of Napoleon at St. Helena with 
General Baron Gourgaud: together with the Journal Kept by Gourgard on Their Journey from 
Waterloo to St. Helena (translated, and with notes, by Elizabeth Wormeley Latimer, author of 
France in the Nineteenth Century) (ch. 17: Religion, pgs. 270-81). A.C. McClurg & Co. 
● Curie (quote): McGrayne, Sharon B. (1993). Nobel Prize Women in Science (pg. 12). Birch 
Lane Press Book. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“God does not exist.”
                                                        

                     – Marie Curie (age 11) (428 PE) 
 Polish physicist 
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2 – Laplacian godless universe 
 
 

“The immense majority of intellectually eminent men 

disbelieve in Christian religion, but they conceal the fact in 

public, because they are afraid of losing their income.” 
                           – Bertrand Russell, English mathematical philosopher (c.510) 

 
 

nce upon a time, long, long ago, France was the world superpower, led by an 

erudite general by the name of Napoleon Bonaparte (IQ=145), and the 

intellectual capital of the world was the of the famous École Polytechnique, the great 

French engineering school, where some of the greatest mathematicians, scientists, 

and engineers of all time developed the outlines of what soon came to be known, in 

retrospect, as modern science. 

 One of the touchstones of this great scientific school was the work of French 

physicist Pierre Laplace (IQ=190), who in 346 published his Exposition of the 

System of the World, which outlined the mathematical details of the nebular 

hypothesis, the theory that the solar system formed billions of years ago from a 

quickly rotating nebula, or interstellar gas cloud, and that the planets and the sun 

coalesced from this rotating mass in accordance with the mechanical laws of nature. 

Laplace based his nebular hypothesis derivations on the previous work of Swedish 

polymath Emanuel Swedenborg (IQ=205) whom in his 284 treatise On the 

Principles of Natural Things had postulated that the formation of the solar system 

occurred as follows: 
 

 
Swedenborg hypothesized, as shown in figure one, that first the crust formed by the 

original nebula as it solidified is about to burst; then, figure two, the state of 

confusion and collapse as pieces of the sun are scattered through space; then, figure 

three, the crust reformed as a disc surrounding the proto-sun; lastly, figure four, the 

pieces separated into individual spheres: the planets.  Laplace’s version of this model 

soon became the standard model of the origin of the solar system.   

O 
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 The central argument of Laplace was ‘consideration of planetary motions thus 

leads us to think that, as the result of excessive heat, the solar system originally 

extended beyond the orbits of all the planets, and that it contracted by successive 

steps to its present limits. In the assumed primitive condition of the sun, it resembled 

those nebulae which are shown by the telescope to be composed of a more or less 

brilliant nucleus, surrounded by nebulosity which, in condensing toward the surface 

of the nucleus, transforms it into a star.’ In other words, the solar system formed, 

according to Laplace, by the slow rotative contraction of the nebula around the 

nucleus of a newly ignited star. 

 Over the next three decades, Laplace expanded on this early work with the 

writing of his five-volume opus Celestial Mechanics, a sort of updated translation  

English physicist Isaac Newton’s 236 Principia, the book that introduced the laws of 

motion, albeit written in the language of differential calculus, in which, in Laplace’s 

own words, he set himself the task to write a work which should ‘offer a complete 

solution of the great mechanical problem presented by the solar system, and bring 

theory to coincide so closely with observation that empirical equations should no 

longer find a place in astronomical tables.’  

 The first two-volumes of Laplace’s Celestial Mechanics were published in 349 

and that year given to Napoleon, one of his former students, as a gift to which 

Napoleon replied ‘the first six months to which I can spare will be employed in 

reading it.’1  When he finally did finish reading it, Napoleon, the emperor of a 

predominately Catholic empire, albeit himself an agnostic of the most profound kind, 

interjected into a famous dialog with Laplace on the religious implications of his new 

mechanical model of the origin and operation of the universe, a conversation said to 

have occurred on August 8th, 352—the day the universe—the universe of the 

scientific elite—became Godless:   

 
This famous conversation, as reconstructed below, with Napoleon essentially curious 

to know Laplace’s views on God, has since been told and retold so many times, said 

to have occurred in different years and in a number of different circumstances, 
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scenarios, and points of view that a number of differing versions of the conversation 

exist.2  Whatever the exact details and circumstances of the conversation, that is 

whether Napoleon visited Laplace or Laplace visited Napoleon, whether Napoleon 

was referring to Laplace’s Celestial Mechanics or his Exposition of the System of the 

World, whether Napoleon was comparing the God-free universe model of Laplace to 

the God-tinged work of Lagrange or that of Newton, whether the conversation 

occurred in 352 or 362, whether Napoleon had read the book prior to the 

conversation or not, along with subtleties attributed to French to English translation 

renditions, among other details, the gist of the dialog is said to have occurred as 

follows: 

 
Napoleon, greatly amused by this comment, quickly communicated this view to 

Laplace’s intellectual comrade Italian mathematical physicist Joseph Lagrange 

(IQ=185) who corroborated: 
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And so it came to pass—in the centuries to follow—that among the elite of the elite 

of the scientific community, the universe, the Laplacian universe, that is to say, was 

Godless. The universe of the lay public, the so-called moral universe, however, 

remained a different story and is the story we intend to address herein. 

 Napoleon, to note, in the decades to follow, during his various debates with 

others on religion, would frequently refer back to these early  conversations with 

Laplace, Lagrange, and the other faculty members of the École Polytechnique, about 

their convictions that there is no God, as sorts of anchor points to get his own 

bearings, right up until his last years. In one debate with his personal assistant 

General Baron Gaspard Gourgaud, during the years 363-366, on the subject of 

Gourgaud’s opinion that staring up at the starry heavens leads one to an amazement 

and wonder in the greatness of God, Napoleon replied:3  

 

“How comes it, then, that Laplace was an atheist? At the Institute neither 

he nor Monge, nor Berthollet, nor Lagrange believed in God. But they do 

not like to say so.” 

 

This statement, made about the great leading scientists of Napoleon’s day is more or 

less a verbatim description of the views held by the leading scientists of our day—

nearly all do not believe in God, but do not like to say so. This issue will be a central 

focal point of this book. In other words, although scientists no longer believe in God, 

considering divine intervention as being an unneeded hypothesis, what exactly 

scientists do believe remains a bit of an obscure picture.  

 Gourgaud went on to comment in rebuttal or rather defense of his Christian 

beliefs that ‘I own that I believe firmly in God, and cannot conceive how men can be 

atheists. To proclaim themselves such seems to me mere mental braggadocio’. To 

this abrasive comment, Napoleon retorted: 

 

“Bah! Laplace was an atheist, and Berthollet too. At the Institute they all 

were atheists, and yet Newton and Leibnitz were believers. Atheists 

compare man to a clock; but the clock-maker is a being of superior 

intelligence. They grant that creation is the result of matter, as warmth is 

the effect of fire.” 

  

To pause and reflect on this frank statement, we notice, firstly, a definite century 

shift in the thinking mindset of the modern intellectual, specifically from that of a 

science framed in the workings of a creator God, the Newtonian universe (277), to 

that of a science framed in the workings of a Godless universe, the Laplacian 

universe (377). Secondly, the new atheists, that is the hard scientists of the modern 

day, no longer compare man to a clock but to that of a multi-element animated 

reactive molecule, by virtue of the finding that each human, identical twins aside, has 



9         

a definite, unique, and measurable human molecular formula—and molecules do not 

behave like clocks.4 Lastly, we grant that creation is the result of chemical synthesis, 

the interaction of matter and energy, driven by the dynamics and operation of the 

universe, just as warmth is the effect of fire.    

 A central unresolved issue that remained in the Laplacian universe model, one 

that was frequently on the mind of Napoleon, as it is on the mind of many this very 

day, is the nature of life and death, the origin of life, and that most-sacred of all 

terms the soul (or as other contexts spirit)—a single word that in one passing 

embodies morality, meaning, and purpose.5 As Napoleon commented in April of 367 

during a conversation with Gourgaud who at the time was praising the Celestial 

Mechanics of Laplace: 

 

“I often asked Laplace what he thought of God. He owned he was an 

atheist. Many crimes have been committed in the name of religion. The 

oldest religion is the worship of the sun. Where is the soul of an infant? I 

cannot remember what I was before I was born; and what will become of 

my soul after my death? As to my body, it will become carrots or turnips. 

I have no dread of death. In the army I have seen many men suddenly 

perish who were talking with me.” 

 

Where is the soul of the infant, indeed? The soul is a term of Egyptian origin, as will 

be discussed, which connotes the summation of one’s right or wrong motions, 

morally speaking, throughout one’s total state of existence. In its original 

formulation, the soul was said to be located heart and called the ‘ba’ and something 

that could be measured on a scale in the judgment hall in the afterlife. While the 

majority of this soul weighing theory is mythological, a person, or for that matter any 

atom or molecule, animated or not, does have combinations of natural and unnatural 

motion, and any and all motions are quantitative measurements of work—or forces 

moving objects per unit distance—that are quantified in units of joules, the unit of 

energy. There is, therefore, some residual semblance of scientific truth to the notion 

ancient concept of the soul—although not to the effect that there is some 

measureable mass of moral nature found in one’s body—such as in the pineal gland, 

as famously postulated in 170 by French philosopher Rene Descartes—but rather in 

one’s motions, which are both natural and unnatural. 

 The subject of the nature of the soul was a question that plagued Napoleon up 

until his last days. In fact, in 370, a year before his death, Napoleon was 

experimenting with seeds and plants of  melon, spinach, sorrel, asparagus, salad, 

artichokes, cucumber, radishes, and endives, to figure out or rather gain insight into 

the search for the origin of life and nature of the soul.  During these investigations, 

Napoleon entered into a dialog with his personal physician Francois Antommarchi as 

to the whereabouts of the soul, during which time he commented again on his 
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retrospect conversation with Laplace on God: ‘You do not believe it, you doctors are 

above such weakness. Tell me, you who know so well the human body, who have 

probed into all its ramifications, have you ever come across the soul under your 

scalpel? Where is it? In which organ?’ 'I hesitated to respond,' says Antommarchi. 

'Come now, frankly, there is not a doctor who believes in God, is not that so?' 'No, 

Sire, they are ensnared by the demonstration, they accept the dictum of the 

mathematicians.' 'Eh, but the latter are generally religious. Your reply, however, 

recalls to me a curious remark. I was talking to Laplace , I was congratulating him 

upon a book he had just published and I asked him how it was that the name of God, 

which was so incessantly repeated in the writings of Lagrange, did not appear even 

once in his work. The reason,' he replied, 'is that I had not had occasion to make use 

of that hypothesis’.’6 

 These open and frank and Napoleonic conversation dialogs, which in modern 

terms would be akin to JFK going down to MIT and having a one-on-one discussion 

of belief systems with every professor, offer a glimpse into a subject that has become 

a rather taboo discussion topic in the modern day and is a taboo that we intend to 

break with herein and to continue onward in the framework of this open and frank 

style of Napoleonic dialog. 

 While the Laplacian universe, the universe of the modern scientist, continued to 

remain Godless, the universe of the lay public, the so-called moral universe, 

however, remained a different story and is the story we intend to address herein. 
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Laplacian Universe | Notes 
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“By simple common sense I don’t 

believe in God, in none.” 
          

– Charlie Chaplin (c.500PE)  
English comedic actor 
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3 – Old Belief System 
 
 

“Fables should be taught as fables, myths as myths, and 

miracles as poetic fancies. To teach superstitions as truth 

is a most terrible thing. The child mind accepts and 

believes them, and only through great pain and perhaps 

tragedy can he or she be in after years relieved of them. 

The reason for this is that a superstition is so intangible a 

thing that you cannot get at it to refute it.”  
         – Hypatia of Alexandria, Greek philosopher (1040 BP) 
 
 

o exist in a time where ¾-ths of the world believes in ideologies steeped in pure  

mythology, that of belief in God, as the framework for his or her guidance 

system, is an incorrigible and puzzling thing to visualize, particularly in the Internet 

age, a time of growing access to the hidden and forbidden fruits of established 

knowledge, a time in which one can freely read over 12-million of the 129-million 

known existing books of established human knowledge, a scan-based virtual library, 

otherwise known as Google Books, that is predicted to be complete by the end of the 

decade.  

 The last great library of this magnitude was the legendary Library of Alexandria, 

launched under the initiative of Egyptian King Ptolemy I’s circa 1750 BP (before 

printing era) quest to answer the question ‘how many scrolls do we have?’ and his 

followup requisition letter to all the sovereigns and governors of the land imploring 

them ‘not to hesitate to send him’ works by authors of every kind. At its height, six-

hundred years later, prior to its famous entire library book burning, the Alexandrian 

library held 750,000 scrolls and was the world’s repository for the then-known total 

amount of established knowledge. 

  In 1059 BP, by order of Roman Emperor Theodosius I, the views of the Bible 

became the official state religion, after which the majority of the books of the 

Alexandrian library were destroyed and burned on the general logic that ‘one mouth 

cannot couple the praise of Christ with the praise of Jupiter’.  

 In 808 BP, Alexandria was captured by the Muslims, who were given militant 

instructions, by order of the Caliph Omar, in regards to the ‘books in the royal 

library’, namely those scrolls that survived the first burning, that ‘if those books are 

in agreement with the Quran, we have no need of them; and if these are opposed to 

the Quran, destroy them.’ This was the last and final burning of the great and now 

T
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gone Library of Alexander, the repository of the world’s ancient knowledge.  A time 

of intellectual regress, known as the dark ages, soon followed.  

 Two books, the Bible and the Quran, books anchored in belief of the existence 

of a man named Abraham, along with a third book called the Vedas, anchored in 

belief in a creator god called Brahma—both individuals, man and creator, being the 

modified stories of one and the same fictional person: namely ‘Ra’ the ancient 

Egyptian sun god—for over six-thousand years now have been representative of the 

world’s dominate belief system.  

 The etymologies of both individuals, Abraham and Brahma, translate, in the 

original Egyptian, as ‘father Ra son of Nun’, the prefix Ab- or B- the name for 

‘father’, as in the father to humans, the suffix –ham or –hma signifying the lineage 

born out of the ‘Cham’ or keme, the primordial land mound said to have arisen 

following the great flood; the term Cham being the ancient name for Egypt and the 

Nile, itself a derivative of the term keme, pronounced ‘chem’, as in chemistry, the 

fertile black silt deposited annually following the yearly Nile flood—which, in 

mythical terms, was defined as the god Nu (or Nun), the primal ocean of chaos said 

to contain the beginnings of everything—the Nu representative of the unified model 

of land mounds (pyramids) arising out of a great deluge, out of which Ra was born.1  

 This land mound arising out of  a flood and sun bursting forth out of the mound 

origins theory became rewritten as the flood stories of the persons Noah (Christian 

version) and Nuh (Islamic version), in the Abrahamic faiths, and as the story of the 

man god MaNu (Hindu version), in Brahmaic faiths. The main points of this rewrite, 

for the Abrahamic faiths, are depicted below: 
  

 
 

Original version (4450BPE): Benu bird 
bursting forth from the primordial land mound 
(Nun) carrying the sun (Ra) on its head into 
the sky following the great flood—a concept 
modeled on the annual 150-day Nile flood. 

Torah version (1950BPE): Noah (or Nuh) 
lost in the darkness of a great 150-day flood, 
nearing the end of which he sends out a bird 
that does not return, signifying that land had 
arose, after which the sun begins to shine. 

Nu 
Nuh 
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The great Abrahamic-Brahmaic ‘flood myth’, commonly misattributed to number of 

diverse mythologies, is based on the natural phenomenon of the Nile River flood, an 

annual inundation resulting from heavy rains and melting snow in the Ethiopian 

highlands, occurring seasonally June through October, lasting a 150-days.2  To the 

Egyptians, the annual flood took on a ritual significance and formed the basis of their 

conception of universal origins, which they explained as the story of Ra, the sun god, 

being born, or rather ‘bursting forth’, out of the great mound, called the Nu, the sun 

itself being carried into the sky by a special bird called the benu bird, benben bird, or 

phoenix, as described by Greek historian Herodotus, which emerged from the tip of 

the mound, or great pyramid as they latter came to be depicted and constructed, 

following the receding of the great primordial flood. 

 The Ra-Nu creation theory, in turn, became rewritten, in the Abrahamic faiths, 

as the story of a man named Noah (Nuh), great father to a man named Abraham, by 

ten generations, who after being famously lost in a great 150-day flood, sent out a 

series of birds to search for land—the last bird failing to return to the ship, signaling 

that land had arose, the flood had receded, after which the sun (Ra) began to shine.  

 In the Brahmaic faiths, the Ra-Nu story became rewritten as the story of the 

man god MaNu being told by a talking fish that a great deluge was to come and to 

construct a ship, which he did, so as to save himself and his family—after which, 

following the global flood, MaNu landed on a mountain—and thereafter his family 

became the progenitors of all humans.3  

 In sum, the world’s central belief system, Chinese and ethnic religions aside 

(which largely derive from Yellow River based mythologies), in core structure, 

unknowingly, as detailed below by religious affiliation, is Anunian theology, a Ra 

born of Nun belief system, which currently is representative of over seventy-two 

percent of the world’s belief systems in regards to the deeper questions of life and 

death, meaning and morality, purpose and existence, as shown below by faith 

grouping:4  
 

 
 
This heterodox regrouping of the world’s religions into three categories: Nile River 

based: 72% (top two rows), non-religious/non-believer: 15% (third row), and Yellow 
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River base: 13% (bottom row), may come as a surprise to many, but it is certainly 

nothing new. The Egyptian etymological framework to both the Abrahamic and 

Brahmaic faiths was outlined at least as early as the publication of English physician 

Herbert Hardwicke’s 431 The Popular Faith Unveiled. Volumes of books beyond 

this have been devoted to this subject over the last century—the most recent and 

cogent of these being American lawyer and Egyptologist Gary Greenberg’s 550 book 

101 Myths of the Bible. We will give only a brief overview of this rather complex 

historical subject herein. 

 Why the average modern student is unaware of the Egyptian structure to modern 

religious belief, despite the fact that we supposedly devote the first eighteen-years of 

our existence to learning, remains a bit of a puzzle? Whatever the case, in an effort to 

clear the air, we state here, from the get go, as a matter of established historical fact, 

that if you were raised as a Christian, a Muslim, or a Hindu, or an adherent of any of 

the other Abrahamic-Brahmaic faiths, as tabulated above, which accounts for ¾-ths 

of the minds of present world, that you were raised in a derivative of belief in 

Egyptian mythology, a belief centered around mummification, and that very little of 

your presently-held core beliefs are based in actual reality—the most cherished of 

these mythologies being belief in the theory of life.5 

 The new upgrade belief system, as will be outlined herein, is structured in belief 

in firstly atoms, ninety-two varieties of which make up the structures we see moving 

about the surface of the earth, including the animate structure known as human; 

secondly, belief in the electromagnetic force, the force that accounts for the 

phenomenon of light shining from the sun, combustion in engines, magnets floating 

above supercooled liquids, people moving about in cities, and the likely force that 

moves planets; and lastly belief that the laws of energy and entropy govern human 

nature as they do the nature of the universe.  

 Humans, in short, are atomic structures, whose movements are driven by light, 

or variants thereof, whether in the form of vision, touch, smell, or taste, etc., and no 

matter how it appears, light represent an undulation of the electromagnetic field. Its 

source is the excitable atom itself, with electrons bouncing from one orbit to another 

and releasing energy as a result. Giving overall direction to this process is a type of 

heat-like work-like energy called ‘entropy’, otherwise known, in its original 

definition, as the transformation content of a given system, the mathematical-arrow 

to what is popularly known as evolution. In sum, humans, by definition, are excitable 

atomic structure, a fact greatly neglected by the scientific community, and any and 

all sensory inputs, those which drive and excite reactionary human behavior, 

represent undulations of the electromagnetic field, and the entirety of these 

movements resulting from excitations are governed by the laws of energy 

conservation and transformation content increase. It is through this framework that 

we will dig into the deeper questions of human existence, in particular purpose and 

morality.7 
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Old Belief System | Notes 
 

1. (a) Quote: “the most ancient name of Egypt and of the Nile was Cham. In Coptic the word 
for the country is Chami, or Chemi. [Greek historian] Diodorus (60-30BC) calls the river 
Ωχεαμης which is clearly Ou-keme, or Ou-Cheme, the indefinite article ou being 
incorporated, as frequently happens.”  
(b) Author (1817). “NEPI TOY ΦOINIKOΣ”, The Classic Journal, Volumes 15-16, pg. 6 
2. Note: the yearly cycle, in the Egyptian calendar, was based heliacal rising of Sirius, namely 
the day it became visible after a 70-day absence from the skies, a day that marked the start of 
the annual Nile flood, and thus signaled the birth of Ra the sun—hence, both Abraham and 
Brahma have the sister-wife cohorts of Sarai and Saraswati, respectively, each modeled on 
Sirius, “the most beautiful star in the sky.” 
3. Note: alternative versions of the MaNu story substitute the ‘talking fish’ with the god Vishnu, 
one of the three main Hindu trinity gods (Brahman, Vishnu, and Shiva), the name ‘Vishnu’ 
being a conjunction of the root viś, meaning ‘to settle’, the letter ‘h’ meaning to given life, and 
the zero grade of sānu (Nu), meaning ‘summit, ridge, mountain-top’, hence Vishnu means 
‘living humans descendent from the Nu’.    
4. (a) Percentages are based on world religious beliefs as found in Time Almanac (2002). 
(b) One reviewer commented that the Ra-centric regrouping ‘looks like one of Jordan 
Maxwell’s tricks’. 
5. This point will be ferreted out throughout the book in various chapters; the main thread of 
conclusion being that any religion structured in belief that humans descended from either a 
man named Abraham or a god named Brahman, both names translating as ‘father Ra son of 
Nun’, is a religion derived from and based on Anunian theology, or sun born out a mound  
cosmology. 
6. (a) Paradoxically, those who seem to have the most difficulty digesting the new belief 
system are self-proclaimed atheist scientists. A few examples include Harvard physics 
professor Lubos Motl, a self-described ‘Christian atheist’, who thinks it’s absurd to apply 
thermodynamics to human relationships and disbelieves that humans are molecules. 
Nottingham University physics professor Philip Moriarty, self-described ‘level 6 agnostic’ on 
Dawkins scale, thinks it’s a laughable joke to believe that couples in marriages are held 
together via the electromagnetic force. 
(b) http://www.eoht.info/page/Libb+Thims+%28attack%29     
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“It takes the latter half of all of one’s lifetime 

to unlearn the falsehood that was instilled 

into us during the earlier half. Generation 

after generation we learn, unlearn, and re-

learn the same lying legendary lore.” 
          

– Gerald Massey (433 PE)  
English Egyptologist 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



19         

 

 
4 – Purposeless universe hypothesis 
 
 

“Is it just a crazy, cosmic stroke of luck that we’re here at all? 

Or do humans have some larger, mysterious purpose?” 
    – Steve Paulson, Atoms & Eden (2010)  

 
 

oes the universe have a purpose? If no, there seems to be no point to anything 

or for that matter to read further. If yes, there seems to be a point, albeit one 

not yet named. If the solution confirms in the negative, a person’s actions may 

simply be directionless and willy-nilly. If the solution confirms in the affirmative, 

one must ask: what then is the connected purpose, or rather point of the motion and 

actions of one single human in trajectory on going from his or her point of entry into 

the universe, through number of days and years in extent, coupled in a complicated 

series of interpersonal working reactions, to his or her point of exit from the 

universe, in the context of the purpose of the universe, if there is such a thing. 

 The central problem with the question of ‘purpose’ is that in the mindset of a 

Godless universe, that which we might readily label as the coming century, there 

seems to be a never-ending string of self-proclaimed atheist scientific experts on the 

subject of the human condition, who are quite ecstatic about trumpeting out what 

they believe to be the new description of human existence, which tends to amount to 

nihilism—the belief that there is no such thing as objective meaning, that purpose 

does not exist, and that there is no foundation for morality. There is in fact so many 

of these self-proclaimed atheist scientific experts on the human condition that the list 

seems to be nearly uncountable.  

 To cite a representative example of the nihilistic spokesperson, in the 552 book 

The Ghost in the Universe: God in the Light of Modern Science, Turkish-born 

American physicist Taner Edis, a physics professor at Truman State University, and 

author of three books on religion and science, summarized, what he believes to be 

the scientific view of human existence as follows:1 

 

“Among believers of all stripes, it is a commonplace that science is 

unable to answer ultimate questions about human origins, meaning and 

destiny. I shall argue that we come from accidents, not design. Our lives 

have no cosmic meaning. Our destiny is dust, not immortality. Many 

find such answers unappealing. Nevertheless, I believe they are most 

likely correct.” 

D 
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This statement is typical of many Godless scientists. Yet what exactly is Edis’ belief 

system? Why should we believe the opinion of Edis over that of any other belief 

system, such as the opinion of the Bible, the Quran, or the Vedas? We might say 

‘well Edis is a physics professor’ so he must know what he is talking about. Yet 

Edis’ background is in physics and computer engineering and his graduate work was 

on the ‘Theoretical Analysis of Josephson Junction Systems and Superconducting 

Superlattices’, in other words semi-conductor design. None of this educational 

background, however, qualifies or justifies Edis’ grand proclamations about the 

human condition. Edis is simply speculating without justification.  

 This is a typical example of the atheist polemic style used when attempting to 

refute religious beliefs. The debater attempts to substitute one unfounded grand 

proclamation, e.g. ‘life was created by God’, for another, e.g. ‘the complexities of 

life require accidents and blind mechanisms’, as Edis states. Supposedly, if we are to 

believe Edis, we are to explain the 13.7-billion year mechanism of the synthesis of 

humans from hydrogen atom precursors by simple recourse to the terms ‘accidents’ 

and ‘blindness’.  

 The ignorance in this view, coming from a scientist, is so absurd that it makes 

one’s head spin. Since when do chemical reaction mechanisms happen by accident? 

Since when did atomic and molecular behavioral changes begin to occur blindly, that 

is to say without the presence of light or in other words without the presence of the 

electromagnetic force?   

  The central problem here is that humans are atomic structures moving about on 

a surface and reacting with each other in ways and purposes that are dictated by the 

laws of chemical thermodynamics, just as are any and all atoms and molecules 

moving about and reacting on a surface. This, however, is not a subject that is taught 

in school nor is chemical thermodynamics a subject that Edis is an expert in. This 

scenario is overtypical of those, such as Edis, who blissfully make unjustified 

proclamations of purposelessness, meaninglessness, and destinylessness of humans. 

Yes, God does not exist. That does not mean, however, that ignorance should 

become our new dowsing rod. 

 

 Historically, the issue of ‘purpose’ or lack thereof in discussions of human 

movement entered the debate stage following the famous publication of English 

naturalist Charles Darwin’s 1859 Origin of Species, which introduced the 

controversial theory of evolution—that humans have evolved over time from earlier 

life forms. Darwin’s publication threatened the concept of God, as a mega-belief, in 

three of its main seven nodal points, as depicted below, namely creation, morality, 

and the Bible itself, in terms of validity: 
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If at any one time, according to American believer turned atheist documentary maker 

Chris Redfield, one of the beliefs is attacked, a believer, in their own mind, can rely 

on the strength of the other beliefs. Its only when a sufficient number of these beliefs 

that form the mega-belief are countered that a Christian will really start to question 

their faith.2 

 
What Darwin did, in short, was to lay siege on the nodal belief of divine creation. 

For some, subsequently, belief in evolution striped away the idea of divine purpose 

and in many minds instilled a disbelief in purpose to the universe. The ‘Darwinists’, 

as American lawyer Philip Johnson puts it, in his 1991 book Darwin on Trial, ‘can in 

good conscience say at one moment that they do not deal with God or religion, and 

then in the next breath make sweeping pronouncements about the purposelessness of 

the cosmos.’   

 Not all, however, were quick to jump from Darwinism to the conclusion of 

universal purposelessness. As English mathematician Bertrand Russell put it, in his 

1935 Religion and Science, ‘modern men of science, if they are hostile or indifferent 

to religion, cling to one belief which, they think, can survive amid the wreck of 

former dogmas—the belief, namely, in cosmic purpose. Liberal theologians, equally, 

make this the central article of their creed. The doctrine has several forms, but all 

have in common the concept of evolution as having a direction toward something 

ethically valuable, which, in some sense, gives the reason for the whole long 

process.’3 In other words, many scientists, but not all, at the turn of the last century, 

had begun to replace purpose as defined by the Bible with purpose as defined by 

Darwin and that reproduction and evolution leads to something ethical and good in 

the end. 

 

One of the first to given an outline to the question of whether or not there exists 

purpose in the absence of God was English mathematician and philosopher Bertrand 

Russell, the 20th century’s most famous atheist. One of Russell’s best known works 

is his 1927 book Why I Am Not a Christian, listed by the New York Public Library 

as one of the most influential 150 books of the 20th century.1 In an extension of this 

early work,  

 

Russell states and  

 

Closer to home, a leading modern spokesperson, among a growing many, for the 

hard science antagonist position, namely that from the point of view of physics, 

chemistry, and astronomy, there is no discernable overall purpose in the universe, is 

that of noted English physical chemistry textbook author Peter Atkins who during his 

famous two-hour 1998 YouTube viewable religion vs. science debate with American 

philosopher-theologian William Craig, commented frankly that in his opinion, the 
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viewpoint of the physical chemist, there is no evidence for purpose in the universe, 

that purpose, in a sense, is a made up anthropomorphic conception.3 Atkins, to his 

credit, prefaces that his viewpoint is a somewhat reframed summary of the earlier 

outspoken views Russell who expressed the view that there is ‘no jot of scientific 

evidence’ for the purpose of the cosmos to evolve mind.4  

 A more recent spokesperson for the antagonist position, namely that the universe 

has no purpose, is American physicist Steven Weinberg who, in 1993 Dreams of a 

Final Theory: the Search for the Fundamental Laws of Nature, famously commented 

that according to modern science: ‘the more the universe seems comprehensible, the 

more the universe seems pointless.’5 

 The most compelling adherent, however, to the conclusion that modern science 

points to finding that there is no purpose in the universe and that there is no real 

reason why humans exist is that of American physicist Richard Feynman, the so-

called physicist’s physicist, the one scientist everyone admires. In Feynman’s 

famous 1981 YouTube viewable interview, made for BBC, Feynman opens up about 

his views on God, purpose, and existence. He states that he does not believe in 

‘special stories’ of the Bible, has thought about the question of whether everything in 

religion is possibly wrong, which he says sends one ‘sliding down an edge which is 

hard to recover from’, seems to dismiss the concept of the spirit as doubtful, but 

alludes to the idea that he believes in the concept of the soul, although possibly 

metaphorically as expressed by his statement ‘a very fundamental part of my soul is 

to doubt’. On the question of purpose, however, Feynman states: ‘If you expected 

science to give all the answers to all the wonderful questions about what we are, 

where we’re going, what the meaning of the universe is, and so on, then I think you 

could easily become disillusioned and look for some mystic answer to these 

problems. There are many things I don’t know anything about, such as whether it 

means anything to ask why we’re here, and what the question might mean, I might 

think about it a little bit, but if I can’t figure it out then I go to something else. But I 

don’t have to know and answer. I don’t feel frightened by not knowing things, by 

being lost in a mysterious universe without having any apparent purpose, which is 

the way it is, as far as I can really tell, possibly. It doesn’t frighten me.’6  

 Is there any truth to this view that the universe is without purpose? Is the 

universe apparently purposeless, as Feynman believes? Is everything pointless, as 

Weinberg suggests? Is there no cosmic purpose, as Atkins proclaims. This general 

viewpoint is what we might call the ‘purposeless universe hypothesis’, and is in need 

of explication.  

 Beyond these promotions of purposelessness in the atheist community, as a 

supposed established albeit unwritten fact of science, in the community of believers, 

the idea of purposelessness is commonly used both as a reason for belief and as a 

sort of weapon or wedge to turn atheists into believers.  
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This issue of the so-called purposeless atheist, namely the supposition that when one 

is Godless one is also without purpose, is summarized well by American journalist 

Staks Rosch in his 2009 Philadelphia Examiner article ‘Atheism 101: The Purpose 

of Life’. In this article, Rosch opens to over-typical view that to the mindset of the 

God-fearing believer, acceptance of the evolution means acceptance that one was 

created by blind random chance, which means accepting that there is no purpose, 

which leads to the conclusion that each person has no value and that all endeavors in 

the end are pointless. Rosch summarizes this as such:7   

 
“Christians ask this of atheists all the time, ‘What would you rather 

believe that you were created with a divine purpose in life or that you 

are just a product of random chance?’  The idea is to create the false 

dichotomy that if one were created with a divine purpose, then one is 

special and magical while if someone doesn’t believe in a god (the 

Christian God in particular) then one must believe that they were just a 

product of random chance with no purpose at all and are therefore not 

special and have no value.” 

 
Another take on the purposeless universe model, occurred in a 1996 conversation 

between American biochemist James Watson, co-discover of DNA, and his friend 

English biologist Richard Dawkins, wherein Watson summarized his views on the 

religion-science conflict as follows:8 

 

“Well I don’t think we’re here for anything. We’re just products of 

evolution. You can say, ‘Gee, your life must be pretty bleak if you don’t 

think there’s a purpose,’ But I’m anticipating having a good lunch.’    

 

Watson, it seems, here is summarizing his methodology of existence to the effect that 

he exists for the here and now, led by his own intuitive guiding principle to seek that 

which is good possibly along the lines of the Epicurean guiding principle to seek the 

maximum total amount of pleasure. The following pages will address the issues 

underlying these conflicting sets of belief systems in the daylight of modern science. 

 

 

Another advocate for the purposeless universe model is Turkish-born American 

physicist Taner Edis, who views humans as accidents, made from chance, having 

purposeless existence, whose ending is dust. Edis, a physics professor at Truman 

State University, is noted for his various lectures in which he attempts to explain 

design in the universe without recourse to religion. In one of his afternoon Science 

Hall lectures on design in the universe, he identified the two elements of design as 

‘chance’ and ‘necessity’, and as one audience member, an undergraduate biology 

student, put it ‘purpose was not one of them’. Edis’ lecture so upset a fellow science 
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professor, described as ‘a rather belligerent old Creationist’ by the biology student 

audience member, to the point that he referred to Edis as ‘the Inquisition’.    

 Edis summarized his main argument in this 2002 book The Ghost in the 

Universe: God in the Light of Modern Science, wherein he stated his opinion on the 

matter of human origin, purpose, and destiny as such:9 

 

“We come from accidents, not design. Our lives have no cosmic 

meaning. Our destiny is dust, not immortality. Many of us find such 

answers profoundly unappealing. Nevertheless, I believe they are most 

likely correct.” 

 

Edis, to note, is one of the leading community members of ‘brights’ movement, a 

community formed in 2002, by husband-wife pair American teachers biologist Paul 

Geisert and chemist, earth scientist, and natural scientist Mynga Futrell, advocating a 

naturalistic world view, over that of an supernaturalistic world view. As defined by 

bright Daniel Dennett in his 2003 New York Times article ‘The Bright Stuff’:10  

 

“What is a bright? A bright is a person with a naturalist as opposed to a 

supernaturalist world view. We brights don't believe in ghosts or elves 

or the Easter Bunny—or God. We disagree about many things, and hold 

a variety of views about morality, politics and the meaning of life, but we 

share a disbelief in black magic—and life after death.” 

 

The term bright, supposedly, is meant to be an upgrade to the more disparaging 

terms ‘atheists’ or ‘godless’. 

 
 
Add: 
Atkins, Peter. (1992). Creation Revisited (pg. 27). W.H. Freeman & Co. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In 2005, Dalai Lama, the leading Buddhist spokesperson, recently summarized his 

views or rather objections to the purposeless universe supposition as follows:11 
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“Humans cannot be reduced to nothing more than biological machines, 

the products of pure chance in the random combination of genes, with 

no purpose other than the biological imperative of reproduction.” 

 

In opposition to this statement by the Lama, who seems to wish to retain some sort of 

spiritual purpose, American physicist Victor Stenger argues in objection that:12 

 

“It is now an apparent fact that humans are indeed biological machines 

that are products of chance. If you were to start the universe up again, 

we and every other species on earth would not reappear in the same 

forms. Humanity is an accident.” 

 

These two opposing views highlight some of the issues involved in this debate. The 

Lama, a relative layman in the area of science, has an intuitive concern that the 

standard model Darwinian based description of human origins, existence, and 

purpose is lacking, whereas Stenger, someone seasoned in particle physics, has fell 

into the trap of assuming naively that his physics expertise makes him an expert on 

the nature of human chemical reactions, which is not the case. Every step in the 

evolution mechanism, from that wherein hydrogen atoms formed helium atoms to 

that wherein two human molecules, your parents, reacted to form you, is a chemical 

reaction. Chemical reactions to not happen by accident, nor are the products that 

form in each reaction, such as you or a helium atom, the result of blind random 

chance, as Stenger assumes.   

 

 
 
Amazon reviewer David Sewell, in commentary on Erik Wielenberg’s 2005 book 

Value and Virtue in a Godless Universe, summarizes the religion-science debate as 

follows:  

 

“Religious believers are understandably annoyed by patronizing nontheists who ask, 

‘How can anyone intelligent believe in God?’ Likewise, nonbelievers get thoroughly 

tired of hearing that ‘if you don't believe in God, you must live in a meaningless 

universe’ and ‘in a world without God, there's no distinction between good and 

evil’.” 

 

(see: pg. 10, Atheist Universe) 

 

 

“There is not one jot of evidence for cosmic purpose. It’s a 

reverse engineering of the quest for God.” 
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                                       – Peter Atkins (1998), American physical chemist 
  

“The universe may have a purpose, but nothing we know 

suggests that, if so, this purpose has any similarity to ours.” 
        – Bertrand Russell (c.1960), English mathematical philosopher 
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“Neither in my private life nor in my 

writings have I ever made a secret of 

being an out-an-out unbeliever.” 
            

                               – Sigmund Freud (488PE)  
Austrian psychologist 
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5 – The New Belief System 
 

 

“The entire universe and everything in it is 

governed by the laws of energy conservation 

and entropy increase.” 
     – Rudolf Clausius, The Mechanical Theory of Heat (1865) 
 

 

What is in dire lacking in the modern twenty-first century is a spokesperson for the 

hard science protagonist position, namely that from the point of view of physics, 

chemistry, and astronomy, there is discernable overall purpose in the universe.  

 While some recent writers have taken a stab in this direction, such as Americans 

science writer Dorion Sagan and geologist Eric Schneider, with their 2010 Purpose 

of Life: Science’s Surprising Answer to Religion’s Most Profound Question, in which 

they attempt to supplant both the ‘reproduction purpose’ view (Darwin view of 

purpose) as well as the ‘God purpose’ view (Ra theology view of purpose) with that 

of an energy-driven cosmos view of purpose, none have dug into the issue with an 

sort of tenacity or fortitude, such as by addressing the difficult origin of life problem 

or the morality problem. Speaking frankly, the barricades to this task are the 

equations of thermodynamics themselves, ten fundamental equations, forming the 

basis of the conservation of energy (first law) and Clausius inequality (second law), 

two of the most notoriously difficult equations to comprehend in all of science, 

which expand to form the 1,158 Gibbs-Clausius equations, which are the framework 

to the science of chemical thermodynamics, and hence to the science of human 

chemical thermodynamics, that yet unwritten science that governs human movement 

and morality.1       

 In this chapter, we will lay out some fundamental groundwork towards 

addressing these issues: firstly, in light of the fact that the books of olden (Bible, 

Quran, Rig Veda) are defunct and that God does not exist; secondly, in sight of the 

newly emerging fact that humans are animate atomic structures, with a measureable 

molecular formula; which, thirdly, are subject, not to the dictates of Darwinian 

evolution, but to the nature of the universe, a nature governed by the laws of energy 

(energy conservation) and entropy (transformation content increase), as are all 

structures of the universe. 

 To give some preliminary into this effort, into the new century, belief in God has 

gone out of fashion. Newager varieties of spirituality are somewhat hip, yet lack in 

any fundamental structure, generally tending to be individual-based morality 

systems, centered around ideas about getting in touch with nature, albeit lacking in 
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type of group solidarity. The reasons for the increase in these types of individualistic 

types of spirituality-themed moralities are several. In the wake of the ramifications of 

English naturalist Charles Darwin’s 1859 evolution theory and American biologist 

Thomas Morgan’s 1900 mutation theory of genetic inheritance, the modern person is 

typically forced to conclude that everyone is a ‘lucky accident’, brought about by 

‘blind random chance’, phrases often repeated ad nauseam, and that questions of 

purpose to existence and meaning to action are senseless, where in the end all 

becomes ashes to ashes or dust to dust drifting about in an aimless universe with no 

overall pattern, structure, or direction?  

 This view, however, is difficult to stomach and is a patch model generally 

promoted by the soft-science biologist, zoologist, and or mathematician, and has no 

foundation in hard physical sciences of chemistry, physics, and thermodynamics. 

This is where the battle lies. Not between the religionists and the scientists, but 

between the hard scientists and the soft scientists and, in the words of English 

polymath Thomas Young, is intellectual warfare, a battle not yet completed.   

 The so-called purposeless argument of human function is expressed best by 

Morgan himself:2 

 

“The origin of an adaptive structure and the purpose it comes to fulfill 

are only chance combinations. Purposefulness is a very human 

conception for usefulness. It is usefulness looked at backwards. Hard as 

it is to imagine, inconceivably hard as it may appear to many, there is no 

direct relation between the origin of useful variations and the ends they 

come to serve.” 

 

Likewise, English zoologist Richard Dawkins, the leader of the so-called new 

atheism movement, exemplifies the patch model view with his 2010 statement that:3  

 

“In regards to the big why questions, ‘why are we here?’, ‘what is our 

purpose?’, these are not questions that deserve an answer.”   

 

This view, however popular it may be to some, is nothing but a linguistic evasion for 

what is generally a lack of fundamental education in the hard physical sciences, 

namely chemistry, physics, and thermodynamics, as applied to the study of human 

existence. This is not to say that soft scientists are ignorant in any sense of the matter 

but rather that only a small percentage of scientists and or engineers are forced 

through the intricacies of physical chemistry and chemical thermodynamics. This 

creates a wall of divide among scientists. The deeper questions morality, purpose, 

existence, and future are all shied away from and hence left to the wind. Little 

crossover discussion results and Jefferson’s wall remains.  
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 The hard science branches of knowledge are those that provide modern answers 

to the ancient ‘why questions’. Yet, many can be well-schooled in the hard physical 

sciences, and in particular thermodynamics, such as Peter Atkins and his recent 2007 

thermodynamics booklet Four Laws that Drive the Universe, but still lack in the 

ability to explain exactly how the laws of thermodynamics apply to the governance 

of human existence, in movement, purpose, and morality. The author, having now 

written over four-hundred online biographies on these types of thinkers is keenly 

aware of this rare ability, possessed only by few. The reason for this being that the 

brain of the typical hard scientist tends to be overdeveloped in reductionist subjects, 

yet underdeveloped in the humanistic subjects.   

 In light of this view, our objective herein will be to frame out some basic 

groundwork on the hard physical science answers to the why questions of human 

purpose and of human existence. The framework we will utilize for laying out some 

basic groundwork structure towards a tentative outline of solution to the why 

questions are what are called firstly the Clausius postulate and secondly the atomic 

hypothesis.  

 The atomic hypothesis, first stated in 450BC by Greek philosopher Leucippus, 

concludes that the universe is comprised of atoms and voids. The Clausius postulate, 

first enunciated in 1865 by German physicist Rudolf Clausius, concludes that the 

principles of ‘energy conservation’ and ‘transformation content’, aka entropy, 

increase govern the entire universe. This is the modern intellectual’s belief system.  

 Scientists the world over believe in these two founding scientific principles. 

Scientists and engineers the world over believe the universe is made of atoms and 

that the behavior of these atoms are governed by the laws of thermodynamics. These 

two diehard beliefs, summarized below via respective person to first enunciate each 

belief, form the modern godless hard science-type person’s belief system.  

 

“Believe in the atomic hypothesis.” 
● Leucippus atomic theory (450BC) 
● Feynman time capsule wisdom (1964) 

 

“Believe that the entire universe and everything in it is 
governed by the laws of energy and entropy.” 

● Clausius postulate (1865) 
● Einstein postulate (1920-1940s) 
● Eddington rule (1928) 

 

It is upon this belief system that the why questions of human purpose and existence 

find solution.4 The two respective belief systems, modern hard science versus ancient 

religious, are contrasted below, one, to the left, based on the operation and laws of 

governance of the 1690 steam engine invented by French physicist Denis Papin, the 
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other, to the right, based on the 3000BC myth of the creation of the sun invented in 

the ancient Egyptian city of Heliopolis: 

 

 
 

It is the principles of operation of the Papin steam engine and the 1,158 Gibbs-

Clausius equations derived therefrom that are to define human purpose, if this entity 

does in fact exist. This logic is best expressed in the 1926 word of English 

radiochemist Frederick Soddy:5 

 

“The phenomenon of life derives the whole of its physical energy or 

power not from anything self-contained in living matter, but solely from 

the inanimate world. It is dependent for all necessities of its physical 

continuance upon the principles of the steam engine. The principles of 

ethics of all human conventions must not run counter to those 

thermodynamics.” 

 

In the chapter to follow, to lay out some basic ground work towards the elucidation 

of these steam engine based principles of ethics, we will introduce ourselves to the 

two-hundred year old underground concept of the ‘human molecule’. 
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6 – Human Molecular Hypothesis 
 

 

“We conclude that there exists a principle of the 

human body which comes from the great process in 

which so many millions of atoms of the earth 

become many millions of human molecules.” 
   – Jean Sales, The Philosophy of Nature: Treatise on Moral Human Nature (1789) 
 

 

A first corollary of the atomic hypothesis is that there are ninety-two types of 

naturally occurring atoms moving about and throughout the surface region of the 

earth, which have a certain size and property distribution, as described on what is 

called a periodic table, as shown below:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



34   
 

This atomic table, showing the arrangement of the various elements, as depicted, was 

constructed in 1869 by Russian chemist Dmitri Mendeleyev, who visualized the 

table in dream: ‘I saw in a dream a table where all the elements fell into place as 

required. Awakening, I immediately wrote it down on a piece of paper.’ 

 A second corollary of the atomic hypothesis is that, if by consequence of the fact 

that universe is comprised of only atoms and voids, an individual human, being part 

of or a product of the universe, must be comprised also of atoms and voids. The 

technical name for a structure comprised of more than one atom is ‘molecule’, a 

1649 coining by French thinker Pierre Gassendi. The ramifications of this logic is 

that a human must be a type of molecule. This statement is what is called the ‘human 

molecular hypothesis’, first proposed in 1789 by French philosopher Jean Sales.1  

 It has only been in the last decade that Sales’ human molecular hypothesis has 

found confirmation, with the conclusive finding that a human is type of molecule 

comprised of about twenty-six of functioning atoms, which in the last hundred and 

fifty thousand years have come to aggregate together to form, what is known as a 

‘human’, or ‘human molecule’, in chemical speak, who presently is in search of 

solution to why questions.2  

 Those atoms indicated by circles on Mendeleyev’s table are those that comprise 

the atomic structure of the average human, according to modern mass composition 

measurements.3  If we arrange these twenty-six atoms, such that one individual 

human becomes visualized as a ‘chemical formula in operation’, in the 1919 words 

of American physician George Carey, we arrive at the following molecular formula 

for one average weight seventy-kilogram human:4 

 

  

  

 

This formula for one ‘human molecule’, as it has come to be called, which is the 

name used to define a human from the chemical or thermodynamic point of view, 

was first calculated by American limnologists Robert Sterner and James Elser, as 

discussed in their 2002 textbook Ecological Stoichiometry: the Biology of the 

Elements from Molecules to the Biosphere, wherein we are told to view humans as if 

they were ‘single abstract molecules’ or ‘complex evolved chemical substances’ that 

interact with each other and the abiotic world in a way that resembles a complex 

chemical reaction.4 Independent calculations of this formula for one human molecule 

have since been done by the author, such as found in the 2007 textbook Human 

Chemistry, as well as in an article by New Scientist magazine in 2005.5  

 The view of a human defined as an ‘abstract molecule’, in Sterner-Elser speak, 

to note, is somewhat of a controversial and emotionally evoking idea to many. In 

fact, according a polls conducted by English physicist Jim Eadon, about 43 percent 

of people object to the premise that a person can be defined as a ‘giant molecule’.6  
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 Historically, the first article to address implications of this view was American 

philosopher Mary Mesny’s 1910 ‘Human Molecules’ and this was followed by 

books Americans writer Thomas Dreier and Harvard chemist Gustavus Esselen’s 

1948 book We Human Chemicals, American physicist Mark Buchanan’s 2007 The 

Social Atom, as well as the author’s 2008 The Human Molecule, on the 200-year 

underground history of this subjective philosophy.  

 Among those who disagree, many object on the premise that a human cannot be 

defined as a molecule on religious ground, centered on the premise that a human has 

a soul that is beyond the ken or auspices of science, which  is equivalent to the belief 

that that human has free will, whereas molecules don’t, who choose between good or 

evil, choices which thus determine the weight or moral value of their soul.  

 Some objectors, however, are hardened atheist scientists. Some are well-

schooled in the hard sciences of physics, chemistry, and or thermodynamics; which 

is a bit puzzling? The following is an example objection from Czech-American 

theoretical physics professor Lubos Motl, of Harvard University, noted for various 

published articles on black hole thermodynamics, who comments (his italics), in 

response to various YouTube videos utilizing the human molecule perspective made 

by the author, that: 

 

“You've GOT to realize the blatant absurdity of trying to model the laws 

governing human relationships using the rules of thermodynamics, a set 

of rules that only apply at a molecular level. Human beings are NOT 

molecules, they are composed of molecules, but we aren't giant molecules. 

Human relationships are governed mostly by human psychology. I can 

only assume you're senile or crazy to believe this nonsense. 

Thermodynamics of human relationships is bullcrap. The stuff Hirata 

said about human thermodynamics was a JOKE. You don't seriously 

believe that he was serious about this, do you ? Obsession with human 

thermodynamics is silly.”  

 

The mention of Hirata refers to American astrophysics child prodigy Christopher 

Hirata, youngest ever winner of the International Physics Olympiad, and his 2000 

article on the chemical thermodynamics of human relationships, wherein Hirata 

describes couple formation reactions occurring among the student body of a generic 

college campus using the human molecule perspective.  

 In any event, the human molecule perspective, wherein each individual human is 

viewed as a large type of animated, reactive, chemical that forms, holds, and 

sometimes breaks chemical bonds to other like-sized chemicals or human molecules 

(people), is that viewpoint which will be followed herein and is that upon which 

modern purpose is to be defined, if indeed purpose does exist, according to the laws 

of thermodynamics. 
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7 – History of God 
 

 

“God is dead—God remains dead—and we have killed him.” 
                         – Friedrich Nietzsche (1882), German philosopher1 

 

 

elief in the existence of God—a belief held by ¾-ths of the world—is the 

biggest hurdle to an open-minded dialog on the modern-day question of 

purpose. If God does not exist, so thinks the laity, purpose goes out the window. If 

God does exist, so believes the laity, purpose was penned by the word of God about 

two-thousand years ago in the ancient books of olden, primarily the Bible, the Quran, 

and the Vedas, and as such all other views are subsidiary and irrelevant.  

 
“The day will come when the mystical generation of Jesus, by the 

Supreme Being as his father, in the womb of a virgin, will be classified 

with the fable of the generation of Minerva in the brain of Jupiter.” 

            – Thomas Jefferson, Letter to John Adams (1823) 
 

The dividing-line between these two groups, believers and non-believers, revolves 

largely around the asserted equation: Godless universe = purposless universe. This 

idea that purpose can only be defined by belief in God alone is captured well in the 

following summary statement by American writer Edward Humes, from his book 

Monkey Girl, of the views expressed during the 2005 Kitzmiller v. Dover Area 

School District lawsuit, wherein high school science teachers were told they would 

be terminated if they taught evolution:2  

 

“The implications were fairly horrifying when it came to man’s place in 

this Darwinian world. Higher purpose was gone. And what of the soul? 

Only men had souls, it was said, but if humans shared a legacy with apes 

B 
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and sharks and slugs, did that leave room for a soul? For an afterlife? 

The logic of Darwin suggests that human existence is nothing more than 

a happy accident brought about by blind chance.” 

 

In other words, Darwin’s view of human origins indirectly calls into question the 

validity of the cherished concepts of soul, afterlife, and purpose, all of which are 

deeply intertwined concepts to the religious mindset.  

 In this mix of confusion, the usage of the term ‘chance’ itself seems plays a key 

role in the sense of a person’s loss of purpose. What is chance, or more importantly 

how well do we assess it? Although chance is an oft-used word term in origin and 

evolution discussion, often bandied about the scientific community, it has no real 

foundation in the modern physical science. In short, chance is not a word known to 

thermodynamics. This seems to the viewpoint discerned by German-born American 

physicist Albert Einstein and his famous encrypted quip ‘God does not play dice’. In 

other words, Einstein, as he admitted, believed in a universe governed by the laws of 

thermodynamics, and not by theories based on random chance. 

 In any event, the theory of evolution, whether based on chance or not, tends to 

cause many to lose their faith and their belief in God. The classic example is that of 

American farmer John Butler one day, sometime around 1920, while sitting in the 

congregation of the Primitive Baptist church in Tennessee, heard a sermon about 

young woman in his community who had enrolled in a biology course at a nearby 

university, and after finishing the course returned home, the preacher said, and was 

no longer a Christian. The theory of evolution was said to have ‘destroyed her faith 

in God’. Stirred by this unsettling repercussion, five years later, Butler would go on 

to rally his community into passing the infamous Butler Act, which stated: 

 

"That it shall be unlawful for any teacher in any University and all other 

public schools of the State which are supported in whole or in part by the 

public school funds of the State, to teach any theory that denies the Story 

of the Divine Creation of man as taught in the Bible, and to teach instead 

that man has descended from a lower order of animals." 

 

In July 21, 1925, owing to a violation of the Butler Act, American biology teacher 

John Scopes was tried and convicted for teaching that man had descended from a 

lower order of animals. Eighty-years then as it is now belief in God still keeps 

America in the closet. 

 In modern times, as to who exactly does and does not believe in God, according 

to the 2000 Gallup International millennium poll, conducted in sixty countries, 

representing 1.25 billion citizens of the world, 75 percent of the world believes in the 

existence of God, either conceptualized as a type of ephemeral person (45%) or a 
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spirit or life force (30%); whereas 17 percent do not believe in God, and 8 percent 

don’t know what to think.3 This is the laity view.  

 For scientists, however, belief systems are the reverse. In fact, according to a 

1998 poll of physical scientists, of the American Academy of Sciences, 79 percent 

do not believe in God, 14 percent have doubt or are agnostic, whereas only 7 percent 

have belief in God.4 This is the modern scientific view. 
 

 
Belief in God, overall, is in the decline, contrary to many factitious claims. The 

percentages of American scientists, over the last century, who believe in God, based 

on the combined studies of American psychologist James Leuba (1916/33) and 

American historians Edward Larson and Witham Witham (1998), are depicted 

graphically, below:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A salient objection to this plot, made by several early reviewers, is that the three 

points are not enough data to indicate a trend and that the three points make the 

graph ‘hardly convincing’. To restate the conclusions of this graph explicitly and 

without ambiguity, in 1998 only seven percent of leading physical scientist of the US 

expressed belief in the existence of God. In extrapolating these three data points, 

collected in three different studies, spread out over a period of one-hundred years, as 

the trend seems to indicate, at present (2012), fewer than five percent of American 

scientists believe in God.5 It is logical to conclude, therefore, that this is predictive of 

the tread toward which the laity will tend to follow in the future. 

 Clearly, to the scientific mindset, belief in God is an obsolete theory.  What is 

not discussed publically by scientists, however, who tend to remain in the closet on 

the repercussion of this tenuous issue, is the replacement theory for God or rather the 

upgrade to the theories represented by belief in God.   

 The first to address this ‘replacement issue’ was German philosopher Friedrich 

Nietzsche, noted for his is famous proclamation that ‘God is dead’, who posited a 

future universal genius, to which he gave the label ‘uberman’, would arise in body of 
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humankind to replace God. Nietzsche outlined this logic in his 1883 Thus Spoke 

Zarathustra, in which he expresses the fundamental contention that since traditional 

values, represented primarily by Christianity, had lost their power in the lives of 

individuals, that there would inevitably be a god-like someone to emerge in the 

future to fill this void. Nietzsche saw the Uberman as the answer to the nihilistic 

rejection of all religious and moral principles that would be consequent on a 

widespread acceptance that God is dead. The uberman being the exemplar of true 

humanity.10  

 Although Nietzsche explicitly denied that any uberman had yet arisen, he 

mentions several individuals who could serve as models, specifically: Socrates, 

Julius Caesar, Leonardo da Vinci, Michelangelo Buonarroti, William Shakespeare, 

Johann Goethe, and Napoleon Bonaparte. Among this group, one person from this 

list, namely German polymath Johann Goethe, did go on to fill some of the prophecy 

outlined by Nietzsche, particularly in regards to discussion of the replacement of the 

moral code system used by the Bible-Quran-Vedas under the name of God. 

Specifically, in 1808 Goethe arrived at the view that morality can be explained by 

the equations and tables of Swedish chemist Torbern Bergman’s 1777 physical 

chemistry textbook A Dissertation on Elective Attractions.  This subject will be 

addressed in the chapters to follow. 

 Aside from Nietzsche’s ‘Uberman model’, as realized partially through Goethe, 

and his physical chemistry postulate, very little has been said about what exactly will 

function as a replacement God. This is evidenced by the fact that three-fourths of the 

modern world still cling hopelessly to the word of the Bible, the Quran, and the Rig 

Vida, as the say all of what governs and determines human behavior.   

 One of the main reasons why so little is said as to what might actually function 

in the future to replace the Bible-Quran-Vedas model of human existence is that 

scientists generally are in the closet about this issue and tend to remain mute and 

tight-lipped in regards to what theories of modern knowledge might actually fill this 

role. The central reason for this is that in olden days, scientists were killed for such 

transgressions and hues of this effect still exist. Greek mathematical astronomer and 

philosopher Hypatia, said to have been the smartest woman to have ever come and 

gone, the last great philosophical head of the Library of Alexandria, is the prime 

example of this. Hypatia believed in heliocentrism, even going so far as to perform 

experiments to validate this view.   

 Because of here adherence to and promotion of this view, she was eventually 

stoned, dragged naked about the streets, and then finally dismembered. These types 

of repercussions still exist in many conservative areas of the world, such as in 

various Middle Eastern countries.  

 In United States, although stoning has gone out of fashion, science research 

funding is regulated by Christian conservatives, the prime example being Francis 

Collins, which means that research that trespasses on religious grounds, such as stem 
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cell research, is taboo, and for those without tenure, job security is at risk when it 

comes to open discussion of religious or non-religious opinion, which equates to the 

effect that professors tend to wait until retirement years before writing books or 

articles on science vs. religion issues, which tends to have little impact. The 1940 

firing of British mathematician and outspoken atheist Bertrand Russell from his 

appointment as a visiting lecturer at City College, New York, owing to protests of 

Catholics, is a famous example.  

 This reserved hesitancy to speak openly about religious vs. science issues, 

particularly in America, leaves the layperson in the dark on the issue of the existence 

of God and in particular, what modern science has to say about what will eventually 

replace the theories attributed to God. In other words, without an affirmative answer, 

yes or no, to the question of the existence God and the related supernatural 

conceptions found in the books of modern religion, the undecided thinker remains in 

an undecided state of mental indecisiveness, often siding at least partially with 

religion, partially with common opinion, whereby progress on the existence or not of 

universal purpose becomes stifled.  

 To remedy this issue, we state boldly herein, going against the grain of the 

beliefs of seventy-five percent of the world, absolutely, that God does not exist. To 

repeat, God does not exist.  

 It is difficult to see, at this point, which of the two proofs to follow will be more 

difficult to convey: the proof that God does not exist or the proof that purpose may in 

fact be determined by the equations of modern science. 

 That God does not exist in the mind of the typical scientist is clear and a proof 

goes without saying. For the typical non-scientist, however, the concept of God is 

something deeply ingrained into the primordial formations of the young brain, and is 

a difficult set of logic to rid oneself of. In the words of Hypatia: 

 

“The child mind accepts and believes them, and only through great pain 

and perhaps tragedy can he or she be in after years relieved of them.” 

   

As belief in God seems to be a concept rooted in the childhood belief systems of the 

mind, the proof we will give will be childlike and simple, albeit factual and clear, 

some of which one may have seen in the viral 2007 film Zeitgeist by American 

filmmaker Peter Joseph, a film supposedly seen by a quarter of a billion people.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



42   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



43         

 

 The proof to the assertion that God does not exist is the fact that the God the 

majority of the world believes in, namely the God of the Bible and Quran, which 

represent the Abrahamic faiths, and the gods of Rig Vida, which represent the 

Brahmaic faiths, a set of religions that in total account for seventy-three percent of 

the world’s belief systems, are each modified versions of the corpus of theory 

surrounding ‘Ra’, the ancient Egyptian sun god, said to have been born each day, out 

a land mound called the Nun, following a great flood, and carried through the sky 

each day by a bird called the benu, only to die with the start of each night, a model 

that formed the ancient belief system as to the workings of the cycles of the days and 

the years and of cycles of life and death. 

 

 
 

Original Egyptian Creation Theory 
 

In 3100BC, in the ancient city of Heliopolis, the Nu-Ra creation theory was re-

written into an expand form, as shown below: 

Nu 

Benu bird 

Sun (Ra) 

Mound 

Flood 
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In this new creation scheme, which was done so to account for human origins, it was 

said that after the land mound (Nun) emerged from the waters of chaos, a fire god, at 

the time called Atum (but latter to be re-associated with Ra), burst forth out of the 

mound and created the first two offspring gods: Shu (air) and Tefnut (moisture), 

which he created via breath and spit, respectively. These two gods, Shu and Tefnut, 

then created via some type of divine type of incest copulation the earth (Geb) and the 

heavens (Nut). These third generation gods Geb and Nut then created four offspring 

gods: the brother-sister pair Osiris and Isis and Seth and Nephthys.  

 Osiris and Isis later famously would pair up to create Horus, who in turn would 

famously become re-written as the story of Jesus and hence the model for 

Christianity. A famous aspect of this creation story, which is the basis for the 

creation story found in the opening pages to the Bible, Quran, and Vedas, is that of 

the puzzling wife-sister parable of Abraham and is wife-sister Sarah, whom he had to 

convince to three different kings that she was his sister and not his wife. This was 

done as a rewrite to three points of incest found in the Heliopolis creation model.   

 In circa 2500BC, this Heliopolis creation model, sometimes referred to as the 

Heliopolitan Ennead (god of nine) became anthropomorphized in artistic renditions, 

as shown below, where the earth (Geb) was viewed as being surrounded by the 

heavens (Nut) through which the sun (Ra) passed on its daily journey being carried 

on a solar barque. This was the first depiction of the universe. 

 
Egyptian model of the universe 
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In the year 1750 BC, the Heliopolis creation myth was re-written in the Sumerian 

story of the Enuma Elish to give the following picture of the universe:  

 
In 320BC, Greek philosopher Aristotle reformulated the standard model Egyptian 

universe to incorporate various aspects of the newly conceived Greek four elements 

theory of universal composition, wherein he put earth, the heaviest element, at the 

center of the universe about the lighter elements, water, air, and fire rotated, along 

which the sun, moon, and other planets rotated. This new unified universe model is 

shown below: 

 

Ra
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Aristotle taught this model of the universe to the young Alexander the Great, during 

his tutor sessions with him, who in turn, after conquering the known world and 

establishing the city of Alexandria as the knowledge center of his kingdom, made 

sure, indirectly, that Aristotle’s model of the universe was the version of the universe 

incorporated into the newly forming Bible. 

 In 270BC, however, a competing model, called the heliocentric model, emerged, 

shown below, developed by Greek astronomer Aristarchus, which viewed the sun, 

considered to be the ‘central fire’, to be at the center of the universe, about which the 

earth and the other planets rotated: 

 

 
 

 
This heliocentric model was rejected, of course, for the same reasons that evolution 

is rejected today, because it conflicts with the older Anunian belief system and hence 

with divine purpose and belief in the immortality of the soul. The Heliocentric view 
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was would not be revived again until Polish astronomer Nicholas Copernicus 

published his 1543 On the Revolutions of the Heavenly Orbs, a publication that is 

considered to have started the modern scientific revolution. 

 
 For nearly a hundred years, the premise of a ‘moving earth’, which was in direct 

conflict with the ‘immovable earth’ viewpoint as defined in the Bible according to 

Aristotle, was seen as heresy. The pinnacle spectacle of this conflict being when in 

1633 Italian physicist Galileo Galilei was put on trial for suspicion of heresy for his 

‘moving earth theory’ and for his support of the Polish astronomer Nicolaus 

Copernicus’ 1543 heliocentric model. Galileo's view and telescope findings 

disagreed with Aristotle’s 350BC geocentric model of the universe, a view supported 

by the Catholic Church, as was at odds with several passages from the Bible, namely 

that "the earth cannot be moved". 

 This all began when in 1609 Galileo began making telescope observations, with 

his newly invented instrument, publishing the results the following year in his the 

Starry Messenger, findings which began to allude to the conclusion that the ‘earth 

moves’, a view at odds with the established and accepted Aristotelian view. Rumors 

of this publication began to circulate. The tension peaked during a 1613 dinner party 

conversation on this topic between the Duke of Tuscany, the Duchess of Tuscany, 

the person who gave Galileo his professorship, Benedetto Castelli, a physics 

professor, and Cosimo Boscaglia, a philosophy professor, ended with Boscaglia 

accusing Galileo of heresy, because moving earth theory conflicts with Biblical 

stationary earth theory.  

 In 1633, Galileo was tried, as depicted below, convicted of heresy, made to 

recant his views, and was put under house arrest for the remainder of his life: 
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The Copernican system, while certainly a cogent upgrade to the proto-scientific 

Heliopolis universe, was rejected on the grounds that it called into question the 

validity of the word of God, which is one of the reasons that Copernicus’ work was 

only published posthumously, or as legend has on his deathbed.  The Copernican 

model, as contrasted with the Heliopolitan model (Genesis model), of the universe is 

was and still is so controversial that a thousand years prior to its formal presentation 

people, such as Hypatia, were stoned and put to death for  even mentioning this 

model and even a hundred years after its publication, people, such as Galileo, were 

being put under house arrest for promoting this Heliocentric viewpoint, which by 

that time was being corroborated by measurements with the newly invented 

telescope, and even to this very day are having their jobs threatened for teaching or 

discussing human origins framed in the Copernican system in contrast to that of the 

Heliopolitan-Genesis system—believing that Dinosaurs and people were created a 

few thousand years ago, among other nonsensical ideas, all to save face with their 

belief in the word of God. 

 The second structural crack in established religion came with the publication of 

English naturalist Charles Darwin’s 1859 Origin of Species, which situated the 

derisive view, to many, that humans evolved over time through a process called 

natural selection. The teaching of the Darwinian view is still banned in a number of 

schools throughout American and in many places throughout the world. Darwin’s 

view of human origins directly conflicts with the older view that God created 

humans on one specific day, several thousand years ago, in their present form, and 

thus indirectly takes away the concept of the soul and divine purpose.   

 The overall effect of these two era changing structural cracks, Copernican view 

and Darwinian view, to edifice of religion, was to act to shed new light on the nature 

of human existence.  The Copernican view has generally now come to be accepted 

view around the world. The Darwinian view, however, is still rather controversial, 

not because in general outline it is factually incorrect, but rather solely because of the 

fact that it takes away the sense of divine purpose. The area in which this 
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troublesome issue resides the most is in the mind of the newly forming child. If there 

is no purpose, there is no direction. If there is no direction, there is no point. If there 

is no point, there is no path. Without path, there is no future.   
 
The general structure of the Anunian theology framework of core deities is outlined 

below: 

 
 

To elaborate, in short, the two dominate farming cultures to have developed first 

predominantly in the course of human civilization, following the end of the last Ice 

Age, from10,000 to 5000 BC, are the Nile River cultures, whose religious views are 

representative of the top two rows, of the above table, which generally equate to 

either resurrection or reincarnation models of life and death, and the Yellow River 

cultures, whose religious views are representative of the bottom row, which 

generally equate to ancestor spirit worship and yin yang  models of life and death. A 

third dominate culture, framed between these two cultures, the Mesopotamian 

farming regions, centered around the Euphrates and Tigris rivers, adopted a mix of 

these two religious views, albeit leaning more towards the Egyptian model.  

 

MaNu (Hinduism) 

Allah (Hinduism) 

Muhammad (Hinduism) 
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One reviewer commented that this table, showing Ra theology to be the world’s 

dominant religion, reminds him of some type of correlation-causation fallacy 

reminiscent of one of American religion historian Jordan Maxwell’s ‘tricks’. There 

are, however, no tricks involved here.  

The above distribution is a simple matter of comparing and tracing the stories, 

names, and Gods of each religion back to their original source. This tracing 

methodology, which is similar to playing the picture game Memory, albeit with 

pages and books instead of cards, is explained well by American Zeitgeist filmmaker 

Peter Joseph who, in 2009 interview response to all the conspiracy and debunking 

theories thrown at him, stated:    

  

“Comparative religion. It’s not mystery. It’s been talked about for 

decades and centuries. Religions have been borrowing from each other. 

Religions have to borrow from each other. Why? Because all information 

is serial. All knowledge is serial. It is illogical to think that any 

information of any religion is of a novel origin. And that’s the beauty of 

it really when you trace the source of most modern religions, because 

they all come back to nature. It’s nothing metaphysical. It’s nothing 

esoteric. It’s just absolutely obvious. Is it any mystery that the sun has 

been idolized as the source of life?” 

 

Although the subject of the study of the common origins to religions and religious 

borrowing has been around for at least a century, at least since the time of the 

publication of British Egyptologist Wallis Budge’s 1895 The Egyptian Book of the 

Dead, what is lacking is a straight-forward simplified presentation of the maze that is 

known as ‘comparative religion and mythology’ explained in such a way that one 

can easily grasp the main points of the big picture, in a short presentation, without 

having to dig into piles of unorganized books on the relation between religion and 

mythology. 

 In this direction,  the literal translation of the founding creator individuals to 

each of the two main religion categories, the man Abraham (Ab-ra-ham) and the 

creator god Brahma (B-ra-hma), to whom all humans, according to these respective 

religions, trace their ancestry, etymologically means ‘Father Ra son of Nun’. This is 

no coincidence. Each respective religious faith, Abrahamic and Brahmaic, is a 

modified version of the original Ra theology, or Anunian theology as it is sometimes 

called, which again is the theory that the sun god Ra, depicted below, was born each 

day out of a land mound called the Nu or Nun following a great flood. 
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The prefix Ab- or B- is the Hebrew prefix for ‘father’, Nun (or Nu) is the name of the 

primordial land mound, water of chaos, primordial god that arose following the great 

flood, according to Egyptian mythology, out of which the sun, or rather sun god Ra, 

was born, the sun itself being carried about the sky by a fiery bird, called the benu, 

described by Herodotus as the phoenix, who balanced the sun disc on its head 

throughout its daily journey though the daytime sky.  

 In the Abrahamic version, Nun became rewritten as the person Noah. In the 

Brahmaic version, Nun became rewritten as water god Ma-Nu. This story rewrite is 

depicted below. The diagram also shows that the god Brahman and his wife-sister 

cohort Sarswati along with Abraham and his wife-sister cohort Sarai both originated 

from an original course.   

 

 
 

The suffixes –ham or –hma, in both cases, derives from the Egyptian term keme, 

pronounced ‘chem’, the same root word for chemistry, the name for the black fertile 

soul left behind following the annual 120-day flooding of the Nile.  
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 The annual flooding of the Nile, which results from the annual melting of the 

snow in the Ethiopian highlands, is the basis for the flood myths of the Bible-Quran-

Vedas religions. In the Abrahamic version, in particularly, the Egyptian 120-day 

flood model, according to which on the last day of the flood a land mound arose out 

of which a bird burst forth carrying the sun on its head, was re-written as the story of 

Noah sending out three birds over a period of 120-days, at the end of which the final 

bird, which did not return, gave the signal that land had arose, after which the sun 

began to shine. All of the stories in the Bible, Quran, and Vedas were written using 

derivatives of this same script. 

 In the last hundred years, entire treatises and multi-volume tomes have been 

written on this subject, in efforts to the underlying framework to the various 

structural stories are found in the Bible-Quran-Veda religions. Here we will only 

give an outline of these findings, so that the lay reader will have an outline with 

which to question his or her belief system. 

 The Egyptian origin and underpinnings to the modern Gods of the world’s 

various belief systems, however, is not a subject one is typically taught in school, 

addressed by one parents, or discussed in peer circles, but rather is a subject one 

typically is forced to uncovering for oneself. Hence, let us regress. 

 To begin with, the divisions of the world religions according to their respective 

global percentage of belief adherence, are listed by category, i.e. Ab-ra-ham-ic faiths 

(53%), B-ra-hma-ic faiths (19%), Non-religious/Atheist faiths (15%), and Other-

religions (13%), below:6 
 

 
To summarize, the God that 73% of the world believes in is the story of the Egyptian 

sun God Ra, and variations of his creation myth retold, added on to, and 

reformulated many times. Subsequently, as the sun, in the modern viewpoint of 

things is not a God, but rather a gravitationally bound volume of pressurized 

hydrogen atoms reaction to form heat and hydrogen atoms, neither are the various 

derivative versions of the Gods as described in the Bible, Quran, and Rig Vida real. 

As seventy-five percent of the world believes in one of these Gods, the conclusion is 

that seventy-five percent of the world believes in a God that is not real, but rather is a 

story from mythology, as their basis of understanding of purpose, meaning, morality, 

direction, and future.  

 The proof that the God or gods of modern day are nothing but mythological 

gods is found in the comparative study of the comparison of the passages of the 

modern religious texts as compared to the original inscriptions on Egyptian theology, 

as found on the Pyramid texts (2400BC) and Coffin texts (2200BC), the world’s 

oldest known religious writings.  

 British Egyptologist Walter Budge did the first work on this subject, starting 

with his 1895 publication of The Egyptian Book of the Dead (Papyrus of Ani), 

followed by a number of other publications, such as his multivolume The Gods of 
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Egypt. A recently companion to this work is English writer Michael Jordan’s robust 

1993 Encyclopedia of Gods.  Most significantly, however, is the work of American 

religious scholar Gary Greenberg and his 2000 book 101 Myths of the Bible, from 

which one can easily see that the modern religions are nothing but re-written 

mythology, which leads one to the ripe and absolute conclusion God does not exist. 

This main transition points to the Anunian theology re-write is outlined below. 

 

 

 In any event, without going into prolonged detail, a task that would amount to a 

multi-volume treatise, the six main giveaways that show the underlying Egyptian 
connections between the two main world religions, Vedic-based and Torah-based, 

are as follows: 

 

Name 
(a) Both Abraham and Brahma have the same etymology: “Father Ra son of Nun”. 
(b) Both Abraham and Brahma derived from the Nun or born out of water (Noah and Ma-Nu, 
respectively). 
(c) Both Abraham and Brahma are the said-to-be creators all humans (Ra is the main creator 
god of the Egyptian pantheon). 
 
Sister 
(d) Both Abraham and Brahma have the same sister-wife, in namesake, Sarai and Saraswati, 
respectively. 
(e) Both Abraham and Brahma have the same thrice sister-wife parable (Heliopolition-Ennead 
creation by incest rewrite). 
 

 
Son 
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(f) Both Abraham and Brahma have the same slaying of son parable (Egyptian priest-pharaoh 

release of the soul ritual rewrite). 
 

The general flowchart to this religious carryover is diagramed below, in which the 

reincarnation aspects of Ra theology, as described in the passion and death of Osiris, 

which became the story of the Passion of Christ, Osiris being Ra’s great-great 

grandson death, was carried over into the Rig Vida, whereas the resurrection aspects 

were carried over into the Bible and later the Quran:7 

 
In short, the way in which Egyptian theology carried over into the Abrahamic and 

Brahmaic religions is through a slow process of what’s called ‘religious syncretism’, 

a sort of modification of the older philosophies to form upgrades, whereby the newer 

advanced religions absorbed the main points of the older religions, in an updated, 

albeit unwritten, modified way, the core points of which are described in the creation 

myth of Heliopolis, which formed the basis of the creation stories of both the Rig 

Veda and the five books of Moses, the backbone to both the Bible and the Quran.   

 Egyptian theology, to note, is not simply pure mythology, through and through, 

but rather proto-scientific model of human existence, based on measured factors such 

as the movement of the stars, the yearly position of the sun, the length of the annual 

flooding of the Nile, the life cycle of the Dung beetle, the growth cycle for corn 

kernels, among other ingredients, all of which were used in the early formulation of 

Egyptian theology.  
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Flood 
● Nun → Noah 
● 120 days of the annual Nile flood → 120 days of Noah's flood. 
● Benu bird → Noah's 3 doves  
 

(add) 
(fix pics to remedy preface duplication) 

  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 In the Bible, the dominate book of the world, a theory ingrained deeply into the 

minds of 33 percent of the world, the story of the resurrection god Osiris, his wife 

the goddess Isis, otherwise known as Stella Maris or ‘star of the sea’, and their son 

Horus, became re-written as the story of resurrection of Jesus, or God Horus-Osiris, 

and the Virgin Mary, as diagramed below: 
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Original version (2400BCE): (add) Biblical version (100AD): the Virgin Mary is 
impregnated with the Holy Spirit and gives 
birth to Jesus. 

 

The inquisitive reader is encouraged to investigate this carryover further.8 The main 

bullet points to this religious re-write are outlined below: 

 

Main characters 
● Nun → Noah 
● Ra → Abraham 
● Osiris (the child) → Moses (the child) 
● Osiris → God 
● Isis (or Stella Maris or "star of the sea") → Mary 
● Nephthys (Isis' or Stella Maris' sister) → Mary Magdalene 
● Horus → Jesus 
● Set (Horus' evil brother; depicted with a red face and horns) → Devil 
● Lesser gods and goddesses → Angels and demons 
● Holy Lake (underlying each temple) → John the Baptist (and baptism) 
● 42 gods of the Judgment Hall → 42 generations between God and Jesus 
● 3 wise men (birth of Horus) → 3 wise men (birth of Jesus) 
 
The three wise men story is purely astrological, modeled on the alignment of the 

three kings of Orion’s Belt with the star Sirius that occurs on December 24, the day  
 
The story of the Benu bird, described by Herodotus as a phoenix, to elaborate, which 

was said to have burst forth out of the primordial land mound (Nun) that arose 

following the flood, which carried the sun on its head (Ra), was rewritten as the story 

of the flood of Genesis which lasted three 40-day intervals, each interval associated 

with a bird being sent out to check for dry land, the third interval of which, on day 

120, the number of days of the yearly Nile River flood, it didn't return, a sign that 

land had arose and the sun had arisen. 
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Human origins 
● Khnum’s clay figures → Adam and Eve 
 

 

Original version (300BCE): Egyptian god 
Khnum (right), creating two humans, from clay, 
on his potter's wheel, seated next to the 
goddess Isis (left), who is imparting the breath 
of life (Holy Spirit) into the clay figures by 
pointing the ankh (symbol of life) at their 
nostrils. 

Torah version (500BCE): God creates 
Adam (the Hebrew name for "clay") from 
the dust of the earth and then creates Eve 
by making her from Adam’s rib, which is a 
retelling of Heliopolitan creation myth of the 
story of the deity Nut (Heaven) created or 
rather pulled from the body of Geb (Earth). 

 
 

 
Main locations 
● Judgment hall → door way to heaven 
● Ammit standing over lake of fire → gateway to hell 
 
Main concepts 
● Heliopolis Ennead (creation myth) → 5 Books of Moses (seven day creation story) 
● Ba → Soul 
● Ka → Spirit 
● Life (human origin of life) → Creation by breath 
● Bird wings → Angel wings 
● Sun disc→ Halo 
● Ankh (symbol of the breath of life) → Cross 
● Release of the soul ritual → Abraham killing Isaac parable 
● Creation by incest genealogy (from Nun) → Thrice sister-wife parable of Abraham 
and Sarai 
● 42 Negative confessions (modeled on the 42 predynastic nodes or kingdoms) → 10 
commandments (truncated confessions) 
 
 
Virgin birth 
● Ra having sex with the pharaoh's wife → Mary impregnated by the Holy Spirit  
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In the original Egyptian version, the parable of Ra having sex with the pharaoh's 

wife, which allowed for a divine connection to birth right to rule, was carried over 

into the story of the Virgin birth. From inscriptions the temple of Hatshepsut, the 

daughter of Thutmose I: "Ra gathered the lesser gods around his throne, and told 

them: 'I will create a queen to rule over Egypt'. Then accompanied by the messenger 

god Thoth, he went to the palace of King Thutmose I and taking the appearance of 

the pharaoh, appeared a the bed of his wife, Ahmose, who 'naturally rejoiced at his 

virility' and as 'the palace became inundated with the sent of God', he had his way 

with her." This became the Holy Spirit getting the Virgin Mary pregnant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Resurrection 
● Passion of Osiris → Passion of Christ 
● Ripping apart of Osiris by his evil brother Set (modeled on corn shucking) → 
Crucifixion of Jesus 
● 12 pieces of Osiris, scattered about the land, and the temple that grew in each spot 
→ 12 tribes of Israel 
● Pieces of Osiris collected back together by Isis and mummified → wrapping in 
linen of Jesus' body (Mathew 27:59) 
● Rubbing of Osiris' dead phallus with oil → anointing of Jesus' body (Mathew 26:6-
12) 
● Burial of Osiris in a great primeval mound or pyramid → laying of Jesus in his 
own "rock hewn tomb", sealed with a great stone door (Mathew 27:60) 
● 3 days of death of Osiris (modeled on the Dec 22-24 apparent stillness of the sun, 
before it's rebirth to longer days on December 25) → 3 days of death of Jesus 
● 2 goddesses mounting Osiris (Stella Maris and her Nephthys) to have resurrection 
sex → 2 Marys (Mary and Mary Magdalene) "sitting over" the sepulcher (Mathew 
27:61) 
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Original version (2000BC): the goddess Isis, otherwise 
known as stella Maris, and her sister Nephthys, have 
‘anoint’ (Christen), meaning to rub with oil, the phallus of 
the mummified god Osiris, having a type of resurrection 
sex, to bring him back to life. 

Biblical version (100AD): two 
Marys wrap Jesus in linen, then 
anoint him  (rub him with oil), 
then both ‘climb onto’ the 
sepulcher, after which he is 
resin from the dead. 

 
Morality 
● Acceptance of Horus the Savior → Acceptance of Jesus Christ as you Savior  
● Weighing of the soul (soul weight) → modern human morality system 
 
These bullet points are only a starting point towards the evidence needed to convince 

oneself that the Bible is entirely a book of mythology. One needs to read at least past 

the fifty-book level on world religions to get this proof into one’s head. The valuable 

work of Biblical scholar and Egyptologist Gary Greenberg is a good starting point in 

this direction.9 The Egyptian theology structure to the Abrahamic and Brahmaic 

religions is a large and extensive subject, to say the least, but one that leads to the 

definitive conclusion that God does not exist.   

 There is no doubt that the religion vs. science debates will rage on for centuries 

to come. This introductory chapter is only meant to introduce the reader to the tools 

with which can dig out for oneself that mental proof that God does not exist and that 

modern hard physical science has a definite replacement God 2.0, so to speak, for 

models of purpose the olden books provided.  

 In modern terms, to conclude, science has shown that the sun is not god, but 

rather a gravitationally bound volume of hydrogen atoms reacting to form helium 

atoms, releasing heat in the process. Therefore, any religion based on belief in the 

existence of Abraham or Brahma, as the progenitor of humankind, is a false belief 

and hence the respective God or gods of these religions do not exist. The ancient 

books can be thought of as guidebooks of wisdom, but not as absolute truth. 

 

Sarah 
The etymologies of the sister-wives of both individuals, the woman Sarai (sister-wife 

of Abraham) and goddess Saraswati (sister-wife of Brahma), are both modeled on 

the star ‘Sirius’, the brightest star in the sky, that on December 24th, the darkest day 
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of the year (in terms of daylight hours), aligns with the three brightest stars of 

Orion’s Belt, a moment that signals forthcoming of the ‘birth of the sun’ (or birth of 

Ra) the following day, December 25th, after which the number of daylight hours 

begin to steadily increase, a signal that the newly born sun is growing in strength. 
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8 – Moral Weight Theory 
 

 

“Add.” 
     – Author (358), title  
 

 
The first question or rather  
 

 
 
Add-read: 
 
http://www.eoht.info/page/Soul+weight 
 
 
 

 

“My mind is incapable of conceiving such a thing as a 

soul. I may be in error, and man may have a soul; but I 

simply do not believe it.” 
   – Thomas Edison, in ‘Do We Live Again’ 
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9 – Goethean morality 
 

 

“The moral symbols used in the natural science are 

the elective affinities discovered and employed by 

the great Bergman.” 
     – Johann Goethe (358), German polymath  
 

 

(see: pg. 275, Edis) 

 

A objectionable view is: 

 
“A theory of thermodynamics is not, and never will be, a moral theory.” [1] 
 
1. Louden, Robert B. (1992). Morality and Moral Theory: a Reappraisal and 
Reaffirmation (pg. 96). Oxford University Press. 
 

 

The first question or rather assumption on the mind of the typical religious person 

when he or she encounters a non-religious person or Godless person is the question 

of immorality. This is exemplified by the story of a public debate between the late 

professor A.J. Ayer, the distinguished author of Language, Truth, and Logic, and a 

certain Bishop Butler. The exchange proceeded politely enough until the bishop, 

hearing Ayer assert that he say no evidence at all for the existence of any god, broke 

in to say ‘then I cannot see why you do not lead a life of unbridled immorality.’1 

Similarly, as expressed by the character Smerdyakov in Dostoyevsky’s famous 430 

novel Brothers Karamazov ‘if there is no God there is no morality.’ Or, as recently 

expressed in Gregory Lukin’s 561 book Atheism 101, ‘I’ve been an atheist my whole 

life and I’ve been asked the same question over and over, time and again: what’s 

keeping you from going on a killing spree?’ and as Lukin goes on to state 

 In these examples, we see that for many people moral beliefs are deeply 

connected and inseparable from belief in God. The break we intend to make here is 

to explain morality, that is right and wrong actions, in terms of the symbols of 

physical chemistry—in particular the science of thermodynamics, the science that 

governs the operation of the known universe. 

 This interjection into the quest to frame out the new system of morality is not, to 

note a simple matter, in any sense of the word. As history has shown, humanity is 

frequently lured into using simplified snapshots of scientific findings to lead to the 

erroneous conclusion that this or that way of human conduct is best.  This finding is 
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summarized well by Christopher Hitchens in his recent statement that: ‘secular 

totalitarianism has actually provided us with the summa of human evil. The examples 

most in common use—those of Hitler and Stalin regime—show us with terrible 

clarity what can happen when men usurp the role of gods. When I consult with my 

secular and atheist friends, I find that this has become the most common and frequent 

objections that they encounter from religious audiences.’1 Hitler, who justified his 

genocide killings on Darwinism, and Stalin, who his justified his reforms that 

resulted mass starvation killings on Marxism, are both examples of, as it is generally 

agreed, sciences gone wrong—but, then again, who exactly, in the absence of God, is 

to say what constitutes right or wrong.  

 

Not all, however, are under the impression that this is something that can be done, 

i.e. that science can offer a model of morality. The predominate view of this 

argument is said to have been espoused by early fourth-century Scottish philosopher 

David Hume who famously argued that no description of the way the world is (facts) 

can tell us how we ought to behave (morality).2  

 Hume’s view that science has nothing to say about morality is trumped about by 

American neuroscience-philosopher Sam Harris in his 2010 book The Moral 

Landscape and followup talks, such as his 2011 Oxford lecture, with Richard 

Dawkins, ‘Who Says Science has Nothing to Say About Morality?’3 Harris, typical 

of most scientists, however, is unlearned in the field of human molecular philosophy, 

and is thus unaware that over two-hundred years ago the great German polymath 

Johann Goethe concluded that morality, inclusive of right and wrong, marriage and 

divorce, love, enmity, and war, etc., are all natural phenomenon that can be 

explained by the ‘symbols’, as he called them, of physical chemistry. Those pioneers 

to have investigated the implications of this view, know quite well that the human 

molecular centric view, of human existence and purpose, immediately opens up a 

floodgate of philosophical questions: ‘do molecules have consciousness?’, ‘are 

molecules alive?’, ‘do humans have free will?’, ‘how does choice operate?’, ‘what is 

good and evil in chemical terms?’, and the list goes on. Central among these is the 

question of system of morality, which is nothing more than code for an agreed upon 

system of choice.  

 In answer to this morality query, a corollary of the Clausius postulate applied to 

systems of reactive humans, considered as atomic structures, is that actions, right or 

wrong,  are governed by what is called the Lewis inequality for natural processes, as 

derived in 1923 by American physical chemist Gilbert Lewis.4  

 The Lewis inequality for natural processes, which is the second law based 

equation that governs freely-going earth-bound chemical reactions, such as are 

reactions between people, is defined as following expression:  

 

 ∆ 0  
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which states that moral actions or processes, considered synonymous with what is 

‘natural’, will tend to show a decrease in Gibbs free energy, symbol G, over time, 

tending the system towards stability; moreover, that which is or becomes very moral 

or very natural will quantified by a large decrease in Gibbs free energy over time and 

hence tend to be very spontaneous uncontrollable processes: 

 

 ∆ ≪ 0 

 

The Lewis inequality for unnatural processes, conversely, quantify immoral actions 

or processes, considered synonymous with what is unnatural, will tend to show an 

increase in Gibbs free energy, over time:  

 

 ∆ 0 

 

tending the system towards instability; moreover, that which is or becomes very 

immoral or very unnatural will be quantified by a large increase in Gibbs free energy 

over time and hence tend to be very non-spontaneous and very controllable 

processes: 

 

 ∆ ≫ 0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Belief in the supernatural cannot be considered to be any 

longer required, either for enabling us to know what is right 

and wrong in social morality, or for supplying us with the 

motives to do right or wrong and to abstain from wrong.” 
                 – John Stuart Mill, British philosopher, Utility of Religion (c.420s),  
  

 

“Science has been charged with undermining morality, but the 

charge is unjust. No religious basis is necessary for man’s ethical 

behavior.” 
                 – Albert Einstein (480), German-born American physicist 
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“I hope that in the future great men like Kant and Goethe will 

not merely be commemorated from time to time but that the 

principles which they taught will also prevail in public life and 

in the general consciousness.” 
                 – Albert Einstein (c.490s), German-born American physicist 
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10 – Free Energy Coupling 
 

 

“Is he willing to prevent evil but not able? Then is 

he impotent. Is he able but not willing? Then is he 

malevolent. Is he both able and willing? Whence is 

evil?” 
     – Epicurus (c. 300BC), Greek atomic philosopher  
 

 

A corollary of these two tendencies, is that in processes that actually occur, a mixing 

of the two types of processes, natural and unnatural, or moral and immoral, or good 

and evil, in religious speak, operate such that a thermodynamic coupling effect 

occurs, whereby natural reactions, processes, and interactions, drive or power 

unnatural reactions, processes, and interactions.  This coupling effect is quantified by 

the Lipmann coupling inequality, shown below:  

 

 ∑ ∆ ∑ 0  

 

as was discovered in 1941 work of German-born American biochemist Fritz 

Lipmann, based on the previous work of Lewis, and states that the sum of the free 

energy changes of the natural reactions and processes  plus the sum of the free 

energy change of the unnatural reactions and processes  , in the total system, 

must be less than zero, in accordance with the second law mandate that the entropy 

of all cyclical processes will increase, which means not that disorder will tend to 

increase, as the laity believes, but correctly that ‘transformation content’, the original 

name assigned to entropy, will tend to increase and thus mathematically have a 

higher positive value. In religious speak, good always triumphs over evil.1  

 The nature of what exactly Gibbs free energy constitutes in the human sphere of 

existence and activity, over the last eight years, has remained somewhat of a deeply 

structured puzzle, albeit one with a loose overall solution structure, in regard to how 

exactly the standard chemical thermodynamic description of the behavior of small 

scale atom-molecule chemical reactions translates or scales up to the chemical 

thermodynamic description of reactions occurring between humans. This subject has 

a long history of mis-speculation and prolonged debate, nevertheless one resulting in 

slowly gained insight.2  

 In overall basic structure, Gibbs free energy equates, in modern human reaction 

terms, to the sum of the internal energy, symbol U, of one’s system of interactive 
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relationships, working, social, and intimate, plus the energy associated with volume 

changes in one’s system, otherwise known, in engineering speak, as pressure volume 

work, symbol PV, or energy associated with personal space boundary regulation, in 

layspeak, and the transformation content, symbol TS, otherwise known as entropic 

energy, of one’s system, on going from one day to the next, which in equation form 

is defined as follows: 

 

   

 

In short, when a earth bound system undergoes a transformation, on going from an 

initial state in time to a final state in time, the reactants often transforming to 

products during the process, the free energy of the initial state will differ 

significantly from the free energy of the final state, which will amount to changes in 

the internal energy, pressure volume energy, and transformation content energy 

between the two states of existence. This release of free energy is loosely what 

equates to the measure of one’s purpose, so to speak. 

 This hard science view of human purpose, to note, is a type of ‘underground 

science’, rarely taught in the classroom, Polish economist Leon Winiarski (1894-

1900, University of Geneva) and American historian Henry Adams (1900-1910, 

Harvard University), aside, generally known only to a to a few handful of fervent 

subject hobbyists, such as German polymath Johann Goethe or South African 

chemical physicist Adriaan de Lange, willing to have read past the 500 to 1000 book 

level in the study of the reactionary view of human existence; a prerequisite to this 

quest, in modern terms, being that one is a physical chemist or chemical engineer by 

training; wherein the science of chemical thermodynamics, the study of what energy 

and entropy have to say about the governance of chemical reactions and 

transformations, is central.  

 Conversely, into the second decade of the new millennium, for those not 

acquainted with the underground niche view, the theory of evolution, it is said, has 

‘destroyed the notion of purpose’, as expressed in the overtypical general public 

views of Darwin-Bible reconciliator, American theologian John Haught.3 Likewise, 

into the second decade of the last millennium, man, in the words of ‘godless’, a term 

used herein in the sense of a complement, American mathematical-philosopher 

Bertrand Russell, ‘is the product of causes which had no prevision of the end they 

were achieving; that his origin, his growth, his hopes and fears, his loves and beliefs, 

are but the outcome of accidental collections of atoms.’4  

 The modern intellectual is certainly godless, no doubt about that, with fewer 

than five percent of scientists of the American Academy of Science, as discussed, 

believing in God, but that aspects of human chemical reactions such as hope, fear, 

love, belief, etc., are the outcome of accident is far from the truth. Chemical 

reactions, which is what human relationships and working interactions are, do not 
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happen by accident nor by chance, but according to the laws of chemical 

thermodynamics, the concluding statement of which is that reactions will tend to 

occur in the direction that will satisfy the chemical affinities of the reactants and 

continue to do so until the total affinity, symbol A, of the reacting system is zero. 

This is stated mathematically as such: 

 

 ∆   

 

The translation of this logic into a verbal materialist explanation of purpose and 

meaning, according to American materialist philosopher Owen Flanagan, is ‘the 

really hard problem’ in modern philosophy.  

 The student of matter and of force, that which moves matter, is the chemist and 

the physicist. The physical chemists and the chemical physicists, however, have 

tended to remain in the closet, often for the sake of reputation and job security, and 

generally mute as to tentative solution to this so-called hard problem, at least until 

retirement or tenure arrives. A prime example being recently-retired American 

physical chemist and college president Thomas Wallace and his attempt at solution 

to the hard problem, as described in his 2009 Wealth, Energy, and Human Values, 

with its appendix section the fundamentals of thermodynamics applied to 

socioeconomics. We certainly commend thinkers such as Wallace for stating their 

views, but the general lack of acknowledged guidance in the classroom, elementary, 

high school, college, and graduate school, leaves the layperson in a state of limbo, 

forced to sort out the matter on his or her own. 

 Without guidance, the modern laity view of human existence, in the wake of 

English naturalist Charles Darwin’s evolution theory (1859), which says that humans 

have evolved over time through a process of natural selection and survival of the 

fittest, Dutch botanist Hugo De Vries’ mutation theory (1901), which says that 

random mutations of genes are the source of Darwin’s natural variation to selection, 

the Urey-Miller experiment (1952), which argues that life can be created by 

continuously sparking an early atmospheric like system of gases and liquids, and the 

Watson-Crick discover of DNA (1953), which concludes that genes are segments of 

a double helix shaped molecule called deoxyribonucleic acid, mixed with a few other 

noted theories, is the conclusion that humans are a ‘meaningless smudge of stuff’, 

the result of atoms reshuffling themselves over the course of time, in a process of an 

apparent random series of genetic ‘mutations’, that started several billion years ago, 

when lightning struck a ‘warm pond’, the result of which, each person, in mind, 

body, and moral worth and direction, becomes conclusively described as a sort of 

evolutionary ‘accident’, with no apparent ultimate purpose.  

 This regurgitated view, however, smacks in the face of what modern chemistry 

has to say about the manner in which atoms and molecules react and the process in 

which humans formed via chemical synthesis over time, although the explanation for 
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human synthesis is a bit wanting, yet discernable. As commented by American 

philosopher Robert Pirsig, in his famous 1991 book Lila: An Inquiry into Morals:  

 

“Why should a group of simple, stable compounds of carbon (C), 

hydrogen (H), oxygen (O), and nitrogen (N), 'struggle' for billions of 

years to organize themselves into a professor of chemistry? What's the 

motive?”  

 

The first to address this were the revolutionary 1789 views of French philosopher 

Jean Sales, who postulated that there must exist a ‘great principle’ to explain the 

process by which the universe synthesized the atoms of the earth to form the species 

of ‘human molecules’, otherwise known as homo sapiens. For promoting this view, 

to revolutionary view, which has come to be known as the human molecular 

hypothesis, the theory that each human is an individual reactive molecule, termed a 

‘human molecule’, synthesized through a type sexual reaction selection, forming and 

breaking bonds or relationships to other like molecules as it goes though its course of 

existence, sales was eventually imprisoned.7  

 There is great purpose, description, and meaning in this ‘great process’, in the 

words of Sales, just as there is for any atom or molecule involved in the process of 

the universe.   

 If two hydrogen atoms are brought into vicinity contact, at room temperature, 

one hydrogen molecule will form. That is their purpose. If a drug, such as morphine, 

is introduced into the body, it will tend down a path of minimum free energy and 

dock with a receptor at some distant point in the body, triggering a further reaction. 

That is its purpose. If several molecules are mixed in a test tube and heated, reactions 

will tend ensue until that point at which the affinities of the reactants are sated. That 

is their purpose.  If two gas phase molecules collide with enough impact energy and 

proper orientation, the activation energy barrier will be surmounted, old bonds will 

break, new bonds will form, and a transformation will have taken place. That is their 

purpose. When solar photons impinge into the lower atomic orbitals of the internal 

structure of a surface attached molecule, such as is a human molecule, causing an 

internal electron to jump up in atomic orbital position, resulting to bring the 

molecule, as a whole, into a less stable, albeit higher energy state, the molecule will 

be forced to react, move, or animate towards newer stable arraignments. That is its 

purpose.  

 When two people fall in love at first sight and marry that person, as do about 20 

percent of people, the process will be quantified as being an exergonic reaction, 

releasing available energy from stored bond energy that goes into working energy 

external to the working relationship. That is there purpose. When a couple stays 

happily bonding for fifty, well into their golden wedding anniversary, that is their 
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purpose. When two countries engage in warfare, transforming in the process into a 

more stable end state resulting product, that is there purpose.   

 There is great meaning and purpose to these types of quantitative explanations, 

particularly in respect to how these smaller atomic and human reactions connect to 

the bigger movements of the universe. The great equations of American engineer 

Willard Gibbs and German physicist Rudolf Clausius are specifically devoted to 

explaining the meaning and purpose of all types of universal natural processes, all 

based on the operation of the simple steam engine, in terms of the quantities of heat, 

work, and energy. In the human sphere of operation, the heat of sex, the work of 

occupation, the energy of purpose are but a few extension examples.    

 Many, as mentioned, will vehemently object to the view that a human can be 

defined as an abstract molecule or that chemical behavior has something to say about 

human behavior as it does chemical behaviors. Detractors will say that ‘I am a 

complex structure comprised of molecules, but not an individual molecule in the 

technical sense of the term’. This, however, is nothing but recourse to semantics. A 

human is a volumetric region of atoms, however one wishes to name this entity. 

 In the lay view, or one steeped in the soft science mindset, without access to the 

modern physical science explanation of human movement, people, in self-reflection 

about where they came from, why they’re here, and where they’re going, have been 

reduced to accepting dumbed-down processed explanation answers of ‘blind random 

chance’, a term popularized by Richard Dawkins as found in his 1986 The Blind 

Watchmaker. In Dawkins’ own words, as explained during his infamous 1991 Royal 

Institute Christmas lecture:5 

 

“We are machines built by DNA whose purpose is to make more copies 

of the same DNA. That is exactly what we are here for.” 

 

This pass-on-one’s-genes purpose to existence assertion, according to American 

science-religion scholar Ian Barbour, supposedly, leads to the view that the presence 

of chance indicates that this is a purposeless universe, whereby natural selection is a 

mechanism that makes highly improbable molecular combinations probable by the 

accumulation of many small adaptive improvements. This description, however, is 

nothing but processed and regurgitated gobbledygook, without any sort of 

connection to the way things actually occur in the chemical world and in the human 

world, which are of course one and the same. 

 To summarize, in the new cosmography, in the mindset of the modern 

intellectual, of what has been derogated as scientific materialism or reductionism, 

‘mindless matter’ dominates, or so it is said; atheism is the newage political 

platform; the antiquated teachings the Bible, Quran, and Rig Vida, are becoming 

dusty relics of the past; belief in universal creators such as God, Allah, Brahma as 

well as cousin concepts such as spirituality or supernatural forces are defunct 
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residual theories of olden, believed by the uneducated person; and concepts such as 

afterlife or resurrection are ‘fairy stories’, or so says English astrophysicist Stephen 

Hawking.   

 American religion-science interviewer Steve Paulson summarizes this 

precarious situation the modern intellectual find himself or herself in, when 

confronted with the elusive modern-day query about purpose in a seemingly 

purposeless universe:3  

 

“Is it just a crazy, cosmic stroke of luck that we’re here at all? Or do 

humans have some larger, mysterious purpose?” 

 

The objective herein will be to outline a framework to appease this query. The 

presentation will be short and sparse on equations. The inquisitive reader is 

encouraged to visit Hmolpedia (eoht.info), the free online encyclopedia of human 

thermodynamics, human chemistry, and human physics for further information and 

background to the hundreds of pioneers and thinkers who have helped to develop this 

subject. 
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11 – Life: a Defunct Theory 
 

 

“Any attempt to describe life within the scope of physical 

laws will lead to the precarious position that life has no 

purpose or that we are not alive in the same way as a water 

molecules are not alive.” 
    – DMR Sekhar, Indian chemical engineer (2010)1  
 

“Thims’ The Human Molecule covers the most fundamental 

change in human knowledge since Charles Darwin’s On 

the Origin of Species, that we are fundamentally molecules, 

and that the question of life is itself a fundamentally 

flawed one.” 
    – Jeff Tuhtan, American ecological engineer (2011)2  
 

 

The next big question on the mind of the average person who wishes to throw off the 

yoke of belief in God, yet retain some sense of purpose or rather reasoned guidance 

to existence and movement, is the question of the origin of life. If God does not exist, 

which is the way things really are, how did life originate? How did lifeless matter 

yield way to living matter? On what day in the distant past did the first life emerge? 

 The answer to this overall query has only recently been unearthed and its 

solution is one of the more difficult solutions to arrive at being on par to that of the 

theory of relativity and the finding that length and time are not constant, but depend 

on the relative speed of one’s reference frame. The modern solution to the origin of 

life query is that, in the modern physical science perspective, life is a defunct 

scientific theory.3  

 The defunctness of the theory of life is somewhat on par to a mixture of the 

defunctness of the caloric theory, aether theory, flat earth theory, and is a theory that 

does not hold up within the framework of the modern chemical thermodynamic view 

of human origins, which holds that a human is a multi-element ‘molecule product’, 

synthesized over time, starting with hydrogen atom ‘reactant precursors’. If one 

follows the reaction mechanism down, or what is considered to be the evolutionary 

ladder, all the way down to the hydrogen ladder, the idea of one particular step in the 

chemical reaction mechanism ‘coming alive’ eats away at the mind until one is 

forced to let go of the theory of life. Although difficult to express this view in words, 
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chemical reactions are not alive, hence one must conclude neither are human 

chemical reaction, which are simply bigger versions of the former.  

 Serbian-born American electrical engineer Nikola Tesla was the first to arrive at 

this elusive conclusion who, following his studies of the physics and forces of human 

movement, concluded in 1925 that: ‘There is no thing endowed with life.’ 

  

The theory of life, generally speaking, for the average person, is a residual byproduct 

derivative view of Ra theology, and the view that things, such as ants, trees, humans, 

and the sun, etc., are ‘born’ at certain point in time, only to later ‘die’ at a certain 

follow-up point in time. The chemist does not see things with way. Molecules are 

created through a process of what is called ‘chemical synthesis’, which involves no 

life nor death. The same must be true of human chemical synthesis. 

 In the correct modern-day view, things such as ants, trees, humans, and the sun, 

are molecular structures, formed through stepwise chemical synthesis, and are never 

alive, never die, but only can be termed reactive or animate in contrast to being 

inanimate, inert, or non-reactive. A moving walking talking animated human, as 

discussed, according to modern mass composition measurements and the human 

molecular hypothesis, is a twenty-six element reactive molecule, a type of animate 

matter, attached to a surface, called earth, which acts as substrate and or catalyst, 

facilitating a type of metabolism called ‘turnover rate’. Thus, according to modern 

chemistry, a human is a molecule, and molecules are not alive and do not die, but 

rather are types of atomic structures formed through chemical synthesis. Hence, the 

search for the ‘origin of life’ is a search for something that does not exist.  

 To note, this is not an easy puzzle to work through one’s mind, but similar to 

relativity is the solution that comes out in the wash after one sits down and begins to 

work on the problem. The answer only slowly emerges when one begins to work 

backwards in time through the steps in the so-called ‘evolution mechanism’, from 

human to chimpanzee to tree shrew to lizard to waking fish to aquatic worm to 

bacteria to pro-bacteria and beyond down to the single hydrogen atom, all along 

holding the view in mindset that each entity in the evolution chain is a type of 

animate molecule, with a measureable molecular formula, each evolution step 

described as a specific chemical reaction.4 Eventually, following the toying with the 

notion of weak patch concepts such a panpsychism, that all things are alive or 

conscious, subatomic to supergalactic, or emergence, the view that things such as 

life, consciousness, free will, etc., are properties of systems that ‘emerge’ at certain 

points in time, among other semi-plausible, albeit underlyingly defunct theories,  the 

search for the so-called ‘origin of life day’, said to have occurred 3.9 billion years 

ago, at which point molecules, supposedly, ‘came alive’, developed ‘free will’, 

acquired ‘consciousness’, among other nonsensical claims, become defunct models, 

after which one is forced to throw all preconceived models of human existence out 

the window, and start over again with the modern atomic theory thermodynamic 
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belief system as the new starting point for deriving established and accepted 

knowledge.5 

 In this new view, a human is a large animated hydrogen atom derivative, formed 

through a specific number of mechanism steps of chemical reaction, which started, 

according to current estimates of the history of the universe, about 13.7 billion years 

ago, when the universe was very hot, and all that existed was hydrogen atoms, and 

before that subatomic particles. 

 The original notion of human purpose, as embodied in encrypted format in the 

Bible, the Quran, and the Rig Vida, is that humans were made by a God on a potter’s 

wheel, specifically Khnum’s potter’s wheel, using clay as starting material, brought 

to life by the breath of God, whose purpose was to be a workforce replacement for 

the Gods in the tilling of the land. This is called the ‘clay creation myth’.6 In 

Christianity, this was carried over into the story of God creating Adam and Eve, the 

name Adam, being the Hebrew word for ‘clay’. 

  

 

 

 

 

In the framework of the remaining few Gap Gods, according to American physicist 

Victor Stenger, ‘evolution removes the need to introduce God at any step in the 

process of the development of life from the simplest earlier forms. It does not explain 

the origin of life, so this gap still remains.’ 

 

(see also: pgs. 64-65) 

 

Stenger, Victor J. (2007). God: the Failed Hypothesis (pg. 52). Prometheus Books.  

 

(add) 
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? – Identical Twins  
 

 

“Add.” 
     – Author (358), title  
 

 

Studies of identical twins separated at birth give indication to the predetermined 

nature of human reaction paths. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Some examples: 

1) Jim L. and Jim S. were first reunited at age 39. They were genetically identical twins, reared 
apart since infancy by different adoptive families in Ohio and unaware of each other's 
existence. As children, each twin had had a dog named Toy. Each bit his fingernails and, 
since age 18, had suffered from mixed headache syndrome, a combined tension and migraine 
headache. Each had been married twice, first to a Linda and then to a Betty. One twin had 
named his son James Alan, and the other, James Allen. Each had put a circular bench around 
a tree in his garden. Each had worked at a gas station and later part-time in law enforcement 
as a sheriff. Each chain-smoked Salems and preferred an occasional Miller Lite beer. Each 
scattered love notes to his wife around the house. Every summer, unbeknownst to the other, 
each had driven his family in a light blue Chevrolet from Ohio to the Pas-Grille Beach in St. 
Petersburg, Florida, for their summer vacation. They had similar voices, hand gestures, and 
mannerisms. 

2) Jerry L. and Mark N., identical twins separated in infancy, were first reunited at age 30. 
Each was nearly bald and had a bushy mustache. Each was a volunteer firefighter and made 
his living installing safety equipment. Each wore aviator glasses, big belt buckles, and big key 
rings. Each drank Budweiser with his pinky hooked on the bottom of the can and crushed the 
can when he finished. 

3) Jack Y. and Oskar S., identical twins born in Trinidad in 1933 and separated in infancy by 
their parents' divorce, were first reunited at age 46. Oskar was raised by his Catholic mother 
and grandmother in Nazi-occupied Sudetenland, Czechoslovakia. Jack was raised by his 
Orthodox Jewish father in Trinidad and spent time on an Israeli kibbutz. Each wore aviator 
glasses and a blue sport shirt with shoulder plackets, had a trim mustache, liked sweet 
liqueurs, stored rubber bands on his wrists, read books and magazines from back to front, 
dipped buttered toast in his coffee, flushed the toilet before and after using it, enjoyed 
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sneezing loudly in crowded elevators to frighten other passengers, and routinely fell asleep at 
night while watching television. Each was impatient, squeamish about germs, and gregarious. 

4) Bessie and Jessie, identical twins separated at 8 months of age after their mother's death, 
were first reunited at age 18. Each had had a bout of tuberculosis, and they had similar 
voices, energy levels, administrative talents, and decision-making styles. Each had had her 
hair cut short in early adolescence. Jessie had a college-level education, while Bessie had 
had only 4 years of formal education; yet Bessie scored 156 on intelligence quotient testing, 
while Jessie scored 153. Each read avidly, which may have compensated for Bessie's sparse 
education; she created an environment compatible with her inherited potential. 

All of this, the way in which atoms react to form molecules, the way in which 

molecules react with each other, and the way in which human molecules react with 

each other, each processes, human or otherwise, determined via free energy 

measurements, is not something to be attributed to blind random chance, but rather 

by a wealth of knowledge in applied chemical thermodynamics, such as exemplified 

in the manner  in which drugs, in vivo, designed for specific purposes, e.g. cancer 

suppression, mood enhancement, etc., move about through the body, in specific 

quantifiable and predicative reactions paths, as have been thoroughly explained in 

treatises such as Robert Raffa’s 2001 57-author contributor Drug-Receptor 

Thermodynamics volume, none of which is explained by the idiocized motto ‘blind 

random chance’. 

 
 Sources: 
● Kaplan & Sadock's "Synopsis of Psychiatry." Ninth Edition. 
● Segal NL. Entwined Lives: Twins and What They Tell Us about Human Behavior. Plume: 
New York; 1999:116-151. 
http://www.illiteratewithdrawal.com/2008/02/nature-vs-nurture-twin-studies/ 
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Some of this book’s content is a precipitate of the writing of the two-thousand plus 

articles at Hmolpedia (eoht.info), the free online wiki encyclopedia, launched in 

2008, on the sciences of the human chemistry, human thermodynamics, and human 

physics, the subjects of what the hard physical sciences have to say about human 

existence.  Hmolpedia draws about fifty-thousand page views per month, is host to 

an active discussion forum, found within a growing two-hundred plus member 

community, including noted thermodynamics authors: Georgi Gladyshev, Jing Chen, 

Ingo Muller, John Schmitz, Robert Kenoun, Wolfgang Muschik, Pierre Perrot, Jack 

Hokikian, Ronald Fox, Robert Pogany, Kenneth Bailey, Benjamin Kyle, Mark 

Ciotola, Octavian Ksenzhek, John Bryant, Leong Ying, among others.1 Heated 

debates are a semi-recurrent feature of the site’s discussion forum.2 Many debates 

hinge precariously on what seems to be differing belief systems, albeit ones that are 

difficult to pin down. 

 Belief systems that are easy to pin down are those of the religious nature, an 

example being American sociologist Steve Fuller’s 2005 New Scientist article ‘I Am 

Not a Molecule’, wherein he objects against atomic reductionism in sociology 

because it conflicts with his belief in intelligent design.  Religious beliefs, because of 

the fact that they are outdated, in large part, tend to directly conflict with the findings 

of modern physical science—although not all religious beliefs, as we will discuss. 

 Beliefs difficult to pin down, however, are those professed by hardened Godless 

physical or chemical scientist. Many in this group openly declare or allude to a 

general disbelief in the existence of God, but on the other hand seem to be unable to 

come to grips with the alternative view that chemistry, physics, and thermodynamics 

might have something to say about questions of human behavior, morality, and 

purpose. Many will avoid the topic entirely, justifying this to the idea that these are 

subjects for the sociologist, philosopher, or psychologist to deal with. A possible 

reason for these avoidances and or objections may be that scientists, although 

generally free from belief in God, are still mentally trapped or indecisive about a 

number of the residual theories previously attributed to God, such as life, death, 

morality, purpose, choice, right, wrong, afterlife, good and evil, and so on, in what 

seems to be an endless list. Much of the focus of this book was directed towards this 

group. 

 Two lectures given to bioengineering students and faculty at a local Chicago 

university, in 2010 and 2011, introduced some of this book’s content. Some content 

is an attempt to address frequented queries and video commentaries, responses, and 

debates arising on the YouTube educational channel HumanChemistry101. The 
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majority of this booklets content, however, comes from the author’s insatiable 

reading habit, indicative of his growing thousand-plus-book home science library, 

three-hundred of which are in thermodynamics, sixty of which are in the belief 

systems category.3    

 For the sake of brevity and readability, equations and complexity of terms will 

be kept to a minimum, at least in the earlier chapters. The inquisitive reader is 

encouraged to visit Hmolpedia (EoHT.info) to find lengthier systematic equation 

derivations and to consult and join the discussion forum with queries.  

 Special thanks is given to those earlier reviewers of this manuscript who 

provided feedback, comments, and constructive criticism given to the various drafts 

of this treatise in its formative stages of development.4     
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‘what’s your purpose’, as found in Rosch Stack’s 2009 article “Atheism 101: The Purpose of 
Life”, and thought that the cool looking image would be a cool book cover to a book 
addressing that question in the context of modern physical science; the question of purpose 
being the big divide between the atheist and believer; and soon thereafter started the purpose 
article at Hmolpedia (11 May 2011). 
(b) Rosch, Staks. (2009). “Atheism 101: The Purpose of Life”, Jul 22, Examiner.com.  
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SCIENCE, RELIGION, HUMANITIES 
 

Is the universe purposeless? 
 

In the absence of the existence of God—a viewpoint held by ¼ of the world—do the 

physical sciences, specifically chemistry, physics, and in particular thermodynamics, 

the science that governs the operation of the known universe and the arrow of time, 

have anything to say about whether or not there is purpose, meaning, and morality in 

the movement, dynamics, and structure of the universe? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

This booklet is a straight-talk foray into the science vs. religion debates—centered on 

the so-called purposeless universe hypothesis, the growing view, held by many, that 

the universe is directionless, pointless, and without purpose, that science has no 

official opinion about morals, ethics, or human values, and that in the end all 

becomes ashes to ashes or  

 

Libb Thims | American electrochemical engineer, thermodynamicist, and noted author of the 
2007 textbook Human Chemistry, the 2008 history booklet The Human Molecule, and creator 
of the popular wiki Hmolpedia (EoHT.info), a free online encyclopedia of the physics, 
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 To think that we just evolved 
from a bang, that we used to be 
monkeys, that seems unbelievable 
when you look at the complexity of 
the human body …. If you tell 
children there is no purpose to their 
life—that they are just a chemical 
mutation—that doesn’t build self-
esteem.  

 – Nigel McQuoid (2001), Headmaster of 
Emmanuel College 


