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Definition in Webster’s Encyclopaedic Dictionary of the
English Language

rant 1. 27 to use bombastic language, esp. in public
speaking, [of an actor] to be declamatory in a ludicrously
exaggerated way, to be noisily angry, u.z to utter with
exaggerated emphasis 2. # a piece of ranting [obs. Du.
randten, to rave)]
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INTRODUCTION

This book is the end product of years of dinner parties at my French
home that involved guests who were well-informed and
opinionated, and with whom the exchanges set about sorting out the
problems of the world. What I have written is intended both as a
summary of what has frustrated me and them and, in response,
presents an historical perspective that hopefully provides an insight
into many of the complex issues that were raised.

However, please do not view this work as having academic
pretension. Rather it is offered as a pocket-sized source of reference
material that might inspire argument, and counter argument, at your
own soirees. . ... from the welcoming aperitifs until well into the night.

My RANT has been carefully researched, but if omissions and errors
have been incorporated inadvertently I apologise.

Cheers then, to your next [good-humoured] dinner-table debate!
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A soiree in Northern France



RANT 1: ON RELIGION

The most important thing about religion and a point most people
like to forget, or even deny, is that it is man-made. In general the
gods of old were seen or could be seen, they were either statues or
stones or obelisks, or objects like the sun or the moon or even a
mountain. The Jews were probably the first nation to come up with
a totally unseen god. This was a very good idea for the rulers and
priests as it relied on faith and could not be disproved, nor proved
for that matter. Christianity and then Islam followed the same route
and the same god although this would be difficult to recognise from
the interaction between the three religions ever since. All the
creators of the main religions have been men, as in Jesus,
Mohammed, Buddha, Confucius, and most of the prophets of the
Old Testament were also men although there were one or two
women. They all claimed direct lines to God but at the end of the
day they were men and during their lives were just seen as such. Like
all men, they were born of a mother and a father in the normal way,
lived a life and died as do all humans. During their lives they may
have become great leaders or sometimes were shunned as were
many of the prophets of old but they all backed their leadership with
‘words from god’. However, not until after their deaths did any of
their followers ever succeed in getting the same line. God only
speaks to those who want to hear and if you want to hear that badly
then no doubt you will. None were deified during their lifetime,
rather this was an honour accorded them long after their deaths.
There has never ever been a single provable instance throughout
history of God - any god - revealing itself to man - any man or
woman, or even talking to anyone. It is always a person on his or her
own who hears the voice or sees the vision and never a group of
people. Also, apart from Adam who never actually existed, it is
never god but one of his closest helpers, as in an angel. Many men
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and fewer women claim that they are in direct communication or
that they speak to God but this is easily said and no doubt some of
them genuinely believe it. What we [that is mankind in general| have
not come anywhere near understanding yet is the power and
intricacies of the human mind. You can think yourself into anything
so why not a message from heaven or god? There are those who use
the word of god to their own disreputable ends and often seem to
get a following. The general public can be a very gullible lot and
many of these preachers, holy men, gurus, call them what you like,
became very rich off the pickings of their followers. For example,
Joseph Smith of the Mormons, L. Ron Hubbard and his
Scientology, and Sun Myung Moon and his Unification Church, to
name but a few. These three alone can count their followers in
millions and there is always a monetary element to their following.
The faithful have to give a certain percentage or all of their money
to the movement. The Maharishi Mahesh Yogi is another example.
He was leader of the Spiritual Regeneration Movement and managed
to attract many celebrities among his followers and actually had a
fleet of Rolls Royces at his disposal. Then there are the real baddies
such as Jim Jones, sometimes called ‘the Reverend’. He was another
leader who managed to con people into following him. Although his
followers numbered fewer than a thousand it is very difficult to
understand how such a man, who was obviously mentally unstable,
could attract even that many believers. When he fell foul of the
authorities in San Francisco he decided to set up home in Guyana,
on the north east coast of South America, and was followed by his
faithful. When on the point of being exposed as a charlatan by a US
senator, he killed him and also some journalists, and then managed
to persuade most of his followers to commit suicide. Those that
were not so keen were shot. How do these people manage to con so
many?



Priests, mullahs, monks and holy men and women in general are
good at convincing people that they speak with the authority of god.
But, in actual fact, it is the authority of learning. That is why they
have to go to university and pass exams so that when questioned
they can answer sensibly and with some authority. Or they see
images or have visions to back up what they want to get across. It
does seem odd that many intelligent people who in normal everyday
life can be relatively sceptical about so many things can be taken in
so easily by religion. Tradition and, of course, education play a big
part. However, it is certain that the human ego has a lot to answer
for here. So great is the ego that mankind cannot possibly believe
that there is nothing after death. The eternal questions keep rearing
their ugly heads - why do we exist, how did we come to exist and if
this life is all, is it worth it? Religion is based on the fact that above
all else we hope that there is something after death and because life
is such a struggle that it will be a lot easier. In fact this is what all
religions offer, a life after death that will be a lot easier and happier
as long as you behave yourself on earth.

If logic is applied to religion it just does not work. Religion requires
bountiful amounts of blind faith. Believe because that is what I say,
so argue the religious, and if you don’t believe me then it has been
written down. The holy books tell it all. Because it is in a book it is
right. But all the holy books ever written have nothing to do with
the hand of god and everything to do with the hand of man. The
prophets who wrote the holy books all maintained that theirs were
the ‘words of God’; - well they would, wouldn’t they? Looked at
logically how is this possible? In fact the notion is ludicrous, yet they
are all taken seriously and believed by a lot of people. However, if
one of them was fibbing why not all, which is equally feasible? It is
argued, for example, that the words of Christ and Mohammed came
from god and, as it happens, the same god. They can’t both be right,
can they? But millions of people believe they are. But they could





